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The CHAIRMAN: The Committée Starts today its consideratiofi"of item 5 on its
agenda: '"Hew types of weapons of .masg destruction and nev systems of such veapons;
radiological weapons®.

Before proceeding with our regular business, I would like to draw the attention
of the Committee to Vorking Paper.No. 36, concerning the request submitted by Spain
in comnection with its participation in meetings of the Committee's ad hoc working
groups on chemical weapons and on effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States againéﬁ'the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

This draft decision ic substantially-identical to other draft decisions adopted by
the Committee on the participation of non-members. If there are no observations
I shall consider that the draft decigion is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CIHATRMAN: T vill inform the permanent representative of Spain accordingly.

Mr. KOIIVES (Hungary): Iir. Chairman, in my statement today I would like to deal
vith iten 5 of the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament for its work in 1981, the
question of new types of weapons of mass destruction and nev systems of such veapons.

Bver since 1975 vhen the moviet Union submitted a proposal and a drafit
international agreement to the General Assembly of the United Nations effectively to
prohibit the development of nev types of weapons of mass destruction, this aspect
of disarmament has been recognized as one of the urgent problems-to be solved.

The Iinal Document of the first ‘special session of the United Neotionc -
General Assembly dcvoted to disarmament, in paragraph 77, stated: 'In order to help
prevent a qualitative arms race and so that scientific and technological achievements
may ultimately be used solely for meacceful purposes, effective measures should Dbe
taken to avoid the danger and prevent the emergence of neu types of weapons of mass
destruction based on new scientific principles and achievements. Efforts should be
appropriately pursued aiming at the prohibition of such new types and nev systems of
weapons of mass destruction'.

Since 1976 our Committee has been actively dealing with the task of prohibiting
the development of neu veapons of mass destruction and accumulating a huge quantity
of expertise and veluable material as a result of the useful discussions and exchanges
of view in the framevork of formal and informal meetings held vith experts. The
experts participating in the vork of the Committee, however, had to take into
consideration the fact that the Committee is not composed of scientific, technological
or military experts which itself set a2 limit to the scientific-technological depth
of their discussion.

sarly in 1978 the delegation of the USSR proposed the establishment of an
ad _hoc group of qualified governmental experts +o consider the question of possible
areas of the development of new types of veapons of mass destruction which should be
included in an initial 1list of types of such veapons to be prohibited under a
comprehensive agreement. This proposal in a reneved forn was also discussed during
our last year's session in the course of the consideration of this issue, as well as
during this year.

My delegation continues to be convinced that a comprehensive approach to the
question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction is feasible
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and offers the most effective solution to prevent the emergence of such veapons,
supplemented By individual agreements on particular types of weapons, and that the
most effective method of handling this question would be the setting up of an

ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts.

Howvever, it has to be admitted that there are differing approaches as to the
organizational aspects as well as to the basic approach to the substance of the
question.

The Hungarian delegation has today circulated a working paper on an informal basis
vhich will shortly be issued by the Secretariat officially in all the languages. In
this working paper my delegation proposes the holding of informal meetings of the
Committee cn Disarmament with the participation of experts during the second part of
our ‘1981 session. My delegation took note of the fact that some of the delegations in
the Committee for the time being are reluctant to 5ree'to the establishment of an
ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts to be entrusted vith the in-depth
consideration of the prohibition of the development of new types of weapons of mass
destruction. However, my delegation feels it appropriate to take further concrete
steps —— even if intermediate —- to promote the consideration of thigs issue as
contemplated in General Assembly resolution 55/149 in which the Ascembly requests the
Committee- on Uisarmament, in the light of its existing priorities, to continue
negotiations, with the assistance of qualified governmental cxperts, with a view to
preparing a- dralt comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development and
manufacture of nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
veapons, and to dralt possible agreements on particular types of such weapons'.

The major "Uogects to be dealt vith during the 1nformq1 meetings are listed in
the working paper snd therefore I would not like to repeat them in this statement.
The Hungarian delegation proposes that the Committee on Disarmament take a decision
or at leasl come to an understanding that prefersbly during the last veek of
June 1981, in the course of our swmmer session, the Committee on Disarmament will hold
informal meetings with experts on the prohibition of the development of new types of
veapons ol macs destruction. The exact number of informal meetings could be decided
vhen the programme of work of the Committee is under discussion early this June,
depending also on the number of experts vho participate in the meetings. = The
presence of experts would be of tuofold use in the follouing ways

(1) They could promote with their contributions the substantive consideration
of the question of new weapons of mass destruction, the results of which could
provide for the Committee a scientifically substantiated basis to give fresh
consideration to the issue as a vhole, including the possibility of finding a possible
mandate for the proposed group acceptable to all.

(2) The informal mee’c*nnm having been accomplished, the experts could be of
incalculable uge in the vork of the /4 Ioc Worlking Group on Radiological Weapons
which will be in a crucial pericd of its activities at that time.

My delegation vould be ”ratefullto hear the views of delegations on the Dropoéal,
and expresses its hope that the Committee will agree to conduct such meetings, which
wvould be of double use for our vork.

Mr. FLOERIGE (United States of America)s  Mr. Chairman, it has been the custom
in this Committee to congratulate the new Chairman for the month vhen a delegation
takes the floor for the first time during his chairmanship. I personally think the
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more proper sentiment vould be an expression of sympathy; for taking the Chair 1s,_
after 211, an 1nc°capaLle burden under our rules of procedure. lhe"efore,

HMr. Chairman, I would take this opportunity, rather, to u¢sh you well and to pleage
to you our full co-operation during the month of April. Your dedicated, serious
and thoughtful contributions to the work of our Committece in the nast give us
confidence that you will discharge your dubies efficiently and effectively. Ve
look forward to wor 1nm under your leadership for the remainder of this part .of

our 1981 session. *’

I would also like to add a word of appreciation for the mammer in which your
tvo predecessors have carried out the demanding duties of the office of Chairman
during -the months of February and March. DLa\ing on his broad experience and
consummate diplomatic skills, Ambassador de la Corce launched us smoothly into the
occan of'vork that lay before us as our 1981 session began and, as the tide swelled,
Ambagsador Herder guided the Committee with a ‘sure hand past numerous rocks and
shoals to cnable us to make considerable progress on both procedural and substantive
matters. - Both can take saticfaction in having met the most difficult teet that our
Committee-can impose with new lustre added to their regutatlon

At the outset, let me say that I am not planning to announce today any new
United States policies on the issues with which the Committee on Disarmament deals.
The policy review in vhich the United States Government is engaged, and to vhich I
referred in my brief intervention on 12 February, is broad in scope and detailed,
touching all aspects of arms control and related national security and foreign
policies. ' Becausé of itz fundamental nature and the complexity of the issues involved,
the reviev will take some time. Its completion date cannot nov be predicted. = That
does not at all mean that in the meantime the United States delegation will be
unablé to contribute to the work of the Commitice, as I am confident we have made
clear by our activity during this session to date, and we will continue vhenever
possible to participate fully and actively in the advancement of the Committee's work.

My reason for tal’inb the floor today is to give my delegation's views on the
vital question of the balance of military pover and 'its rclationship to arms control,
particularly nuclear arms control, and to deal with some misleading impressions that
may have been left by certain representatives who have addressed this subject in
previous meetings. Ve have listened also to 2 lively exchange in this forum on the
subject of the doctrine of deterrence -- or of houses with guard dogs and burglar
alarms, in the analogy which seems to have capturcd the Committee's 1maglnaulon -
and I vould like to address that subgcct as uell,

Reflecting 'on vhat has been said about the dangers of relying oh a balance of
nuclear powver to maintain the peace, I would be the: first to admit that the world
could breathe more easily if there were no nuclear weapons in existence, although the
dangers from modern conventional veapons, which are themselves appalling enough,
would still be with us. But nuclear we apons do exist. Until we can find and agree
upon a sure méans of eliminating them, vithout "jeopardizing the security of any -
State or group of States, they vill continue to be a fact of life, and nuclear
deterrence must remain a -ev element in maintaining stability and peace..

What are the alternatives? One course that has been advocated from time to
time is unilateral disarmament. If the United States alone were to undertake
nuclear disarmement, the result would almost certainly be a major military imbalance.
Ve would all need to.ask ourselves whose interests would then be served? .. In this.
regard L would drav your attention to certain remarks in a recent a%tlcle on Sov1et
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military thought by Professor lMajor-General A.S. Milovidov‘of the Lenin Militafy
Academy. In the article he stateds:

iThe Soviet Union cannot undertake the unilateral destruction of
its nuclear weapons and indeed has no right to do so, as it is
responsible to the peoples of the whole world for peace and progress.
Marxist-Leninists decisively reject the assertions of certain bourgeois
theoreticians who consider nuclear missile war unjust from any point
of view.'

These views on unilateral nuclear disarmement and the role that nuclear weapons play
in Soviet military thinking are in stark contrast to some comments on those subjects
that have been presented to us here in this Committee. They serve to reinforce our
grave doubts about the wisdom of unilateral disarmament. :

If uwnilateral disarmament is out, what about unilateral restraint in nuclear
armaments? VWell, we tried that and the results were not encouraging. In the
early post-torld Var II period the United States was the only nuclear Power, and
for a long time after that helped to achieve gtability and peace by virtue of its
nuclear superiority. As the Joviet Union eventually brought its nuclear arsenal
tc a position of approximate parity, the United States decided that in the long-term
intereste of a stable peace, wc should not attemnt o maintain superiority. Our
hope was that this exercise of westraint would persuvade the Soviet Union to follow
suit. In this hope we were disappointed. lVhen ve curbed and even cancelled
significant armament programmes, the USSR continued to build up in all spheres.

Some -examples: .

-~ The voviet Union has continued to strengthen its ground and air forces in
Europe. In the last 15 years, Soviet military menpover has increased by about
1 million wen. some 25 divisions have been added to Soviet ground forces, and all
divisions have been upgraded'in capability and fire-power. During the same period,
the tanks in the numerous Soviet divisions in eastern Europe and the western part
of the USSR have been replaced with ncv, modernized and improved, tanks —- in most
cases more than once. Some 1,400 aircraft have been added to the inventory of
Soviet frontal aviation. IMany of these new aircraft are designed for deep strike
missions, bBringing more of vestern Burcpe into the range of Soviet tactical aviation.

_ ~ The Soviet Union has also in recent years deployed the Backfire bomber, which
carries more veapons than older bombers, and which, because of its greater range,
can reach all of wvestern Europe, vital sea~lanes, and even the continental
United States. A

- Soviet naval eapabilities have also been expanding rapidly on g global basis;
nev warships have been built and deployed at an wnprecedented pace during recent '
years. '

- The USSR has continued to build up its nuclear missile forces in Europe.  Some
years ago, the Soviet Union began deployment of the S5-20 intermediate-range nuclear
missile. In the past year alone, some 80 nev 8S5-20 launchers have been deployed.
This missile is qualitatively superior to its predecessors: it is mobile; it has .
greater range, and it carries not one, but three accurate warheads.

~ In the last 15 years, the USSR has more than quintupled the number of its
strategic nuclear delivery vechicles. In recent years, primarily through the
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deployment of three new ICBH systems, the Soviet Union has expanded the number
of weapons these vehicles can carry by a factor of 11. '

All of these programmes, along vith other examples I have not included, have
naturally caused the Soviet military budget to suell, It is a measure of the
different emphasis on military efforts in the noviet Union and the United States
during the past decade that the costs of Soviet military activities, measured in
dollar terms, vere some 4C per cent higher than -those of the United States; in
1930 Soviet outlays vere some 50 per cent higher. ‘ o

Those of you vho read the Yestern press reports beginning in late 1979 surely
Inow that it was only after it became clear that there vere no alternative means,
of méintaining the balance that preserves the peace that plans for a NATO military
response to these developments -were decided upon ahd announced. Even now, more’
than a year later, the programmes contemplated in the NATC plans to strengthen its’
nuclear nosture in Burope vill not come to fruition for some years hence. Vhen the
Soviet Union attempts to justify, retrospectively, its own arms build-up on the
basis of this necessary defensive response on: the part of the NWATC countries, it is
a hollow and unbelievable justification.  The UATO plans are a recsponse to a
Soviet build-up which in large measure has alrecady taken place, such as the
development to which I referred earlier -~ the deployment of more than
180 nuclear-tipped S5-20 missiles, many of which can reach this very room within
a matter of minutes,  Theé MATO glliance has no equivalent systems to match the
land-based, long-range theatre nuclear missile systems of the Soviet Union. Vhy
should the Soviet Union not be delighted to freeze the situation with regard to '
theatre nuclear Weapons vhere it stands now, as proposed by President Brezhnev? In
contrast, the offer of the United States, on behalf ol the FWATO alliance, to negotiate
on the limitation of land-based, long-range theatre nuclear weapons before Vestern
deployments take place, is an eminently fair approach to halting the further
build-up in nuclear veaponry on both sides. ’

I nust point out here that, despite the clearly documented reasons for the
HATO decisions, the distinguished representative of the USSR, in his statement
during our meeting on 26 March, asserted that, like all the actions of the
Soviet Union' in-its build-up of offensive military capability, those relating to
Burope were purely and completely defensive responses to actions taken by others..
But T wonder vhat he had in mind when, for ewample, he stated that while the
Soviet Union admittedly has a large number of tanks, HATC has a large number of
anti-tank weapons. Perhaps he wanted us to believe that the Soviet Union had 1o
build and deployall thosc tanks to defend itself against all those anti-tank weapons.
We have heard much during our debates here about the malign effects of
international tension on arms control and disarmament efforts, as though international
tension vere an epidemic for whose spread all militerily significant nations were
equally responsible. But would the level of intermational tension be so high if
the build-up. in Soviet military strength which I have briefly touched upon had not
occurred, or if it had been more moderate? Or if there had becon nc invasion and
suppreseion of Afghanistan? Or if surrogate forces encouraged by Moscow had
not Leen at work in other parts of the world to thuart the degsires of Iree people
for true political self-determination and indepcndence? Ve cannot be unmindful of
the .impact of such developments on-the prospects for arms limitations. As
United States Secretary of Defense Veinberger caid -in London on 5 April, just
two nights ago, part of our response to a Soviet intervention in Poland would affect
such things as further summit meetings or further discussion on limitations of amms.
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While we are on the subject of military build-ups and the causes of
tension, I would like to note another element of asymmetry between the two
main military groupings that hos been largely ignored in our debates. lany
speukers huve regaled us with quotations from the Intermational Herald Tribune
and other American journals concerning military programmes that are under
consideration —— or even simply advocated by individuals —— in the United States
or in the HATO alliance. In contrast, we know nothing from the media in the
Soviet ' Union or from sitatements by political leaders about Soviet military
planning untilthe missiles, airvcraft and ships begin to be deployed, or
other action is token. We Americans cherish our free press dearly, and I
hope that the rest of my colleagues here appreciate the unique opportunity
they have to follou the debatec within our mation that illuminate the rationale
for proceeding or not proceeding with specific military programmes. If the
day were ever to come when we could read similar open discussions in Pravda or
Izvestia, the climate of confidence would improve immensely.

Now let me return to the question of vhether nuclear deterrence serves
the interest of world peace and security. In the current international
situation there are simply no good aliermatives. This does not mean,
however, that we necessarily expect deterrence to serve for ever. An arms race
is not to our interest nor to the interest of the Soviet society. The ‘
United States, in conjunction with its allies, has undertaken serious efforts
to find negotiated solutions to the dangerous and regrettable build-up of
armaments. I have already made reference to the United States offer to ‘
negotiate equal and verifiable limits on long-range, land-based theatre nuclear
forces.

With regard to strategic nuclear veapons, there has been much criticism
in this forum of United States failure to ratify the SALT II agreement. As
is well known, that development was due to a combination of factors, not the
least of which vas the wanton Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, an act which
called into question the Soviet Union's willingness to abide by the norms of
international behaviour and to live up to its commitments to international
agreements. For its part, the United States, vhile undertaking its review of
arms control and security policies, is continuing to act in a restrained and
responsible manner, conscious of its commitment to peace and stability. In
this regard, I vould like to quote from a statement by the official spokesman
of the United States Devartment of State, who said on 3 March of this year:

"While ve are reviewing our SALT policy, we will take no action
that would undercut existing agreements so long as the Soviet Union
exercises the same restraint.,”
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As the neu Administration in my ccountry has made clear, the United States
is not prepared to freeze through agreement a situation in which there is an
imbalance favouring the Soviet Union; ot the same time, the United States
continues to wish to pursue a SALT process that brings about meaningful
reductionsz in nuclear veapons.

President Recagan, in an intervieu with Walter Cronkite on 3 Iarch,
included in his response to a question about conditions for a summit meeting
the feollouving reference to reductions in strategic nuclear veapons:

"T have said I vill sit down and negotiate with them [the Soviet
leadership] for a reduction in strategic nuclear weapons to lower

A

the threshold of danger that exists in the world today."
He vent on to say:

"So far, previous presidents, including my predecessor, tried to
bring negotiations to the point of actual reductions and the Soviets
refused to discuss that."

He concluded by saying that the United States would have tc know that the
Soviet Union is willing to Jjoin in thigs anproach. Secretary Veinberger also
gpoke about the SALT process in a television intervieu on 29 lkhrch. le said:

"... the attempt to reach cn effective lipitation of sirategic arms
is an extremely valuable and vital one, and we are perfectly ready to
engage in it if the Soviets do not demonstrate by their behaviour
that it's perfectly useless to engage in it."

The approach of the United States with regard to strategic arms linitations
is clearly on the record.

The discussions wve have been having in this Committee on the doctirine of
deterrence and related matiers, both in plenary and in informal meetings during
this session, have been serious and useful to our work. A 1ittle over a year
ago when I first took my seat as the United States representative in this
important international bedy, I stated that I would do my utmost to interpret
accurately my Government's position to the other members of the Commitiee and,
whether wve agree or disagree, I pledged fzithfully to convey to my Government
the views of other countries. In thig spirit I ask that you pondexr the
statement I have made today as a cerious and candid exposition of United States
views on the vital topic of the interrelationship of the international climate,
the military balance and the reduction of nuclear armaments.
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Mr. VRHUNEC (Yugoslavia): Mr. Chairmen, we assess the work done so far by the
Working Group on Radiological Weapons as very intensive and the negotiations that
are under way as constructive and going in the right direction. It is our desire
fo arrive, as soon as possible, at a definite text of the internmational instrument
in order that we may ban these dangerous weapons. The adoption of an international
convention on radiological weapons will undoubtedly also give additional impetus
to the taking of other concrete disarmsment measures, nuclear in particuler, and will
encourage the further process of negotiation within our Committee for which this is,
after all, the most important fask.

In my statement, I would like to refer %o two problems that I consider ae
fundamental. - In saying this I would not like to imply that the other issues are not
of corresponding significance. However, my delegation has been and will express its
positions with respect to them during the process of negotiations in the
Working Group.

Undoubtedly one of the most important questions concerning the further work on
the convention is the problem of the definition of radiological weapons. As is known,
my delegation has submitted its own draft definition to the Cormittee for
consideration, and I would like to take this opportunity to offer some observations
that have %to do with our fundamental concept with regard to this question.

The definition of radiological weapons must contain the basic characteristics of
this type of weapon of mass destruction and must clearly differentiate between this
and other types of weapons of similar characteristics. We consider that it is
possible to formulate a clear definition which describes radiological weapons and
which must specifically refer only to these weapons. A very important circumstance
is that radiological weapons in a concrete, operative and physical form are unknown.
This was the reason why we focused our definition on specific characteristics of
radiological weapons. MNumerous scientifically-founded facts indisputably confirm that
the basic characteristic of a radiological weapon is that it inflicts injury on
living beings by ite ionizing radiation. Other forms of energy can completely be
neglected. When we say that radiological weapons act through their ionizing radiation,
we consider that this radiation has been created during the process of nctural
radiocactive decay, that the content of radiation in the physical sense is changeable
while its ionizing trait remains constant. Being different from nuclear weapons
which free large quantities of other forms of energy as well, such as mechanical
energy, thermal energy and visible light, radiological weapons act on living matter
through their ionizing radiation from the beginning to the end of their application
as weapons. Once radiological weapons stari fto go into effect, the process of
radioactive decay cannot be either stopped or accelerated. The acceptable and
controlled rigk of professional exposure in the peaceful application of radioactive
moterial is transformed into an uncontrolled exposure of the largest segments of
population with effects which are very numerous, when it is used as a wveapon. On
the basis of the above reasons we think that the definition which links the essential
characteristic of radiological weapons to ionizing radiation and does not in any
way imply the direct or indirect legitimization of nuclear weapons might be the
most acceptable one,
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Permit me ‘to dwell on yet another of “the very important problems to which the
convention on radiological weapons should devote gpecial attention. This is the
peaceful application of nuclear energy and, respectively, radicactive isotopes.

The - research and achievements registered in this field so far have attained an’
enviable level by which the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes

creates great possibilities for the solving not only of energy problems but also

of .'development throughout the world and particularly in the developing countries.

There is a need to regulate this question within the system of international economic
‘relations in such a manner that nuclear energy may.really be used for peaceful purposes
and development and not for the destruction of mankind. The non-aligned and other
developing countries have for a long time been saying that it is indispensable to
approach as: boldly as possible the settlement of the economic and political situation
in the world on. the basis of equity, sovereign equality and justice aimed at creating
optimal conditions for the utilization of all available resources for the further:
unhindered development of all and particularly for a more rapid development of the
developing countries. A particular role is played by the adoption and implementation
of those United Nations decicions which strive for the establishment of the New
International Economic Order. The use of nuclear energy plays an especially significant
role in this process and, therefore, poses the question of the establishment of
international instruments that will accord corresponding attention and offer adequate
solutions to this problem. One such international instrument should by all means be
the convention on radiological weapons that we are trying to agree upon.

In the opinion of the Yugoslav delegation, the convention that we are trying
to elaborate mugt secure the conditions for an unhindered use of all the potential
possibilities of nuclear energy for development purposes on a non-discriminatory
basis and with the full recognition of the interests of all. The recent Ministerial
Meeting of non-aligned countries held in New Delhi accorded, inter alia, particular
attention to these problems. In this connection, the Final document of the non-aligned
countries.contains the following statement: . "They particularly stressed the right of
each nation to establish its peaceful nuclear programmes in accordance with its own
priorities and requirements, as well as the need for free and non-discriminatory
access to nuclear materials and technology for peaceful purposes".

In this ¢ontext, we consider that the convention we are trying to work.out must
reflect the aspirations and needs of all countries, especially the developing: ones,
by respecting the inalienable right to development and prosperity through. the use:
of contemporary scientific achievements on the basis of a corresponding equitable
co-operation between countries that possess the know-how and technology and those
who do not have them but have a great need for *hem.

Mr. MALITA (Romania)-(translated from French): I am happy to welcome you as the
Chairman of the Committee for the month of April. I am sure that the valuable
qualities of competence, patience and tact that you have acquired as a result of
long acquaintance with the difficult topics before us, as well as your ability to
combine the official part of our work with sincere and thorough informal discussions
will make this month a fruitful one. '

I should also like to congratulate the out-going Chairman, Dr, Herder, for the
excellent way in which he performed the task entrusted to him, so that we were able
to make definite progress.
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The debate in the Committee on Disarmament on the agenda item relating to new
tynes of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons leads us to make
the following remarks

e
<

It connot be said that weapons of mass destruction are not a well-defined
category. They are weapons the effects of which are not confined to the area of a
military conflict or war —- weapons which, owing to their monstrous destructive
power, make no distinction between combatants and civilians. They are, in fact,
weapons which represent a denger for the entire human race. These are weapons against
which there is no defence, %the only answer to them being the use of the same type
of weapons, thereby multiplying destruciion up to the limit of totel annihilation.

Repugnance at the odious and degrading character of such weapons is unanimous
No one in public life has been heard to defend their legitimacy. It would be 1mp0331ble
to find any politician or military man who would openly declare that the use of such
weapons is permissible for political and military purposes. The argument employed
to defend their existence is that weapons of mass destruction are possessed, not fto be
used but to discourage others from using them. We shall return to this argument,
which leaves the responsibility with those whose task it is -—- ag it is that of
this Committeé -~ to find satisfactory solutions taking into account security
conditions and the need %o prohibit such weapons —- so far without success. The
important point ic that there is unanimous international recognition of the need
to continue the process of outlawing weapons of mass destruction.

Quite clearly there is evidence that this ic not only desirable but also
possible. In the greatest military conflagration in history -- the Second World War --
chemical weapons were not used. A recenily adopted Convention prohibited the
development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) and toxin
weapons. It was signed by 124 States and has been ratified by 81. The Committee has
been solemnly called upon by the’Genéral Assembly to draft conventions on the
abolition and prohibition of nuclear, chemical and radiological weapons. This is
to some extent a proof that the premises for fruitful activity exist. Nor can we
doubt the active support of public opinion, which has shown itself meny times to be
against envirommental pollution and will not hesitate to exprees itself on the o

much more important question of survival.

We have not succeeded in finding solutions to the problemu posed by weapons of
mees destruction like nuclear, chemical and radiological weapons, and we already
know that there is a possibility of gtill others being invented. The Romanian
delegation wishes to draw attention to the contradiction, the opposition and the
abyss that exist between the pace of disarmament negotiations and the pace at which
gcience 1s perfecting eX1°t1nb weapons and creating others. .

The effect of the concentration of creative scientific resources on military
purposes (over 50 per cent of research expenditure ig devoted to weapons, and
40 per cent of the world's scientisto are engaged in the same sphere)is that weapons
systems become obsolete so quickly that many of the subjects of our negotiations may
soon be out of date. At the same time the complexity of the problems engendered
by the new weapons will be greater, and new obstacles will thus block the way to the
prohibition and control of a new golem.
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Nowhere is the rate of modern scientific and technological progress more
apparent than in the micro-electronics revolution. Operating speeds have increased
and dimensions and costs have fallen in proportions varying from- 1,000 to
1 million times over the past 20 years. No ingtrument or machine designed by man
has been perfected at such a rate, The direct consequence is the improvement of
the accuracy and reliability of missiles. Even more serious is the fact that the
huge process.of improvement merely increases the possibility of the use of nuclear
weapons -~ of all veapons of mags -destruction -- which arc more and more considered
as instrumenis of war and noi of deterrence.

I should like now to make a few remarks about the relations hip between the rate
at which weapons research and development laboratories are working and the pace
of .our negotiations.

With regard to nuclear weapons, the Romanian delegation is one of those which
urged .that the Committee should start some structured work on this subJect, even
if only in the form of informal consultations. We should therefore like to express
our satisfaction at the initiation of these consultations. At the same time we must
stress that the holding of informal consultations is not an end in itself. In our
view the goal we must all pursue is to ensure that the activities undertaken
constitute a step forward towards the beginning of real negotiations for the
elaboration of nuclear disarmament agreements., We .therefore support the proposals
put forward by the delegations of Brazil and India to that effect. Unless 1t leads
to that goal, the praiseworthy effort made by holding informal consultations will
be devoid of any practical purpose.

The Romanian delegation considers that, taking as a starting point the
provisions of paragraph 50 of *the Final Document of the first special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmement, it is necessary to elaborate
the principles which are to govern the nuclear disarmement negotiations and to
identify the concrete meaourec which are to be negotiated within the Committee. The
establishment, during the- second part of the Committee's current session, of an
ad hoc negotlatlng group or any other subsidiary body with this as itsc mandate seems
to us to be the necessary logical continuation of the action taken so far.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is one of the subjects on which our
delegation has already had the opportunity to state its position and views. At this
stage of ‘our work we should like to present the following observations for the
Commlttee’s consideration.

First, the Romanian delegation considers that the negotiations on the prohibition
of chemical weapons have reached a delicate point of which we should all be aware..’
It is clear that if, after more than 10 years of negotiations, we are not in a
position to begin work on drafting the text of an international instrument, it is
possible that this will cause some State, given the present intermational situaticn,
to decide to develop their arsemals of chenical weapons. The Committee's inability
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to outlaw chemical weapons will thus be, not merely the failure of a series of

efforts spreading over a long period of time but in fact a powerful stimulus towards
t 1e renewal of the arms race in one of the important areas of weapons of mass
destrucition.

The second observation concerns the preparations of a technical nature made

in the Committee with the participation of experts. Our delegation appreciates the

sefulness of this work, which has enabled us to goin an insight into some
important and complex questions relating to the prohibifion of chemical weapons

It is now nocessary to move on 1o negotiations to solve these problems. It is for
this reason that it should be one of the Committee's priority tasks at the beginning
of the second part of its session this year, to reconsider the mandate of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons with a view %o bringing it into line with
the present stage of our work.

Lastly, we should like %o refer to the question of verification, which has been
the subject of many statements. The Romanian delegation is in favour of
establishing an effective aystem for verifying compliance with the provisions of the
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At the same time we are of
the view that the machinery agreed upon, however perfect it may be,. will not be able
to guarantee absolutely thet all the provisions of the convention will be respected.
That is why the DRomanian delegation considers that it is in the interests of all
States to supplement the specific verification provisions contained in the
convention by a set of measures designed to increase confidence among all the parties
in the implementation of this international instrumenit. We are thinking of :
provisions for the developmeni of co-operation with. regard to protective equipment,
antidotes, alert and decontamination systems, etc. It is in that light too, that
we should study the proposal of Sweden reg arding the scope of the probibition and
that of Brazil concerning the title of the convention itself.

As you know, the Romanian delegation has expressed its support for the idea
that the Committee should begln to consider measures designed to stop scientific. -
and technological discoveries from being used for the production.of weapons of mass
destruction. In our delegation's view, the decision to establish an ad hoc group
of scientific experts to study the tecnnlcel implications in this field will
congtitute a practical and significant step forward by the Committee on
Digarmament. : :

The work initiated in the Committee on the subject of the prohibition of new
weapons of mags destruction and new systems of such weapons should be supplemented
by a decision by all States which have a substantial military research and
development potential to talte the necessary measures ot the national level to
prevent scientific and technological discoveries from being used for military
purposes.,

With regard to the conclusion of an international convention prohibiting
radiological weapons, the Romanien delegeticn would like to draw attention to the
constructive way in which the negotiations are proceeding and the need to take action
towards the preparation of the text of an international agreement. In our opinion,
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at the present stage we should .try to solve three fundemental problems on vhich the
success of the convention depends, namely: the definition of radiological Weapons ,
the peaceful applications of nuclear enerpy, and the relaticiaship between the
convention and the nuclear disarmament process. At the same time we should like

to stress the importance which some States, including Romania, attach to a solution
which ¢ould increase the protection of nuclear power plants during armed confllots,'
a proposal put forward by the delegation of Sweden.

By way of conclusion I should like to say that we are constantly being told
that weapons of mass destruction in general, and nuclear weapons in partioular,
are produced solely in order to deter aggression. If this is the real reason for the
possession of weapons of mass: deSufuction, igs it not much simpler and more
economical, as well as safer, to seek to attain that result through disarmement..
negotiations rather +than by ceaselescly accelerating the arms race in order to
increase the deterrent effect of these weapons, a process which containsg in itself
the seed of the destrudtion of the existing balance? '

The Romanian delegation emphasizes the need to take action, with all due sense
of responsibility, not only to eliminate the danger of a devasting conflict but also
to adopt measures which will protect future generations from this danger.

A few days ago Nicolae Ceausescu, the President of the BSocialist Republic of
Romania, expressed the hope that all States would understand the need to halt the
arms race, and especially the nuclear arms race, promoting to that end a policy
of contacts and negotiations conducive to improving mutual confidence and to finding
the best solutions for the purposes of détente, disarmament. and the strengthening
of international co-operation and peace. In our opinion this is the only course to
take, especially in view of the more difficult and complicated conditions now
prevailing in the world. :

Hew weapons are not mere exercises in futurology. The deadlock encountered
in the regulation »f existing weapons, as vell as the fact that they are being
qualitatively perfected as the result of scientific and technological discoveries,
means that every day it is morce likely that they will become a practical reality.
The fact that the qualitative gap remains open-ended ag far ag weapons of mass
destruction are concerned leads not only to the per¢ect1ng of existing weaponu
but also to discoveries having vast militaxy implications.

" That is why the Romanian delegation considers that, while attaching the
highest priority to the outlawing of those weapons of mass destruction which already
exist in the arsenals of States, the Committee should not overlook the subject of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons,
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' The CHAIRIIAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Romania for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

lr. DB SOUZA T SILVA (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, may I express my best wishes for
your successiul term of office as Chairman of the CD and pledge the co-operation of .
my delegation in the discharging of your duties.

Beforc I start the main section of my statement today, which will be devoted to
rodiological weapons, may I be allowed to dwell briefly on a point raised by your
oun delegation, at our plenary meeting of 206 lMarch, regarding chemical weapons. On
that occasion, speaking as head of the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany,
you mentioned the experience acquired by your Government in the field of the
destruction of toxic agents remaining from the first and second world wars. The
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany has also touched on that question in
the 4£d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons. As members of this Committee are
aware, my own delegation and several others attach the utmost importance both to the
destruction of existing stockpiles of chemical weapons as well as to the dismantling
of production facilities, in connection with the negotiations currently under way
in the Vorking Group chaired by Ambassador Lidgard. My delegation would be most
grateful if your delegation would find it possible to provide the Committee with
additional information on the work carried out in this field in your country, with
particular emphasis on the aspects of cost and environmental protection mentioned
in your statement. Ve believe that such data would help many delegations to better
understand the technical aspects of the issues involved, particularly with regard to
the delays needed to comply with the obligation, to be embodied in the chemical
weapons convention, to destroy the existing arsenals of chemical weapons.,

May I turn now to the main subject of my statement today. Qur Committee is
examining this week item 5 of our agenda, namely, radiological weapons, according
to our programme of work. In my statement of 12 February of this year, I have already
had the occasion to share with the Committee my Government's general position on this
metter. Drazil believes that the Cormmittee on Disarmament should concentrate its
efforts on issues to which a much higher priority has been assigned by the
General fssembly, rather than devote the scarce time available to measures which are,
at best, lateral to the main problems of disarmament. So far, the Committee has
been unable to agree even on the organizational aspects of the substantive
negotiations on nuclear disarmament or the comprehensive test ban, the urgency of
vhich has been unanimously recognized in the Final Document and in countless
United Nations resolutiong.” It should not be difficult to imagine the dismay of the
membership of the United Nations if thé Committee on Disarmament cannot go beyond
presenting the international community, at the forthcoming General Assembly, with a
draft text on veapons that do not exist, and which according to some expert opinion
do not stand even the chance of ever evisting, and reporting at the same time that
no progress has been accomplished on measurcs deemed vitally urgent by the higher
forum on repeated occasions. Iy delegation sincerely hopes that the earnest desire
displayed in some cquarters for the speedy conclusion of a text on radiological
veapons be matched by a corresponding willingness to arrive at a workable arrangement
that 1711l enable the Committee also to tackle the urgent questions to which the
highest priority was assigned.
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Nevertheless, we believe that a convention on the prohibition of radiological
weapons might be useful in two main directions. First, it should contain explicit
provisions that spell out the commitment of the parties to concrete measures of
nuclear disarmament; secondly, it should be conceived as zn effcctive tool to
promote international co-operation on the peaceful utilization of radiocactive
materials for peaceful purposes. ‘

One of the main difficulties to which the Ad Hoc Vorking Group has been
addressing its attention is the formulation of an acceptable definition for the kind
of weapon that would be the object of the prohibition, My delegation favours the
suggestions that have been made in the Committee and in the Working Group, according
to which it would be advisable to define radiological weapons by their
characteristics, rather than by explicitly excluding nuclear weapons from the
purview of the convention. There seems to be little point in adopting a
definition that amounts to a legitimization of nuclear weapons only to have
the following article disclaim that fact by atating that nothing in the convention
can be interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons. Such a disclaimer would, .
in fact, only underline the assumption that the very real nuclear weapons are, .
indeed, considered as a viable option, vhile the non-existent radiological weapons
are prchibited. The exclusion clause, as it has been described, is, for those .
reasons, unacceptable to my delegation. '

As we have already pointed out, the proposed convention on the prohibition of
radiological weapons provides the international community with an opportunity to
give formal expression, in an internationally binding instrument, fto the commitment
to nuclear disarmament. We believe, therefore, that the convention should contain
an explicit provision to that effect, and not merely a vague preambular reference
to nuclear disarmament. In the history of international agreements in the field
of disarmament, a provision of this kind would mark a significant step forward.

In 1968, the predecessor of this Committee was called.upon to approve an
international treaty that contains, in its article VI, explicit provisions regarding
nuclear disarmament. The Parties to which the Treaty accords a special status’
seem, however, to have interpreted that provision in a diametrically opposite sense.
The second review Conference of the Parties.to that Treaty, celebrated last year,
showed the growing concern of the vast majority of its Parties, who have scrupulously
adhered to the obligations entered into and are still waiting for a better
understanding, by those same Povers, of .the commitments embodied in article VI.
Clearly, the expression of the commitment to nuclear disarmament on the part of
tha nuclear-weapon Powers needs to be reinforced at the legal level. The proposed
convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons affords the Committee on
Disarmament, and the international community at large, a new opportunity to
achieve that purposec. '

The question of the peaceful uses of radioactive materials and sources of
radigtion is also of paramount importance for the Brazilian delegation. Ve are
firmly convinced that the proposed convention could -serve a very useful purpose if it
were to further and promote international co-operation in that field. While
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preventing the possibility that radiocactive material could ever, even in the remote
future, be utilired in warfare by those that have the technological means to
envisage such a possibility, the convention would have quite a constructive

impact if it were to facilitate and enhance the peaceful applications of such
materials in the present. My delegation has already made its views known, in the
Vorking Group, on this subject, and I do not have to repeat them here in detail.
Suffice it to say that we prefer a positive formulation for the corresponding
article of the instrument, rather than simply stating in a negative way that the
provisions of the convention will not hinder or prejudice the use of radiocactive

- material for peaceful purposes; mention should also be made of the need for
promoting international co-operation, including co-operation in the field of
transfer of technology. The delegation of Romania last year made some interesting
proposals to this effect, and also introduced, this year, a constructive amendment
to article V of the draft convention. The suggestion embodied in

working paper CD/EL@E%4, submitted last year by the delegation of the

Federal Republic of Germany, is in our opinion also very positive. Ve further
believe that every nation has an inalienable right to carry out national programmes
for the peaceful use of nuclear energy in all its forms. The recognition of

this right by the parties to an evertual instrument should, thus, not be limited

to the parties themselves; we are dealing here with a general principle that
should be stated in a general, non-discriminatory manner.

Discrimination may also arise from formulations vhich tend to confer a
privileged status on some of the parties to the proposed convention, as would be the
case 1f the complaints procedure made use of the Security Council of the
United Nations. Ve fail to see the merit of establishing a procedure that can
casily be blocked by a handful of nations, among which, incidentally, are included
those that possess the technological means to contemplate the production of
radiological weapons. My delegation would be umable to agree with a mechanism
for the lodging of complaints that does not take into account the principle of
the sovereign equality of States. Procedures designed to solve problems that
may arise in-the application of the provisions of international agreements cannot
contain any elements of discrimination among States parties.

These are the main views of the Brazilian delegation on the question of a
convention to ensure that, in the future, radiological weapons will not be added
to the arsenals of States. The lov priority of this question, as compared to
the urgent need for other measures contained in the Committec's agenda, should
not, of course, prevent the Committee from proceeding with its efforts for the
negotiation of a convention, and my delegation stands ready to continue making
its contribution to the discussion. According to the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Working Group, the completion of the examination of the main elements of the future
treaty vwill provide substantive material for the next phase of the task.

The CHATREAN: T thenk the. distinguished representative of Brazil for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. DARUSHMAN (Indonesia): MNr. Chairman, speaking for the first time in a

meeting under ycur chairmanship, may I cay how glad I am to see you in the Chair.

The many and useful contribubions JOQ have made in the past to the Committee
make you eminently suited to this difficult task and we are convinced that under
your vise guidance thisz gpring =ession of the Committee on Disarmament will

ertainly close vith positive results. Iy delegation for its part pledges its.

full co-operation to you in the discharge of your duties. I also wish to. express
the appreciation of my delegation vo Ambassador Herder for the further constructive
stages that were achieved in the work of the Committee when he chaired it last month.

" The Indopesian delegation vill on another occasion put forwvard its pogition on
certain aspects of item 5 of the agenda, which is now before the Committee.

Today I would like to say a few words on some aspects relating to item 3 of
our agenda, i.e. on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
tates against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

When the question of security assurances was discussed in 1978 by the

First Committee of the General Assembly, the Indonesian delegation, in its
statement on 1 November, stated that "the most effective guarantec  is, of course,
the cessation of all forms of nuclear-weapon testing in all environments, the
prohibition of the manufacture of additional nuclear weapons, followed by the
destruction of existing stockpiles'’. My delegation continues to hold this view.
Hovever, as we all realize that such an absolute guarantee can hardly be achieved
in the foreseeable future, my delegation believes it imperative for the international
community av least to develop at this stage effective measures to ensure the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the ‘use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons from any quarter.

The Committee on Disarmament, which has been entrusted vith the task of
negotiating with a view to reaching agre-ment on and concluding effective
international arrangements on security assurances against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons, is still faced with some difficulties. My delegation is,
however, optimistic that these difficultieg. can be overcome. ‘

During the discussions in the relevant Ad Hoc Working Group some questions
have been raised on which my delegation would like to comment briefly.

Pirstly, conoerninf the proposal on the issuance of declarations by the
nuclear—weapon States that.are identical in substance, my delegation has stated
its satisfaction at thc unilateral declarations of assurance of non-use of
nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon States against non-nuclear-weapon States. Ve
feel, however, that to be effective, such unilateral declarations should be put
into a binding international instrument. Ve are therefore pleased to note that
the Committee has in prlnolplb already recognized this need. As the distinguished
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delegate of Pakistan has pointed out, undertaking such a declaration is a
prerogative right of the individual nuclcar-weapon States themselves. It will,
however, be difficult for my delegation to accept this idea as a precondition for
our further negotiations. The absence of such declarations, which are identical
in substance, should not prevent us from initiating negotiation on an international
agreement on-this subject.

Secondly, with regard to the non-stationing of nuclear-weapons on the
territories of States where there are no such veapons at present, this question
should, in the opinion of the Indonesian delegation, be part of the obligation to
be undertaken by the nuclear-weapon States, It is pertinent tec note in this
context that the obligation of non-nuclear-weapon States Parties to the NPT,
to which Indonesia belongs, is quite clear. . The non-stationing of nuclear weapons
in the territories of those States constitutes a further measure to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. My delegation feels that in view of the
particular geophysical configuration of a country like Indonesia, the concept
of the non-stationing of nuclear weapons should be broadened so as to cover also
their transportation through lands and seas falling within the Jjurisdiction of
non-nuclear-weapon 3tates where there are no nuclear weapons at present. Without
such an expanded concept, any eventual international agreement agreed upon would
not give adequate security assurances to an archipelagic State like Indonesia,
consisting of thousands of islands surrounded by vaters with innumerable straits
and sea-lanes. Moreover, its strategic location between two oceans makes
Indonesia very vulnerable, and my declegation therefore considers transit through
or deployment of nuclear veapons in its waters undesirable. In the event of a
military confrontation between major Powers, the transportation of such weapons
through Indonesian waters might very well become necessary from the point of view
of the warring parties. This in furn would give reason for the belligerents to
attack the enemy craft that carry them, in which case, Indonesia as a non-party
to either belligerents could not possibly escape the harmful effects of nuclear
weapens so damag:d or destroved. From the foregoing it is clear that, based on
those considerations, ways and means should be explored to make an eventual
agreement cover all aspects of the security interests of the non-nuclear-weapon
States.

Thirdly, concerning the inherent right of self-defence, we are all aware that
security assurances would be meaningless if nuclear vweapons were used aS a means
to settle political and military conflictg. In this connection my delegation
wvould like to associate itself with the views expressed by other delegations that,
in the exercise of the right of self-defence, due account must be taken of the
international community, namely, to save mankind from total annihilation.

Fourthly, regarding the Pakistani proposal as contained in document CD/161,
my delegation would like to express its appreciation to the distinguished
representative of Pakistan for his unceasing efforts to come up with alternative
proposals with a view to reaching a common agreement. After having studied it
carefully, my delegation feels that alternative B might preferably be used as a
point of ‘departure. This alternative is included in stage two of the working paper
of the Chairman of the Ld Hoc Working Group, contained in document CD/SA/VP.S.
Vhile this alternative may not be the one aand only way to facilitate our work, it
is my delegation's corsidered opinion that the Ad Hoc Working Group should start
its endeavours forthwith from the less controversial one. My delegation is
flexible as to the approach that will be taken later on.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): First, Mr. ChHaimman, I want to'conVey'to'you'our' B
congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship for this month. Needless
to say, wre are'ccnfident that the Committee will fare well in your experienced hands,
Furthex, the Svedish delegation will continue tec make 21l efforts in order to
contribute to this effect. I sghould also like to address myself to your
distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Herder, and to say again how we appreciated
the ekilful and impertisl way in which he accomplished his task in the month of

Marcn.

Radiological weapons are on:-our work programme for this week-and I am going to
focus on this item in my initervention today. I should first lilke to express my
great appreciation of the way ih which Ambassador Emives of Hungary is conducting
the Working Group on Radiclogical Veapons. He has shown his full devotion to his
task, which he is accomplishing with the greatest skill and energy. We shall
continue to give him our full support till the worl: has been concluded, which we
hope will be at the end of this session.

However, we see danger in the argument vhich some delegations have put forwerd,
namely, that. the CD must prove its capacity to negotiate disarmament agreements
through rapidly approving the draft elements of a convention on radiological weapors
that have been submitted to the Committee. Ve agree that it is in our own as well
as in the general interest that the CD should prove its efficiency in the negotiation
process. This may inply a further intensification of our.work. It mey also imply
a more critical look at our pricrities, and it is in this context that I shonld
like to express our deeply felt concern.

tle do not believe that we shall be responding to the expecctations of the nations
of the world, which are eagerly waiting for disarmament measures, if what we submit
to them affer years of bleak results are measures of a very limited importance,
which some may even state to be no real disarmement measures at all but only sham
arms limitation. The CD should be very caveful in order to avoid such criticism.

Ve must refrain from submitting disarmament agreements to the United Nations which
we cannot honestly state to be of any importance.

It is in this light that we have scrutinized the draft elements on radiological
weapons. We thirk that here we .are placed in front of some very important and
difficult decisions, and I grant that they may be particularly painful for the two
delegations which have submitted the draft elements to the Committee.

As I stated in my intervention in this Committee on 26 February last year,
quoting from a Dutch working paper from 1970 (CCD/291), "judging by the available
information, possibilities for radiological warfare do exist theoretically but do
not seem to be of much or even of any practical significance".

Studies which have been undertaken by the competent scientific and technical
institutions in Sweden since the early 1950s, and which have now again been
carefully examined, show that the development of specific radiological weapons, as
defined by the drafters, is a very remote possibility. They could hardly hecome
practical weapons of mass destruction or have any effective use in the battlefield.
A radiqlogicai weapon of sufficient strength for denying an enemy access to :
significant areas of terrain would be almost impossible to fabri;ate, handle or
deliver. : ' ‘
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To produce the necessary amounts of radioactive substances, large nuclear
power reactors or large special production reactors would be needed. If, for
instance, an ordinery electrical generating station of 1,000 MW electric output .is
shut down at the saturation level for many of its mcst energetic waste products;
if, then, all its fuel elements are taken out and grained to powder after a cooling
period of one month, and if, finally, the resulting matter is spread out to cause a
dose.rate of 1,000 rad/hour, i.e. denying access to the contaminated area, only

4 ¥m™ would be covered. It should be noted that the fuel inventory of such a
reactor has a weight of some 150 tons, and the enormous radiocactivity of some
1,000 MCuries. The shielding necessary to protect personnel from this amount of

radiation would come to several hundred tons of material.

It is obvious that such a bulk of deadly dangerous material could not be handled
for dissemination without killing one's own personnel long before the material could
have an impact on an eneny.

We have repeatedly asked the drafters to substantiate why they consider
radiological weapons a possibility in warfare, but we have never obtained any
specific answer, Only once has an effort been made to give technical data in order
to support the conception of radioclogical weapons as something real and threatening.
The delegation which came forwerd in that endeavour, mentioned that one ton of the
isotope gscandium 46, if disseminated, would effectively bar access to about
1,000 km®, That is true. |

However, it is also true that handling such an amount of that nuclide
(34,000 MCuries) would be even more impossible than handling the reactor fuel waste
I have just mentioned. Moreover, its production would require. the use of all at
present installed reactors in the world. The same analysis would apply to other
nuclides of potential interest for radiological weapons.,

Such weapons, as defined by the author of the draft elements, are as a matter
of fact impossible to realize physically. New means of handling protection, which
could make them rore realistic in the future, do not seem possible. There is one
" obvious way to cover areas with radioactive substances in sufficient amounts and with
sufficient flexibility to malke them generally useful o the military. That is the
production of these substances at the target by means of surface explosions of
nuclear weapons. That case ig exempted from the prohibition in the draft convention.

It was argued last year that low dose contamination of wide areas, while having
no immediate somatic effects, would be a weapon of mass destruction, because a very
large number of people could be affected. However, those effects would appear only
after a long delay —-- 10-20 years —- and they would thereforc have no military
meaning.,

In expressing our doubts about the feasibility of radiological weapons I have
tried to be more explicit and specific than diplomatic. Not all delegations here
have the means to carry out studies of the kind I have referred to. Ve are strongly
convinced that honesty requires a clear and streight presentation of facts. behind the
problems we deal with. We consider the reputation of the CD to be at stake.

Therefore, we think it is the obligation of those who state radiological weapons
to be a threatening reality to substantiate their arguments in scientific and
technical terms. Ve must have an open discussion of this very fundamental question.
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There exists, on the other hand, a very real risk of mass destruction from the
dissenination of radioactive substances in war, apart from nuclear explosions.
That is the case of military attacks on nuclear power industry installations, where -
very large amounts of radioactive metervials are present. In this case the main
obstacles to the use of radlologlcal weapens are bypassed, namely, the production and
dellve“y problema., :

As showm by nurerous studies in many countries, including my own, nuclear
reactor catastrophes caused, for instance, by a nletary attack, would have lethal
consequences for man over an area of the order of 100 kn“, depending, of course, on
the meteorological conditions at the time, It means that in densely populated
regions with a developed nuclear pover industry, large populationg would be involved.
- Thig is so today in the industrislized countries, but in the future mary densely

populated devolonlng countries w1tb emerging nuclear energy production may come under

the same threat

The radiocactive effects of an attack on an ordinary power reacitor could cause
immediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20 kT muclear-weapon surface
explosion, while the long-term radioactive effeots could be in orders of magnitude
nore severe than those for a nuclear explosion. It should be noted in this
connection that the production rate of radicactive substances in a 1,000 MW nuclear
electrical generating station is equal to that of one 60 kT atomic bomb every day.
After some time of operation,.the core of such a reactor is very dangerous indeed,
if brought into the open. he radioactive material would in this case not have
"cooled off" most of its radiation as in manufacturing a radiological weapon.

In my country we have made an extensive study of the catastrophe risks concerning
the reactors at Barsebick in southern Sweden. These reactcors have an aggregate
electric power output of 1,160 MW and, if damaged, the risk zone for lethal
radioactivity spreadout would include about 3,000 ! 2 vhere about one million people
live. It would not be difficult for me to montlon, on the basis of this study,
which populatlons would live in similar risk zones around reactors situated in
Central E “urope, the Soviet Union and the United Statcs of America. Some of these
rigk zones would extend into neighbouring countries., The data are easily available.
The reactors are all listed by IAEA.

In gddition to the zone of killing-dose rates, large arecas of the order of
1,000 Im® would be covered by radicactive substances in lower concentrations, that
would not kill people at once but would make it necessary to keep those areas
evacuated for a long time.

The draft elements exenpt the most effective method of radiological warfare,
namely, -that of using nuclear weapons. If our proposal for baniiing military attacks
on nuclear power stations is not accepted, the second most effective method would
also be exempted. Only the impossible method of using special radiological weapons
will be forbidden. '

The Swedish delegation has elaborated its proposal in a working paper
(CD/RY/WP.19) which was submitted to +the Werking Group on 16 March 1981. The
discussion of the proposal is proceeding in the Working Group and I shall therefore
linit myself to three points.

Firét,Ait has been stated that the Svedish proposal is a rule of war and
therefore. does not belong to a convention on radiological weapms. To this I should
likze to respond that actually article III in the draft elements alsc is a rule of WAT,
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since it contains an explicit undertaking to refrain from a specific action of
warfare, namely, the deliberate employment, by its dissemination, of radiocactive
material to causc destruction, damage or injury. Qur proposal can be conceptually.
placed within this framework. o

It should be added that disarmament or amms limitation agreements sometimes also
encompass rules of war. In this case it seems so much more appropriate, since the
specific weapon that the agreement would prohibit is of such remote possgibility, if
not altogether unfeasible.

Secondly, it has been stated that the Swedish proposal has already been taken
care of in the 1977 Additional Protocols (TI:56, II:15) to the Geneva Conventions of
12 August 1949. As we have already stated in our working paper, these provisions
arc limited in two respects. They cover only nuclear electrical generating stations
and leave other installations with large amounts of radicactive matcrials uncovered.
Furthér, their purpose is limited to providing protection for the civilian population
in the vicinity of these installations, but permit military considerations to take
priority over the humanitarian ones and thus provide for exceptions from the
protective provisions. A general prohibition of radiological warfare should cover
all important risks-and have no loopholcs.

Thirdly, the question has been raised how not to place military installations
under protection. In our working paper the approach was to show that there are
scarcely any military installations on land with a high radiation intensity and that
thercfore no importent military option would be sacrificed if preponderance were
given to the prevention of the possible mass destruction -effects. . Nuclear weapons,
stocks of fissionable material for such weapons and means of production for them
would, of course, not be protected: We sce, however, no difficulty in explicitly
limiting the protection to c¢ivilian nuclear energy facilities. As T just said,
TAEA publishes extensive data about such facilities, so they are well lnown, but if
it would be considerced necessary, it could also be envisaged that the States parties,
in order to obtain protection for their civilian nuclear cnergy facilities would have
to notify the depositary about them and thieir location and zlsc mark them in the way
stipulated in the 1977 Additional Protocol for muclear electrical generating stations.

Concerning the military importance of this protection, I do not think that it is
necessary to point out that. the militaxry objective of teminating power supply from
nuclear power plants can, without rmuch additional effort, be achieved through other
means than by attack on the reactor itself. It is also only a direct hit on the
reactor that creates the release of radiation of the dangerous nagnitudes I have-
previously referred to.  The same is true as regards other nuclear facilities to be
protected, such as reprocessing facilities and deposits of spent fuel and radiocactive
wasto.

To sum up, we thiniz that the two dclegations which have submitted to us the
draft clements of a convention on radiological weapons owe it to us to give a precise
and specific explanation why they think that this issue deserves our priority
attention. I have at some length given my authoritics' views why we think that
radiological wcapons, even without a prohibition, most probably ncver will come into
cxistence, Since others, not least those outside this Committec, probably will
raise the same question, I want to repeat my rcquest for precise and clear information
why the two delegations have come te a different conclusion about the technical
feasibility and cffectiveness of radiological weapons.
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On the other hand, we sce a very obvicus risk for radiclogical warfarc through
the dissemination of radioactive substances by attacks on nuclear cnergy installations
with high radiation intonsity. An effective prohibition apgainst such warfarc would
be hoiled as an important step forward by public opinion, not only in th
industrialized countries which today have a muclesar power industry or have nuclear
facilitics close to their borders. It will in the future bc of great interest. to
an increasing number of countriecs as further growth of the nuclcar industry takes

lace.

o]

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished vepresentative of SBweden,
fmbassador Tidgard, for his statement and alse for the kind words he addresscd to
the Chair, '

1r. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socislist Republics) (translated from Russian)s
Ir. Chairman, since I wish to speak in right of reply, I .shall rescrve my right to
congratulate you formeally and to thank your predeccsscr in the office of Chairman at
the next meeting. '

In its statcments before the Committee on Disarmament the Scviet delegation has
alweys refrained and continues to refrain from drawing the Cormittece into a discussion

>f controversial topics which might proveole a confrontation in the Cormittee and
Altinately divert it from its tasks. Because we arc interested in business-like .
r1egotiations on disarmement, that was ocur position last ycar and it is still cur
sosition. The statement of the Soviet delegation of 26 March was nade in the ‘same

spirit, as you know. In that stataaent we touched on such general topics as the
princivle of non-impaiment of the national scecurity intercsts of the countries
participating in thce negotiations and various theorics relating to nuclear weapons,
qsith references to the relevant Soviet and foreign sources, Cur statement, wve
sclieve, did not stray from the subjects being discussed in the Committce, - 0f course,
it met with various rcsponses; we heard positive reactions, and therc were probably
some that were not, but no onc could repzoach us for going beyond the problems being
liscussed in the Commitice.

However, the United States represcniative today took another course, and a
franidly dengerous one. In his statement he dealt repeatedly with questions vhich
wve nothing to do with the Commitice's agenda. He referrcd to the situction in
rarious countries of the world., He referred to the kinds of infermation found in
the Soviet press and, in effect, to the naturc of Soviet scciety, and so on. It would
1ardly promote nutual undcrstanding and progross if the Soviet dclegation should in
turn start to cnumerate the vices of American socicty to which we have been witness,
:specially recently. We have no such intentions and I wish to assurc the Committec
that we shall never do so.

We do not hide the fact that we had awaited the statement of the United Statcs
lelegation with interest and I think everyone will agree that it would have been very

wich more useful had Ambassador Flowerree informed us, let us say, that the
!

wited States was prepared to conduct within the Cormmittce on Disarmement, and in
rarticular in 2n ad hoc working group, negotiations on nuclear disarmament or on the
sonclusion of a treaty on the complete and general cessation of nuclear weapon tests

wnd on many other specific problens now under discussion.

-
J
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Needless to say, too, not only the Committee's work, but also progress in the
settlement of many problems in international life, would be advanced by a positive
reply from the United States to the many nroposals made to +hat country by the
Soviet leadership and which in essence called for negotiation instead of confrontation
It is still our view that only dialogue, and not provocative discussion, will enable
us to make progress in the Committee and save the world from a nuclear catastrophc.,

I do not think that the statement of Ambassador Flowerree contributed to such a
dialoguc, at least nct in the Committee on Disarmement.

Mr. FLOVERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to
prolong the debate. I want simply to say that I respectfully submit that the
statement made by the Soviet Union on 26 March raised questions which related to the
work of this Committee at its informal sessions. I have given what to us seems to
be a description of the objective situation and what I brought into the discussion
were subjects that were related to that particular area of our concern. I do not
want to prolong the discussion but simply to stand by all the statements that I made
today.

The CHATRMAN: As members of the Committee arc aware, the Secretary-General of
the United Nations will be in Geneva during this week. A nunber of arrangements
have been made in connection with his prescnce in the Palais des Nations. At mid-day
on Thursday the area of the Salon Czech and the Salon Francais will be reserved for
activities relating to the visit of the Secrctary-Ceneral. Therefore, may I suggest
that on that date the Committee meet earlier, at 10 a.m., to avoid any inconvenience
in our own proceedings. If there is no objection, I will take it that the Committec
agrees to hold its next plenary meeting on Thursday, 9 April, at 10 a.m.

It was so decided,

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.
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Ir, CIARRAPICO (Italy) (translated from Irench): Ir. Chairman, I should like,
first of all, to cay how happy T am to sec ag Chairman of ithe Committee for the unonth
of April, the representative of a country -- the Federal Republic of Germeny —-- with
which Italy maintcins close relations of Iriendohed ond co-operation at both the
Iuropean and international levels.,

Furthermore we are convinced that, given your oulstanding personal and
professional qualities, the Committee will, under your leadership, make progress in
carrying out its tasks.

My delegation promises you its wholehearted co-operation. I also take this
opportunity to congratulate Ambassador Herder for his noteworthy and fruitfg;.gffogjﬁ
to advance our deliberations during the month of March.

I should like to speak today on item 5 of our agenda, entitled, "New types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons",

With respect to the more general aspect of this item, we have noted the
proposal submitted on 7 April last by the Hungarian delegation, concerning the convening
of informal meetings of the Committee, with the participation of govermmental experts.
Although the proposal is structured in a more complete and detailed manner than other
similar proposals put foruard in past years, we believe that we must maintain, in
respect of it, the reservations which, 'in common with other delegations, we have
expressed repeatedly in the past, In our view, the most effective approach to the
problems which may be raised by new systems of weapons of mass destruction is to
negotiate sevarate agreements on specific types of such weapons as soon as they are
identified. I should like to recall in this connection that, for many years,
discussions were held in the United Nations in an unsuccessful attempt to arrive at an
adequate definition of the terms '"weapon of mass destruction", "weapons system" and
""new weapons system".

We also fear that, given the limited time aveilable for the Committee's
deliberations as a whole, such a proposal could be adopted only at the expense of
other topics of greater priority and urgency.

My delegation welcomed the presentation to the Committee, on 10 July 1979, of
a joint proposal by the United States of America and the USSR on major elements of a
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
veapons.

We believe that the conclusion of such a treaty would constitute a modest, but
useful, contribution to the disarmament process.

First, a treaty on radiological weapons should be considered as the implementaticn
of the prohibition on radiocactive material weapons referred to in the definition of
weapons of mass destruction contained in the resolution of the Commission for
Conventional Armaments, of 12 August 1943. Coming in the wake of the prohibition of
bacteriological weapons, it would place outside the law a new system of weapons of
mass destruction which, although for the time being neither operational nor deployed,
has neverthelegs been identified.

Secondly, a treaty on radiological weapons would have the advantage, not only
of averting a potential danger, which is becoming increasingly real with the rapid
build-up of radioactive materials, but also of alerting Govermnments and public opinion
to the dangers of certain new forms of modern warfare.
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Thirdly, the elaboration ol a treaty would provide an impetus to the achievement
of progress in other areas of disarmament. In the view of the Italian delegation, this
consideration is of particular importance at a time like the present when the general
situation is not itself propitious to the efforis made in the field of disarmament.

It is not an ingignificant fact that the basis for our discussions within the
Cormittee should be a joint American-Soviet proposal. We all know that, to be
successful, the disarmement process requires the combined will of the two Powers
possessing the largest military arsenals, Within the narrow limits of its scope, the
joint proposal is a demonstration of such a combination of will,

~ Fourthly, the elaboration of a treaty on radiological weapons could aiford the
Committee its first opportunity to fulfil the task for which it was set up, namely,
the negotiation of the texts of agreements. Ve are aware that there is a sharp
divergence of views in that respect. We nevertheless believe that, with less than
a year to go before the second special session of the Genersel Assembly devoted to
disarmament, it would be useful to have at our disposal a concrete example which would
permit the international community to judge vhether the Commitiee, in its present
form, is in a position to discharge ite mandate and to meet the technical conditions
necessary for the conduct of negotiations. As for the Committee itself, the
experience thus acquired cannct but prove useful as a precedent for other, more
complex, deliberations in the future.

These are some of the reasons why my delegation has from the outset, co-operated
towards the success of this undertaking.

It seemed to us that, in negotiating this treaty, the Committee should set itself
two main goals: on the one hand, to arrive at a precise definition of radioclogical
weapons and to prohibit them, and on the other to ensure that the provisions of the
treaty do not entail any interference with other perfectly legitimate and important
activities such as the peaceful use of nuclear energy and radioactive materials. In
keeping with this apprcach, we have submitted a number of specific proposals and
suggestions,

The patient and tireless efforts of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group,
Ambassador Komives, to whom we should like today to expresc our sincere appreciation
of the work accomplished, have shown that it is possible to amend and enrich the
joint American-Soviet proposal in a constructive manner, by incorporating the ideas
put forward by a number of delegations.

The Ad Hoc Working Group has advanced from the stage of identifying the main
elements of the future treaty to that of negotiating on each of the elements
identified. It would be desirable for the Group to be able to pass on to the final
stage, that of the drafting of the text of the treaty. My delegation, for its part,
is prepared to participate in that work, with the collaboration of its experts.

It must be recognized, however, that the actual drafting work can be undertaken
with a reasonable hope of success only if all delegaticns accept the idea of a
convention of limited scope the urgency and importance of which would not be of the
first order.

Another approach has been suggested, which would entail the radical widening
of the field of applicatipn and the role of the convention. In this context,
questions of major importance have been raised and discussed.
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The question arises as to how far the present structure of the oohventlop, as it
emerges from the amended version prepared by the Chairman of the Working Group, is
capable of absorbing these new elements without needing to be entirely recasi and
without this jeopardizing the pocsibility cf ugfo“ﬂfnu.

It is our fecllng that certaln concerns ooulu be aceoaatel accommodated
either in the preamble or in the body of the convention, for example, those regarding
the priorities which the Committee should observe, and the.duty incumbent.upon it
to resolve, first and foremost, the problems presented by weapons systems which have
already been. developed and deployed, in particular in the nuclear field. Others raise
problems calling for very detailed study. ‘

The memorandum submitted by the Swedish delegation on 16 March 1981 and
contained in working paper CD/RW/WP 19 is one example. We are grateful to the
Swedish delegation for preparing a paper which has the merit of being thought-
provoking, and to Ambassador-Lidgard for providing us, in his statement of Tuesday
last, with very interesting additional information, including information of a .
technical nature. : "

Those aspects are receiving careful study'by the Italian authorities.

It would be premature to try to formulate any comments, even of a preliminaxry
nature., I would simply note that the memorandum raises real problems and expresses
legitimate concerns which Sweden is not alone in feeling.

At this stage, it is more important to reflect on these problems, rather than
to know whether they can be solved within the framework of a convention on
radiological weapons, v within the context of humanitarian law applicable to war
situations. They will undoubtedly constitute an important subject for discussion at
our summer session, My delegation's attentlon is directed towards a careful
evaluation of the dimensions of these problems and in particular of the effects which
could result from conventional military attacks on nuclear power stations and also
on reprocessing facilities and waste deposits bearing in mind also the variety of
types of existing installations.

In its discussions, the Ad Hoc Working Group has dealt also with another issue
to which my delegation attaches special importance, that of the peaceful use of
nuclear energy and radioactive materials. Last year, my delegation took the
initiative of proposing amendments to the text of the joint proposal, with a view to
safeguarding the right of parties to the treaty to institute international
co-operation in .the .field of peaceful uses. Other delegations made proposals
designed to give,a positive tone to the text of the convention by reaffirming, on
the one hand, the right of States parties to have access to technology, equipment,
scientific information, etc. and, on the other hand, the obligation of States
parties to promote international co-operation to that end.

~In our view, such an approach could be adequately reflected in the treaty.
Moreover, the examples of the Convention relating to biological weapons and the
Convention relating to environmental modification techniques, which contain
provisions-of this type, lead us in this direction and can themselves serve as
useful precedents guiding our efforts to reach a satisfactory compromise.
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With regard to the concern that the convention might lead to posgible
discrimination against non-party States, I should like to point out that that is
~ a problem inherent in any type of agreement or treaty and that it has been
traditionally dealt with in accordance with the legal principle that
"nacta tertiis neaque juvant necue nocent!.

Before concluding my statement, I wish to inform the delegations present
that, tomorrow, Iftaly will sign, in New York, the Convention on Prohibitions oxr
Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effecis.

4 In fact, 10 April is the day set for the opening of the Convention for
signature. By thus signing it ue wish to stress the importance we attach to that
Convention and to international humanitarian law applicable in armed. conflicts in
general. In that area, Italy remains committed to co-operation for the achievement
‘of further progress. :

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Italy for his
statement and for the kind vords he addressed to the chair.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairman, it is a particular pleasure for me to welcome
and congratulate you on your assumption of the chairmanship of our Committee for
April. And I pledge to you the fullest co-operation of my delegation during your
termure of office. As to your distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Herder of
the German Democratic Republic, my delegation wishes to express its gratitude to
him for his valuable work in March; we shall remember him for his successful efforts
in achieving a consensus on the launching of informal discussions on items 1 and 2
of our Agenda,

'Téday, with your permission, I wigh to address myself to item 4 of our agenda,
although I know I am one week late in taking the floor on this subject.

The question of a chemical weapons ban is one of the most urgent matters on
the disarmament agenda. This is clearly stated in paragraph 75 of the
Final Document of the General Assembly's first special session on disarmament as
well as in countless General Assembly resolutions, the most recent of which is
resolution 35/144 B.

Over the years during which this question has been on the agenda of the
Committee on Disarmament and its predecessor, member countries have made
contributions in the form of countless gludies and proposals. The Japanese
delegation itself put forward a draft convention on the prohibition of the
development, prohibition and stockpiling of chemical weapons and onh their
destruction as far back as in 1974, as well ‘as a number of other working papers
in succeeding years, in the hope of.contributing to the early conclugion of a
chemical weapons ban. A great many problems still remain to be solved. Some of
the problems originate in.political and military or security considerations of
the States involved; others derive from the scientific and technological
characteristics inherent in chemical warfare agents and chemical weapons themselves.
We must, through our discussions in the Committee on Disarmament, try to achieve
compromises in the form of realistic and effective solutions to the outstanding
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problems, taking into account and recpecting as much as possible the various
positions’ expressed by the deleégations”eround this table.My'delegation will:
also endeavour- to work touard such compromises ot the appropriste stages 'uodwy
I chall limit myself to:a few obsgrvations hased on uhe bagic pO"lulon -or wav
of thinking we have maintained over the years. ‘

The use of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases is prohibited by the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 to which 96 Statés are Contracting Parties.  Nevertheless,
huge otockplleﬁ of -chiemical weapons are maintained in certain countries; and-
production is- continuing. This is the main'rédson why the banning of chemical
weapons is considered by the international community t6 be of cuch great urgency.
If the existing stocks of chemical weapons and chemical warfare agents could be
destroyed, ahd the éxisting facilities for their oroducblon, assembly, :storage,
etc.’y could be destroyed; dismantled, or converted to ‘peaceful purpeses, it ‘would:
be a great relief to the international commtinity. - At the Same time my deléegation
is’ convinced that those countries not possessing-chemical weapons, including my oun,
are hoping for a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, not only from
humanitarian considerations but also from the point of view of their national
security. -

It was against this background that the Committee decided last year to
establish an Ad Hoc Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. This ctep was welcomed
by my’ Government as the- beginning of a promising new phase in the. dlong histery.
of ititernational ei‘fort‘~ towards the elaboration.of a multilateral convention
on-‘the prohibition -of chemical weapons. “Although the initial maridate of the -
Wbrklng -Group necessarily had to be of a somewhat limited nature, the discussions
in the Wbrhlng Group were charactérized bJ a remarkable spirit of co~operat10nznd
" goodwill among the delegates participating in the joint effort. The same spirit--
of co-operation is prevailing in -the Worlting Group that has been’ re—estaollshed
this year, and my delegation wisches to express its deep appreciation to-
Ambassador Lidga*d of Swieden for the energetic but meticulous manner in which he
is presiding over the proceedings of the Working Group. My delegation also welcomes
the participation of the chemical- weapons experts once again this year, as vell-as
the presence of the delegateo of non—member countries interes ted in this subject.

Before I proceed into the substance of the cuestion, I wishi to express my
Govermméent's hope and expectation that the Soviet Union end the United States will’
be able to reopéen their bilateral -negotiations on the prohlbltlon of ‘chemical
weapons in the very near future. Vhile fully endorsing the 1mportant tole of the
Committee on Disarmament as the only multilateral disarmament negotiating forum,
and consequently as the legitimate body for conductlng multilateral negotlctlons
on a chemical weapons ban, my delegatlon does recognize the importance of the
bilateral negotiations'and the fact that the two sets of negotiations must: march
forward hand in hand; so to speak. The USSR-United States joint report presented
to us last July in document CD/112 is of great importance to the o¢tliey members of
the Committeée -as an indication of the progress co far made and™of 'the problems that
remain to be solved between the bilateral- ‘negotiators. My delegation hopes that
we shall have the benefit of further such joint reports at regular intervals to help
our work in' the Committee. We also hope that our discussions in “the Committee will
act as a stimulant to the bllﬂteral negotiators and Ulll also be able to 3531st
‘them in flndlng solutlonu to uome of thelr problems. :
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The basic concent of the Japanese draft convention of April 1974, which I
mentioned a few minutes ago, was the comnrehensive coveragn of the prohibition
to be envisaged as the long-term objective; this was, however, combined with
the more realistic approach by stages, under which ue would begin with the
prohibition of those .chemical agents known to be used for hostile military purposes
and regarding which verification would present no problem or regarding which their
verifiability could be agreed upon.

Paragraph 2 of the USSR-United States joint report (CCD/112) classifies chemicel
into three categories, namely, cuper-toxic lethal chemicals, other lethal chemicals
and other harmful chemicals. Regardless of how toxicity criteria would come to be
incorporated into the provisions of the convention, my delegation has been
advocating the adoption of toxicity criteria to sunplement the general purpose
criterion and as a means of concretely identifying the chemicals for hostile military
purposes that would be prohibited under the convention. We therefore consider that
this classification of chemicals into three categories would be more or less
appropriate for our purpose. We can algo accept the idea that agrecd ranges of
toxicity levels should be used for dictinguishing the three categories. Houever,
the joint report recognizes that methods of measuring toxicity have to be agreed
upon. My delegation mentioned last year the need to establish a standardized method
of testing or measuring the toxicity of chemicals. A group of Japancse experts is
now working on this question and we may eventually be able to present to the
Committee some suggestions regarding the standardization of such testing methods.

My delegation has always considered it necessary to envisage some sort of
listing of chemical agents which would be the object of prohibition or other
control under the convention. Whether such a ligt should be annexed to the
convention or not should be the objicct of careful study. Of course, it would be
imposcible to draw up & comprehensive list of such chemicals, but at least an
illustrative list of chemicals that are known to be uged or are likely to be used
as CW agents would be both feasible and useful —- ugeful in making clear, in an
illustrative manner, what chemicals would be prohibited anc also in facilitating
the process of verification.

I now turn to the question of verification, which is one of the keystones of a
chemical weapons ban. The method or means of verifying whether obligations under
the convention are being lived up %o will vary according to vhat is to be verified.
Different technicues will need to be employed for different situations. This is why
our consideration of the multiple problems related to verification has a very close
relationship to the scope of the prohibition under the convention. This point is
recognized in paragraph 10 of the report of last year's Working Group on
Chemical Weapons, vhere it is stated in section B: "It was held that verification
measures should be commensurate with the scope of prohibition and other aspects of 2
convention. In the view of my delegation this is a point of practical importance
that needs to be borne in mind.

It was also recognized lact year that the verification system could be based on
an appropriate combination of national and international measures. We think we could
envisage national organs that would be responsible, inter alia, for observing and
supervising national activities related to the subject matter of .the convention, the
collection of statistical and other information, and the preparation of periodic
reports that would Le presented to a consultative committee or other international
Verification organ to be established by the parties to the convention. The
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internaﬁional organ would analyse and evaluate the periocdic reports and statistical
and other information submitted by the national organs of States parties, and be
invited to send observers to be nresent vhen stocks are being destroyed or vhen
production fadilitigs arc being digmantled. In connection with the obligation not
to engage in the production of prohibited chemical agents, the international .organ
would request explanations from States parties and conduct incuiries as well as
inspections, if neceuucry, upon invitation or with the agreement of the State porty
concerned.

What should the international verification system be expected to. verify? The
destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapong and of chemical warfere agents
for hostile military purposes, and the destruction, dismantling or conversion to
peaceful purposes of the ffwmlltleu for the production of the above, as well as
filling facilities and stora, age facllities are the principal items that immediately
come to mind. One might also envisage the mcth-balling of these facilities in the
intermediate stage that could occur after the declaration of plans to destroy or
dismantle facilities and before their aciual destruction. The task of effectively
verifying all this would already seem to be an enormous responsibility and the
successful execution of the highly complicated and costly operations that this would
entail would be a significant achievement, to say the least. Setting aside for the
time being the cuestion of hou stringent the verification measures should be, my
delegation feels that we should initially aim at the early establishmen? of a’
verification system that would cover the items or activities I have just mentioned
to the extent that would be realistic and feasible -- both from the technical and
from the financial points of view. :

One of the most difficult problems in the field of verification Ulll be the
way in which a reasonable system could be applied to so-called dual purpose chemical
agents. No mention is made of dual purpose chemicals in the USSR-United States
Joint report, and my delegation understands that the distinction between single
purpose and dual purpose chemicals is only relative. A number of valuable. technical
suggestions have been made in this Committee and its predecessor regarding this
problem, and we feel that, regardless of whether these terms will or will not appear
in the text of our CW convention, the problem that so-called dual purpose chemicals
would pose in the context of an effective chemical weapons ban cannot be avoided.
We consider this important question to merit continued in-depth study in the
_Committee on Disarmament. At this stage I would simply say that it would be helpful
if, with the help of experts, we could identify and list the principal chemical
agents that could be used for both peacefunl and hostile military purposes.

My Government considers that the verification measures to be provided for
under. the convention should be primarily directed against military or chemical-
warfare-oriented activities, and that any intrusion into the normal operations of
the chemical industries should be limited to the minimum necessary. My delegation
fully shares the view expressed two wecks ago by the distinguished delegate of
Brazil, Ambassador de Souza e Silva, that "the convention should be conceived
accordlng to the principle that civil industrial activities and the full use of
technology for peaceful purposes should not only be allowed but actually encouraged;
the production, development, stock-piling and transfer of chemical agents for
warlike purposes is the exception that must be prohibited, rather than the other viay
around". Let me also cuote a sentence -from our own working paper CCD/450 of
July 1974, in which we opoke of "the nced to satisfy two conflicting requirements:
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to obtain verification results reliable enough to be able. to deter non-compliance
with the Convention and. at the same time to-minimize the burden of States parties
to the Convention".

In the view of my delegation, the activitics of chemical industries for
peaceful purposes should not be submitted to on-site inspection, for ingtance,
except in cases where the industry is suspected of producing prohibited chemical
agents and no convincing explanations to the contrary have been put forward.

May I also express my. delegation's appreciation to the delegation of Canada
for its recent paper on verification, contained in document CD/167, as well, of
course, as for its many contributions to the Committee on thig subject over the years

I would now like to touch upon the relationship betuecen our CW convention and
the Geneva Protocol of 1925. That document has played a most important role during
the 50-o0dd years that it has been in force and my delegation has not the slightest
intention of querying its usefulness. However, as has been pointed out by many
delegations, there is room for reinforcing the Geneva Protocol. Several delegations
have pointed out the possible duplication of legal obligations that would arise if
the new convention were to embrace a prohibition of "use". On the other hand, we
must also bear in mind that the scope of the prohibition under the new convention
may not necessarily coincide exactly with the scope of the prohibition under the
1925 Protocol, that is %o say: asphyxiating, poisonous orcther gases, and all other
analogous liquids, materials or devices. Furthermore, no provisions for
verification are included in the Protocol. We can therefore understand the argument
in favour of the use of chemical weapons also being covered in some form in the new
convention.

Incidentally, my delegation listencd with intercst to the statement made two
weeks ago by you yourself, !Mr. Chalrman, in your capacity as representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany, in which you suggested the inclusion in the chemical
weapons convention of a verification procedure that would aim at ensuring
observation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. We would like to give this suggestion
careful consideration.

Much has been seid aboutl confidence-building measures that could be
incorporated into the proposed convention, or could be implemented even before wve
have such a convention. Iiy delegation cgrees on their usefulness, but today I
shall 1imit myself to saying that a workable and reliable verification syctem would
ve the greatest and most effective of all confidence-building measures.

In concluding my statement, may I express the hope of my delegation that, by
the time of .the second special scssion of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament to be held next year, this Committee will be in a position to report
some meaningful progress on a chemical ueapons convention, the conclusion of which
was said in paragraph 75 of the Finel Document of 1973 to be “one of the most
urgent tasks of multilateral negotiations'. '

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished reprecentative of Japan for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.
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e, VENKATESWARAN (India): Ifr. Chairmen, it is o matbor of great
gsatisfaction to my declegation to sec you, the reproescntative of a country with
vhich India has close and friendly links, as the Chairman of the Committec on
Disarmamcnt for the month of April. We arc convinced that under your able
guidence the work of this Committee will be significantly advanced and the
basis laid for achieving furthor concrete results during the rest of our
1981 scssion. We would alsc like to take this opportunlty to cxpress our
appreciation to Ambassador Gerhard Herder of the Germen Democratic Republic,
who guided tho work of this Committce before you in a skilful and cffective
manner.

My dclegation would today like to address itself to the problem of new
weapons of mass destruction and radiological weapons. As far as ncw weapons
of mass dostruction arc concerncd, we have consistently taken the position that
in the lony run it would be necessary fto evolve a mochani sn’ whereby military
applications of new advances in scicnce and technology arc put under gencral and
oeffective control. What we arc witnessing todey is a phenomencn vhere the pace
of progress in weapons technology is constantly outstripping the slow and
halting pace of disarmamcnt negotiations. + is & fact that the increasing
complexity of new weapons SJstems vhich arc introduced makes the task of adequate
verification more difficult. The paradox is that the technological arms race has
not resulted in greater security for any of its votarics. If nothing is done
soon to onsure that the development of science and oeuhnology is used only for
the zdvancement of human welfare and cconomic and social development, the arms
race is bound tc go out of control.

Tt has been argued by some in this Committee that it is unrealistic to
evolve s mechanism to provent the development of now weapons systems until
such systems have alrcady been identified. This point has once asain been
anulonCd by the distinmuished delegete of Italy this morning. However, in
doing so, one should not neglect the historical cxpericnce of the last
scveral decados. Time and again we have seen bhat once a new eapon system
has beoen evolved or a new military application of some scientific or )
technological brecakthrouch has been identificd, cffor to apply control or
restraint to them have been largely discouraged. To those who have developed
them, nev and apparently morc sophisticated weopons systems appear to provide
the instrument for obtaining an edge over a potential adversary or in redressing
a perceived military imbalance. Even if this is not the ca there have been
occasions where new weapons systems have been used as bargalnlng counters in
negotiations on arms control.

My delezation has noted with interest the proposal made by the Soviet Union
for the sctiting up of an ad hoc group of experts under the acgis of this Committee
tc consider both a gencral prohibition on nev weapons of nass destruction as well
as specific measures in-regard to the prohibition of spccific potential weapons
vhich have been identified. We regard this proposal as a constructive one
meriting attention., As the only multilateral negotiating body in the field of
dd sarmament, the Committec on Disarmament cannot shirk its rcsponsibility in
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dealing with a problem which is at the very heart of the continuins and-

escalating arms race. Of course, an ad hoc group of cxperts is perhaps not

the only way in vhich we can deal with this problen. Ve could, for example,

hold periodic meetings at which scientists and technologists could acquaint the
Committee with new military spplications of rccent advences in science and
technology. At some stage we could even think in terms of sctting up an

ad hoc verking group of this Committee itsclf to negotiate offcctive international
arrangemcnts. to deal with the problen, :

In this connection, I would likc to quote from a thoughtful paper presented
by Lord Zuckerman at the Colloguium on Scicnce and Disarmament held in Paris in
Januvary 1981. Lord Zuckerman p01nted out that "the technolomical arms race has
no finishing post, and because of its increasing cost and of the increasing cost
of the use of its products in terms of trained manpower, it erodes the military -
establishment itself". Lord Zuckerman formulated what he has called the
"inoxorable law of Research and Development". Some aspccts of the law read
as follows -

"Since the cost of developing a weapon system of o =iven derree of
sophistication is much the same in all advanced industrialized countries,
considerations of the absolute size of the cconomy come into play when
a country wishes its forces to live up to the standards sct by the arms
race between the super-Powers and when it has to re-equip at frequent
intervals with weapons which arc more sophisticated and correspondingly
much more oxpensive than those they replace. If we suppose that the
percentage of the Gross Domestic Product that can be devoted to defence
remains roughly the same from year to yecar, and that the GDP is rising
steadily, it inevitably follows that the greater amount of money that goes
to defence each year would be unlikely to buy more defonce"

"A more expensive offensive system is countered by an even morec
expensive defence. The net result s an increase in cxpenditure on defence
equipment by both parties, and usually an increase in the security of
neither"

These remarks, of course, apply to all the major Powers.

Lord Zuckerman accordingly concluded that "the long-term consequences are,
therefore, inescapable. If we are to be efficient in defence, we cannot plan
on allowing our eqﬁipment to become obsolete. ILqually, we cannot assume that’

a rising share of the Gross Domestic Product will be allotted to defence.
Therefore, the alternatives between which we are forced to choose are to alter
our; commitments so as to avoid the need to introduce some of the most expensive
new veapon systems; or tc make our forces smaller; or a combination of both
these measures”.

At the end of his interesting péper, Lord Zuckerman expressed the view that
scientists and technologists have much to contribute by explaining to their '
respcective political and military leaders the facts of 1life of the arms race,
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As he pointed out, whau has happened over the paSU 20 ycars, far from adding
to the security of nations, has made the-world a much norc dangerous place in
vhich to live. - One cannot but agrece with his assesonent that "the momentun
of the technological arms race carries along not only the sceds of its own
frustration, but of natlonal bansruptcy -~ or of worse, war itself."

It is therefore obvious that we in this Comniuteo‘sa uwld be made awvare:
of the so~called facts of life of the technological arms race. It is for this
reason that we commend the Soviet proposal.

The Indian delegation has already put béfore this Committee its views
concerniny the proposed treaty prohibiting radioclogical weapons. We are.
prepared- to engage in sericus negotiations in the elaboretion of suéh a treaty.
However,~it is only natural that as individual delegations we, should seck to
ensure that the treaty text does not contradict or undermine the positions
of principle that our countries have ‘taken with respect to certain fundamental
political issues. India has consistently held that the possession and use of
nuclear weapons cannot be a legitimate instrument of cnsuring the security of
States. As early as 1961 the General Assembly declared that the use of nuclear
weapons would be a crime against humanity. The same declaration was reiterated
in subsequent resolutions of the General Assembly, most rccently in
resolution 55/152 D. It is this fundamental stand on principle vhich underlies
our objection to a definition of radiological weapons vhich resorts to an
exclusion clause with respect to nuclear weapons. This stand has the support
of several delegations in this Committee. The distinguished Ambassador of
Brazil, in his thought-provoking statement at our plenary mecting of
7 April 1981, quite rightly pointed out: .

"My delegation favours the suggestions fhet have been made in the
Committee and in the Working Group, according vhich it would be
advisable o define radlologloal weapons by thelr characteristics rather
than by explicitly excluding nuclear weapons from the purview of the
convention. There seems to be little point in adopting a definition
that amounts to a legitimization of nuclear wveapons, only to have the
following article discleim that fact by stating that nothing in the
convention can be interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons, Such
a disclaimer would, in fact, only underline the assumption that the
very real nuclear ‘weapons are, indeed, considered as a viablé option,
vhile the non-existent radiclogical weapons arc prohibited. The
exclusion clause, as it has been described, is, for those reasdns,
unacceptable to my delegzation".

The constructive manner in which delegations have enzaged in the negotiations
on a ban on radiological weapons has been amply demonstrated in the several
contributions that have been made to overcome the problem of definition which
we have referred to. Yugoslavia, for example, has put forward before the
Ad Hoc Working Group a possible: alternative definition which does not resort
to an bxcluolon clause with respect to nuclear weapons. . The distinzuished .
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Mmbassador of Yugoslavia made a full and convincing case in support of his
proposal at our last plenary meeting. My delegation would like to express
its deep appreciation to Ambassador Vrhuvnec for the efforts his delegation
has made to seck a reasonable solution to a problem that, in our view, is
fundamental for ensuring the success of our negotiations.

My delegation has suggested some precise and specific formulations for
inclusion in a future treaty on radiological weapons. We are grateful to the
distinguished Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons,
Imbassador Komives of Hungary, who has, in the texts that he has so carefully
and meticulously prepared for the consideration of the Vorking Group, taken
account of these concerns. He should receive our full support in the difficult
and sometimes frustrating task that he has so graciously undertaken.

The distingudshed representative of Sweden, fmbassador Lidgard, made a
thousht-provoking and convincing statement on radiclogical weapons at our last
plenary meeting. We wish to express our gratitude to the Sivredish delegation
for the timely reminder that this Committee should not compromise its
credibility in a hasty attempt to produce an agreement, which would not meet,
even in a limited manner, the hopes and aspirations of the international
community. ILike the Swedish delegation, we too are not gquite clear as to what
we are trying to prohibit as the present text stands. The specific possibilities
that have been suggested in the Committee appear to be exceedingly hypothetical
vhen scrutinized closely. However, we are still proparcd to negotiate a ban on
such potential weapons, provided their specific technical attributes are made
explicit and clear.

We have also taken carecful note of the proposal made by Sweden that the
proposed treaty on radiological weapons should also prohibit attacks on
civilian nuclear facilities., Such a prohibition would certainly add to the
validity of the convention which we are seeking to negotiate. The Swedish
proposal will receive the most serious consideration by our Government.

In conclusion, my delegation is of the view that the Committee on Disarmament
must first and foremost focus attention on priority items on its agenda., The
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament
are the most urgent and critical questions facing mankind. Our credibility, our
relevance as a multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament, will
be judged in the final analysis by our ability to negotiate concrete measures
in the field of nuclear disarmament. A treaty banning radiological weapons could
only have value if it is regarded as a step towards the eventual prohibition
of all weapons causing death and destruction by radiation, including nuclear
weapons themselves, which posce the greatest dancer to human survival.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of India for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.




CD/%%;IZB

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of my statement I should.like to express satisfaction
at the fact that during this highly crucial month which concludes the spring part of
the 1981 session of the Committee of Disarmament, the chairmanship of the Committee
has devolved upon you. We hope that your experience and profound knowledpe of the
problems discussed in the Committee will meke for the efficient organization of our
work in the days that remain and will enable us to come closer to a solutioncf the
issues entrusted to our Commitiee. I should also like to address some words of
sincerc pratitude to Ambassador Herder, Chairman of the Committee on Disdrmament -
during the past month. To him fell the difficult task of hariionizing the approaches
of various delegations on the question of how work should be continued within the
Committee on questions relating to the limitation of the muclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament and to the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. '

Today the Soviet delegation would like to touch upon a number of issues.

The Soviet Union's approach to the problem of the prohibition of ﬁew_types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons is well known to the
members- of the Committee on Disarmament., This epproach was confirmed once again
in the report by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
to the 26th Congress of the CPSU in which, as regards the problem under discussion
the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, L.I. Brezhnev, noted the following important point:

"The pivotal line of the foreign policy of our Party and CGovernment has
been and continues to be the struggle to reduce the danger of war and to curdb
the arms race. At the present time, this objective has acquired particular
significance and urgency. The fact is that rapid and profound changes are
taking place in the development of military technology. Qualitatively new
types of weapons, and first and foremost weapons of mass destruction, are being
developed. These new types of weapons are such as to make control over them
and, consequently also, an agreed limitation of these weapons an extremely
difficult if not impossible undertaking. A new phase in the arms race will
undermine international stability and greably increase the danger of the

outbreak of war."

As you knov, wve are in favour of a comprehensive agreement prohibiting the
development and production of any new types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons. At the same time, we do not exclude the possibility of
concluding particular agreements also. '

Ve continue to believe that it would be wore proper to act in such a way as to
forestall, through an appropriate agreement, the threat of the emergence of new
types of weapons of mass destruction well before they are developeu or are converted
into some material weans of warfare. Time  does not wait!l

The problem we are discussing today has been on the agenda of the sessions of
the United Nations Ceneral Assembly, the Committee on Disarmament and other
international forums for about five years. The Committee on Disarnament
periodically holds debates on the question of new types of weapons of mass
destruction. Occasionally experts from certain ccuntries participate in them.

Up to now, things have not gone further than that. At the same time, unlike other
disarmaiment problems, the question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of
rnass destruction possesses distinctive and unique features peculiar only %o it.
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Among the first of these specific features is the fact that one of the crucial
elements in the discussion of the question of new types of weapons of mass
destruction is the elaboration of agreed scientific and technological concepts which
must underlie the subject of the prohibition in a future agreement or agreements.
This in turn means that, if this question is to be examined in the Committee, it
should obviously be appropriately informed, bearing in mind the importance for the
Comnittee to adopt political decisions on the basis of a strict scientific analysis
of all the most complex facets of the problenm.

In our view, what is needed in this case is a preliminary stage of discussion
when, at the level of experts, an agreed opinion would be worked out on the
sci entlflc and teclnological aspects of the issue and this opinion would be presented
to the Committee for its consideration.

_ The available experience of the discussion of the issue of new types of weapons
of mass destruction shows that an expert speaking at a meeting of the Committee is
compelled by the very nature of his audience to. try to make his statement as easily
wderstood as nossible, sometimes prejudicing its scientific accuracy. This may
lead either to a not altogether correct understanding of a given problem, as is
showm, in particular, for instance, by the proposals of some delegations to include
in the scope of the prohibition of radiological weapons the so-called particle beam
weapons also, or to the distortion of the substance of the matter.

These considerations warrant the assertion that the effectiveness of the
discussion of such a scientifically complex problem as that of new types of weapons
of mass destruction would be much higher if the members of the Committee had at
their disposal the views not merely of one expert, even if highly qualified, but of
a group of experts from various countries which would be worked out on the basis of
a procedure recognized by the scientific world. This is precisely the purpose of
the proposal of the USSR delegation for the setting up of an ad hoc group of experts.
We have heard with interest the statement of the Hungarian delegation of 7 April and
we support its proposal to hold informal meetlngs, which would also serve the same
goal.

The group we are proposing could present authoritative opinions on those
developments in science and technology which pose a potential danger from the point
of view of the devising of new types of weapons of mass destruction and also provide
the Committee with surveys of the current situation in this matter from the scientific
and technological standpoint. The mandate of such a group could be agreed on in
greater detail at the informal meetings of the Committee with the participation of
experts proposed by the delegation of Hungary.

.Thus, the existence of such a group would ensure that the Committec receives
objective scientific and technological information on the subject of weapons of
mass destruction, and would provide it with an importent practical means for a
regular monitoring of the status of this problem,

I should now like to dwell briefly on the question of the prohibition of
radiological weapons. TFirst of all, I wish to express our appreciation to
Ambassador Kémives for his skilful and efflclenu stewardship of the Uorblnw Group
on Radiological Weapons..
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At the Committee's plenary meeting on 7 April we listened attentively to the -
statenents of a number of delegations on this subject. In some ‘of thew -~ and not
for the first time -- the question was raised as to whether there is any need at all
to deal with-the problem of the banning of radiological weapons (meanln ,pre01se1y,
weapons: as such) in view of -the fact that there are other unresolved issues in the
sphere of the limitation of armaments and generally in the field of the lessening
of the denger of war. The Soviet delegation believes that, since the introduction
of the joint Soviet-United States document on the basic elements of a treaty on the
prohioition of radiological weapons, the authors of this document and representatives
of other delegations heve dévoted much attention to explaining and substantiating the
idea, purposcs, subject and scope of the prohibition in the proposed treaty. 1In
particular, the danger of the development of radiological weapons has been
demonstrated on the basis of the existence of a possibility in principle of using
radiation produced by the decay of radioactive materials. Mention has been made of
a possibility in principle of producing such weapons in the form of bombs, shells,
fougasses, etc., intended for the dissemination of radioactive materials by means of
an explosion. - The poss1b111ty has also been indicated of developing special
devices or equipment for the purpose of disseminating radiocactive materials in a
non-explosive manner, for instance, through their dispersion in the form of liquid’
or solid particles. Other possibilities, also, have been noted for the use for
hostile purposes of radioactive materials which may be at the disposal of e State.

llany delegations have made references, among other things, to the United Nations
definition of 1948 in which, even at that time, radiological weapons were identified
as weapons of mass destruction. We wish also to recall the decisions adopted
guite recently -- at the first special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, held in 1978, and at the last regular session of the
Ceneral Aosenblj, in 1980. Thus, paragraph 76 of the Final Docuient of the
special seasion says the following: 'A convention should be concluded prohibiting the
“development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons'".  This
provision is echoed in Geneval Assembly resolution 35/156 G of 12 December 1980.
Both texts, as you know, were adopted by consensus.

Certain other comments have been made replies to which, it seems to us, have
already been given by the Soviet delegation both at the plenary meetings of the
Committee on Disarmament and in the ‘Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Veapons and
in the course of the bilateral consultatlons.

The Soviet delegation, like many of the other delepations which are in favour of
the earliest completion of the work on the text of a convention banning radiological
weapons, has never, of course, contended that this is a priority question or that
it should be considered and resolved before ﬁ11 the other issues, However, while
we show our interest and actively partlclpate in the examination of such crucial
disarmailent questions as the curtailment of the nuclear arms race, the complete and
general prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, the prohibition of chemical weapons
and a nuiber of other issues, we at the same time believe that blochlag any direction
for the arms race, even a modest one, would be a step forward. And if there is the
possibility of reaching such a decision now, we ought not artifically to slow down
this work by introducing questions which, although important ones, bear no direct
relation to the subject under’ dlscu351on. We are prompted by the belief that the
entire world community is interested in equal degree in. achiéving the prohlbltlon of
radiological weapons since every country will benefit in equal measure from the
realization of this measure.
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At our last meeting, on Tuesday, we already gave our assessment of-the-
statenent. by the United States delegation of 7 April as an unconstructive one that
was not in the interests of the tasks confronting this Committee., The
Anerican delegation galloped headlong, as it were, through various complex
intermational problems and in the process trampled on subjects having nothing to
do with foreign policy. We, too, of course, could cite many examples -- and real
exannle%, not invented ones -- touching on various facets of the social, economic
and politicel life of the United States which, in our view, call for serious
criticism, However, we are not in favour of wasting the Committee's work time,
which is already extremely limited. In short, we will not follow the American
delegation's example but will speak about certain questions of substance.

First of all, hard as the American representative tried, he did not succeed in
refuting the ObV‘OuS fact that it is the United States which has been the initiator
of every round in the arms race during the entire post-war veriod. After all, who
was the first to developn nuclear weapons? The United Statesl  Who wes the
initiator in the development of nuclear submarines with ballistic missiles abord,
the equinping of intercontinental missiles with multiple warheads and the creation
of a vhole series of the most destructive types of weapons of mass destruction?
Again, the United Statesl VWho is taking the lead now in the development of
neutron weapons, new types of supertoxic lethal chemical weapons ana other
dangerous means of warfare?  Once more, the United States!

“The current military preparations in the United States, which the
United Stetes Secretary of Defense, C. Weinberger, calls "the start of America's
rearmament! are nothing but an unprecedented super-armament of the United States
he aim of which is to achieve preponderance in every category of strategic and
conventional armaments.

For instance, the Pentagon has long been boasting about the superiority of its
naval forces. What, then, is the purpose, it may be asked, of the Cecision %o
increase the total number of warships from 456 to 600, with an increase to 15 in the
nuiber of aircraft-carrier groups? And in view of all these facts, how can it be
contended that it is the Soviet Union that is responsible for the arms race?

As has been authoritatively stated more than once by the leaders of the
Soviet Union, our country is not striving to achieve military supremacy. The
military potential of the USSR does not exceed what is required for necessary
defence purposes, this being fully in line with the defénsive character of
Soviet military doctrine. Is our good will not shown by such facts as the
unilateral withdrawal from the German Democratic Republic of 20,000 Soviet
servicemen, 1,000 tanks and other military equipment which was completed last year?

The American representative tried to confuse the issue as regards the

correlation of forces on the European continent, to put it mildly, freely
interpreting various facts and juggling with some data. The best response. to these
attenpts is to be found in the statement made by the head of our State, L.I. Brezhnev,
at the Congress of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia on 7 April of this year.

The Soviet delegation would like to read out the relevant passage from that

staterent., We are doing this also because, in spite of the claims made here about
the so~called "free" Western press, many of its organs have not considersed it
necessary even to mentlon this. most important part.of L.I. Breghnev's speech,

I quote:
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[sneakigg in English]

"The unbridled nuclear arms race in Europe is becoming lethally dangerous
for all Buropean peoples. In order to start in some way the practical
solution of this problem, we propose that for the time being at leaot a line
be dravm under what exists, that is, to put an end to the further deployment
of new, and replaceunent of both Soviet and NATO medium-range nuclear missiles
stationed in Europe. This includes, naturdally, the American nuclear forward-
baseld systems in that region., The moratorium could be valid until a permanent
treaty is concluded on the limitation and, still better, on the reduction of
the above-mentioned nuclear means of both sides in Europe.

"Naturally, our proposal for the moratorium is not an end in itself.
It has been made with the intention of creating a wmore fayourable atmosphere
. for talks. We regard as the objective in this question —~ I have stated
this before and repeat it now =~ precisely the reduction by both sides .of the
amount of nuclear neans accumulated in Europe. This it is quite DOSSlble to .
‘do without worsening the conditions of security of either Bast or Vest,

"Our proposal has, as is known, met with a very positive response in A
broad political circles and among the public in VWestern Europe. = However, the
reaction of those who apparently did not like it was not slow either.

"It is alleged that the new Soviet proposal has the aim of consolidating
a supposed advantage of the forces of the Warsaw Treaty member countries. This
is certainly not so. I spoke about this in detail at the 26th Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. If one casts a glance at the nuclear
potentials which both sides now have in the area of Europe, what is obvious is
the anproximate balance of the forces of both sides. That has, by the way,
repeataedly been admitted in the West. For example, Chancellor Schmidt of the
Federal Republic of Germany, in one of his public speeches in Iebruary of this
year, denied that the East-West balance of forces in Europe had been violated.
The Chancellor, however, expressed the apprehen31on that the 'Russians might
be on the point of violating it!'. The United States Secretary of State Haig
also recently spoke about 'the relative balance and warity'. He expressed
anxiety, however, that this balance might change ln favour of the USSR allegedly
by the middle of this aecade.

"With such an appfaieal'of-the present-day situation and the prospects of
its development,.leaders of Western countries should logically have jumped at
our proposal. Instead, some of them are trying to minimize its significance,
and this is certainly not because the correlation of forces in Europe has
changed in the course of a few days. They are doing so because they would like
to change that correlation in favour of the West and are unwilling to bind
themselves by a moratorium,

"But such attempts -- and this should be clearly understood ~- will only
impel the other side to take retaliatory steps. A vicious circle will be
wvitnessed again and the situation in Furope will become more precarious for all.
Is it so difficult for the Governments of western Powers to understand that?

"As a whole, our proposals mean the settlenent of the most urgent
intemational problems which are of paramount significance for the
consolidation of peace. We propose that the parties concerned should have
business-like, constructive negotiations on these issues ~- at any level,
without any preliminary strings attached. If anybody has other reasonable
proposals, we are ready to consider them also.
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"But, frankly speaking, so far we do not see a particular readiness for
negotiations on the. part of the Governments of the western Powers.

"Sometines we are told that all this is very intercsting but calls for a
long study and there is supposedly no reason to be in a hurry. At the same
time it is implied that the definition of the atiitude taken does not depend
on the Government in question but on others. Meanwhile the arms race continues
to escalate and the international situation continues to worsen.

"In other cases, there are attempts to make claims on us, to impose
preliminary conditions. There are claims to some 'right! to rule the roost
in nearly all parts of the planet, together with demands that as 'payment' for
he Vesterm consent to negotiations we should stop considering the interests cof
our own security and give no assistance to our friends when they arc subjected
to aggression or a threat of attack.

"A strange stand, to say the least.

"Let us suppose for a minute that the Soviet Union should declare: !Before
onening negotiations on the settlement of sowe overdue international problems,
let the Western Powers change their policy in the sphere which we, and many
others, c¢efinitely do not like, Iet the United States, say, first withdraw
its troops from such and such a country, from such and such military bases
abroad. And let it terminate support to and the arming of certain dictatorial
terroristic régines.!

"{ould anybody seriously accept such an epproach to the question of
negotiations? That is hardly possible. We would be called simpletous,
people who are insufficiently versed in politics or who deliberately raise
obstacles and cause procrastinations, who avoid negotiations because they have
different but by no means peaceful intentions. :

"The experience of history, including that of recent decades, convincingly
shows us that success in talks between States coiles only when attcmpts to
dictate terms to each other are discarded, when there is a real will for peace
and mutual respect for the parties! interests. It is precisely on this basis
that major international agreements which have helped to consolidate peace and
the security of peoples have been achieved."

[resuming in Russian]

This is our response to the statement made by the distinguished representative

the United States.

Allow me now to respond to the questions of the British delegation. he

distinguished representative of the United Kinpdom has repeatedly asked us about the
character of the statement by the Soviet Union that it will not use nuclear weapons

against non-nuclear-weapon countries which do not permit the stationing of such

veapons on thelr territories., A similar question was put to L.I. Brezhnev a few
days ago by the Greek newspaper Ta Nea. I will now quote L,I. Brezhnev's answer:
"The Soviet Union has already declared more than once that it will never use nuclear

weapons against those countries which renounce the production and acqguisition of

of

nuclear wveapons and which do not have such weapons in their territory. This alone is
a sufficiently firm guarantee. But we are prepared to go further and to conclude at

any tine a special agreement with any of the non-auclear countries, including, of

course, Greece, if that country in its turm undertakes not to have nuclecar weapons in

its territory".

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of the USSR for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.
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Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr. Chairman, first of all
permit me to welcome you warmly upon your accession to the chairmanship of the
Committee. on Disarmement' for the month of April. The Mongolian delegation hopes that
you may -follow the splendid example of your predecessor, Ambassador G. Herder, and so
brlng the work of the first part of the Committee's se581on to a»ﬁuocessful conclusion.

I should like to take thls opportunlty again to express my delegatlon'° gratitude
to Ambassador G. Herder, the representative of the German Democratic Republic, for
his constructlve contrWButlon to the Committee's work.

Much time has elapsed since the Soviet Unien first ceme forward with .the proposal
to prohibit the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of.such weapons, and submitted a draft international agreement to that
effect to the United Nations General Assembly.. R

The Soviel proposal received wide support in the international community. As you
know, the General Assembly resolution on that subject, resolution 3479 \XXK), was
adopted by an overwhelming majority.

Since that date, the question of the prohibition of new ‘typés and systems of
weapons of mass destruction has been constanily on.the agenda both. of the
General Assembly and of the Committec on Disarmament as a priority task.

However, it has sc far been impossible to reach agreemert con -this problem — an
agreement which would spare mankind from the threat of the emergence of new and
terrible weapons of mass destruction -- even though all the necessary prereqiisites to

that end appear to exist,

The Mongolian People's Republic,. thch from the very outset has resolutely
supported this proposal, together with others, has consistently spoken in favour of
reaching a generally acceptable wgrceﬂent in this field as soon as possible.

Tts reason for doing so is thaet until such time as an agreement strictly prohibiting
the development and production of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction
has been. reached, the possibility of using the achievements of modern scientific and
teohnica1<progress for military purposes will remein.

Particularly clear evidence of this is the constantly accelerating pace of
technological improvement of types of weapons of mess destruction anmd the marked
increase in recent years in the appropriations for military resecarch and development
in the military budgets of the NATO States and their allies.

Attention should «lso be drawn to the figures showing that an average of 15-20
new lnvontlons, many of which are used for military purposes, appear in. the world
every hour. :

Thus the acceleration of the arms race is accompanied by continuing improvement
in existing types of weapons, resulting in the unchecked development of new and even
more destructive means of mass destruction. :
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The conclusion to be drawn from this is obvious: if a solid barrier to the
appearance of new types of weapons of mass destructicn is not erected ‘in time,"a
serious situation may arise in which the arms race reaches a point of no return, as
a result of which the measures achieved so far in the sphere of the limitation of the
arms race and disarmament will be brought to nought, and the negotiations- currently
belng conducted in thls field will Dbe useless. ‘

That is why the conclusion of an intemational agreement on the prohibition of
the development and production of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction
will contribute, inter alia, to the supremely important task of putting a stop to the
dangerous escalation in the qualitative improvement of weapons of mass destruction,
which would undoubtedly constitute a major step towards the halting and reversing of
the arms race, It is precisely.in this that we see the importance and urgency of
achieving an agreement on the prohibition of the development and productlon of new
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

Extremely important in this connection would be the conclusion of an international
convention on the complete prohibition of the production of neutron weapons.

As you know, three years ago, eight socialist countries, including Mongolis,
submitted to the Committeec on Disarmament a joint draft international convention on
the prohibition of the production, stockplllng, deployment and use of nuclear neutron
weapons.,

This initiative, like other specific proposals made by the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries aimed at halting the dangerous arms race and achieving disarmament,
is in keeping with the vital interests of all peoples and with the aim of preserving
and strengthening peace and international security and warding off the threat of a
nuclear catastrophe

Deep concern and anxiety has been aroused by the recent talk in the United States
of renewing plans for manufacturing nuclear neutron weapons and stationing them in
western Europe.

It is almost 1mpossxole to grasp to the full how harmful the consequences of such
plans mlght be.

The reason and conscience of the peoples demand that the authors of this criminal
plan renounce its implementation for ever. Otherwise, such an action on the part of
those who like to play with fire could provoke a counteraction. There is an eastern
proverb which says. "He who throws a stone into the air risks getting = bump on the
head". -

The whole course of the discussion being pursued here on the question of
prohlbltlng new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction shows.that there is
emerging in the Committee to a sufficient degree the outline of a general understanding
that it is much easier to achieve an agreement on the preventive prohibition of new
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction than it will be to prohibit them
after they have already been developed, tested and included in the arsenals of States.
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Given this apprcach to the problem of the prohibition of the development of new
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction and, most important, given sufficient
political will on the part first and foremost of the nuclear-weapon States and other
countries with a developed military and industrial potential, it will be- pOSSlble to
solve this problen by working out a comprchensive agreement and also, if necessary,
agree on individual new types of weapons of mass destruction. The draft treaty on
the prohibition of radiclogical weapons under preparation in the Ad Hoc Working Group
could serve as a model for such an agreement.

It would be very useful, both as rcgards a comprehensive agrcement and as regards
individual agreements on the prohibition of new types of weapcns of mass destruction
to adopt the proposal of a group of socialist countries for the establishment, under
the aegis of the Committec on Disarmarment, of an ad hoc group of qua*lflod experts
which could undertake an examination of this problen. We believe that the Comnmittee
could consider this suggestion and adopt an appropriate decision on it bhefore the end
of the first part of the present session so that the group of experts may begin its
work during .the summer part of the Committee's session.

Wow pérﬁit me to turn briefly to the question of‘the-prohibition of
radiological weapens.

We note with swtlufactlon that the Ad Hoc Working Group was able 1o renew
negotiations at the very outset of the current session and has already begun uQ agree
on certain provisions for a future treaty prohibiting the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. The Mongolian delegation fully supports
the active and pioneering efforts of the dlstlngulohed Chairman cf the Working Group,
Ambassador I. Komives. :

As the progress made in this auxiliary body at the present stage shows, the
conditions are favourable for the successful completion of the negotiations towards the
elaboration of a draft convention. TUnfortunatecly, however, there are also certain
difficulties, mainly in connection with the scope and object of the prohibition.

There is still no general agreemcnt on the formulation and definition of the
term radiclogical weapon, cspecizlly the "exclusionary provision! which defines it as
any radioactive material "other than that produced by a nuclear explosive device.
Many arguments were adduced in the Working Group in favour of the inclusion of the
provision contained in the joint USSR-United States proposal in documents CD/Bl and
“D/BZ The Mongolian delegation is inclined to the view that the future convention
should have a clear aim: +the prohibition of rediclogical weapons. The inclusion in
the future convention of various elements connected with nuclear weapons might, in our
view, create additional obstacles tc reaching a general agreement on this question.

In connection also to some extbent with the guestion of the scope and object of
the prohibition, there is. the proposal for the prohibition of what has been called the
waging of radiological war, in other words, an attack on nuclear power fuollltles‘,
The Mongollan delegation's position regarding that proposal is based on its

understanding that the convention is to prohibit radiological weapons and not the
manner ‘of waging war, whether radiclogical or other. As you know, the 1977 Additional
Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 prohibited attacks on nuclear
power facilities.
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We should like to make several observations on the use of sources of radiation
for peaceful purposes. The Mongolian delsgation regards the main purposc of the
future treaty to be the prohibition of radiological weapons. Of course we do not in
the least disagree that the provisions of the treaty should not prevent the pesceful
use of nuclear energy for the benefit of mankind. However, we consider that it would
be pointless for the States parties to the future treaty to commit themselves again
to obligations already undertaken by them under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, as is proposed by certain delegations.

At the last plenary meeting, during consideration of the question of weapons of
nass destruction, doubt was expressed as to the desirability of and even the need for
the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons, on the
grounds that the development of such weapons was a matter of the unforeseeable futurc.
It is hardly possible to agree with this view of things. We believe that the threat
of radiological war will sooner or later become real and that today's fears regarding
the possible development of this type of weapon arc therefore fully justified. We
consider that the adoption of anticipatory measures to prohibit radiological weapons
and other new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction will without doubt
constitute important steps towards the curbing of the arms race, the prevention of
the development of new types of weapons of mass destruction, and consequently, towards
the achievement cf the final goal, that of complete and general disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mongolia for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): If I can address myself just for a
moment to the statement made by the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union,
I would like to say that, while there are individual points in the Soviet statement
of today and that of 26 March that I could rebut, I am satisfied that my statement of
7T April adequately put the position of my Govermment on record. The United States
delegation will therefore show its readinoess to put an end to a possible action-reactio;
circle in this Committee by resisting that temptation and resting its case.

The CHATRMAN: The Secretariat has circulated today, at my request, the timetable
for meetings to be held by the Committee and its subsidiary organs during the ooming
week. As agreed by the Committee at its 118th plenary meeting, the Ad Hoe Working
Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament will meet on Monday, 13 April, at
10.30 a.m. instead of Thursday afterncon. If there are no objections, I will consider
that the Committee adopts the timetable.

It was so decided.

The CHATIRMAN: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be
held on Tuesday, 14 April, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.n.
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Mr, SOLA VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, allow me first
to congratulate you, on behalf of my delegation, on your accession to the
chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of April, the last month
of our spring session, and to assure you that you can count on my delegation's full
co-operation towards bringing this stage of our work to a successful conclusion., =

" Allow me also to express my delegation's sincere gratitude for the work carried
out by your predecessor, Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republic, who so
ably discharged the duties of Chairman of the Committee during the month of March.

Now that we are reaching the end of this first stage of the work of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1981, I would like to make some comments in this
connection on behalf of my delegation.

It is undoubtedly true that the world is at present passing through a difficult
and doubtful period from all points of view, political, economic, social and
military; various centres of tension, which are detrimental to the establishment and
consolidation of international détente, unbridled acts of violence within some
countries, the return to the so-called "cold war'" phase, and more particularly the
constant frenzied acceleration of the arms race are bringing our planet to the brink
of an indescribable cataclysm. . Never in the history of mankind has a comparable
situation existed.

During this year, the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned
Countries, held in New Delhi, convincingly expressed its concern regarding the
current situation in which the frenzied nuclear arms race is the greatest danger
facing the world today and the only solution for survival in a world racked by
disturbances and anxieties is to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race.

And even more recently, on the occasion of the 26th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, our supreme leader and Commander-in-Chief, Fidel Castro,
said that "the beginning of a new arms race and a return to the cold war would v
acutely worsen the serious crisis affecting the world economy today. The hopes that
economic and social development will triumph over hunger, ignorance and digsease, in a
climate of peace and international co-operation, would be dashed for the vast 4
majority of the inhabitants of the earth... Social conflicts, centres of tension and
the danger of war would multiply. It would be a great crime against humanity'.

Current developments in international politice have indeed shown that certain
reactionary circles are pursuing a policy which is endangering the achievemerits of
détente and plunging the world into a new '"cold war" era.

The increase in the military budgets of the NATO countries, the deployment of
572 medium-range nuclear migsiles in Burope, the stagnation of the SALT II talks, all
give cause for concern to those who merely wish to live in a peaceful world where the
principles hallowed in the Charter of the United Nations are respected.

That is why the Committee on Disarmament must now play a very active role in
carrying out its work as the single multilateral negotiating body on disarmament in
order to bring about specific measures of disarmement, bearing in mind, furthermore,
the fact that all the other types of disarmament negotlatlons are at present virtually
paralysed, and that the Committee on Disarmament must therefore fill the gap left by
the failure of other negotiating machinery to function.
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Furthermore, this will be the last full session of the Committee before the _
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and we therefore
have a major responsibility to achieve pogitive results by then.

The holding of this important session -- the second special session of the
United Nations General Assembly on disarmament -- should constitute a. prelude to the
convening of a world disarmament conference, which would provide an appropriate
framework for moving towards genuine general and complete disarmament, not only because
of the recommendations that would be made but also because of the decisions that would
be adonted and would be binding upon States, and especially the States which possess
the largest stocks of weapons of all kinds in their arsenals.

At its thlrty-flfth session, the Unlted Nations General Assembly adopted by
oonsensus resolutlon 35/46 which declares the 1980s as the Second Dlsarmament Decade.
It states.

"The decade of the 1980s should witness renewed intensification by all
Governments and the United Nations of their efforts to reach agreement and to
implement effective measures that will lead to discernible progress towards the
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control.
In this connéxion, special attention should be focused on certain identifiable
elements in the Programme of Action as adopted by the General Assembly at its
tenth special session which should, as a minimum, be accomplished during the
Second Disarmament Decade both through negotiations in the multilateral
negotiating forum, the Committee on Disarmament, and in other appropriate forums.

. Adequate methods and procedures of verification should be considered in the
context of international disarmament negotiations."

That is why it is absolutely essential for the Committee on Disarmament to
speed up its current disarmament negotiations.

Numerous resolutions on disarmament were adopted at the thirty-fifth session of
the United Nationg General Assembly, many of them closely connected with the work of
the Committee. . Document CD/140, in which the Secretary-General of the United Nations
transmitted those resolutions to the Committee on Disarmament, calls upon us to work
with still greater intensity during the current year.

It is encouraging to note that this year a constructive atmosphere has prevailed
within the Committee, and we are confident that we shall continue in this way, since.
this will benefit not only the Committee, by enabling us to dedicate ourselves to
our appointed task, that of negotiating, so that we do not waste time on matters
which should be raised and dealt with in other appropriate forums —- the constructive
spirit, I repeat, which should prevail in this body will bring positive results not
only for us, but, what is more important, for the international community, which is
aware that the hundreds of thousands of millions of dollars that are being squandered.
on the arms, race could be used to solve the most pressing needs of the world today
such as hunger, poverty, disease and illiteracy, from which the developing countries
suffer most.” ~The reversal of the arms race would provide ample opportunities for
the establishment of a new international economic order.
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The Committee on Disarmament was able to get down to its substantive work
speedily this year and three working groups were re-establicshed on (1) chemical
weapons, (2) radiologidal weapons and (3) effective international arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-veapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has also
continuved its work. It has thus been demonstrated that working groups are the .
appropriate forum for dealing with the items on our Committee's agenda. This has
been stated by many delegations, and in particular by the Group of 21, both in
statements and in documents submitted to the Committee, for example document CD/%4,
which states in one of its paragraphs:

"In the view of the Group of 21, the adcption of the annual agenda is
general recognition by the Committee that all the items included therein should
be the subject of concrete negotiation. It also represents a commitment by
all members to pursue in good faith negotiations to reach agreement on concrete
binding and effective disarmament measures on these items."

The Working Group on Chemical Weapons has worked hard and effectively under the
leadership of Mr. Lidgard, the distinguished Ambassador of Sweden. Many delegations,
particularly those of the Soviet Union, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Egypt and others,
have made valuvable contributions from the technical point of view. This has enabled
the experts from my delegation to reach a comprehensive judgement on the subject of
chemical weapons.

My delegation considers that a future convention on chemical weapons should
provide at least for the following: (a) the destruction of existing stockpiles of
such weapons; (b) the prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling
for hostile purposes; and (c) the encouragement of co-operation between States parties
to the convention for peaceful and non-hostile military purposes.

. My delegation is of the view that such a convention should not be discriminatory
but should give equal opportunities to all States parties.

We believe that sufficient bases exist for the Committee to initiate discussions
on the possible content and scope of such a convention and we hope that this will be
possible during the summer part of our session.

The Committee can count on my delegation's co-operation with the participation of
experts on the subject.

Allow me now to make some comments on the proposals submitted here by various
delegations, and particularly on the work suggested by yourself.

My_delegation greatly appreciates the efforts made by all delegations to
offer proposals that are generally acceptable and we also value the content of the
documents presented by yourself as Chairman of the Working Group. We consider the
Joint United States-USSR proposals in document CD/112 extremely valuable, and we
believe that this document should serve as the basis for all the other proposals.

In my delegation's view, the definition of chemical weapons should be based on the
general purpose criterion combined with the toxicity criterion, as indicated in
document CD/112,
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Cuba, which is an independent and non-aligned country, whose defence is
designed to protect its sovereignty and the progress achiceved in the building of
socialism, cannot but be concerned lest a future convention on chemical weapons chould
contain loopholes that might enablb a State party to find ways of violating ift.

That is why my delegation considers that a future convention such as the one we
are considering should contain references to the use of certain herbicides and
defoliants which, in given circumstances and quantities, could constitute chemical
warfare agents. Experiences during the recent war in Vlet Nam justify this concern
on the part of my delegation.

The development of the chemical industry for peaceful purposes is very closely
linked to its development for purposes of chemical warfare. The interrslationship is
s0 close that in many cases it is difficult to draw a line which will not affect the
development of the first category of chemicals. History has shown that discoveries
in the field of chemical weapons have sometimes been made indirectly and accidentally.
It is for this reason that my delegation attaches great importance to the statements
and proposals made in the Working Group which you have presided over so capably with
respect to what are called the binary cheimical weapons.

. My delegation understands that the development, production and stockpiling of
this kind of chemical warfare agent complicates the treaty we are contemplating
because of the difficulty of defining the relationship between the so-called chemical
warfare agent precursor and the chemical warfare agent itself -- the final product.

We believe that this aspect should be the subject of more thorough study by the
experts, but our preliminary view is that chemical warfare agent precursors should be
congidered to be those substances, toxic or non~toxic, which in their final phase
lead to the formation -of a chemical warfars agent.

Sorne delégatiohé'have expressedAtheir concern about certain of the definitions
given, especially as regards the concepts of single-vurpose and dual-purpose agents.

At a certain stage in scientific and technological development, a chemical agent
may have only one purpose, either peaceful or connected with warfare. But the great
speed of advance in meking discoveries nowadays in the chemical industry in general
can mean that a substance which at one time had only a hostile use may now be
economically essential to 2 State for peaceful purposes. Consequently the prohibitions
and obligations contained in a future treaty should in no way hamper the development
of those countries which have large-scale plans in that branch of industry.

I should like now ito make socme comments on the matter of the control and
verification of compliance with undertakings and obligations under the future
convention, and in go-doing to indicate my delegation's position.

We realize that there are considerable difficulties in reaching agreement on the
methods and systems for verification, which is only natural in view of the complexity
and diversity of.chemical industry technology and the great number of chemical 1ndustry
installations in many countries.

As a matter of principle, no verification measure should affect the right of
every country to provide for its own defence nor endanger its sovereignty.
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We believe that national verification measures should form the basis of the
verification system as a whole, but that they should be organized at the level of the
State, State bodies being responsible for carrying them out. Nevertheless, we have
no doubt that a wise and fitting combination of national measures with effective and
aporopriate international measures could provide a solution to this complex problem.

Furthermore, we consider it essential that the adoption of a convention on the
prohibition of the production, development and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on
their destruction, should in no way undermine the importance of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925 with regard specifically to the use of chemical weapons.

We also consider that the declarations by States parties to build or increase
confidence, under paragraph 4.2.1 of part IV of the Chairman's outline, should be made
after the convention has entered into force and not before.

We support the principle that verification should not be discriminatory, and that
its results should be communicated to 2ll States parties and should constitute a solid
menifestation of confidence. -

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons has worked extremely hard under
the able guidance of the Ambassador of Hungary, Comrade Komives.

The matter of radiological weapons is as important as it is complex for the
following reasonss a

(a) The continued acceleration and diversification of scientific and
technological progress show that it is possible for such a weapons system to be
developed, the more so as it has not been possible to find a peaceful use for the
radioactive waste from the nuclear industry, which has been stockpiled by the nuclear
nations for many years.

- (b) Radiological weapons are not yes defined as such; they have never yet been
used, and there are many conflicting views among military experts as regards their
effectivensss from the military point of view. Some of these aspects were explained
by the Swedish delegation in the statement made by the Swedish Ambassader on 7 April.

However, my delegation believes that the possibility that radiological weapons
will be developed cannot be totally excluded and it therefore urges the necd for a
treaty to prohibit such weapons, although such a treaty should not be prejudicial to
the development by any State party of ite nuclear industry for peaceful purposes.

I should like to make some general comments based on my delegation's study of
the various documents which the Ad Hoc Working Group had before it, to give the
Committes an idea of my delegation's position.

We believe that in principle an agreement can be reached on a treaty for the
prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons. ' -
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We consider that the contributions made by various delegations are positive and
we greatly appreciate document CD/Bl of 9 July 1979, presented by the Soviet Union
and the United States of America.

We support the view that the relationship between so-called radiological weapons
and existing weapons of mass destruction must be defined. My delegation has reached
the preliminary conclusion that the only destructive factor in so-called radiological
weapons is the action of ionizing radiation on living organisms, which creates a
certain - confusion when a comparison is made with the destructive factors of a nuclear
explosion produced in the fiecld. We listened very attentively to the statemsnt of
the Ambassador of Sweden in this connection and we shall study it carefully.

On the other hand, the definitions of so-called radiological weapons which have
been proposed, and particularly that in document CD/31 of 1979 submitted by the USSR
and the United States, are, my delegation believes, based on the idea of the
dispersion or dissemination over an objective -- which may be the land -- of
radioactive material which then exposes the human beings residing in the region or
passing through it to external radiation.

We wonder what difference there is from the point of view of the term
"dissemination" between the deliberate dispersion of radioactive materials over a
country for military purposes and the "dissemination" of radioactive materials within
that same country as a result of the bombing of nuclear power plants in the course of
conventional hostllltles.

. Our small oountry is naking great efforts towards and hopes to develop a
programme for the use of nuclear cnergy for peaceful purposes. My delegation is
therefore anxious that a future treaty on radiological weapons should include a
provision on the protection of nuclear power plants for peaceful neans, whether on
land or at sea.

My delegatioh believes that the basic elements of a future convention on
so-called radiological weapons are the definitions and the scope of that convention.

My delegation is against the idea that the problem of radiological weapons can
be solved through nuclear disarmament. We understand and support the proposals on
general and completc nuclear disarmament, but we feel that the one topic does not
include the other, for technically decmonstrable reasons.

In my delegation's view, what is important on this subgoct is to secure a treaty
on the prohibition of the.development, production, stockpiling and use cf
radiological weapons

We are in favour of a future convention on radiological weapons which would
meke it compulsory for States parties to provide all the necessary information to ,
prove.that they are fulfilling the obligations they have assumed under the convention.
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My delegation is perfeéctly willing tc co-operate in this Committec in finding
a solution to the differences which are gtill an obstacéle to an agreerent. We are
in favour of consultations with experts during the summer part of the session so as
to obtain all the necessary scientific information for the complete clarification of-
this issue. - : '

We agree that this is not one of the highest pribrity matters within the context
of general and complete disarmenment, but we cannot ignore the importance that would
attach to the Committee'!s achievement of some concrete measure in this connection.

With regard to the consideration of security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon
States, Cuba considers the question important and believes that egreement on a treaty’
on the subject would be a positive achievement, although undoubtedly this question
is closely linked with such matters as the total prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons and the non-utilization of force —- ahd,consequently of nuclear force —- in
international relations, and is thus something implicit in the negotiations on
nuclear disarmament. ~ i '

While awaiting the outcome of this process of negotiations on nuclear
disarmament, -as the only effective and sure way for all non-nuclear-weapon States
and for the nuclear-weapon States themselves, since a nuclear conflagration would
lead .to a crisis which would extend beyond the boundaries of the countries involved
in the conflict and would constitute a serious danger for the very survival of
mankind, ny country believes that agreement on an international instrument would be .
an intermcdiate step towards the ultimate solution and that, fore importantly, if a
oommon,formula could be found which would guarantee the security of the nuclear-weapon
States, this could provide a temporary solution at the present tine. '

Cuba considers that an extremely important part of the Committee's work is the
preparation of a comprehensive programme of disarmanent. The Final Document is
undoubtedly a valuable source for the prenaration of such a progremme, but there
should be no going back on the achievemenis of that documents, which was approved by
consensus. ‘ ' :

The various phases in the implementation of the programme should be realistic
and objective, and each phase should include a process of review and evaluation.

As regards the nature of the programme, it should include an undertaking by
States with respect to its implementation. Very interesting and constructive
proposals have been made in that connection which would undoubtedly make this
feasible. We are certain that the. Ad Hoc Working Group under the chairmanship
of Ambassador Garcia Robles will complete its work successfully.

My country, as a member of the Group of 21, has expressed its concern that, on
~the eve of the celebration of the second special session of the General Agsembly on
disarmament, the Committee on Disarmament has not yet been able to form two working
groups: the one on nuclear disarmement and the other on a general nuclear-weapons
test ban.

Many proposals have becn submitted to the Committce on Disarmament by the
countries of the Group of 21 and +the socialist countries, and there have also been
positive reactions from some of the western countries, on the setting up of working
groups on nuclear disarmament issucs. The Committee on Disarmament is at present
holding periodical informal meetings on these issues, and we hope that they will
achieve concrete results and will not become mere academic exercises.
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It would be extremely regrettable if our next report to the United Nations
General Assembly shows that no progress has been achicved on the problem of nuclear
disarmament, for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence does not convince those who are
steadfastly fighting for a genuine and lasting peace.

The Committec on Disarmament must fulfil its mandato. The Final Docunent, in
paragraph 50, clearly sets out the priorities cstablished in the ficld of disarmament.
In my delegation's view, the informal meetings which have been taking place, first
under the competent guidance of Ambasgsador Herder and now under -your guidance, should
be of help to us in meeting the international community's expectations concerning our
work. The Committec on Disarmement already posscsses a large body of substantive
material as the basis for its work; all that is lacking is the political will of
certain members of the Committee which would cnable it to carry out its inescapable
duty.

At the last session of the Genecral Assembly, Cuba co-sponsored draft
resolution 35/152 G entitled "Paragraph 125 of the Final Document", paragraph 2 of
which reads:

"Invites the appropriate international bodies in the field of disarmament
to continue, in accordance with the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session
of tho General dAssembly, efforts aimed at achicving positive results in curbing
the arms race in accordance with the Programme of Action set forth in
section III of the Final Document and the Declaration of the 1980s as the
Second Disarmament Decade."

The Cormittee on Disarmament is primarily responsible for carrying out the
disarmament ncgotiations referred to in the Prograrme of Action. That same
resolution expresses concern over the fact that the current negotiations on arms
limitation and on disarmament are being protracted and that some of them have been
suspended or terminated.

At the Second Congress of tic Communist Pariy of Cuba, held recently, our
Commander-in-Chief, Comrade Fidel Castro, said the following:

- "The arms race nust be stopped. BExisting stocks of nuclear wcapons arc
already sufficient to destroy the world many- timcs over ... . At the present
tine, for cach one of us, for zach inhabitant of the planet, some $90 arc
spent each ycar on armaments, that is, more than the per capita annual income
of hundreds of millionsg of persons in the under-developed world.

"Those cxpenditures benefit no one; they are totally unproductive and
their results, which have periodically to be discarded, can only be used as
scrap. This situation is shocking when contrasted with the financial
requirements for the solution of some of the most acute problems of the world's
population.

. "The scnseless arms race, which could at any monent crupt into the most
destructive and universal holocaust, cannot continue. We must put an end to
this suicidal policy if we want to guarantee a future with peace and well-being
for all mankind.".

The Committee on Disarmement is required to play 2 very important part in this
context as the single multilateral negotiating body on disarmement and it is therefore
our inescapable duty to fulfil the mandate entrusted to us by the international
community.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Cuba for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair. -

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, taking the floor for the first time
in plenary in the wonth of April, I wish to congratulate you warmly on your
“assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament and to wish
you every success in guiding its work at, perhaps, crucial moments of this
part of its 1981 session. Let me also express our admiration for Ambassador Herder
of the German Democratic Republic for his excellent performance, particularly for
his skilful and efficient leadership of the Committee in March.

Although the item concerning new types of weapons of mass destruction and
radiological weapons is not on our agenda for this week, allow me to deal
shortly with it and more precisely with radiological weapons. I do not want to
enter into the details of a wide and constructive discussion which has been
taking place recently in the Working Group on the principal elements of the
future radiological convention. Thanking Ambassador Komives for his unremitiing
efforts in working out the draft text of the convention by the Working Group and
pledging the full support cf the delegation of Poland for his endeavours, I
would like to refer now to the discussion on the subject matter that has been
under way in the last plenary meetings. In fact, I feel somewhat alarmed by a
certain tendency towards diminishing, if not totally negating, the importance of
any document to be worked out on the prohibition of radiological weapons, which
was noticed in the interventions of several delegations on 7 and 9 April.

Speaking about radiological weapons, I have in mind -- like many other
speakers — especially the radioactive waste materials. Let me put this
straight question: what is the problem with radicactive waste materials in the
world today? While reading some generally accessible sources, one may easily
come to the conclusion, and I do not say that it is a particularly comforting
one, that the quantity of these wastes is steadily growing. Thus, for example,
the quantity of high-level wastes in the form of solutions of radiocactive :
chemicals left over from the reprocessing of nuclear reactor fuels to retrieve
plutonium, coming from military activities, only totals today tens of thousands
of cubic metres. These radiocactive high-level wastes emit gamma rays and atomic
particles that can injure or kill living creatures. Radiation, as all of us
here probably know, kills cells or damages the genetic material for reproduction.
It is equally clear to anybody dealing with the problems of nuclear energy that
the quantity of high-level wastes will still be increasing. Some reasons: the
radiocactive wastes come from nuclear power plants producing plutonium which, in
turn, is needed for the production of different types of nuclear weapons. DBesides,
there is no doubt that the rapid development of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes will result in a growing quantity of high-level wastes in many countries
coming from civilian activities.

Taking duly into account the dangerous aspects of the above-mentioned facts,
the USSR and the United States of America presented in 1979 an agreed joint
proposal on major elements of .a treaty prohibiting the development, production
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons, published in dooumentu CD/31 and CD/32.
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The scientific researchers in some countries are considering the question of
what form the radicactive waste should be converted to for further:disposal.
They are studying a variety of ways of putting nuclear wastes into solid forms .
that will resist dissemination into the environmént. One of the methods, for
example, would be calcination, heating the waste until it turns to ash. Other:
methods -include. embedding the waste in glass or ceramics or in some kind of h
synthetic materials. What is most important in these considerations is the fact
that the research is directed towards the substantial reduction of the size of
waste and the.condensation of the radiocactive material. Bringing up the above,
I simply wish to recall that at the time of conducting such experiments there
might at the same time be considered or there might come out autonomously some
ideas on the utilization and/or processing of the high~level wastes also for
military purposes. The interventions pronounced by several delegations last
Friday in the Working Group on Radiological Weapons, calling for review
conferences of the future radiological convention every five years and Justifying
it by the development of science and technology in this respect seems precisely
to confirm the assumpiion that one day may, indeed, bring unexpected qualitative
changes in the development of radiological weapons. How can we reconcile this
with statements considering radiological weapons as purely hypothetical ones.

To what I have already said I want to add only that radioactive wastes can
be produced — with the present development of knowledge in this respect —— either
in liquid or in solid form. May I also add that today's medicine does not offer
us any efficient medicaments against either acute or chronic radiotoxemia.

Taking-all the above into account it would seem rather short-sighted to
neglect or deny the possibility of conducting further research on radiological
weapons. Such research may simply result one day in an improved form of this
weapon. In other words, considering the entirety of anti-human aspects of the
probability of use of radiological weapons, we should manifest a maximm of
goodwill t6 reach preventive agreement prohibiting its production and use. Besides
its importance in the preventive military domain, the convention would provide an
advantageous climate in all actions leading to effective isolation of radioactive
materials from the environment —- an equally important aspect of the convention's
role in the situation of growing utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful

purposes.

We have been listening with great attention to the discussion and the
arguments which were put forward. in the Committee on the purposefulness and
the significance of signing a convention prohibiting radiological weapons .
I would like to say that my delegation is not convinced about the validity of
the arguments minimalizing the aim and the importance of signing such a convention.
Of course, we realize and we have often pointed out that the prohibition of
radiological weapons has only relative importance in comparison with the evidence
and the primordial problem of e.g. the prohibition of nuclear and chemical
weapons. Therefore, it is not a matter to be settled at the cost of or in
exchange for other problems. We are of the opinion, though, that we cannot
neglect any chance to make however modest a step towards eliminating what is
still a concrete danger. Such a step would have significance for paving the way
for further measures, surely of more importance. This opportunity exists and in
our opinion should not be wasted only because there are more important goals.
It will be the disregarding of such an opportunity that will put us in a bad light,
and not the taking of this initiative. In brief, we still strongly believe that
it would be better to achieve something, however modest, than to achieve nothing.
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Let me now say a few words on other systems of weapons of mass destruction.
The Soviet Union put forward last year a proposal supported by socialist countries,
as well as by mony non-aligned countries, to establish under the auspices of the
Cormittee on Disarmament a cpecial group of experts to work ocut the draft of a
comprehensive agreement or pariial agreenents prohibiting the research on and the
development of new systems of weapons of mass destruction. The basic task of
such a group would be to follow developments in the field of potentially
dangerous directions in scientific research, in order to take as early as
possible appropriate preventive, steps against emerging new weapons. We still
hold the view that this Committee should pay due attention to the said proposal
and examine the possibility of the establishing of such a group during the
summer part of this sescion.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Poland for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.

Mr. FEIN (Netherlands): Two years ago, on 26 June.1979, the Netherlands
delegation in the Committee on Disarmament attempted an analysis of the problems
posed by the question of negative security assurances. Our interest in this
question has remained undiminished.

We are still convinced —- as, I believe, are all of us here —— that
effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons would have a valuable confidence-
building effect, as well as a positive bearing on the concept of non-proliferation,
thus strengthening peace and security.

We welcomed the unilateral declarations on negative security assurances at
the time they were given by the Governments of the five nuclear-weapon States.
The effectiveness of those commitments would, however, be significantly augmented
if the five separate declarations could be developed into a single, meaningful
common guarantee. You may recall that in my statement two years ago I submitted
to you the proposition that such a common formula was feasible. Today we remain
convinced of this possibility. But we are no less convinced that the road to the
magic formla is a difficult one.

We are therefore grateful for the work done in the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Security Assurances. both last year under Mr. El~-Baradei and this year under
the guidance of Mr. Ciarrapico. The experience in the Working Group has ghown
that we can only achieve progress if we apply realism and restraint. Thus, an
important lesson in realism that we learned was that it is unlikely that we can
achieve a consensus on a convention as the legal framework in which the common
formla might be incorporated. We would therefore do better to concentrate
our efforts on the elaboration of the terms of a commeon formula.

And as to restraint, we have learned.that we should not try to achieve
more than this agenda item asks from us, i.e. safeguarding a State which has
given up the nuclear option against nuclear attack. No more.,
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‘In other words, we sve 1t ag ony ccllective duty 0 cenceive the effective
internaticnal arrangenenta wnder negotiation here as concrete and specific
measures, linitet to one gosl, i.c.,pl“VJuLﬂ adeqate cosurance to a Staie
which has rencanced the acenirifion oy pessessinn of ruciear weapons.

Allowing the presen® ncpotiations i be side~tracked into a debate on

qcstions such as wn(the” o net muelecr werfore is lesidinote connct but
interfere with the coronco of dhe problos wo hinve to sclve and therefore the
effectivencas of cur worize That other question —— whether or not nuclear.
warfare 1s legitinate —— iz not at-stalze under this acenca iten and it confuses
Lho isoue,.

The fact that we gaecline o be drawe into an crsament concerning the
validity of muclear deterrence, in certain circuxetancos an’ places, iz not.
because ¢f any yeluctance on ovr gide to dimeuss that issue, buil becapse it
falls veyond the scope of the negotiations on oifectJV° international
arrangenents 1o assure non~nurlcar—weapon Sta arainnt the use or threat
of .un )i miclear weapons. »

Let us now lool at the heart of the matter, i.e. the terms of the
exis t¢nb unilateral assurances, starting with tao egative sccurity assurances
of tne United Kingdom znd of the United States and the Soviet Union, and in
this comnection the declaration made Ly the Soviet Union when ratifying
Protoccl I1 of the Tlateloleo Treaty and furthermore o certain statement
made by the President of the Soviet Union. Iater on I shall have scue remarlks
to make about the Frencl and Chinesc noaitions in thins respect.

There are -- wc arc pleased t0 note — quite a fow similarities between
the pogitions of tihe first three nuclear-ueapon States. Siuply said, seeurity
assurances would be given to non-nuclear-wecpen States whe have, in one way
or the other, formally acceptced the non-nuclear-weapon status. The guarantee
would, however, not apply in certain circumstances, viz. when a non-nuclear-
weapon State engaged in an act of aggression against -~ that is an attack on -~ a
nmuclear-weapon State while ai the same time being aupporied by ancther nuclear-
weapon State. On these two points all three negative security assurances are
similar.

But the main dilfficulty in ocur analysis of these threc negative security
assurances is the viev put forward by the Boviet Union that a negative
security guarantee caniot He given te¢ a non-nucleav-~weapon State that has
nuclear weapons stationed on its territory. Since this non-gtationing clau~c
is the main stumbling blocl:, we ghould takc a closer look at it.

- Hegative security assurances suould ve designed Lor those circumstances
prevailing when hOStlllblCS are taiting place. It is in those circumstances — and
specifically in those circumstances —— that non-nuclear-weapon States uust be
assured that they will not be attacked vith ruclear weapons. Or the other hand,
non-miclear-yeanon States whicn cre supported by a nuclear-venpon State in
nilitary activities ageinst ancther miclear-weapon State cannot, of coursc,
expect to he a safe haven. '
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A clear perception of circumstances of this kind is the basis for the
British and American guarantee forrulas, as well as —— so it appears -- for
certain Soviet statements and declarations. I have already mentioned the
Soviet declarations at the time of the ratification of Protocol II of the
Tlatelolco Treaty. I can also quote the statement made by the President of
the Soviet Union in which he stated: "The Soviet Union for its part, wishes
to staue as emphatically as it can that we are against the use of nuclear
weapons, that only extraordinary circumstances, only aggression against our
country or its allies by another nuclear Power, could compel us to have
recourse to that extreme means of gelf defence."

Taking these two Soviet statements inteo account, I would say that agreement
on a sound and realistic guarantee formila could be reached, provided no
additional, ektraneous objectives are sought. One may wonder if precisely
such a "bonus" objective is not envisaged when the Soviet Union puts forward
the non-gtationing clause.

As T understand it, the Soviet Union seeks to justify the non-stationing
requirement with the argument that a nuclear attack could be launched from
the territory of a non-nuclear-weapon State where nuclear weapons are
stationed. Forargument's sake I shall recognize this as a valid cohsideration.
But we should dlstlngulsh between a static definition of a non—nuclear—weapon
State as such, enjoying a negative security guarantee, and a dynamic
conception of the circumstances in which assurances should become operational.

Speaking in operational terms —- and taking into account that security
guarantees should be drafted on the basis of strategic analysis —-— I cannot
but conclude that all possible contingencies would be covered by the reservation
concerning aggression —— an attack —- supported by a nuclear-weapon State.

After all, the situation that the Soviet non-gtationing requirement
seeks to cover is none other than a conflict between nuclear-weapon -States.
This non-stationing requirement is therefore a distortion of the subject-
matter of our discussions: assurances by nuclear-weapon States to non-
nuclear-weapon States. It seeks to interfere with internal alliance affairs
and that, of course, is unacceptable. Furthermore, it makes no sense in
strategic terms because it introduces an artificial distinction between allies
of a nuclear-weapon State: if and when there should be a nuclear war —- which
God forbid -- there are only friends and foes.

Let us now look at the non-stationing requirement from another angle.
As a consideration of a different nature, but of no less importance, I
submit that the stationing or non-stationing of nuclear weapons -- nuclear
warheads —~ can hardly ve verified adequately. Given the existence of, for
example, dual purpose delivery systems, how is one to know that the other side
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. has not hidden,. somevhere in the territory of a non-nuclear ally, a stock of
nuclear weapons that could be launched by those dual purpose delivery systems?
And even if nuclear warheads were not stored in peacetime on the territory of
an ally, what is to prevent one of the parties on the eve of war or at the time
_of an .armed conflict, flying in such warheads overnight? What, then, is “the.
practlcal value —~ in the circumstances we -are talhlng about —— of assurances.
that a certain non-nuclear-weapon ally does not —= in peacetime, mind you ——,have
nuclear weapons stationed on its territory? We come therefore unavoidably o
the conclusion that the non-stationing clause is not only difficult — to say’
the least -~ to verify in peacetime, but impossible to verify in wartime,
precisely when it counts. The non-gtationing requirement is just not a

vigble construction. :

I wonder whether the Soviet Union itself is really convinced of the
validity of the non-stationing clause. The Tlatelolco Treaty prohibits the
gtationing of nuclear weapons in the territories of the Latin-American
countries for which the Treaty entered into force. There you have a real
non-gtationing situation. -That non-gtationing situation par excellence
should have been sufficient for the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the
Soviet Union, when ratifying Protocol II of the said Treaty, deemed it
necessary to make a reservation which, inter alia, implies that the non—use
obligation (concerning nuclear weapons) could be reconsidered in case of "the
commission by one or several States Party to the treaty of an act of aggression
with the backing of a State possessing nuclear weapons or jointly with such a
State". There you have the non-attack requirement plain and simple! One
wonders, therefore, whether in the view of the Soviet Union, non-stationing
is really the crux of the matter in a situation in which the security
agsurance must be relevant, that is, on the eve of or during an arumed conflict.

T have stated my case: the non-stationing requirement is superfluous,
because all theoretically dangerous situations for the Soviet Union and its
allies are covered by the kind of formula adopted by the United Kingdom and
the United States, and by the Soviet Union itself when it had to define its
position in relation to the lLatin-American nuclear-weapon-free zone. The
non-stationing requirement is uncalled for because it implicitly legalizes
the threat and the use of nudlear weapons against certain non-nuclear-weapon
States, even when not engaged in an armed conflict. The non-stationing
requirement is non-verifiable, in particular on the eve of and during such
conflicts, when it really matters. And finally, the Soviet Union itself
apparentlj does not believe in the formula.

Why, then, does the Soviet Union put forward such a requirement? A
look at the map is sufficient for even thoge who are not schooled in nuclear
strategy to understand the situation and I can therefore deal with it very
briefly. While the Warsaw Pact countries are geographically a solid block,
a contiguous land-mass, the members of the NATO alliance aire divided,
separated by an ocean. The strategic interests of both sides are therefore
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obviously different. The Soviet non-stationing requirement would leave

Western Durope at a serious disadvantage, unable to match the Soviet Union's
massive capability to inflict ae°truct1on on Vestern Eurcpe. The integrity of
HATO's defence forces as o deterrent lies in the a2lliance's ability to.-defend

its collective territory by all the means at its disposal at whatever point
‘it-is threatened. This posture rzust include the ability to deUlOJ weapons
wherever they would be most effective against the threat.

Our conclusion iz, therefore, as far as this part of the argument is
concerned, that the Scviet Union, by introducing the non-stationing requirement
into the -- supposedly global —- negative security assurances, is trying, in
the Cormittee on Disarmament (and in the General Asserbly for that matter) to
obtain a sirategic advantage over NATO. While we would not deny the
Soviet Union the right to negotiate on these matters -- in fact we would
encourage them to do so — I would suggest that neither this Committee, hor
the subject of negative security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States is
the proper_ place to do so. Such aims might be pursued in: the context of
East-West negotiations and should then be matched by equivalent counter-offers.
In fact, we welcome and encourage serious negotiations between the United States
and the Soviet Union on the subject of. nucleaxr weapons in Burone, and elsewhere
for that matter.

We can. therefore eliminate the concept of non-stationing and focus on the
degree of congruence between the positions of the United Kingdom, the
United States and the Soviet Union and compare — as I did in iy statement of
26 June 1979 ~- the negative security assurances of the first two States with
the declaration given by the Soviet Union when signing Protocol II of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco as well as President Brezhnev's declaration which I quoted.
All truly relevant elements from these three declarations can then be brought
together into one common formula and we have solved our problem. I shall:’
return to this in a moment .

If I have so far dealt mainly with the negative security assurances of
the three major nuclear-weapon Powers, the United Kingdom, the United States
and the Soviet Union, it is not only because these are the three principal
nuclesr-weapon States but also because their. negative security assurances
are closest to each other. However, it would of course also be desirable
to harmonize the French and Chinese positions -with the other three. I shall:
say only a few words about that in this statement. As to the French position,-
we note that it is al g0 the French desire to arrive at a common formla, as
stated by President Giscard d'Tstaing on 25 May 1978. 4And as to the Chinese
position, the present negative security assurance of the People's Republic of
China as it now stands appears to be generous enough —-— although perhaps not.-
altogether precise -- to allow acceptance of the cormon formuln containing
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the two basic eiemenfs which I have discusséd (the non—nuclear-wéapoﬁ statis
and the non-attack requirement) and should therefore cause no problems to
China.

Before going on to the common formula, I must also say a few words about
the format in which the cormon formila could be presented. Although several
members of this Committee still believe that a convention would be the most
desirable format, we mist all realize that it is not likely that a convention
could be concluded in the near future. We therefore mist turn our minds to
the Security Council resolution option. '

Now, what would be the procedure in the Security Council? It would
gseer to us that one might follow the usual procedure as in all or nearly
all cases where the Security Council hags to deal with matters on which there
are views more or less common in substance but different in detail.

. First, the interested parties will state their positions, which would

mean, in this case, that the five nuclear-weapon States would each place on
record their own views on negative security assurances. These views need

not necessarily be identical. It happens seldom that all the major Powers

hold identical views on intermational questions. The essential requirement

is, however, that each of the statements should contain certain conmon elements,
which can be put in a resolution, representing that which they have in common.
From all possible precedents I would like to cite the Security Council
resolution of ‘19 June 1968 on positive security guarantees.

In the particular case we are discussing now, such common ground would
be the two elements we have referred to before, viz. the non-nuclear-weapon
status and the non-attack provision. If the Soviet Union wishes in its own
national statement also to include remarks on the non-stationing issue, that
would have to make no difference to the validity of the common formmla, for
as long as a non-nuclear-weapon State does not attack the Soviet Union, it
would fall under the negative security assurance whether there are nuclear
weapons stationed on its territory or not. Provided the national statements
do not undermine the common formula, such a solution seems possible.

In the resolution, the Security Council would then, after a suitable
preamble, welcome, or accept, or approve the solemn undertaking by the
nuclear-weapon States, e.g. not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against any non-nuclear-weapon State that has committed itself not 4o
manufacture .or receive such weapons, or other nuclear explosive devices, or-
to acquire control over them, provided that State does not undertake or
partake in an attack upon a nuclear-weapon State or its allies with the
support of another nuclear-weapon State.
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Mr, ADENTJI (Nigeriu) Mr., Chairman, my statement today will be devoted to
item 5 of our agenda: new types of weapons of mess destruction and nevw systems of
such weapons; radiological weapons,

It is a matter of satisfaction to my delegation that the Ad Hoc Vorking Group
on Radiclogical Veapons has got off to a good start this session under the able
guidance of Ambassador Komives of Hungary.  The identification of the basic
elements of a future treaty, and the claboration of their alternative texts will
enable the Yorking Group to harmonize views that would lead to an agreed text.

My delegation believes that this is a subject on which the CD should be able to
report positive results in the form of a convention to the General Assenbly at its
thirty-sixth session zs demanded in resolution-35/149. The Committee can
thereafter concentrate its work during its spring session next year on achieving
agreement on more significant measures for submission to the second sneolal session
of the General Aﬁs“mblj devoted to disarmament. : :

Various views have been expressed within this Committee and in the Working Group
on the non-existence of radiological weapons, and the narrow chances of their being
used in warfare. My delegation has no reason to doubt this view of the experts;
however, I believe that® agreement on the prohibition of such weapons of mass
destruction as radiological weapons can be a step in the right direction.. -
Prevention, they say, is better than cure. In any case we all subscribed to
paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the General Assembly's first special session
on disarmement which states : "A convention should be concluded prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons."

The argument therefore in the Committee should not be why we should exert effort
on this non-existent weapon; we did not set up a Vorking Group for such procedural
arguments., Rather, our concentration should be two-fold: first, how to make our
agreement on radiological weapons relevant to the whole process of our efforts in the
wide field of disarmament, especially in the related field of arms that rely for
their effect on radiocactive materials -- the most lethal mass destruction weapons,
and secondly, how to ensure that we complcnent agreement on non-existent weapons with
agreement on existing weapons so as to avcid exposing the CD to universal ridicule
for being 1ncapable of reaching agreement on positive disarmament measures.

It is a well-known fact that the rate of scientific and technological research
leading to breakthrough in and development of armaments far outpaccs disarmament
negotiations. The rapid quantitative and qualitative development of nuclear weapons
and nev systems of such weapons by the nuclear-weapon States continues to throw into
sharp relief the very slow pace of negotiations both in this Committee and in other
forums, be they bilateral or trilateral. The hope of the non-nuclear-weapon States
is to see man's ingenuity vhich results in thcse scientific and technological
progress converted to peaceful purposes. B

It is gratifying that at the current session, the Ad Hoc Vorliing Group has
addressed itself to issues of substance in drafting a fubure convention. I would
like to touch on some of these questions. Although the draft United States-USSR

Joint proposal submitted to the CD in 1979 provides a basis for negotiations, it needs
to be broadened to meet the realities of the present day, as well as to reflect the
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pertinent suggestions that have been made within this multilateral body. Progress in
the completion of negotiations on radiological weapons depends, therefore, to a large
extent on the willingness of the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to accept constructive sugges$tions made by other members of the Committee
on Disarmament.' I hope the break before our summer session will give us all a time
for serious reflection. To make a preventive convention such as the radiological
convention relevant, it should be conceived in the over-all context of nuclear
disarmament., Thus an explicit provision to this end should be an indispensable part.
Its placing should not be beyond our imagination to reach consensus on.

In the same vein, the Swedish proposal that a future radiological weapons
convention should cover prohibition from attacks on nuclear reactor plants and
electrical installations is important. Ambassador Lidgard's statement on 7 April, a
week ago today, was a major contribution to our work, for it showed the in-depth
study undertaken on this question, thus enabling this Committee to understand the
issues more clearly, The possibility of attack on nuclear reactor plants with
consequent risk of dispersal of radioactive substances and the considerable destruction
of 1lives farther and wider than the immediate theatre of conflict makes the proposal
worthy of serious consideration., Even if Additional Protocols I and II to the
1949 Geneva Conventions contain certain provisions, these are conceived in a very
different context -- the humanitarian. The CD cannot abandon its responsibility for
disarmament measures in a comprehensive way, on the argument that a Red Cross
instrument has made some references to a particular question,

As regards the peaceful uses of radioactive materials or sources of radiation,
it is the view of my delegation that the convention should, in a positive manner,
reflect the important link between disarmament and development. The provisions of
article V as contained in working paper CD,RW/WP,18/Add.1 appears to my delegation
too generalized to make the desired impact. My delegation prefers the inclusion of
peaceful-use clauses, stating in clear and positive terms the right of all States to
peaceful uses of nuclear energy for development. Nigeria, as a developing country,
places a high premium on scientific and technological co-operation among States,
This principle guided my delegation in introducing on behalf of the co-sponsors
resolution 32,50, which recognizes the need for international co~operation in the
field of nuclear emergy, and also the desire to promote the transfer and utilization
of nuclear technology for economic and social developmenl, especially among the
developing countries.

In a world situation characterized by growing tension and uncertainties, by
feverish research and development in the military field, the emergence of an agreed
text on even "non-existent" but not totally inconceivable weapons of mass
destruction can be a useful contribution by this single multilateral negotiating body,
if only to prevent activities in this regard and to save part of resources, human
and material, from a further unproductive pursuit of the arms race. However, such a
"negative" disarmament measure has to be supplemented quickly by positive measures
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of .isarmament if the CD is to justify its existence. On 10 April, only a few days
ago, the Convention on the prohibition or rastriction of use of particularly inhumane
weapons was opened for signature in New York, To the Convention, there are annexed
three Protocols. One of those Protocols covers veapons that are not known ever to
have been used. This did not prevent its being the subject of a Protocol as a
preventive measure, However, no one wculd have thought of opening for signature

a Convention with only that particular Protocol. The value of the success of the
United Nations Conference on inhumane weapons lies in its reaching agreement on

twn other Protocols concerning existing weapons wnich have actually been used in
wars., The agreement on these two other Protocols placed the Protocol on the non-
existent weapon on a different footing which intrinsically it does not on its own
possess.

Let us bear this in mind in the CD, In fact, I should say to the CD, "Go and
do thou likewise', i,e, like the United Nations Conference on inhumane weapons,
Balance one, non-existent weapon with agreement on at least two existing weapons.

Vr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
I should like to touch upon some of the issues raised at today's meeting.

Pirst, I refer to the statement made by the distinguished representative of
the Netherlands on the question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States., Let me recall the position of the Soviet Union., It is a clear-cut and
coherent one: we have advecated and still advocate the earliest elaboration of
a draft international convention on this issue, a convention which would have binding
force. Such a convention would, of course, contain a formula acceptable to all
parties, which would not infringe the intevests of any of the parties to the
convention., UWe have submitted a draft of such a convention and are ready for.it to
be examined article by article, In the course of such article-by-article rexamination
there would be an opportunity to settle, among olhers, the issues raised by the
representative of the Netherlands, in particular how to detect whether or not
nuclear weapons belonging to some nuclear—eapon State are stationed on the territory
of a non-nuclear-wcapon State, We are deeply convinced that it is precisely the
elaboration and conclusion of a convention which would represent the most effective
means of solving this important and urgent problem., In this we have also been-
guided by the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and of related General Assembly
resolutions,

We have no objection, either, to examining, parallel with the elaboration of
the convention, other alternative means of providing security guarantees to non-
nuclear-weapon States, whereby all nuclear-weapon States would meke declarations
either identical or similar in content, which would then be approved by a decision
of the United Nations Security Council.-

We regard such an action as entirely realistic, even under conditions of
aggravation of the international situation. We have said that we are willing to



CD/PV.124
25

(¥r, Issraelyan, USSR)

show flexibility in the elaboration of such a formula provided the other nuclear-
weapon Powers adopt the same approach. We have not heard comparable statements
from the other nuclear-weapon States. We await their reply: are they willing to
show flexibility in the search for an acceptable formula?

As you see, there is no lack of constructive ideas and proposals of various

kimds on the part of the Soviet Union in the search for a solution to this urgent
-problem. - As for the formula proposed by the Soviet Union and those proposed by

the United States and the United Xingdom, we have already spoken on that .subject
more- than once., I do not want to take up the Committee's time; I can ‘only confirm
that the Soviet Union is prepared to provide guarantees to all non-nuclear-weapon
States which have no nuclear weapons on their territories, irrespective of whether
or not they are members of a military alliance., Thus the Soviet Union is willing

to give guarantees of the non-use of nuclear weapons to, among others, those non-
nuclear-weapon NATO countries on whose territories no nuclear weapons are stationed.
As for the formulas of the United Kingdom and the United States, the main difference
between those formulas and the Soviet Union's formula consists, as we see, in the
fact that the United States and the United Kingdom are not prepared to give security
guarantees to those non-nuclear-weapon States which are in a military alliance with
another nuclear-weapon Power, :

Here the situation is pexfectly clear: +the range of States to which we are
prepared to provide guarantees is wider then that to which the United States and the
United Kingdom are willing to provide such guarantees. Can an acceptable solution
be found even under such conditions? Surely it can, and, I repeat, we are ready to
seek such a solution in a counstructive spirit, a spirit of co-operation, and not in
a spirit of suspicion and a misrepresentation of situations. For that was the tone
of the Netherlands representative's remarks when he said that the Soviet Union's
formula is aimed at disturbing the existing parity and that the USSR is trying to
obtain some kind of advantage. One cannot help thinking here of the Russian saying
that a frightened cow is scared of every bush.

I repeat: we are prepared to continue tc co-operate in the ssarch for a
solution acceptable to all, but only on condition that flexibility and an interest
in solving the problem are shown not by the Soviet side alone, but also by the.other
parties participating in such a search. »

Secondly, I should like to address a request through you, MMr. Chairman, to all
my colleagues to make their statements a little more slowly. Otherwise, as happened
today, the interpreters cannot keep up with them. All of us, including my delegation,
are sometimes guilty in this réspect. In the interests of more efficient work, we
should beazr in mind the difficulties of simultaneous interpretation.

My third and last point is this. We would ask the Secretariat to be more careful
in the matter of documentation. Document CD/176, distributed today at the Soviet
delegation's request, has an inadmissible defect in the Russian version. We hope
that this error will immediztely be rectified and that such mistakes will not recur
in the future,

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassador Issraelyan, for his statement and I may tell him that I have been able to
understand the translations of his statements very well, He spoke slowly enough for
me to follow what he was saying to us. At the same time, I think the Ambassador has
been notified by the Secretariat about the missing second page of the document
referred to. As you rightly said, Ambassador Issraelyan, on my English version the
second page foritunately is not missing.
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“Mr., SARAN (India): Several comments have been made today concerning the
question of effective international arrangements to assure ncon-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use 37 nuclear weapons. My delegation would
like to express its views concerning thiz issue

The question of negotiating eff00u1ve international assurances to non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is presumably
designed to protect the security of those States which have renounced the acquisition
of nuclear weapons, should a nuclear conflict break out involving some oxr all
nuclear-wegpon States and their zllies. What, affer all, would be the nature of -
such & conflict? Can the nuclear-weapon States and their allies guarantee that the
effects of such a nuclear war can be contained within their national boundaries? Can
the non-nuclear-weapon States rest content with the assurance that they would not
be the objectofa direct hit by nuclear warheads, when extensive fall-outb and
radioactive contamination would have serious and adverse effects on the well- being
of their populations? And even if such an assurance would give some limited comfort
to non-nuclear-weapon States, the subjective conditions and qualifications attached
to the assurances make them virtually meaningless. How does one judge, for example,
whether a non-nuclear-weapon State is "associated" with a nuclear-weapon State in
an attack on another nmuclear—weapon State or its ally? The delegation of the
United Kingdom I think, stated at one of our earlier meetings that, in practice, this
would always be quite obvious. But how? Could this argument perhaps be used to
justify a pre-emptive attack on a non~nuclear—-weapon State which may have friendly
relations with one or another nuclear-weapon State? Can one who is subject to a
law be allowed to be a judge as well?

And what about a situation in which the territory of a non-nuclear-weapon State
is, in case of a war, used, against its will, by a nuclear-weapon State for
military activity? Experience of the last World War shows that this is quite
possible., Should that State be punished for its inability to withstand the superior
military might of a major military Power and be subject to a nuclear attack? After
all, these assurancesare relevant in scenarios of conflict, not in peaoetlme -and,
therefors{ must take -such possibilities into account :

These considerations have led our delegation to conclude that the only effective
asgurance 1o non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons, lies.in the achievement of nuclear disarmament, and pending ruclear
dlcafmgment in the conclusicn of an agreement on the total prohibition of the use

~of: nuclear weapons. In no way can this position taken by our delegation be
considered outside the scope of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security
Assurances.

In this connection, I would like to draw the attention of the Committee to
paragraph 52 of the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament, which reads: ’

"All States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, should consider various
proposals designed to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons, and
the prevention of nuclear war. In this context, while noting the declarations
made by nuclear-weapon States, effective arrangements, as appropriate,;  to
a°sufé'non—nuclear—weapon States ageinst the use or the threat of use of
nuclear weapons could strengthen the securlty of those States and international
peace and security.".
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The context in which, therefore, we are negotiating so-called negative
security guarantee°-lnvolve~ the consideration of all proposals designed o secure
the ovoidance of the use of nuclear weaponc ond the nreventlon of nuclear war.

The CHAIRMAI* I now cell on the Secretary of the Committee and‘personal
representative of the Secretary-General, Mr. Jaipal, who will make a- shorf -
statement to inform the Commitiece on communications received by the Secretariat.

Mr, JAIPAL (Secretary of the Committee and Perscnal Ripresentative of the
Secretary-General): First of all, in reply to the comments made by the distinguished
Ambassador of the Soviet Union, on behalf of the Secretariat, I would like to convey
our apologies for failing to publish the enclosure in the Ruscian version of
document UD/176._>This was clearly on omission. There is really no excusé for it
and I shall bring it to the notice of the appropriaie authority. I would like to
inform the Ambassador of the Soviet Union that this decument in Russian will be
reisoued,

As I said on an earlier occacion, from time to time I intend to keep the
Committee informed of communications rcceived by the Sccretariat. Four communications
were received from non-governmental organizations during the current segsion and
they contain views, statements and declarations relating to the second special session
of the General Assembly on disarmcement. They are from the Labour action for Peace,
the Women's International Democratic Federation, the Quakers Organization and
Co-operation for Disarmament. They arc all intended for the information . of the
membexrz of the Commlttee and we shall be circulating them 1nforma11y to the members.

We have also received so fax nearly 1,000 communications from mainly women and
children in Denmark, Sweden, Neruway, the United Kingdom, France, the Federal Republic
of " Germany, Mexico, Turkey and the United States of America, They are all brief and
contain the inscription, "EARTH FOR LIFE", The averaZzc daily intake in the last few
days has been about 100 letters., They are all addressed to the CD, Geneva. To
give the members an idea of their contentg, it is enough for me to read out two
letters, one from Demmerk and ihe othnr from the United Statec.

The letter from Demmark is from = 1ady and it reads as follows:
"TO0 UNITED NATIOHS - Comiaitteé on Dluarmampnt - 3.A.81 Dennmark

"I write to you because 1 goti QCareé and desnerate when 1 learn about
how much money is spent on war material, and how many times we are able to
kill each other, and still come people say that we must have even more
war-material, -

"I uged to keewn my desperation to mycelf, but I cannot anymore, and
2 lot of people are beglnnﬂng to make some sort of protest against the
growing ammanent, because thig is not a trend that we/che, mhn/honan in
the street want, it is a threat against our lives and all what we live for.
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"How can you expect.us to be able to bring up the coming generation,
when we are scared ourselves? I am the mother of three children. The cldast
is only 5 years old, and he already knows about the fi-bomb and he has to grou
with the fear of it.

"What can I say to him when he asks me questions?

"Can I tell him not to worry, that we have got wise men who govern the
world, and -that we can trust that they will see to it, that the armaments
do- not end up in a disaster? o

"Don't you think that he can sense that I om not sure myself?

"The UNITED NATIONS must do more than they do at the present time to
guggest new ways to solve the problems concerning international disagreements."

The second letter is from a lady from the United States of America and it
reads as follows:

"In the middle of the day, at work or at home, I am suddenly aware of the
growing fear. that some day there will no longer be a home or a place to work.

"No individual, no organization, no country can alone siop the insanity of
the arms race. But if many people. work together in organizations and in
the countries, and they are being encouraged and supported by all of us,
then there might be a hope: We do not want nuclear war! We will not accept
the production of still more numerous and more horrible weapons!

"We want to protect the earth so that people, animals and plants can live!
EARTH FCR LIFE

"We have to tell each other, so thal it is not misunderstood, and so that
the politicians and generals will understand that we do not dare let them
have the power to destroy the earth. This power must be demolished. The
weapons of doomsday must be destroyed."

The CHAIRMAN: As announced at our informal meeting yesterday, I intend to hold
informal  open-ended consultations on the questions I referred fo in our meeting
yesterday. : )

These informal open-ended consultations will take place tomorrow, 15 April, at
% p.u., in Conference Room Ho. 1.

The next plenary meeting of the CD will be held on Thursday, 16 April,
at 10,30 a.m: '

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.a.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): In my intervention today, I am going %o address item 3 on
our agenda: "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons". And I want to ctate
that we have listened with the greatest interest to the preceding interventions on
this subject. It is a maiter of great satisfaction to my delegation that the
CD's Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances has been re-established and
that the group is now working effectively on substantive issues under the able
guidance of its Chairman, IMr. Ciarrapico of Italy. We fervenily hope that the
ongoing efforts will yield some . concrete results. Outwardly, the prerequisites
necessary for progress seem to exist; all the five nuclear-weapon States are
actively participating in the negotiations in the Working Group. They have
furthermore recognized the legitimacy of the claims for effective and binding
assurances not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon
States. The discussion in the Working Group has so for made some progress in
clarifying the issues involved. "It is now time to commence a new phase of serious
negotiations, which, given sufficient. determination and political will, can result
in a solution acceptable to all.

Before going into the details of the matter, I would like to make two poinfs
of a general nature, which I.hope will shed some light on the approach of the
Swedish delegation with respect to negative security assurances.

My first point relates to a specific aspect of Swedenis policy of neutrality.
One basic feature of this policy is that it is not founded on any kind of
international agreement. Consistent with this fundamental consideration. we have
rejected the idea of relying .. for our security —-- on international guarantees,
vhich in our view might place us in a state of dependence and interference from the
outside. In view of this, it is natural that we act with caution in relation to
the concept of security assurances. It is also understandable that we have some
reservations as to the very térms '"securilty assurances" and "security guarantees',
which have connotations incompatible with the basic principles of our foreign policy.

The second general remark is that in our view an international security system
cannot in the long-term perspective be built on the existence of nuclear weapons.
Ag long as these weapons are in the arsenals of States no ore is secure,. neither the
States which have these weapons nor those which do not have them. The only totally
reliable assurance against thé use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is their
complete elimination. It is generally recognized that this is a final objective.
However, until this has been achieved we are unfortunately compelled- to take. into
account the role of nuclear weapons in our efforts to promote peace and to diminish
the risk of a nuclear t{ragedy. This does not mean that we in any sense approve or
legitimate the existence of nuclear weapons, but only that they represent a reality
that cannot be disregarded. Consequently, whatever the arrangement that might
eventually be agreed upon, it must be clarified that it represents an interim
measure pending nuclear disarmament.

Having said this, I wish again to emphasize that the Swedish delegation is
strongly committed to the efforts in the CD to arrive at a solution on security
assurances acceptable to all. We congider it an urgent task to exert every effort
in order to meet the claims of the non-nuclear-weapon States in this cuestion.
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Those claims derive from the fact that a few States —- .in their own “perceived
security interest —~have acquired nucleor weapons which constitute a threat to all
countries —- both the haves and the have-nots. There can, in our opinion, be no
justification for this situation. I share the view expressed by
Ambassador Adeniji a couple of weeks ago. He said: "After all, if nuclear-weapon
States, in spite of all they know of the horror of nuclear weapons and the
catastrophic effect of their use, still choose to flirt with self-destruction,
then the least service they can render the rest of the world is an acceptance of
the fact that their suicidal desire need not be forced on the rest of us".

It goes without saying that the responsibility to diminish and eventually
eliminate this threat primarily rests with the nuclear-weapon States themselves.
Sweden for its part is anxious to contribute to the efforts to achieve acceptable
solutions. However, no progress is possible unlese the nuclear-weapon States are
willing to take some further action in the true interest of the non-nuclear-weapon
States.

The task of the Ad Hoc Working Group is —- as stated in its mandate -- '"{o
negotiate with a view to reaching agreement on effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear-weaspon States against thé use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons". I would like to emphasize that the objective of these negotiations is
to do something in the interest of the non-nuclear-weapon States. Although we
recognize the security concerns of the nuclear-weapon States, we think that this
aspect of the matter should not be permitted to overshadow the needs and aspirations
of the non-nuclear-weapon States. It is therefore essential that the Working Group,
in accordance with its mandate, should focus its attention on what can be done in
the interest of the non~nuclear-weapon States.

As to the deliberations in the Working Group, it is inevitable that the
existing five declarations form an integral part of the discussions. The in-depth
analysis of these formulae which was cerried out has helped us to clarify the
various positions and to identify the similarities and differences in the
unilateral declarations. As has been pointed out by other delegations, this
examination shows that the unilateral declarations are shaped rather to suit the
nilitary doctrines of the nuclear-weapon Stvates themselves than to meet the claims
of the non-nuclear-weapon States. I agree with the representative of Finland, who
said a few weeks ag0 —— with respect to the major muclear Powers —— that the
unilateral declarations essentially "are functions of the respective military
doctrinesh. . '

Considerable efforts have been made by the Working Group in explaining ways
and means of reaching agreement on a common formula which could be transformed
into some kind of international arrangements. The Swedish delegation supports
these efforts. This does not mean that a common formula is an end in itself, nox
that we are prepared to agree to such a formula at any price. To be acceptable,
a common formula must include certain basic requirements corresponding to the
interest of the non-nuclear-weapon States. 1In the course of its deliberations
the Working Group has been able to identify the similarities in the existing
unilateral declarations and thereby to extract the common denominator in all the
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five formulae. It has -been suggested that this common denominator could serve as
the basis for the efforts to evolve one common formula on negative security
assurances. However, this approach gives rice o serious reservations on the part
of my delegation., Such & common formula would in fact be equal to the lowest
common denominator and would be burdened with 21l the conditions and limitations
included in the existing declarations. In addition it could be conclusive for
further restrictions and conditions on certain commitments already made by some of
the nuclear-weapon States. Such an approach would be in contradiction with the
objective to reach agreement on international arrangements in the interest of the
non-nuclear-weapon States. The efforts should therefore be directed towards an
unambiguous -formula which should be based on objective criteria and should not be
burdened with restrictions and conditions.

With respect to the question of the nature and scope of negative security
assurances, my delegation is of the view that there are basically three categories
of issues that will have to be considered. :

The most fundamental element of an effective securiiy assurance is obviously
legally binding undertakings by the nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-vieapon States. The obligations by the
nuclear-weapon States should be as simple and clear as that. '

The non-nuclear-weapon States should not be obliged to make any further
commitments if, by adhering to the NPT, a treaty on a nuclear-weapon-free zone or
another internationally binding instrument, they have undertaken not to develop
or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. In this context I might add that. in oux
view the non-proliferation aspect is an important feature of negative security
- assurances and we have noted with satisfaction that this view is generally shared
by all members of the CD.

With respect to the legal framework for negative security assurances, I wish
to reiterate that we have serious reservations as to the idea of an interrational
convention which would impose obligations on non-nuclear-weapon States. For
reasons that I referred to at the beginning of my intervention we would also find
it difficult to enter into any kind of bilateral agreement. '

The most crucial and most difficult issue involved is the claim by certain
nuclear-weapon States, primarily the two major nuclear-weapon Powers, to certain
exceptions from their obligations. The purpose of these exceptions, the so-called
"self-defence clauses", is in certain circumstances to Justify the use of nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. he discussion has focused particularly
on two kinds of exceptions, namely, with respect to non-nuclear-weapon States that
either have nuclear yeapons on their territories or are invélved in & military
operation in alliance or association with another nuclear~weapon State. It has
time and again been pointed out that such exceptions create considerable
ambiguity as to the exact applicability of the assurances, and give room for
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subjective interpretations by the nuclear-weapon States. Who can determine whether
a non-nuclear-weapon State which is involved in o military operation against a
nuclear-weapon State at a given moment is acting in "association" with another

such State? And what are the exact implications of the provision "have not nuclear
" weapons on their fterritory" at a time when aircraft, naval vessels and armed
vehicles capable of carrying nuclear warheads can easily move from one country

into the territory of another State, especially if the nuclear-weapon State
previously had other large military forces in that territory?

Although fully aware of the complexity of these matters, we are of the view
that without any exceptions all non-nuclear-weapon States which are legally
comnitted to their nuclcar-weapon-free status are entitled to unambiguous

- . assurances that nuclear weapons will not be used against them. Ve have in this

regard noted that pepresentatives of beth the major alliances have made statements
recognizing that the utmost restraint is imperative. President Brezhnev stated
on 25 April 1978 that "only extraordinary circumstances ... could compel us to
have recourse to" nuclear weapons. The Ambassador of the United Kingdom made a
similar statement here in the CD on 19 Ifarch., He said that the British assurance-
is valid in all circumstances. "except self-defence in extreme circumstances".

Even if it can be argued that certain exceptions may be justifiable in the
context of military alliances and similar binding agreements, there is no reason
why such exceptions should also apply to non-nuclear-veapon States, which are
outside all nuclear security arrangements. As long as such States are legally
committed to - their nuclear-weapon-free status there is no reason why they should

-~ be subjected to any limitations and additional conditions in their inherent right

to the freedom from being the object of use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
Nor can it be accepted that with respect to such States the validity of the
assurances are subject to any interpretations by the nuclear-weapon States.

As I have already stated, our discussion has demonstrated that. the. unilateral
assurances are primarily framed to serve the security interests of the
nuclear-weapon States themselves and their allies. Only in the second place
have the legitimate concerns of States non-parties to nuclear security arrangements
been taken into consideration. We have for our part understood the intentions
behind the existing unilateral declarations to be that such Stetes —- provided
they are committed to a nmuclear-weapon-free status -- should permanently enjoy
freedom from being the subject of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapors .

We take it for granted, therefore, that a country like Sweden, with its
non-alliance status and its non-nuclear-weapon record, as embodied inter alia

in its adherence to the NPT, iz covered, without any exception, by the unilateral
assurances made by the nuclear-weapon States, in so far as they relate to
individual non-nuclear-weapon States. I should like to avail myself of this
opportunity to ask the representatives of the nuclear-weapon States to

confirm that our understanding of the applicability of their respective
assurances with respect to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is
correct, '
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Hr, McPHATL (Canada): Mr. Chairmen, let me congratulate you on your chairmanship
of the Committee this month. It is, of course, customary to make a comment of that
kind, but as you wcll know; the comment is not a perfuntory one. The orderly dispatch

{ the business of the Committee is cssential to its functioning. This orderly
dispatch is frequently a difficult task and you ought to be congratulated, Sir, on your
performance, and naturally I take the occasion to acknowlcdge as well the success of
Imbassador Herder in conducting our affairs during the previous month. .

The item of business for this week is a composite onc, the further consideration
of agenda items, and it is my intention this morning to make briefl references to
various items on our agenda on which my delegation has not intervened in plenary
during this session. : '

The first half of the 1981 session of the Committce on Discrmament approaches its
conclusion. It is a good.time to take stock. While our conclusions must still be
tentative, the pattern which is emerging is not cause for wnbridled satisfaction. It
would be wise for the Committece to make an objective asscssment of the direction in
vhich we are moving and why, since, while it is truc that *the Committce on Disarmament
is the sole multilateral negotiating body of this kind and it therefore possesses
unique authority, in the long run its authority -- and indeed its existence -- will
depend upon the results it produces.

At the beginning of this year's session, we werc bold enough to set out what we
thought the Committee's objectives should be this year as we move towards the second
special session of the General Assembly on disarmement, and thus in commenting on
several agenda items today I wish also to. attempt an assesgsment, the kind that I suggest
we now nced, or to make a kind of trial balance-sheet of where we stond as we approach
the mid-point of the 1981 session.

Today I wish to attempt such an assessment or trial balance-sheet.

Nature of the balance-sheet

Before I deal with certain of .the substantive issues beforc the Committee, I
should like to make some general comments:

(a) Therc have been a number of welcome developments lately in the Committee.
The most significant, early in the gession, was the rapidity with which procedural items
were dealt with. The general willingness to get down %o Business, we hope, will become
a practice which in most instances eluded thosc institutions of which this is the
SuCCCsSSor.

(b) The concentrated session on chemical weapons was a success in that it laid

the groundwork, by means of the application of technical expertise, for progress on a
number of problems standing in the way of the conclusion of a treaty. The two Canadian
working papers, we hope, made a practical contribution along these lines. We hope also
that the enhanced understanding of the issues involved enabled a common conclusion to
be reached that verification need not be an insurmountable problem, assuming, of course,
that agrceoment can be reached on sufficient mcasures to reassure ell States. We agree
with those who have noted that adequate measures of verification are indispensable for
confidence in a treaty: inadequate verification measures will surely create or add to
mistrust, and undermine the value of any accord.

(c) Deliberations on nuclear issues have shed necessary light on some matters:
while the positions advanced cannot be reconciled through negotiation within the
Committee on Disarmament nevertheless, the debate provided an opportunity for national
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security concerns to be presented: and these concerns must be understood if positions
on specific arms control measures are to be fully appreciated. Without such an
appreciation, negotiation is surely bound %o be hollow.

However, other methods of work of the Committee on Disarmament should be considered
carefully to determine whether they contribute to the geals we collectively seek:

(2) Undue emphasis on procedure threatens to immobilize the substantive work of
the Committee. (At one point, one sitting was devoted to the question of written
records.) This is symptomatic of a larger problem which it is in our common interest
to resist: i.e. the growing tendency for the Committee on Disarmement to become the
forum for the presentation of national positicns in a static way rather thah the
translation of those positions into real neszotiating terms. It is right and proper
that national positions be put forward, especially in plenary and perhaps even in what
are styled as our informal sessions: but it is not right and proper that such positions
simply be restated in working groups where negotiation is supposed to take place.

{b) Secondly, the proliferation of meetings has placed a strain on 211 delegations
with little appreciable impact on our rate of progress. Ve necd to examine ways in
which this situation can be rectified: the success of the concentrated meetings of
chemical weapons experts may provide a clue to enhancing our effectiveness and
efficiency. Let us acknowledge that increasing the quantity of mectings is no
substitute for improving the quality of substantive negotiations.

(¢) Thirdly, and I will touch on this only briefly, the continuing debate —-
and indeed concern -- about the relationship of this Committec to other, more restricted
negotiations is worrying. This problem has been most evident in our discussion about a
CTB treaty. But rather than adopting a theological approach to this question —- which
will not advance matters in any practical way’-- we believe that it would be in our
common interest to focus on areas where the Committec on Disarmament might reasonably
be expected to play a consiructive role. I emphasize the word constructive: the
vardsticlk should be the degree to which we can malie a positive contribution to the
matter at hand, i.c. in this illustrative case, how we can assist, support and go heyond
the trilateral negotiations. I will return to this point later.

We are not here to debate resolutions, but rather to negotiate arms control
agreements. This is the standard against which the Committee on Disarmament will be
Judged. I do not underestimate the value of debate -- I mentioned the debate on nuclear
disarmament: if such a debate puts into sharper focus concerns about the strategic
nuclear equation, then so much the better. The debate reflected accurately the nature
of the international climate, and this climate must he talion inte account. It is in thie
sense that we use the word realism. But in our more precise endecavours, we must work
within the recalm of the possible, The record of the Committce on Disarmament so far
suggests that this is perhaps the most urgent and abiding over-all requirement if
progress is to be made in the Committee.

Matters before the Committee on Disarmement
I now wish to turn to a nuiber of matiers on our agenda.

Aponds items 1 and 2: nuclear disarmament and CTB

Nuclear issues should indeed rank first on our agenda, for they are of paramount
Cconcern.
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(a) At the outset I wish to reiterate the Canadian position that the CTB
trilateral talks should be resumed at the earliest poscible monent. We share the
overwhelming desire of the international community in this regard. I need not repeat
what is at stake. Others have expressed it well. We believe that the
. Committee on Disarmament can play a useful role in the process lecading to a CTB treaty:

valuable suggestions have been advanced, particularly in the arca of seisnic data
exchange, about what the Committee might now exemine, therchy contributing to the
realization of a multilateral treaty. .

(b) At the same time, we doubt that much purpose can be served by repeatedly
presenting the Committee with verbatim quotes from successive General Assembly
resolutions. ®Similarly, while it may be an effective means to proceed in a debate,
we doubt that matters are much advanced by putting repeatedly to the partners in those
negotiations questions which they are not yet in a position to answer. We think the
best role for the Committee on Disarmament is to focus on areas where it can make a
positive contribution to or act in support of negotiations for = CTB.

(c) . Questions have been raised about a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions,
as envisaged in last year's trilateral report, as part of an over-zll CTB nackege. We
consider that a moratorium on so-called peaceful nuclear explosions —-- leading to a
complete ban -- is indispensable. We are against peaceful nuclear explosions and- remain
unconvinced. by those who defend them, arguing unsuccessfully, in our view, that
"peaceful explosions" can somehow be separated from those which are not. Unless and
until some effective means can be devised to make absolutely sure that there would be
no weapons-related benefits from a peaceful nuclear cxplosion, no such explosions

should be contenplated under a CTB treaty.

(d). The relationship of the non-proliferation Treaty to the conclusion of a CTB
has becn raised. The results of the second non-proliferation treaty review conference
highlighted the concerns of many States in this regard. While in a number of respects
we share those concerns, we do not believe that they should be used-as an excuse to
prevent the further strengthening of the Treaty or adherence to the Treaty by other
States.

(e) Discussions on the nature of the nuclear strategic relationship have been
enlightening, but also incomplete. Canada is a member of a nuclear alliance but has
deliberately chosen not to produce its own nuclear wcapons. We belong to a nuclear
alliance because we and our allies are subject to a nuclear threat. Our concern is
Just that. .Thus, we cannot dismiss what we consider to bhe the asymmetrical disposition
of nuclecar forces in Europe; and we are therefqre party to the NATO decision of 1979
on redressing this balance. This balance is fundamental to the maintenance of the
peace. While we recognize the expressed Soviet interest in arms control, we note that
the Soviet proposal for a moratorium would only perpetuate an unacceptable imbalence,
contrary to the principle of equality. The NATO offer for talks on FEuropean theatre
nuclear forces aimed at balanced, cquitable and verifiable arms control agreements
limiting such forces is of fundamental importance, and the holding of such talks is in
the mutual interest of all parties concerned, be they nuclear Powers, non-nuclear
Powers allied with nuclear Powers or non-nuclear Powers which are non-allgned.

Agenda item 3: negative seourity assurances

Assurances to non-nuclear weapon ‘States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons through effective international arrangements are important. Arguments have heen
advaenced pointing to the relationship of such assurances to ‘the prevention of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. But with the history of the treatment of this
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question at last year's session and in the light of the fact that we have not
registered tuch progress this year, we remain sceptical about the outlook. Each
assurance has its own purpose, and has becn issued under certain specific conditions.
There is not much evidence that thosc purposes can he reconciled by drafting., This
said, we will with others seek to find means for & suitable outcome.

Azenda item 5: radiological weapons

Reservations have been expressed by a number of delegations concerning the utility
of negotiations to ban a type of weapon which does not exist at present, and for which
there appears to be little practical application in the foresceable future. Concern
to bring into the text under discussion the practical consideration of the bombing of
nuclear pover stations has also been regisitered. This latter point will have o be
scriously considered to see whether it can readily be incorporated into the text of
the draflt treaty under discussion. Inclusion of suitable wording on peaceful uses of
radiological substances will alsc have to be considered. In the meantime the drait
treaty as it stands does have the great advantage of clos1nﬁ of{ a weapons optiocn and
prospects for its development.

Arcnda item 6: comprehen31ve prograune of discrmament

The wnderlying requirement in arms control and disarmament agreements is, we
believe, verifiability of compliance with the terms of the agreement in guestion. In
other words, our view is that we should look at measures in relation to each other,
capablc of realization. A step~by-step approach means cxactly that: building on what
has already been accomplished. We can, of course, set prioritics and goals and
cstablish principles, as has been done in the final docunient of the first
,Special Session of the General Assembly on Disarmament, a text which we continue to
endorse end uphold. While there are indeed stages in the process of arms control and
disarmament, they are not related to time per se hut to confidence, or the lack of it,
in existing security arrangenents. The selection of amas control measures because they
are important, without recognizing why arms axe in placc, is not recalistic. The
imposition of unattainable deadlines is also unrealistic, and the continuing credibilit
of this Committee depends on realism, In its turn, rcalism is a vital component in
bhuilding confidence; and the uninterrupted cultivation of confidence is esgential
before progress in the pursuit of an arms control and disarmanent programme can be

ealistic in both political and military terms.

In conclusion, I wish to comment on the notion of political will. This term has

been used increasingly in this Comnittee of late: Indeecd, it appears in the

Final Document of the General Assembly's first special scssion on disarmament. It has
perhaps been insufficiently examined by the Committece. Political will must be
developed by an wndersitending of positions and confidence-hbuilding along the lines T
have Just noted, and then must be nurtured through the process of negotiations. If

enotiations falter, simple exhortations to political will will be insufficient to
revive them. Political will is fragile, and depends for its existence on factors
outside the confines of these chambers: its real ncaning is the desire to understand,
and to agree. It implies balance, reciprocity, and confidence. It is not a2 unilateral
phenomicnon.  Appealing to political will in the abstract does not produce results.

Th our view, purtloularly in the perlod leading up to the General Assembly'ts
second special session on disarmament, the Comitiec st look to those measurces which
show prospects of realization, wherc real progress can be madc. Our objectives should
he modeot but realizable, for it is better for us to devote oursclves to measures whose
prospects for success are greatest, rather than to weasures whose prospects are doubtfu
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My assessment today of the work thus far of this session of the
Cormittee on. Disarmament is not much cause for comfert. But there are arcas where
progress can be made, provided we work together. ;

The CHATRMAN:. I thank the distinguished representative of Canada for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.

Mr. JIMENEZ DAVILA (frgentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, the
congratulations.offered to those who preside over the work of the Committec on
Disarmament are of great significance, given the importance of this forum, the frust
which' the international community places in it and, essentially, the obligations
inherent in its ‘task. '

These three elements constitute a heavy burden and at the same time an incentive
in cerrying out the duties of Chairman.

This is why my delegation, mindful of the excellent record of your distinguished
predecessors in this office -- Ambassador de la Gorce, the representative of Prance,-
and Ambassador Herder, the representative of the German Democratic Republic -- associates
itself with the remarks made during these last two weeks recognizing your wise |
leadership, your untiring dedication and your determination to advance ocur work.

In only a few days' time, you will be called upon to close this first part of the
1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament. My delegation may perheps not be the only
one to refer during the time that remains to the results of these three months of
neetings, especlally as these meetings and those to be held in the summer months
together make up the last full session of this body before the. special session of the
General hssenbly devoted to disarmament to be held in 1982. ‘

The first part of my statement will be of a general character, and it is ny
delegation's intention that it should be so and to recall certain facts and ideas which
from the beginning have been essential to the process of negotiatione.

Bach new session of the Committee brings a new hope and the desire to achieve some
measure of progress, not only within the negotiating body itself bvut also within the
various internal forums which in one way or another have the same objective —- that the
negotiations should produce concrete results.

Unfortunately, the world political situation over the past 35 years has accustomed
us to a political "TTME" perspective (with capital letters and inverted commas) which is
frighteningly unchanging in the natter of disarmament. I am referring to that vast
slow-moving mass of arguments, prevarications and suspicions that have taken the place
of negotiation, and made progress virtually impossiblc.

I am not referring to those well-known historic moments when there has been a
positive development in the. disarmament negotiations, moments which, by their very
rarity, havce confirmed the principlc of the legitinmacy of the negotiations as the
appropriate means for romoving the grave threat of nuclear wer.

I have to say that the thought of that slow-noving mass, to which I referrcd a
moment ago, conjures up anew in my delegation's mind those old philosophical notions
of the earthly cxistence of living beings, material and mortal, os being merely a
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reflection of "IDEAS" (again in capital letters and between inverted commas) --
cclestial, pre-existent, immutable and cternal.

This digression, which is not rcally onc, in fact makes uc think that general
and complete disarmament is rather like one of those abstract and clusive ideal states,
and that it will become real only on the day when the negotiators, by their cofforts,
find thot angle of reflection which gives 1lifc to what in fact cxists, and is within
our grasp hut which, for countless reascns, we arc unable to attain.

The subject of disarmament, as a political topic, is perheps the onc which has
token up most discussion time both in the Sccurity Council and in the General Assenbly
as well as in its First Committee and in meny oomuitticcs and coumissions and bhodies of
all kinds whose composition has ranged from the small number of two neciers to the
svllicss of nenbership >f the Disarmanent Cormission.

I wonder whether our predecessors in negotiation foresew, in the 1940s, when the
atonic Imergy Commission was sct up, the extrenc technical and political complexity
of thc problems irherent in atomic weapons, in their prohibition znd their destruction,

in everything which is still being considered by our Committce today in the 1980s.

Despite the fact that the very first resolution of the General hssenbly, adopted
by consensus in 1946, called for the climination of nuclear weapons from the arsenals
of States, we see today that no progress has been madce in nuclcar disarmement. On the
contrary, what we have today is the idea of security bascd on nuclcer weapons —- 2
hopeless contradiction of principle —- a resort to the absurd to denonstratc the
reasonahle. T

The men of 1946, still very much aware of the niscrics of var, based their
reasoning on a few simple and wise principles, self-evident and indisputable. They
believed in the exchange of scientific information in the intercsis of the peaceful
utilization of atomic encrgy; it seemed natural to thenm to cstablish adequate controls
over atonlic energy in order to ensure that it was used for peaceful purposes; thoy
werc ready to leook for effective safeguards.

But the scientific revolution born of the discovery and application of atonic
cnergy moved at a quicker pace than the application of the principles. The political
problems of sccurity swamped the good intentions of the negotiators.

Tine was creating, by dint of failed encounters or contrived non-encounters, a
veritable labyrinth of roads leading incvitably +o vhat arc lnmown as "priorities",
witich are the basic constants of any discussion on disarmancent. Some of the questions
have todey to a certain extent been answered: questions werc asked about the priority
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between arms control and disarmament, about partial measures as a means of achieving
general and complete disarmament, about the possibility of aining directly at general
disarmamnent. And always, with respect to alternative priorities, there was the
question whether ensuring conditions of international trust was a prerequisite to the
implenentation of disarmament wmeasurcs, or vice versa. )
In the light of these general reflections, and in a desire +to co-operate in your
efforts, Mr, Chairman, ny delegation ventures to submit, in a prelininary way, sone
cormmients on the course of our work at this first part of the present scssion,

We believe, in the first place, that the Committec should be congratulated on
the speed with which it managed to adopt its agenda, organize its work and appoint
its working groups. In 1980 this took the Committece almost all of the first part of
the session.

We believe that the value of working groups as the most appropriate machinery
for the initiation of negotiations in this forum hes been demonstrated. As for the
question of negative guarsntees, we note that the cofforts to analyse the substance
of the natter have not succeeded in narrowing the diffexrcnces hetween the various
positicns. In our view, necgative guarantees are nerely & tenporary palliative, for
the only real guarantee is the elimination of nuclear arscnals. But we nevertheless
support the conclusion of a legally binding international instrunent whereby the
nuclecar-weapon States would provide States which do not possess such weapons with a
fuarantce against the use or the threat of use of such weapons.

With regard to chemical wcapons, the Working Group's concentrated effort was
complencnted by the valuahle participation of experts and it has without any doubt
fully discharged the nandate conferred upon it, which means that it will be necessary
at the second part of this session to broaden this mandate so that it can begin
negotiations on the text of a convention, bearing in mind that identification of its
clenents has been the subject of extensive consideration.

The 4id Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons has nanaged to initiate
negotiations on the text of a convention in a satisfactory menner although certain
basic difficulties remain as regards the definition of such weapons and the scope
of the convention. Argentine helieves that in any cvent the dcfinition of
radiological weapons should in no way legitimizce nuclear weapons and it also belicves
that the text of the convention should ineclude the obligation to procced to nuclear
disarmament, as well as recognition. of the right of Statcs to the peaceful use of
radiooctive materials and an undertaking by States parties to strengthen international
co-operation in this field. ~ '
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The magnitude of the task of the Working Group responsible for formulating
the comprehensive rogramme of disarmament bears a direct reiztionship to the -
expcctations created by the nesd for the Commitice to be in a position to submit
the said prograrme to the General Asscnmbly at its second special session devoted
to disarmoment, in 1982, ‘ ' ’

The Chairman of the 4id Hoc Working Group on a Comprchensive Progremme of
Disarmanent, with his custonary tenacity and application, has succeceded in laying
the bases for the programme, with some very valuable preparatory and prelininary
wvork., This work will, we hope, facilitate the analysis and definition, during the
second part of this scssion of the Conmittee, of the neasures to be included in the
programme and its organization.

As regards priorities, the Argentine position, which has been clearly stated

Ocv

on many occasions, is that absolute pricrity should bhe given to nuclear disarmancnt.

ki
implenentation of what was agreed upon in the Final Document of the first special
session, ny delegation would be inclined to favour tentative Periods or sone other
flexible nachinery, if there is no agrecment on setting successive dates for the
attainuent of the objectives by stages, with consideration of the results at the
end of cach stage.

£ it is felt that we should drew up a timelanle, vith a view to hastening the
a

Before concluding my statement, I should like to refor to the proposals, which
she Group of 21 has strongly supported since the start of the Committec's work,
that two working groups should be set up to initiate negotiations on the two itenms
of highest priority on our agenda, nanely, the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmanent, and a nuclear-wcapon test ban.

It is indced rcgrettahle that even today we have gone no further towards meeting
this very legitimatc and urgent request tha.. to offer the palliative of informal
Mondayr aftcrnoon neetings.

It is with the decpest concern that I have conveyed to you ny delegation's views,
in the hope that the carlier negative attitudes of ceortain countries are likewisc
replaced, but by a greater sense of international realism and co-operation.



CD/PV.125
18

The CHAIRMAN: I thenlk Ambassador Davila for his statement and for the kind
words addressed to the chair,

Mr, SALAH-BEY (Algeria): At the outset Mr. Chairman, I would like to
congratulate you on your assumption of the chair of our Committee for this month.
I would also wish to express our gratitude to Ambassador Herder, the outgoing
Chairman, for his important service to the Committee during the previous month. I
would also wish to welcome our colleague, the new representative of Indonesia.

I have the honour, as Co-ordinator of the non-aligned and neutral countries
of the Group of 21, to make the following statement on item 2 of the agenda of the
Committee on Disarmament. :

On the initiative of the Group of 21, the Committee on Disarmament engaged,
during the latter part of its 1981 spring session,  in a substantive examination of
concrete issues relating to item 2 of its agenda (cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament), In the course of -this process, the Committee
concentrated on the "pre-conditions for negotiations on nuclear disarmament as well
as on doctrines of deterrence and other theories concerning nuclear weapons'.

In assessing the discussions that took place within that framework, the
Group of 21 is convinced that the need for urgent multilateral action on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, through the adoption
of concrete measures, has been once again amply demonstrated, In the opinion of
the Group of 21, multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament have long been
overdue, and the fundamental prerequisite for their success is the political will
of States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States, to engage in such negotiations.

The discussions, for vhich chapters V and VI and the conclusions of the
Secretary-General's "Comprehensive study on nuclear weapons® (A/35/392) provided
useful background material, have confirmed the conviction of the Group of 21 that
the nuclear arms race runs counter to efforts to achieve further relaxation of
international tensions; that progress in the field of nuclear disarmament would be
beneficial to the strengthening of international peace and security and to the
improvement of the international climate, which in turn would facilitate further
progress; and that all nations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, have a vital interest
in measures of nuclear disarmement, because the existence of nuclear weapons in the
arsenals of a handful of Powers directly and fundamentally jeopardizes the security
of the whole world. The promotion of rnuclear disarmament would be facilitated by
strict adherence by all States to the principles of the United Nations Charter, and
in particular by measures that would bring about the relaxation of international
tensions and the peaceful settlcment of disputes among States,

The Group of 21 is further convinced, as a result of the discussions, that
doctrines of nuclear deterrence, far from being responsible for the maintenance of
international peace and security, lie at the root of the continuing escalation of
the quantitative and qualitative development of nuclear armaments and lead to
greater insecurity and instability in international relations. Moreover, such
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doctrines, which in the ultimate analysis are predicated upon the willingness to
use nuclear weapons, cannot be the basis for preventing the outbreak of a nuclear
war, a war which would affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike. The
competitive accumulation of nuclear arms by the nuclear-weapon States cannot be
condoned on grounds that it is indispensible to their security. Such an argument
is patently false considering that the increace in nuclear arsenals, far from
contributing to the sirengthening of the security of all States on the contrary
weakens it, and increases the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war. Ioreover,
the Group of 21 rejects as politically and morally unjustifiable that the security
of the whole world should be made to depend on the state of relations existing
among nuclear-weapon States.

In the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all-the nuclear-
weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the most important
nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility. That responsibility entails the
fulfilment of commitments entered into in international instruments in the field
of disarmament, respect for the security concerns of the non-nuclear nations,
refraining from any action conducive to the intensification of the nuclear arms race
and to the increase of international tensions, and above all the duty to, talke
positive and practical steps towards the adoption and implementation of concrete
measures of nuclear disarmament.

In the light of this assessment, the Group of 21 firmly believes that the
Committee on Disarmament, in which all nuclear-weapon States as well as non-nuclear-
weapon States participate, must continue and intensify the search for a common
approach that will enable it to discharge the mandate entrusted to it by the
General Assembly of the United Nations in the field of disarmecment. In particular,
the Group of 21 expects that a growing swareness of the urgency of progress toward
nuclear disarmament will facilitete the task of the Committee., Bilateral and
regional negotiations, especially with regard to specific areas where the
concentration of nuclear armaments increases the danger of confrontation, are useful
and should be intensified, but multilateral negotiations on questions of vital
interest to nuclear and non—nuclear-weepon States alike should be initiated without
delay in the Commitiee on Dlsgrmament the only multilateral negotiating body in
the field of disarmament.

The Group of 21 believes, in accordance with its considered view already
expressed in document CD/64, of 1980, that the immediatée objective of the
consideration of item 2 by the Committec, at the start of the second part of its
1981 segsion, should be the establishment of an ad hoc working group with the
mandate to elaborate on paragraph 50 of the Final Document and to identify
substantive issues for multilateral negotiations, as suvgested in document CD/116
as follows:

(i)* The elaboration and clarification of the stages of nuclear disarmament
envisaged in paragraph 50 of the Final Document, including identification
of the responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon States and the role of the
non-nuclear-weapon States in the process of achieving nuclear disarmament;

(ii) Clarification of the issues involved in prohibiting the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons, pending nuclear disarmament and in the prevention of
nuclear war;
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(iii) Clarification of the issues involved in eliminating reliance on doctrines
of nuclear deterrence; g

(iv) Measures to ensure an effective aischerge by the CD of its role as the
single multilatersal negotiating body in the field of disarmoment and in
this context its relationship with negotiations relating to nuclear
disarmament conducted in bilateral, regional and other restricted forums.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Algeria for his
statement and for the kind words addressed to the chair,

Mr. SOLA VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spenish): Ve have nov reeched the last
week but one of the spring part ol this sescion, and my delegation would like to make
just a brief statement, for ve have already referred in our statement of 14 April to
a number of items on the Committee's agenda. That same day, document CD/174,
submitted by the delegation of Ilungary, was circulated officially. Although the
Ambassador of Hungary had already presented that document et & formal meeting of the
Committee, my delegation did not hizve an opportunity to comment on the proposal -
contained in it. That ic why I vould like toc moke these comments. Cuba, as a
developing country whosc foreign policy is based, inter alis, on the struggle for
peace, international security, znd cessation of the arms race, considers that the
senseless expenditures of scientific, technical, material and other resources . that
are squandered on the arms race in daily increasing quantities should be invested in
the economic development of all peoples of the world and especially those in the
so-called third world. Thet is vhy we welcome and strongly support the Hungarian
proposal in document CD/174, since, as there is no consensus on the proposal to set
up a working group of governmental experts, a proposal we have aluays endorsed,
we believe that informal meetings will male it possible to give support to an idea
that is consistently approved in co many international forums, and especiolly in the
United Nations, namely, that the new scientific and technological discoveries, which
are being made at a more rapid rate every dzy, should be devoted to just and noble
causes.,

Furthermore, the holding of informal mectings at this spring session on
agenda items 1 and 2 has proved useful and, more importantly, has demonstrated the
responsible attitude which the Committee cn Disarmament should cdopt with regard to
such important agenda items. Ve cannot therefore evade consideration of such an
important question in the field of disarmament, which is clearly set forth in
Paragraph 77 of the I’inal Document.

In conclusion, I should like io seay thot my delegation cppreciated, as something
very pertinent and positive, the reading out by our distinguished colleague,
Ambassader Jaipal, the Secretary of our Committec and Personal Representative of
the United Nations Secretary-General, of letterc from men, women and children who
want to live in a world of peace, progress and co-operation anong States,
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The CHATRIMAN: I would like %o toke up the question of the closing date for
the first part of the 1981 session of the Committee, as well as the opening date
for the second part.

In accordance with rule 7 of the rules of procedurc, the Committce shall decide
on those dates as soon as practically possible, taking into account the requirements
of its work. I have conducted consultations on this question and there seems to be
a consensus in favour of closing this part of the session on Fridoy, 24 April, with
a plenary meeting that morning. The Thursday plenary meeting of 23 April would not
then take place and instead there would be a meeting of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group
on Radiological Weapons.

As regards the opening date for the second part of the 1981 session, it seems
to me that Thursday, 11 June, is generally acceptable.

If there are no objections, I will take it that the Committee agrees with the
suggestions I have just made.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the decision just taken by the Committee,
the Secretariat has circulated today an informal paper containing the timetable for
meetings of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies during the coming week. May
I take it that you have taken note of that paper?

If there are no objections, I will consider that the Committee adopts the
timetable as circulsated.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be
held on Tuesday, 21 April, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: In accordance vith its programme of worl, the Committee chould

start today its consideration of interim reports of ad hoc working groups, if any.
May I also note that, in conformity witl: rule 30 of the r.les of procedurec, it is
4

ER

the right of any Hember Statc of -the Commitfec to ralse eny subject relevant
the work of the Committee at a plenary meeting and to have full opportunity of
presenting its views on any subject which it may consider to merit attention.

(3]

Mr. SALAH-BEY (Algeria) (tronslated from French): lir. Chairman, during the
months of llarch and April of this session, informal meetings of the
Committee on Disarmament have been devoted to a thorough consideration of
items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda, respectively on a nuclear test ban and
the cessation of the nuclear arus race and nuclear disarmament. '

I would like to recall that these meetings were held at the request and on the
initiative of the Group of 21. They have made it possible to focus attention on
some of the concerns of the members of the Committee and especially those who are
menbers of the Group of Z1. '

In view of the importance of these discussions and their obvious interest for
the future work of the Committee, the Group of 21 has asked me to request the
Secreteriat, through you, to prepare a document containing a summary of the informal
discussions held on agenda items 1 and 2 during the meetings devoted to those items.

The document need not do more than indicate the general trends that emerged
during the exchanges of views which tock place at the different meetings. The
Group of 21 feels that there would be no need to mention the names of the delegations
which took part in the debate in the summary document we are requesting. N

T would add that the Secretariat could use the period between the two sessions
of the Committee to prepare this document. ' : S

The CHAIRMAN: T thank the Ambassador of Algeria, Ambassador Salah-Bey, for
the statement on behalf of the Group of 21. In connection with the request to.the
Secretariat, I shall ask Ambassador Jaipal if this can be done.

ilr. VENKATESVARAN (India): lMr. Chairman, as the 1981 spring session of our

Committee draws to a close, my delegation, like several others around this table,
looks back with a degree of satisfaction at the considerable amount of substantive
work that has been accomplished. Bearing in mind that the second special session
of the General Asgembly on disarmomen® is only a year away, it is necessary for us
at this stage to take stock of the situation and order our future vork in a manner
that would produce credible and concrete disarmament measures in time for that '
session.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has undertaken an exhaustive and
detailed analysis of several key issues involved in the negotiation of a prohibition
on chemical weapons. There have been very useful and enlightening discussions with
the active participation of experts. Issues have been identified, defined and
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xamined with great care and differences of opinion have emerged on some vital
issues. However, there is general agreement that the ban should be comprehensive
in scope, that existing stockpiles should be destroyed, that production and
storage facilities should be dismantled, and that verification should consist of a
combination of national and international measures. It is our view that the time
hag now come to identify the areas of agreecment and translate them into treaty
language. At the same time, areas of disagreement neced to be explored in greater
depth to see whether and what compromises are possible from the point of view

of translating them also into treaty language.

As regards the vexed question of verification, if we were to give overwhelming
importance to the establishment of a foolproof verification system, we should never
be able to agree on any mcasure of disgarmament. It is also important to avoid
any infringement upon the sovereignty of States, vhich is a fundemental requirement
of the United Nations Charter. This dilemma underlines the primary 1mportanco of
political decisions to be made on technical and scientifie matters.

The verification question inevitably assumes magnificd importance when there
is mutual distrust among nations. Our aim should be to retain a proper perspective
and secure reasonably adequate, practical and realistic measures of verificetion
involving a balanced mix of national and international control. The Ad Hoc Working
Group should continue to explore such measures. ‘

In order to facilitate progress in the areas that I have indicated, it is
essential that the mandate of the Working Group should -be updated in the light of
the work vhich remains to be accomplished, as alsc to permit the commencement of
drafting of certain provisions of the treaty on which there is agreement. Turther
delay may well encourage a new and dangerous chemical weapons race among the
major Povers which may prove difficult to halt and reverse.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons has further advanced its work
during the 1981 session. In my plenary statement of 9 April 1981 I had cccasion
to comment upon some of the more important issues involved in the negotiation of a
draft treaty prohibiting radiological weapons. We are. optimistic that the pending
differences over the scope of the future treaty and over the most appropriate
definition to be adopted for radiological weapons vill be satisfactorily resolved
in the coming months. The question of the legitimacy of. the possesgsion ‘and use of
- nuclear weapons is a key issue, and cannot be brushed aside as being extrancous.
Tor is it not obvious that in .a nuclear war the nuclear weapon itself would become
a radiological weapon for the non-aligned and neutral nations, whose people would
suffer death and injury from radioactive contamination and fall-out? The least
that one may expect, therefore, is that a treaty prohibiting radioclogical weapons
should not sanction the use of nuclear weapons, directly or lndl"ectly

The Ad Hoc VWorking Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has
systematically reviewed the list of measures that would be included in the programme.
A preliminary discussion of +the basic principles that would underlie the programme
has also taken place. However, the measures fto be included must be further
elaborated, and the actual formulations to be used need careful negotiations. This
would be a difficult exercige, particularly since there would always be 2 tendency
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to reproduce the existing consensus formulations to be found in the Final Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoied to disarmanent. Vie
do not believe +that a mere listing of ti measures contain-d in the Pinal Document
would suffice for a truly mceningful comprchensive programme of disarmament.  To
the extent possible, measures of disarmament have to be elaborated so that’ tﬂé’
actual process of their implementation is clearly delineated. And lastly,
controversial questions concerning stages of implementation and timc-frames need

to be resolved. I must also add that the programme rust first and foremost
concern itself with measures to safeguard the survivel of the human species and
prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war. VWithout such immediste and urgent measures
which concern the security and well-being of all States, the comprehenolve programie
vould remain largely an academic exercise.

It is unfortunate that the Ad Hoc Working Group on affective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons vas unable to accomplish any substantive results during the
spring session. This ig not entirely surprising if we seek to analyse the deeper
causes behind what may appear at first sight to be a failure to agree upon procedure.
The original scenario in which the demand was made for assurances against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons appears to have been forgotten. Once upon a
time, on the presumption that negotiations on nuclear disarmament would begin and
make steady progress, and pending nuclear disarmament, some non-nuclear-weapon
States sought such assurances as one aspect of the general demand for a prohibition
of the use of nuclear weapons. Their original presumption has proved to be
unjustified, and furthermore, no nuclear-weapon State is prepared, at the present
time, to give an unconditional commitment never o use nuclear weapons under any
circumstaneces. Ve shall, therefore, have to look at this question from a more’
realistic angle. -

Whot are the present circumstances? We find that nuclear-weapon States have
their own different definitions of a "non-nuclear-weapon State'" for purposes of
esuring 1t against an attack using nuclcar wespons. To <arn their security
assurances, States must cither be signatorics to the non-proliferation Treaty or be
part of a nuclear—weabon—free zone ond should not be militarily aligned to a
nuclear-weapon State or be "agsociated" with it in an attack on a nuclear-wecapon
State. I would like to ask: are we now considering negative security assurances
for nuclear-weapon States instead of non-nuclear-weapon States? What an extraordinary
metamorphosis! A variety of conditions have been proposcd as if non-nuclear-weapon
States posed some kind of potential nuclear threat to nuclear—weapon otates. All
these conditions should, of course, be rejected as unworthy. :

Even if unconditional assurances of the non-use of nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear-weapon States were forthcoming, what security would there be for them
in the event of an all-out nuclear war among nuclear-weapon States? None at all.,
The use of nuclear veapons, because of their very nature, would affect countries not
even remotely involved in an armed conflict among nuclear-weapon States and their
ollies.

The spring session also witnessed a strong upsurge of concern among member
delegations of this Committee over the accelerating pace of the nuclear arms race
and the failure to negotiate a general and complete cessation of all nuclear-weapon
testing. It was this concern which led the Group of 21 to recommend the setting up
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of two additional ad hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda.
Unfortunately, no consensus could be evolved on these recommendations. In the
absence of such a consensus, the Group of 21 took the lead in suggesting that informel
meetings of the Committee e convencd to carry out a substantive examination of
concrete issues relating to iteme 1 and 2 of its agenda, with a view to.facilitating
e positive decision on the question of the setting up of ad hoc working groups io.
undertake multilaterasl negotiations on these items. The distinguighed ,
Ambassador of Algeria, in his statement of 16 April 1981, has presented to the
Committee the assessment of the Group of 21 of the informal mectings of the
Committee devoted to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
e earnestly believe that the time hag come for this Committee to undertake, without
further delay, multilateral negotiations on certain specific measures of nuclear
‘disarmament as already identified in the Group of 21 assessment.

"One delegation has enquired what the role of the Committee should be in -
negotiations concerning nuclear disarmament. It is clearly not intended- to
negotiate SALT III. The Committee should, in fact, move away from the SALT concept.
of drms limitation and control. That concept may have a validity for the two
major nuclear-veapon States.  Our business hore has been clearly identified by
the Group of 21, not only in its assessment presernted at the last plenary meeting,
but already last year in document CD/116.

We have heard that one nuclear-weapon State was able at one time "by virtue of
its nuclear superiority to achieve stability and peace in the vorid". Ig this
proposition true of the present time also? If so, the prospects of halting the
nuclear ‘arms race arec blcak indeed for one or the other major nuclear-vecapon Power
may seek nuclear superiority in order once again to '"achieve stability and peace
in the world", Similarly, the reliance on so-called strategic parity and nuclear
deterrence have also proved totally ineffective in either containing the nuclear
arms Tace or making measures of nuclear disarmament possible. And as wve have
repeatedly stated, without argument to the contrary being expressed here in this
Committee, questions concerning nuclear ~‘eazpons are not the concern mercly of a-
handful of nuclear~veapon States and their allies. These are gquestions concerning
the vital security concerns of all States. It is extremely dangerous to leave such
vital matters to over-armed nuclear-weapon States that are in a state of heated
ideological and political conflict.  This, I submit, is the rationale for our
seelcing multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. And lest thig seem to be
merely the expression of concern felt by non-nuclear-weapon States, I must add that
it is in the interest of nuclear-weapon States themselves to involve non-nuclear-
veapon States in a common endeavour and responsibility to survive in peace with
honour, without becoming prisoners of the state of relations existing among them.

My delegation would also like to put forward, in some detail, its views
concerning the proposal to negetiate a convention on the prohibition of the use of
nuclear weapons. No one in this Committee would deny that a nuclear war, if it
ever broke cut, could not reasonably be expected to be confined to belligerents
alone. Ve have heard the proposition that nuclear weapons are intended for
self-defence. How can they be regarded as such when the consequences of their use
will extend far beyond the areas.of conflict? HNuclear weapons are weapons of mass
destruction that do not and cannot discriminate between belligerents and non-
belligerents, combatants and innocent civilians and military targets and civilian
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installations. Can Article 51 of the Unitcd Nations Charter be justifiably invoked
to sanction the use of such weapons in ezercise of the right of individual and
collective self-defence? It would perhens be interesting {or the United NMations
General Assembly to seek the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
under Article 96 of the Charter, on the legal interpretation of Article 51, and to
clarify whether the use of nuclear weapons in exercise of the right of self-defence
is permissible even if their use could endanger the survival of mankind.

It is a recognized principle of international law that in any armed conflict
the right of the parties to the conflict to choose methods or means of warfare is
not unlimited. It is also a recognized principle of international law that in any
armed conflict the parties concerned cannot employ means of warfare which are intended
or may be expected to cause widespread, long-term and severe damage to the natural
environment. These principles have most recently been enshrined in the preamble
of the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional
Weapons Which May be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate
Effects, which was opened for signature by States in New York only a short wvhile ago.
Now I would like to ask the representatives of those nuclear-weapon States which
reserve unto themselves the right to use nuclear weapons in the defence of their
security, does not this right contravene both the letter and the spirit of these
well-recognized principles of international law? Is not the choice of nuclear
veapons to wage war truly a recourse tc unlimited means of warfare? And could anyone
here argue that the use of nuclear vweapons would not cause "widespread, long-term
and severe damage to the natural environment', not to speak of the millions of
innocent civilians who would be massacred? Is it not somewhat ironical, and
perhaps cynical, that we ban land-mines and booby traps on the grounds that their
use contravenes humaniterian law, and yet continue to suffer the thréat of the use
of nuclear weapons? If the nuclear-weapon States are truly sincere in their
commitment to these principles of international law, then we see no -reason why they
cannot agree to a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. Such a
convention would certainly be more relevant than a prohibition on the use of booby
traps. It is not my intention here to belittle the importance of the inhumane
weapons Convention. I am merely trying to show that the same principles of
international and humanitarian law which made it possible to negotiate the inhumane
weapons Convention apply with far greater force and velevance to nuclear weapons.

It has been argued in this Committee that, whether we like it or not, nuclear
weapons are a component of a delicate military balance between the two major
alliance systems in the world today. Turther, that the doctrine of nuclear
deterrence is an essential element preserving international peace, and especially
peace in Eurcpe. A convention on the non-use of nuclear weapons, it is said, would
upset the existing military balance, therefore, and make war more likely.

My delegation has, in contrast, argued that the concepts of strategic parity,
military balance and nuclear deterrence are at the very heart of the escalating
nuclear arms race. And this accelerating escalation, unless arrested, will one day
result in a nuclear catastrophe. If parity could keep the peace, why is there
today a scene of growing confrontation and mutual distrust between the two major
military alliances? Has the achievement of parity or balance in the military sense
created the conditions for greafter mutual understanding and trust among the countries
concerned? Tor if mutual mistrust and suspicion fuel the arms race, then the
achievement or maintenance of strategic parity or military balance has clearly
failed to create conditions of enduring peace and stability. Many delegations here
argue fervently for confidence-building measures, transparency of intentions and
verification. Efforts are made to subject military manoeuvres involving armed forces
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and. conventional armaments to mutual observation and surveillance. But what about
nuclear weapons? Can trust and confidence be generated at all if the parties

. concerned rely on' the threat of use of nuclear weapons as an insurance for their
security? Can mutual trust coexist with a policy of keeping the other side guessing
as to vhen and at what so-called "threshold" nuclear weapons would be used in an armed
conflict? To.put it bluntly, the so-called doctrine of nuclear deterrence and’
confidence-building are. contradictory aims. The pursuit of one effectively precludes
the other. '

Leaders of all .the nuclear-weapon States have affirmed time and again that they
are consclous of- the catastrophic consequences of a nuclear war and that-a decision to
use nuclear weapons would not-be ftaken lightly. Iif has also been affirmed by them
that only in extreme circumstances, in situations involving extraordinary dangers to
national survival would- an cption to use nuclear weapons be considered. We believe
that these statements have been made in all sincerity. If, for all the nuclear-
weapon States, nuclear weapons truly represent a weapon of uhe last resort, how can
there be oppos1tlon to a mutual agreement among them to forswear their u°e°

It has been argued that a.declaratlon on the non-use of nuclear veapons could
prove to be positively dangerous since it might breed the false impression that
aggression could be undertaken without the risk of nuclear war. The opposite could
also be true. The risk of a nuclear war may lead to aggression in the belief that
limited conventional conflicts and particularly local regional conflicts would have to
‘be tolerated precisely because no one would like to risk a nuclear war. Not to ™
mention the fact that, despite the existence of so-called strategic parity and nucdlear
deterrence, the major Powers have not at all been inhibited from intervening militarily
in and extending their influence over regions of the world not covered by their .
alliance systems. And if it is argued that the use of nuclear weapons would be
threatened even if a limited conventional conf11CU were to break out, then nuclear war
becomes far more likely. Then it would not be. -possible to say that the use of
nuclear weapons 1s conbemplated only in extreme and exceptional circumstances. -

A convention on the mon-use of nucleur weapons would not by itself eliminate the
threat posed by the very existence of nuclear weapons.  However, such en agreement °
would be an important confidence-building measure and would make the task of eventually
eliminating nuclear weapons much easier to achieve. If the nuclear-weapon States,
without exception, recognize the utility of an interim measure such as extending.
guarantees of non-use of nuclear weapons to a selected category of pon—nuclear—weapon
States, surely they cannot argue that a total prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons, pending the elimination of existing nuclear arsenals, is of lesser utility. .

There is a further argument in favour of a prohibition of the use of nuclear
-Weapons. Once the illegitimacy of the use of nuclear weapons is recognized, there
will be greater c¢redibility to international efforts to stop the horizontal B
proliferation of such weapons. A% present, the continued insistence by some Statés
that they have a right to use nuclear weapons in the pursuit of their security
interésts makes it more difficult to convince other Statos. that it is in their
interest to forswear the acquisition of such weapons.

I hope my 1ntervenulon todaJ wlll enable members of the Commlttee, particularly
the representatives of the nuclear-weapon States, to gain a better understanding of
our proposal for an agreement on a prohibition of the use of nuclesr weapons. Ve
recognize that it is only the achievement of nuclear disarmament that would effectively
remove the threat of a nuclear war. In the. interim, however, a prohibition of the
use of nuclear weapons could be a measure of some political significance. It would
not only increase confidence and trust among States but would also make the task of
negotiating measures of nuclear disarmament easier. The ICBMs of war should be
replaced by the ICBls of peace, by which I.mean.that the threat posed by nuclear
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missiles ‘and by the nuclear arms race can only be alleviated by international
confidence-building measures which would create the necessary atmosphere of trust within
which nuclear disarmament can be pursued as a credible goal. A convention prohibiting
the use of nuclear weapons will be one such ICBM of peace. Ve earnestly hope that
multilateral negotiations on such a convention will begin in this Committee at an

early date.

The CHAIRMAN: You will remember that a request was made by the distinguished
representative of Algeria, Ambassador Salah-Bey, for summary records of the informal
meetings which we had on items 1 and 2 of the agenda. I find that for this, a
decision of the Committee is required as to whether we will allow the Secretariat to
produce these summaries. I will come back to this question at the end of our meeting.

Mr, JATPAL (Secretary of the Committee and Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General): At our 117th plenary meeting on 24 March, the distinguished
representative of France made a statement in connection with the dlstrlbutlon of
documentation in the official languages of the Committee.

First of all, may I assure the distinguished representative of France that the
Secretariat continues to attach particular importance to the timely circulation of
documentation in French and other languages. As the distinguished representative of
France said in his statement, the distribution of documentation in the official languages
should, as far as possible, be simultaneous, and it is on that understanding that the
Secretariat has been working. There are, however, exceptional cases when delays in
distribution in one or another language do occur, for reasons beyond our control.

In the case of the documents mentioned by the distinguished representative of
France, may I note that document CD/164 presented by Finland was in fact circulated
also in French at the plenary meeting on 24 March. I regret that the French
translation did not reach the desk of the distinguished representative of France:
this was probably the result of a mistake during the actual circulation at the meeting;
we have, however, established beyond doubt that the French text was in fact distributed
during that meeting.

With regard to document CD/166 presented by the USSR, I would like to state that
this document was received by the Secretariat on Mondeay, 23 March, in the afternoon,
with a request from the sponsor that it be circulated at the plenary meeting the
following morning, that of 24 March. This was a long document of 13 pages and it was
circulated as and vhen the various translations were ready. The French. text of that
document was available only early in the afternoon of 24 March, together with -the other
official languages. - Although the document in question had already been translated in
New York, it had to be reissued as an official document of this Committee.

The Secretariat is sometimes requested, at short notice, to circulate documents
at a particular meeting, while the technical services are at the same time required
to meet the urgent requests of other bodies. In those circumstances it is difficult
to ensure simultaneous distribution, since the Committee does not have exclusive
control over the services for the typing, production and distribution of documentation.
In the case of documents requiring translation, which are the majority issued by the
Committee, there is bound to be some delay.

In spite of these technical problems, I wish to assure the distinguished
representative of France and the other members of the Committee that the Secretariat
is conscious of the need to ensure, as far as possible, the simultanecus distribution
of documentation in all the official languages of the Committee. If the Secretariat
were to be given adequate notice, simultaneous distribution of documentation in all
official languages should always be possible.
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Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translated from French): I should like to thank
Ambassador Jaipal, the distinguished Secretary of the Committee, for his statement.
We are fully persuaded of the serious attention given to these problems by the |
Secretariat. When, on 24 March, we drew attention to two cases in which it seemed -
to us that the normal procedure could have been followed more rigorously, it was, of
course, precisely because we were concerned for ‘the punctilious observance of the
rules we have adopted, especially as regards document CD/166, to which
Ambassador Jaipal has just referred. We were astonished that a document already
distributed in October in New York, in all the languages, should need to be
re-translated or retyped, when in fact the text was already available., However, I
do not wish to dwell further on this matter. I would simply like to state and to
confirm my delegation's satisfaction on hearing fthe Secretary of the Committee give
us assurances which appear to us entirely satisfactory and for which we thanle him
and also the Secretariat as a whole.

The CHATRMAN: May I be allowed to come back to the request that we heard from
the distinguished representative of Algeria, Ambassador Salah-Bey, as spokesman of
the Group of 21. For clarity I would like o re-read the French original of his
request:

"Le groupe des 21 m'a chargé de demander, par votre entremise,-au- i
Secrétariat de préparer un document qui présenterait la synthése des discussions
officieuses qui se sont tenues sur les points 1 et 2 au cours des réunions
consacrées & ces questions.

~

"Ce document pourrait se limiter & indiquer les tendances générales qui
sont apparues lors des échanges de vues qui se sont instaurées lors de ces
différentes occasions. - Dans l'esprit du Groupe des 21, il ne serait pas utile
que les délégations qui ont pris part au débat soient citées dans le document
de synthése dont nous demandons l!'établissement."

This was the request read out this morming tc the Secretariat, and I think that
we need a decision of the Committee to ask the Secretariat to take up this matter.
May I ask the Committee if there is a consensus that the Secretariat be asked to
produce these summaries, as requested in the text I have just read out, so that they
may be ready at the beginning of our summer session.

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): I take the floor simply to ask for
clarification concerning the summaries. Would the summaries as prepared by the
Secretariat have the same status as, for example, the transcripts that were asked
for, earlier in our sessions? That is, would they be documents circulated for the
private use of delegations or would the summaries become documents of the Committee?
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Mr. JAIPAL (Secrctary of" the Committse and Personal T ?opresentat1VL of the
Sécretary-General ):. I would like to draw the attention of members to rule 22 of our
rules of procedure. -I-presume it is in terms of this rule that this request has beecn
made. Rule 22 reads as follows: "The Committee may hold informal meetings, with or
without. experts, to consider as appropriate substantive matters as well as questions
concerning its organization of work. When requested by the Committee, the Secretariat
shall provide unofficial summaries of those meetings in the working languages." I
presume that it would be right to interpret these unofficial summaries as being
intended strictly for circulation among the members of this Committee for their use.

The CHATRMAN: I hope Ambassador Jaipal's statement answered the question
raised by Ambassador Flowerreec, L draw the conclusion that we all agree that, on the
- basis of the request made this mornlng by Ambassador Salah-Bey of Algeria on behalf

of the Group of 21, the Secretariat is asked to proceed in accordance w1th that
request. . :

Tt was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: You will recall that at our 125th plenary meeting. the Committee
agreed to hold the next plenary meeting on Friday, 24 April, at 10.30 a.m. It was
also decided that the Thursday plenary meeting would not take place this week and
that instead there would be a meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiclogical
Weapons. Therefore, we will meet in plenary meeting on Friday at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 11,%5 a.m.
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The CHAIDMAN: In accordance with its programae of work, the Comaiitice
continucs its consideration of Inferiu reports of ad lwoc w011‘3° sroups, if any
May I also note that, in confornlty with zule 30 of the rules of procedure, it is the
right of any Member St t2 of the Commities to ralce any subvject relevant to the work
f the Conmittee at a plenary ueeting nﬂAto have full oonhxuuﬁ'tf of presenting

its visvs on any subject which it may consider tc merit atvtentic

The distinguished Chairmen of Jhe Ad Hoc Working Groups on Effective International
Arranpenents to Ensure Non-Nuclear Wéapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of
Nuclear Weapons, on Chemical Weanons and on Radiological Weapons-are also inscribed
to sneak today in connection with the activities of their respective groups: - -1
shall give them the floor after we have exhausted our list of speakers.

Mrs. THORSSON (Sweden): Hr. Chairman, this week's plenary discussions are, as
we all know, devoted to the possible receptlon of interim reports of the CD's
ad hoc groups,

However, in accordance with paragraph 30 in section VIII of the CD's-rules of
procedure, I want to use a short part of today's plenary meeting to address once
again the priority one item of the CD 1981 agenda, namely, the achievement of
a CTBT. I regret that because of my duties as Chairman of the United Nations
Expert Group on Disarmament and Development I shall have to leave before the end of
the meeting.

Pirst, however, a few words on another and deeply troublesowme issue that has
recently becore an acute warming signal to the disarmament community, i.e., the
threatening possibility of svace werfare.

The recent, first and successful space shuttle voyage has been hailed, wrobably
rightly, as new evidence of the triumphs of technology. In the background, however,
expressions of uucase have been heard. The important military elements of this
venture have been directly referred to. In the aftermath of this technological
success, rusmours tell us about ambitious plans in one of the Superpowers to establish,
in various vays, a perianent and active military presence in space. Understandably,
the leader of the other Superpower a few days ago suggested a complete ben on the
militarization of outer space. Thig suggestion would, of course, have been all the
more welcoime had that Superpower not for years been pursuing equally active
technological preparations for the military use of space.

A source of immediate concern is the development of so-called anti-satellite
systems for which, as we wnderstand it, research and development is ongoing in both
Superpowers, but press reports have also appeared about the possibility that other
weapons systems, inter alia in the ABM field, may be under consideration.

I wention these facts because they present, in my view, another waming signal
to this Coumittee. We should prepare ourselves for considering, at short notice,
the urgency of preserving outer space, another "common heritage of mankind", for
peaceful activities in accordance with paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and of keeping
intact, in letter and in spirit, the Outer Space Treaty.

To raise, on the very last day of the first half of the 1981 CD session, the
matter of the continuously unfulfilled promises of a CTBT seems indeed highly
appropriate, as this issue has been the unsolved item number one for far too many
sessions of the CCD and the CD. We have in the past used every available opportunity
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to face three nuclear-weapon States with the responsibility which they have undertaken
by pledging themselves to achieve a CTBT, in Moscow 13 years ago and in CGeneva

13 years ago. The obligation to live up to those solemm pledges, thereby upholding
the sanctity of international agreements freely entered into, has not been denied;

the legally binding character of their signatures and ratification acts has not been
repudiated by these nuclear-weapon States. Moreover, these very saie States, by a
vote in the United Nations General Assembly three and a half years ago in support of
a detailed time~table for achieving a CTBT by the time of the first special session of
the General Assembly in 1978, gave a promise to the international community which
now, in the year 1981, is still unfulfilled. ‘

In little more than one year from now the second special session of the
General Asseimbly on disarmament will be convened in New York. One of its main tasks
will be to review and assess the implementation of the decisions and recommendations
of the first special session. As matters now stand this looks like being a gloomy
process, to say the least. This is particularly true as regards the high priority
items relating to nuclear disarmament, including the question of a CTBT. TUnless the
situation is rapidly remedied there is considerable risk that the year 1981 will
serve as an illustration of the near total failure of disarmament negotiations and
will gravely erode the credibility of this body, which was created by the
General Asseimbly at its first special session on disarmament.

Vo, Mr. Chairman, is to blame?

As the CD is the sole multilateral negotiating body for disarmament and is
formally charged with specific tasks by the United Nations General Asseuwbly, it is
of course the duty of all of us around this table to use the remaining time up to
June 1982 to try to remedy the dismal situation of today, inter alia by exerting
every effort to initiate the only too long overdue multilateral treaty negotiations --
in this context, on a CTBT. But this duty rests nuch nore heavily with those of us
.who are undertaking over the years an increasingly larger number of underground tests
while, at the same time, engaged in preparatory trilateral talks on a CIBI.

I do not need to repeat the sad history of the CTBT efforts, nor the arguments
in favour of such a treaty, advocated over the years by all those genuinely concerned
with reversing the long-lasting and serious trends in the globel arms race, including
nuclear proliferation. I have only to pose some pertinent questions.

Why is it that the whole CTBT process seems to have come to a standstill, in
spite of its tremendous urgency and the shortness of time available to us? VWhy is
it that soime States can refuse to live up to soleum obligations? VWhy is it that
the CD is unable to agree on a procedural decision to establish the appropriate
organizational framework for the highest priority item on its agenda?

Ve lmow the answers.. In. spite of urgent requests by the Group of 21 -- to which
Sweden beloungs, by a number of Western States and by the East European States,
two nuclear-weapon States persist in their resistance to such a move, thereby
challenging the requests.of responsible Governments and world public opinion.
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The deley caused by this altitude cannot be tolerated. in ad hoc
workins groun on a CTBT must be established at the very beginning oif the sunney
segsion to enalle concrete multilateral negotiations thewn to start ilumediatvely.

weapon States to convey to their Covernments the ardent request of tha
overvheluing majority of this Committes to reconsider their pesition and 1o
accent the establishing of en ad hoc working group of the CD on 2 CTBT.  They
will thereby pave the way for the CD to fulfil the agelong aspiration of the -
disarmament community: the achievement of a CTBT. ‘

lr. VALKER (Australia): Uy delegation, like others who have already gspoken
at the last two or three meetings, would like. to make a few comments on the stage
we' have rcached at the.end of our spring session. :

Several -delegations have noted that mercifully we have avoided last year's .
near-paralysis at the spring session over procedural issues. It is right to -
pay tribute to the spirit of accommodation which all delegations have shown in
this regard. But it is a sad commentary on last year's effort that this should
now be hailed as an achievement.

Hy delegation feels that still this year too much time has been spent on
procedural issues, and especially on debating how the CD should organize its
work. We join Canada in believing that this has been given disproportionate
importance. Ve are not so naive as to fail to understand that such procedural
debate is often a form of advocacy. .Bub we also feel that the CD has been at
some risk of devoting too much time to advocacy of what this or that group of
delegations would like the CD to be doing. It is fair to state our national
positions; but to devote too much of our effort to advocacy —-- advocacy often
destined for ears outside this chamber -- risks undermining the CD's true task
as the single multilateral negotiating body, negotiating on issues which
Governnments have decided %o make the subject of negotiatims here.

0f 21l the items on our agenda, for Australia the first priority is the
comprehensive test ban. We regret that it has not yet been possible for
the CD to engape in substantive negotiations on this issue. Ve welconmed the
initiative of the Group of 21 which has led to our holding informel ueetings
on this issue and we believe that the exchanges in these meetings heve been
usefvl in foreshadowing the attitudes which delegations will take when
subgtentive negotiations vbegin. We also believe that the group of seismic
experts has continued to do useful work. My Governument believes that the CD
could end should be doing a great deal more to prepare the. way for an
international seismic detection network in support of a comprehensive test ban
treaty. We have made specific proposals to this end. All arranzenents for
such a network must be fully worked out before a CTB cen come into full effect
end it is in our view wrong not to undertake this essential work unow. We see
no valid reason for delay on the grounds that the CTB itself is not yet the
subject of detailed negotiations in this Committee.
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1y delegation also shares the concern expressed by. that of Cenada avout the
use that has been made of the phrase "political will", The concept appears
in. paragraph 10 of the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament in quotation marks and it is there made distinct
from the significant. role that can also be played by the effective functioning
of internctional disaruament machinery. It appears again in paragraph 41,
where it is given a positive and objective connotation as one of the clements
contributing to favourable conditions for success in the disarmament process.
We regret its having been used since in this Conmittee so oftea in a subjective
and accusatory vein, 1 say subgectlve because what one man regards as a lack
of political will to accept a particular concession is, to another men, the
political will to preserve that which he regards as essential. Ho country is
represented here to be told that it lacks the political will to disarmy all of
us are here to. find out how we can maintain or enhance our securlty through
arms control and disarmament,

For Australia, the other priority item on cur agenda is the proncsed
chemical wcapons convention, In the Working Group, unéer the dynamic and able
leadershipn of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden and in the Committee itself,
notahly during the period of concentration of work on chemical weapons, we have
made good progress in defining the isgsues to be covered in a chemical weapons
convention. Australia wants work to proceed rapidly, bringing us closer
towards the conclusion of a convention. VWe have made specific proposals to
this end. Qur work so far has thrown up a. wide range of ideas. We hope that
as ve progress in the summer session it will be possible to condense this
broad spectrum of ideas, to build on the substantial extent of convergence
which has already been identified and to come much closer to agreement as to
the contents of the future convention.

Another urgent task, because the second special session of the
CGeneral Assembly devoted to disarmament is rapidly approaching, is for us to
draft together a comprehensive programme of disarmament, TFor Australia the
most important requirement of the Committee'!s endeavour on this topic is that
we should develop a programme that will positively assist the future course of
international work on disarmament.

In our view the comprehensive programme of disarmament must be realistic.
It must not raise false expectations. For the (D to draft a programme such
as ve might wish it could be, rather than one attuned to the harsh realities
of this world, would be to.set the scene for further disappointment. That
would be a disservice to the cause of disarmament. If we are to encourage
nations to . seek security through disarmament, we must propose a prograime that
all can helieve in.

Seconély, it would in our view be a wholly negative development if the
comnrehensive programme were itself to. become a divisive element. And it
would be wrong for any country to join discussions on disarmament in the hope .
of making other countries look bad; - or to promote proposals designed to
strengthen its own position to the detriment of that of others., In Australia's
view, the only valid and genuvine measures of alsarmament are those which add to
the security of sll concemmned.
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So much for what we do not want., I now turn in positive terms to the CFD
which the Australian delegation hopes this Committee is in the process of
elaborating. We see the CPD, as I have said, as a guide for all concerned
with disarmament, as a means of placing disarmament efforts into a long-term
perspective and as a gauge by which current and future efforts may be judged.,

We are heartened to note the existence of a wide measure of international
agreement as to the nature of the major issues on the international disarmament
agenda, We must make full use of this basis of agreement established through
years of negotiation. I refer particularly to the Final Document of the first
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the conclusions
of the United Nations Disarmament Commission and the Declaration of the 1980s
as the Second Disarmament Decade. Without reopening old disputes we might at
the same time cast a critical eye on some of the items, asking ourselves: 1is
such and such a proposal truly realistic and constructive?

Hy delegation will have specific proposals tc make in this regard. In
particular we believe that the CPD must give due weight %o the responsibilities of
non-nuclear-weapon: States, notably to strengthen the very important existing
measures against the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons. Ve are often
reirinded that ihe nuclear-weapon States must make progress tovards unuclear arms
control end disarmament for the sake of that objective, Iy delegation fully
agrees; but it also believes in the other side of the same coin, namely, that

further effective measures against horizontal proliferation can help progress
against vertical proliferation.’

Distinguished previous speakers have said, in effect, that a CPD should be
more then a Programme of Action, more than o Final Document and more than a mere
listing of objectives. Ve agree with this approach, Australia has always
believed that the only productive way to work on -disarmament is a gradual,
step-by-step, brick-by-brick approach in which each step achieved provides the
basis for future progress. We believe the history to date of intermational arms
control efforts vindicates this approach. In our view, therefore, a CPD should
comprise a series of logically related disarmament steps grouped into phases.
Within each phase could be enumerated not only concrete disarmament measures but
also measures that would complement the negotiation of disarmament agreements,
studies that can facilitate smooth negotiations in the subsequent phase and
confidence-building measures designed to create a more relaxed atmosphere and
thereby make future progress possible. .
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The Working Group still has much to do. It must still negotiaté in détail
on each of the measures to be included in the programme end, as a parallel
task closely related to this, it must develop a clear concept of what is
meant by stages or phases in the programme., - To guide us through this.task. -
we will need all the experience, authority and dedication which the
distinguished Chairmen of the Working Group, Ambassador Garcfa Robles of lMexico,
brings to his heavy responsibilities., So far the VWorking Group has been marked
by a spirit of uoderation and co-operation on the part of all particivanis.
If this spirit -carries over, as we hope, into the swimer session, it may be
possible for the CD to develop a constructive and realistic CPD -~ o CFD that
would nerit the moral currency that we believe it should have ~- in - short, a
CPD such that nations of all persuasions could say: this programme can and must
be implenieatéd i :

" Turming quickly to negative security assurances, my delegation joins in the
unaninous expressions of appreciation extended by the members of the
Working Group to its able Chairman, Minister Ciarrapico of Italy. VWe also wish
to join .in the compliments extended to Ambassador Fein of the Netherlands for the
incisive analysis of the issues involved which he gave us at last week's plenary
meeting. Others have pointed out that the five different formulations of the
negative security assurances given by each of the nuclear-weapon States reflect
the strategic situation -and the strategic doctrines of each of the States
concerned. We should be surprised if it were otherwise.. Each of the non-nuclear-
weapon States also has its particular strategic concerms., Some seek security
in neutrality or non-alignment; others, like Australia, have chosen alliance
with nuclear-weapon States as the most appropriate means for ensuring their own
security and that of others as well. Countries in this latter category view
the negative security assurances offered by the nuclear-weapon States from their
own perspective of wishing to see the full effectiveness of their alliances '
maintained. .. From this viewpoint, we appreciate the value that negative security
assurances, given by the nuclear-weapon States, cen have for the non-aligned and
neutral States to which they are directed and thereby for the intermational
community as e whole,

The last item on our active agenda is the proposed radiological weapons
convention., This matter does not intrinsically have the same pressing
urgency as the other agenda items. My -delegation believes that the CD should
nevertheless dispatch it promptly. The road to this category of possible
weapons should be closed and, because of the high degree of accord as to the
essential substance of the convention, we believe that we should be able to
vrap it up quickly, hopefully this year.  Here again, heavy burdens are laid
on the shoulders of the distinguished Chairman of the Working Group,
Ambassador Komiveg of Hungary.  Fortunately, they are broad shoulders.

In conclusion, I had the pleasure to be the first to welcome you to the
onerous task .of chairing our-Committee this month; I now have the further
pleasure of being one of the first. —— the first of many, I am sure -- to
congratulate you on the way you have discharged this duty., The énergy, the
sense of responsibility, the experience and the know-how you have brought to
the task have earned the gratitude of all delegations.



CD/PV.127
12

The CHAIRMAIf: I thank the distinguished representetive of fLustralia for his
statement and for ithe kind vords addressed to the chair. :

Nr. SLLAH BDiY (ilgerie): ir. Cheirmén, on vehalf of the Group of 21, I have
the privilege of making the following gtatement and I shculd like to recuest that
it be circulated as an official document 'cf the Commitltee on Disarmoment.

Lt the initiative of the Group of 21, the Committee on Discrmament held informal
meetings during the first part of its 1981 séssion to undertake a substantive
exemination of concrete issues relating to item 1 of its agenda, entitled:
nuclear test ban. ‘

The discussions vhich took place in these informal meetings have further
reinforced the conviction held by the Group of 21 that the Committee on Disarmament
should proceed vithout delay to undertake multilateral negotiations on the ouestlon
of a nuclear test ban, In its working paper CD/oA of 27 February 1580, -the '

Group of 21 stated thet in its considered viev vorking groups are the best ava ailable
machinery for the conduct of concrete negotiations vithin the Committee on Disarmament.
Therefore, the Group of 21 in principle supported the establlshment of work1n~ groups
on all 1tens of the Committec's agenda.

.. In a subsequent working paper, CD/72 dated 4 March 1980, the Group of 21 urged
the setting up of an ad hoc working group of the Committee on its agenda itenm
entitled nuclear test ban, during the first part of the 1930 session. Unfortunately,
no consensus could be reached on this proposdl during the entire 1980 session of
the Cormittee on Disarmament.

The Group .of 21 would recommend that in the light of the discussions held in
informal meetlngs of the Committee, the Committee on Disarmament should, at the
beginning of the second part of its 1981 session, decide to set up an ad hoc
working group on item 1 of 1ts acenda. In order to facilitate the adoption of this
decision, the Group of 21 vould suggest the following mandate for the ad hoc
working &roup:

"The Committee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration
of the second part of its 1981 sesgsion, an ad hoc workln group of the
Committee to negotiate on provisions relating to the scope, verification
of compllance, and the final clauses of a draft treaty relating to item 1
of its agenda, entitled 'nuclear test ban'. The ad hoc working group will
report to the Committee on Disarmament on the progress of its work at an 'A
appropriate tlme and in any case before the conclusion of its 1981 session.

"During the course of negotiations on this item, the zd hoc'working aroup
will take into account existing proposals and future initiatives, including
the reports on the trilateral negpotiations among the USSR, the United Kingdom
and the United States on this subject presented during the 1979 and
1980 sessions of the Committee on Disarmament, as well as any'future reports
on the trilateral negcotiations that may be submitted to the Commititee by
the parties concerned during the remainder of its 1981 session'.
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The Group of 21 firmly believes that the Committee on Disarmament is entitled
to knovw without further delay the specific reasons that have so far prevented the
three nuclear-weapon States, which have tnen carrying out among themselves
separate negotiations for the past four years, frowm heeding the often repeated
and pressing appeals of the General Assembly for the expediting of such
negotiations "with a view to bringing them to a positive conclusion as a matter
of urgency" and transmitting the results to the Commititee on Disarmament.

Ag a further contribution to the wvork of the Committee on Disarmament on &
nuclear test ban, the Group of 21 would like to draw attention to specific questions
which have been addressed jointly or separately to the parties engoged in the
trilateral negotiations, in the course of both formal and informal meetings of the
Committee during the first part of its 1981 session. The cuestions vhich are
still avaiting suitable response from the negotiating States, are of relevance
to the concerns of the internationazl community, which has repeatedly deplored the
continuance of the testing of nuclear weapons and has called for the early conclusion
of a nmuclear test ban. Clarifications and further informetion have been requested
from the States engaged in trilateral negotiations on the following key issues:

I. Conduct of multilateral negotiations

1. Vhat is the role that the trilateral negotiators envisage for-the Committee
on Disarmament to play in the multilateral negotiation of a treaty on the nuclear
test ban, given the consensus reached in paragraph 51 of the Pinal Document that
the trilateral negotiations should be concluded urgently and the result submitted
to the Committee on Disarmament for full consideration by the multilateral
negotiating body with a view to the submission of a draft treaty to the

General Assembly at the earliest possible date?

2. Uhat are, in the view of the trilateral negotiators, the main obstacles to
the conclusion of the trilateral negotiations?

5. Vhen do the trilateral negotistors believe that their negotiations will be
resumed and by what time are they likely to be concluded?

II. Scope

4. Do the trilateral negotiators consider the scope of the treaty under negotiation
broad enough to contribute effectively to the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmament? : :

. Does the treaty under negotiation make provision for the promotion of the
peaceful applications of nuclear technology, especially in the developing
countries? .

6. What specific arrangements, if any, are envisaged to provide for the
conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions under the treaty they are negotiating?
Would the framework within which each State party could conduct peaceful nuclear
explosions under the future treaty be the subject of multilateral negotiation?
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T Do the trilateral negotiators intend the treaty under negotistion among.them to
be an adequate basis for a truly comprehensive and universal ban on nuclear weapon
testing by all States in 211 enviromments for all time to come, which is the goal

of the international community os expressed in several resolutions of the

General Assembly?

III. Verification of compliance

8. How would the trilateral negotiators reconcile the dual system of verification
measures that they are negotiating with the principle that a multilateral treaty
should create equal rights and obligations for all ite parties?

a Vhat are the “special concerns and circumstances' that make additional measures

S

of verification necessary?

10. VWould the trilateral negotiators clarify as to vhat specific measures are -
included under '"netional technical means of verification”? Vould the information
gathered by such means be available, without discrimination, to all States parties
to the treaty?

IV. Other clauses

11. The internaticnal community has repeatedly expressed its conviction that =
treaty on a nuclear test ban must be of unlimited duration. Vill the trilateral
negotiators conform with that conviction and, if that were not the case, clarify
what is the duration they have in mind?

12. Since it is highly desirable that the future treaty should attract universal
adherence, and should be based on the principle of equal rights for all its parties,
vhat special reagons do the trilateral negotiators have to accord the permenent
members of the Security Council a virtual veto over the amendment. procedure to be
included in the treaty?

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): 4t the beginning of the’
month, at one of the informal meetings the Committee has been holding on IHondays,
I had occasion to express ny delegation's particular satisfaction that it was your
turn to assume the chairmanship of the Committee. Since this is the first time
I have had occasion to speak at a formal meeting, it is a great pleasure for me
to express our satisfaction again and to tell you that, the way you have guided
our discussions during the month of 4pril, continuing the valuable work done by
your two immediate predecesuors, Ambassador de la Gorce and fLmbassador Herder, .
has been another demonstration to us of the experience and skill that all of us
are familiar with who have had an opportunity to work with you both in this
multilateral negotiating body and in the First Committee of the United Iations
General Assembly.

Ve offer you, therefore, lir. Chairman, our sincerest congratuletions.

As we near the end of the first part -- the spring part, as it is usually
called —- of the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament, I should like to offer
some observations, which I shall try to make ag brief as possible, on the six items
we have had on our agenda.
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I shall begin byreferring to the item on the claboration of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament, but I would explain that in making some brief remarks,
primarily of an informative nature, I shell be speaking, no% as the representative
of Mexico but as the Chairman of the Ld Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensivé
Programme of Disarmement, an office to vhich I had the honour of being appointed
by the Committee last February.

Between 19 February and 23 April the Working Group held ten meetings,
vhich means that, with the ten held last year, the meeting which took place
yesterday, Thursday, 23 Lpril, was the twentieth. During these ten meetings, .
it has been possible to complete preliminary examination of all the documents
submitted to the Working Group before 6 April on "measures" and "stages of
implementation', vhich, of all the proposals contained in the seven parts of
the outline approved last year, will no doubt be the ones which will require
the greatest efforts in order to achieve the requisite consensus.

A very advanced stage has also been reached in the preliminary examination
of the working papers relating to the chapler dealing with "principles". A4t
the beginning of the second part of the current segsion, I intend to suggest to
the Vorking Group that we should continue our first reading of the contenis of
the remaining chapters, beginning with the one dealing with "objectives', then
turning to those on "priorities' and "machinery' and ending, as agreed last year,
with a preliminary consideration of what might be included in the introduction.

I would not like to conclude this part of my statement without expressing
my sincere appreciation to all members of the Working Group for the valuable
contributions they have made to the discussions. I should also like to appeal
to all delegations or groups of delegations which intend o submit proposals
on any of the chapters contained in the outline of the programme or on the
programme as a whole to take full advantage of the secven veeks' recess starting
today so that, at the beginning of the go-called summer part of the session,
they will be.in a position to submit them Ho the Secretariat for immedinte
reproduction and distribution in all the working languages of +the Committee.

We must always be very much aware of the fact that the Ad Hoc Vorking Group

on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament is the only one of the four

vorking groups so far set up vhich has o definite time-limit for the completion
of the task entrusted to it and that- the time-limit is not very far off, since
barely a year separates us from the opening of the second special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Speaking as the representative of IMexico, T.would now like to refer very
briefly to the five other items on the Committee's agenda, starting with the three
for which we were also able to set up ad hoc working groups, as in the case of the
item on the comprehensive progromme of disarmament to vhich I have Just referred.

With regard to the agenda item on "effective international arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-veapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear veapons'',
usually referred to much more briefly os the "nepative guarantees® item, my delegation
still considers that, if it is the intention that such guarontees should be embodied
in a completely legally binding international instrunent, the most feasible and
effective procedure is the one used in Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for
the Prohibition of Huclear Veapons in Latin imerica, the Treaty of Tlatelolco.
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As regards the elimination of chemical weapons, we have noted with genuine
satisfaction that the progress made last year in the relevant Working Group has
alned ﬂreater impetus this yeur and that the Working Group has nearly completed
the tasL, entrusted to it by the Committee on 17 larch 1980, of defining, through

substantive examination, the issues to be deal$ with in the negotiation and
elaboration of a multilateral convention on the complete and effective prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical veapons and on their
destruction, In view of this fact, and because this is a. metter of high priority,
wve conside? that +he Committee should modify the mandate approved earlier for

the Uorklng Group.to suit. present conditvions and, at the second part of the cutrent
session, requesy 1t impediately to initiate negotlations for the drefting of the
provisions of the convention in question.

With regard to efforts to reach agreement on the text of s convention

Tprohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons', our position is based on the fact that this item is, relatively speaking,
one of the least important on the Committee's agenda. TFor this reasony’ and in

order to make the best .possible use of the short time available to the so-called
"single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum", we are inclined to think
that we should not be %oo demanding about the form and content of the international
instrument with respect to which we received, nearly two years ago, a Jjoint proposal
by the United Stetes and the Soviet Union —- Pouvers which do not often give us
an opportunity to see them reaching agreement in matters of disarmament.

We therefore consider that, in this instance, it would be wise, to be content
vith what we have, without, however, sacrificing any element involving guestions
of principle. Thus, for example, we consider it essential that the teit of” '
the convention should make it gquite clear that none of its provisions may ke
interpreted to the detriment of any obligations relating to the limitation,
reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons which may flow from treaties,
conventions, protocols and other such international instruments, or from resolutions
of the United Notions General fLssembly that have been adopted by consensus.

Contrary to what many delegations have been advocating -- and the delegation
of Mexico, as you will rec¢all, has been doing so with particular emphasis ever
since the. opening of the current session on 3 Pebruary 1981 -- it has unfortunately,

and paradoxically, been impossible to establish ad hoc working groups on
items 1 and 2, vhich are those which presumably merit the highest priority in
our work.

As regards the first of those items, the opposition to the setting up of a
vorking . group rests solely, it seems, in the objections of two of the nuclear-ieapon
Powers. Ve therefore fully share the view of the Group of 21 .on this matter, as
described in the statement read out today which states, inter alia, that:

"The Group of 21 firmly believes that the Committee on Disarmament is
entitled to know without further delay the specific reasons that have so
far prevented the three nuclear—veapon States, which have been carrying
out among themselves separate negotiations for the past four years, from
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heeding the often repeated and pressing appeals of the General issembly
for the expediting of such negotiations 'with.a view to bringihg thenm
to a positive conclusion as = matber of urgency' and transmitting the
results to the Commitiee on Discrmament!

Although, as in the previous case, it has also been impossible to reach'
consensus on the establishment of an ad hoc working group on agenda item 2,
on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, the 1nforma1
discussions that we have been having each week have shown the justification
for the position wvhich has from the beginning been upheld by meny delegations,
including that of Hexico, and which was defined in terms similar to those
I have just quoted in the statement of the Group of 21 read out in this room
last week by the distinguished representative of ilgeria, in his capa ity as
co-ordinator of the Group, in vhich the Group of 21 reiterated its belief that
"all nations, nuclear and non-nuclear all e, have a vital int ereot in measures
of nuclear disarmament because the existence of nuclear weapono in the arsenals
of a handful of Powers directly and fundamentally jeopardizes the security of
the vhole world" and went on to say that:

"The Group of 21 is further convinced, as a result of the

discuegsions, thatv doctrines of nuclear deterrence, far from being

responsible for the maintenance of international peace and security, lie
at the root of the continuing escalation of the quantitative and
qualitative development of nuclear crymaments and lead to greater
insecurity and instability in international relations. loreover, such
doctrines, which in fthe ultimate analysis are predicated upon the
willingness to use nuclear weapons, cannot be the basis for preventing
the outbreak of a nuclear wer; a war which would affect belligerents
and non-beligerents alike. The competitive accumulation of nuclear
arms by the nuclear-uveapon States cannot be condoned on grounds that
it is indispenseble to their security. Such an argument is patently
false considering that the increase in nuclear arsenalz, far from
contributing to the strengthening of the cecurity of all States, on
the contrary, weakens it, and increases the danger of the outbreal of
a nuclear wvar. Hdreover, the Group of 21 rejects as politically and
morally unjustifiable that the security of the whole world should
be made to depend on the state of relations existing among nuclear-
weapon States.!

or the reasons I have just given and which were sgo convincingly set forth
by the Group of 21 my delegation hopes that, when the Committee resumes its work
next June, it will finally be possible to establish ad hoc vorking groups to
deal with the first two items on the agenda, which, as the United Hations
General Assembly and the Committee itself have recognized, not once but nmany
times, warrant the highest priority.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles, for his statement which he also mede in his capacity as the
Chairman of the Vorking Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disaxrmament. I
thank him also for the kind vords addressed to the chair.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary)s I have the honour to make a statement on behalf of a
group of socialist countries on the results of the first part of the 1981 session
of the Committce on Disarmament.

This year the vork of the Uommittee on Disarmament has been proceeding in a
notable period. The 26th Congress of bthe Communist Party of the Soviet Union has
been an event of historic dimensions. The Congress has put forward a broad and
multifaceted programme for the invigoration of the international situation
comprising a wide range of constructive ideas and initiatives very important for
the cause of peace. These new major ideas and initiatives arc an organic continuation
and_elaboration of the Programme of Peace moved by the 24th and 25th Congresses
-©f the Communist Party of the Soviet Union vith regard to the most urgent problems
of the contemporary intermational relations. Pride of place among them belongs
to the proposals aimed at curbing the arms race and at disarmament, that is, the
proposals concerning the key problems of present-day international life.  These
initiatives are concrete and realistic and they cover the main aspects and directions
of military détente.

The implementation of the programme advanced at the Congress would open the
vay for the solution of the most acute and long-ripe international issues and the
creation of a climate of mutual trust and peaceful co-operation among States for
the sake of peace and the security of all pedples. All this would undoubtedly
contribute to the productive work of the Cormittee on Disarmament and would have the
most favourable impact on the settlement of the responsible and important tasks
facing it. ' .

Congresses of Comminist Parties which have a great international import have
also taken place in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and .the German Democratic Republic.
The decisions adopted by all these congresses, like the decisions of the previously
held congresses of other fraternal socialist States, convincingly demonstrate the
unshakeable allegiance of the countries of the socialist community to the lofty ideals
of peace, détente and disarmament. This foreign policy course of the socialist
countries is of a long-term nature and is not susceptible to momentary trends.

Many of the disarmament proposals put forward at the congresses have the most
direct bearing on the activities of the Committee. In the course of the session
the delegations of the socialist countries have been draving the attention of the
participants in the negotiations to the decisions of the congresses pertaining to
the disarmament issues, have been ¢xplaining in detail their contents, and have been
stressing the importance of these decisions for the fulfilment of the tasks facing
the Committee. Ve note with satisfaction that many delegations in the Committee —=
as a reflection of the most vivid response in the world produced by the work of the
congresses ~~ have shown profound interest in their materials.
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It is undoubtedly a positive fact that this year the session of the Cormittee
has gotten under way and has been proceeding, on the whole, in a business-like
and constructive mammer. Attemptc by certain delegations %o poison the atmosphere
of negotiations, to introduce in the worlk of the Committee questions of no
relevance to its business have not yielded the desired results. I1 is essential
to preserve in future as vell the business-like trend in the work of the Committee
and the constructive tone of the discussions.

On practically all agenda items of the Committee the socialist States have
submitted concrete and realistic proposals dictated by their genuine concern for
the advancement in the solution of the most important and long-ripe questions of
disarmament. To this end, the delegations of the socialist countries have sought
to assign the highest priority in the work of the Committee primarily to those
guestions wvhich are of paramount importance for curbing the arms race, deepening
the relaxation of itensions and relieving mankind of the threat of a nuclear war.

Proceeding from the belief that nuclear veapons constitute the gravest peril
to the survival of humanity, the delegations of the socialist countries, Just
as at the previous sessions of the Committee, have consistently advocated the
consideration of the questions related to the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and to nuclear disarmament as a matter of highest priovity. As early as in
February 1979 the socialist countries moved an initiative on that issue which has
gained wide recognition. VWith a view to preparing negotiations on the cessation
of the nuclear arms race the socialist countries have proposed the holding of
consultations within the framework of the Committee on Disarmament. They have
also supported the proposal to establish an ad hoc working group. The socialist
countries believe that it is necessary, first and foremost, to determine a set of
guestions to be examined and to resolve the cuestions connected with the
organizational aspect of the negotiations. The subject matter of the negotiations
must be, in the view of the soc¢ialist countries, the cessation of the production
of all types of »uclear weapons and the rradual reduction cf stockpiles of such
wveapons until they have been completely destroyed.

The socialist countries attach considerable importance to the conclusion
of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclesr-weapon tests. They
are in favour of the Committee playing an active part in the solution of this task
and they express themselves in support of the proposal on setting up within the
framework of the Committee.an ad hoc working group on that issue on the condition
of the participation in it of all the nuclear Powers.

The socialist countries continue to attach great significance to the trilateral
negotiations on this issue. They take the view that the consideration of the
problem of a nuclear test ban within the Committee must not complicate the course
of the negotiations. The lack of political will on the part of the United States
and the United Kingdom is the main reason why the trealy has not yet been
concluded. ‘

Taking into account the importance and urgency of the problem of the
non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are
no such weapons at present, the socialist countries moved a proposal to establish
an ad hoc group on this subject.
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In the circumstances vhich have developed in the Committee when, because
of the laék of consensus, ad hoc working groups have not been established on
the first and second items of its agenda, the socialist countries, seeking to
initiate ags early as possible business-like negotiations on the substance of the
problems of the cessation of the nuclear aims race and nuclear disarmament as
vell as on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon -tests,
supported the proposal on holding informel meetings of the Committee on
Disarmament. While not regarding the holding of such meetings as a substitute
for the establishment of corresponding working groups, the co-authors of this
statement share the opinion of the usefulness of such a form of working in the
Committee on Disarmament. : '

The vivid exchange of views vhich was held at the informal meetings has
once again demonstrated in a very convincing manner the interest shewn by the
overvhelming majority of the delegations in ensuring that the Commitiee on
Disarmament makes its own concrete and weighty contribution to the attainment
of nuclear disarmament and the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tescts.

The socialist countries deem it dmperative and advisable to zo on, at the
summer session of the Committee, with the consideration of questions related to
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to nuclear disarmament, including
the question of the non-stationing of nuclear veapons on the territories of
States where there are no such weapons at present, as well as the issue of the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-irezpons tests. A basis for such
discussions may- be found in the considerations of a group of cocialist countries
(document CD/162) as well as in the proposals by the Group of 21.

The socialist countries attach great importance to the problem of
strengthening the security suarantces for non-nuclear-weapon States.

The socialist countries believe that one of the meost effective means of
strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclear-wveapon States would be the
conclusion of a relevant international convention. In viev of the negative
position taken by certain States in this respect, however, and remaining at the
same time staunch advocates of the idea of an international convention, the :..
socialist countries have also expressed their willingness to consider another
possible alternative of solving the problem, provided that a similar approach
vould be folloved by all nuclear-weapon States. In particular, they have
suggested that all nuclear-weapon States make solemn declarations, identical or
similar in substance, concerning the non-use of nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear-wveapon States which have no such veapons on their territories. Such
declarations, if they meet the above-mentioned objective, could be backed up
by an authoritative decision of the United Hations Security Council.

The socialist countries have proposed that the work of the Ad Hoc Yorking
Group on Security Assurances be organized on a constructive and realistic
basis and the possibility of working out a common approach of the negotiating
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parties, including all nuclear-weapon States, be considered in practical temms.

The debate held in the Ad Ioc Working Gr-up has contributec to clarifying
further the positions of States and has given rise to some .inferesting obeervations
on the substance of the sccurity guarantces.

The delegations of the socialist countries continue to believe that the
problem of strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States
retains its importance in the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament and they
are determined 1o spare no efforts in order to resclve effectively this high-priority
task. :

An important direction in the work of the Committee, in the view of the
delegations of the socialist countries, has been and continues to be the prohibition
of new types and svstems of veanons of mass destruction. This issue, like all
other items on the agenda of the Committee, should be discussed using the
appropriate organizational structures. Ve welcome the fact that the advantages of,
a. competent examination of this issue in a group of experts are becoming ever
more obvious for many of the delegationc in the Committee. The mandate of such
a group could be agreed upon at informal meetings of the Committee on Disarmament
vith the participation of experts during the summer part of the current session,
as proposed by the delegation of Hungary in its working paper CD/17A.

In the opinion of the delegations of the socialist countries, at the spring
part of the session of the Committee on Disarmament real opportunities have
existed for reaching agreement on.the text of a_ itreaty on the prohibition of
radiological weapons. Regrettably, it has to be stated that, although the
4d_Hoc VYorxking Group on this issue has, indeed, succeeded in bringing somevhat
closer the positions of the negotiating parties, nevertheless agreement has not
yet been reached on the fundamental articles of a treaty. The delegations
of the socialist countries intend to continue to woxrlk perseveringly for the
earliest achievemont of a final agreement on the text of a ireaty, the importance
of the conclusion of vhich is underlined both in the Final Document of the
first special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament and in numerous resolutions adopted by the General Assembly.

The socialist countries resolutely condemn the revival of the plans for
the producvion and deployment of neutron weapcns in Vestern Burope. The
realization of these plans would seriously exacerbate the danger of a nuclear
var, and it is not by accident that the broadest posscible masses of the worldls
public are opposing the neutron weapons.

It is demonstrative that the voices of protest against the plans for the
production and deployment of neutron weapons in Vest Buropean countries have
been raised within the walls of the Commitltee on Disarmament as well. A1l the
above stresses once again the urgency of the appeal %o ban neutron weapons at
the international level on a treaty baszis as vas suggested by the socialist
countries in March 1978. :
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During the consideration of questions related to the px rohibition of
chemical veapons, the socialist countriez have directed their efforts to identifying
such apvroaches to the solution of this problem vhich would lead 4o sUGCess.
In particular, they have expressed their view on the question of the pTOhlbltlon
under the fulure convention in working papers tabled in the corresponulnw
Ad Hoc Yorking Group. :

The socialist countrics note with satisfaction the business~like character
of the examination of many aspects of the problem of the prohibition of chemical
weapons and of the identification of the more similar approaches to some of them.
Ve share the opinion of those delegations vhich hold the vieuv that the resumption of
the Soviet-American talks on this subject would facilitate the earliest elaboration
of a convention bamning chemical weapons. '

The socialist countries are fully deterhined to continue to act in the spirit’
of resolution 15/14A b adopted by the United Hations General Assembly at its
thirty-fifth session, which urged States to exert all efforts for the earliest:
successful conclusion of the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons
and on their destruction.

The delegations of the socialist countries have actively participated in
the consideration of the gquestion of a comprehensive prosrarme of disarmament .
They consider that this programme can play an important vart in stimulating
disarmament negotiations. It is essential that in elaborating a comprehensive
programme of disarmament all States should sirictly adhere to the provisions
of the Final Document of the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the report of the United Mations
Disarmement Commiggion and the Declaraulon of the 1980s as the Becond Disarmament
Decade.

The programme will be viable if it has as its basis the principle of the
undiminished security of all parties. The group of the socialist countries
states its intention to continue its constructive co-operation with all members
of the Committee on Disarmament in the elaboration of this document.,

At the summer part of the Committec's session negotiations will have to be
continued on the items on its agenda. It will be an espccially responsible
period owing to the fact that the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament is.scheduled to be held in 1982, It
is quite obvious that on the political will of the participants in the negotiations
and on their readiness to reach concrete agreements in the disarmament sphere
will depend the judgement passed on the Cormitiee's activities at the special
session.

As for the socialist States, they, being guided by the decisions of the
congresges of the Communist Parties and relevant decisions of the DPolitical
Consultative Committee of the States parties to the Varsaw Treaty, will:continue
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to exert all efforts to contribute to the productive work of the Committee, to

the solution of the issues related to tho curbing of the arms race and to
disarmament and to the consolidation of peace and international security.

I should like to request you to circulate this statement as an official
document of the Committec on Disarmament.

In concluding my statement, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the delegations
for whom I am speaking, I should like to express our gratitude and appreciation
T 52
to you for the manner in vhich you have guided our vork during the month of
April, keeping up the tradition set by your distinguished predecessors of
’ PANE ug J &g
providing a businesg-like atmosphere in our proceedings.

The CHAIRIAN: I {thank the representative of Hungary, Ambassador Komives,
for the statement he has made on behalf of a group of socialist countries.
I thank him also for the kind words he has addressed to the chair.

Mr. DB SOUZA B SIIVA (Brezil): Ir. Chairman, I would like to share with the
Committee some thoughts on the wvork accomplished by this multilateral negotiating
body during the first half of its 1981 session and to put forth a fev general
considerations on the direction in which we seem to be moving.

There is some cause for cober satisfaction, although there are no grounds
. for enthusiasm. The distinguished representative of Canada noted, last
Thursday, the ‘igeneral willingness to get down to business'’. In some areas, such
as chemical weapons, the comprehensive programme of disarmament and radiological
veapons, we did get down to business and have made some progress, albeii slow
and sometimes uncertain. The debates on the question of negative security
assurances have shed light on important conceptual points and on the deep reasons
vhy the present cituation is unsatisfactory for most States. It will talke time
and patience for negotiations and discussions on these four items to yield
practical results. Iy delegation believes, however, that the expcrience gained
within the four working groups has shoun that the creation of subsidiary bodies
with clear negotiating mendates is the best way to proceed forward in the tasks
that vere assigned to the Committee as a vhole.

That general willingness to get down to business must also be credited
for the wise avoidance, during the spring secsion, of sterile debate on a
number of controversial issues which, although very important matiers of
principle for the delegations concerned, camot be solved within the province
- of this body. We respect the national positions at stake and we are grateful
for the fact that the controversy on those issues vas not alloved to become
a stumbling block for our substantive debate., Although there has been a tendency
to refer to questions of that kind as Vprocedural’, I believe we all recognize
that deeper considerations of national policy lie at the root of the matter. Ve
should all recognize that the restraint and spirit of conciliation displayed by
the most interested delegations bespeaks their genuine concern with the need for
thig Committee to discharge its functions in the most practical way possible.
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Ls Ambassador McPhail put it in the statement I refeorred to, the authority
of the CD, and indeed its very existence, vill depond on its performance. Vhile
ve all agree on the need to obtain resulis, ve may differ on the nost adequate
ways to organize our discussions toward the achievement of results. In this
sense, procedural debate and the search for the bestv structure for our vork
are important, indeed essential. The issues under the aegis of the Committee
are ample, complex and delicate; they ftouch on matters of vital concern to
all 3tates. Ve must conduct our work on a sound procedural framevork in order
to ensure the best possible basis on vhich to march forvard on substance.

I think that one example will illustrate this point. Tor the first time
in the history of the Committee and its predeceszors, we had the opportunity
to engage in an open, informal exchange of views on the two topmost items of
our arenda, namely lhe ban on nuclear veapon testing and the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disazmament. Despite the circumstances that have
been explained to us by one of the delegations most directly concerned, and
vhich have prevented a more meaningful discussion of the conceptual questions
involved, the assessment of those four informal meetings must be a positive one,
in the view of my delegation. Ve lacked, unfortunately, a definite,. clear
framevork that would permit us to build on the clarification of those concepts
and pogsitions. Because of the nature of the compromise which made such an exchange
of vievs possible, we now run the risk of losing the opportunity to move ahead
in the consideration of those tuo priority items. Iy delegation is firmly
convinced that the collective determination of members of this Committee can,
and should, be applied constructively to provide the possibility of progress.
e have been assured, hovever, that the views and concems expressed here are
being duly taken into account by those vho shape the policies that are, in many
respects, the key to the security and survivel of the vhole world. Ve
sincercly hope that that assurance will find a concrete and positive reflection in
the performance of our Committece as from the start of the second part of the
1201 session.

This brings me to the guestion of political will. Policy depends on
perception; and the will of States in their multilateral dealings, as reflected
in their policies, is inevitably predicated on their perception of their
national interests and of the contemporaxry icalitiec. Iy delegation hopes
that the debate that took place here from February to late Lpril will have
showm beyond any doubt thai the contemporary realities are not restricted to the
relationship betuveen the Superpovers. Vhen ve hear the amument that the
international climate must be talten into account in disarmament negotiations, we
cannot help but agreeing; the intermational climate, hovever, is much broader than
what the advocates of that argument would care to admit. The concern of the
majority of notiong with the current trends in the nuclear arms race and with
the apparent lack of sensitivity for those concerns on the part of the
nuclear-ireapon Powers is alco an integral part of the international climate,
and a very important one at that. Apart {rom the reflections of Superpover
rivalries across the globe, cspecially in the areas vhere the confrontation
of those tvo Povers is active or latent, much of the rest of the vorld might live
vithout the tensions and fears. stemming from guch rivalries., If ‘irealism' entails
the impossibility to engage in serious multilateral efforts, but rather enhances
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rivalry and competition, then such a brand of realism in fact negetes the very
principles on viich the United Hotions, and this Committee, were cevolved. We have
been repeatedly reminded, during this first part of our session, that the Committee
must concentrate on what is ‘possible’’; but vhat is presented to us as being
‘pogsible’! are measures that will not hamper the continuing ayms build-up,
especially in the nuclear field. Ve are told of the frightful consequences of

the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, but those vho continue to
proliferate vertically do not seem anxious to fulfil the  commitments they have
entered into, both of a declaratory character and of binding legal force. The
resolutions passed by the General Assembly in the field of disarmament,
particularly the Final Document of the firct special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament are the political expression of such commitments, and their
reiteration in the forum of the CD should not be taken as a nuisance, but simply
as a reminder of the goals which all of us agreed to pursue. To downgrade the
value of the obligations and responcibilitics embodied in the TFinal Document

and to restrict the scope of what ig considered to be ‘'possible’™ constitutes,

in fact, a step backwards that could eventually undermine the credibility

and authority of the Committee on Disarmament.

Ubviously political will is not a unilaveral phenomenon, and abstract appeals
will net produce wesults. During the first part of this secsion of the :
Cormittee on Disarmament, my delegation and many others have tried to make the
case for urgent measures of nuclear disarmament, not only because all members of
the Committee have golemmly agreed that such measures are uvgently needed, but
because they are in the interest of the world community, or to use a much-repeated
expression, because the vital interesis of each of the nations of the world are
involved. The strategic nuclear equation is not a matter of parochial concern;
vhether we like it or not, all nations havea vital stake in questions of security,
because the existence of the nuclear weapon renders the vhole world insecure.
"Realism'’ rust embrace those considerations, as much as it must take into account
the bilateral rclationships that have gcerated the present situation. A4As long
as these ideas and concepic are not undexstood for vhat theyreally mean -- that is,
the legitimate expression of the concern of mankind in general and of every State
in particular for its security and survival -- the multilateral machinery for
disarmament negotiations will continue to stiuggle within the vicious circle
of the "possible'’ and the 'realistici.

My delegation dares to hope that the first part of the 1901 session of the
CD will prove to have been a step forvard in this conceptual direction, and
that the very important debate on the nuclear test ban and on nuclear disarmament
will have some impact on the political vill, and hence on the policies, of
all members of the Committee, particularly the nuclear-weapon Pouvers and the
members of the two main military alliances. Ve further hope that this trend,
which we consider positive, will continue to develop in the second half of
the session, ITf such hopes materialize, we may indeed consider the result of
these past weeks to have been fruitful. If not, the concern of the international
community may quickly turn into alarm. '
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“Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translated from Russian):
Ambassador Kémives, the distinguished representative of Hungary, today introduced
on behalf of a group of socialist countries a document containing a detailed
statement by the socialist countries on the results of the spring part of the
1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament. .

The Soviet delegation is taking the floor principally in order to thank the
delegations which have shown an interest in the work of the 26th Congress of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and in the new initiatives put forward by
L.I. Brezhnev, initiatives aimed at achieving concrete measures of disarmament.

During the present session we have continued to work towards the earliest
achievement of agreement on all issues discussed in the Committee; this is stated
in detail in the document circulated in the Committee on behalf of the socialist
countries.

With regard to the negotiations on specific disarmament measures which are
taking place in various working groups of the Committee, the Soviet delegation
has endeavoured to contribute to the earliest possible achievement of the
objectives reflected in the group's mandates. We believe that the adoption of
a politically realistic- approach to matters would result in considerably greater
progress being made towards a solution of the questiorsof the prohibition of
nuclear, chemical and radiological weapons and other new types of weapons of mass
destruction and the strengthening of security guarantees for non-nuclear States.
The socialist countries' common approach to these questions is also reflected in
detail in.- the document I have mentioned.

I should like to say a few words about the organization of the Committee's work.
Ambassador McPhail of Canada, Ambassador Walker of Austrslia and Ambassador de Souza
e Silva of Brazil, speaking before me, have already opened what amounts to a serious
discussion on this subject. I should like to continue that discussion.

It is-not uncommon to hear criticisms of the Committee's work during the 1960s
and 1970s, up to the latest expansion of the Committee’s membership in 1979. Yet
more than two years have already passed since then, and no gpecific disarmament
measures have been added to those agreed upcn during the 1960s and 1970s.

What, then, is the matter? Perhaps the changes made within the Committee were
inadequate? Perhaps its membership — only 40 States --— is too small?  Perhaps
the Committee's members have run out of ideas and cannot imagine what type of
weapons could be prohibited in the foreseeable future? Perhaps there are
shortcomings in the technical services provided by the Secretariat?

None of those things, of course, is the answer. Many changes have been
introduced in. the Committee's work, and the Committee is continuing to perfect its
working methods., The informal meetings which have become common practice,
consultations by the Chairman of the Committee, placing the centre of gravity of
disarmement negotiations in the ad hoc working groups —— all these are very
important aids to productive work.

As for the Committee's membership, 40 States is not such a smsll number, the
more so as the delegations represent all the principal groups of States in the world.
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The fact that socialist countries and western countries are represented here
in the Committee on an equal footing, and the fact that an authoritative group
of non-aligned and neutral countries iz taking part in our work, create the
conditions for working out measures thai faithfully reflect the world community's
aspirations. It is important that we continue to work on a consensus basis.
It goes without saying that to introduce such words as a "msjority" or a "minority
of delegations, "many" or "few" delegations, into the Committee's vocabulary is
altogether out of place. It does not help the Committee in its works

]

Furthermore, a not inconsiderable number of representatives of countries which
are not members of the Committee take part in our meetings, and this, of course,
gives the Committee's work still greater weight and authority. In fact, nearly
50 States have. taken part in the spring part of the Committee's current session.

Nor should we belittle the Committee members' powers of imagination. A
number of extremely pertinent proposals have been tabled and are awaiting deciesion,
and further proposals of the same kind are being made in statements by the
representatlves of States.

Nor is there anything wrong in general with the technicel servicing of the
Committee. We are being assisted by highly qualified specialiste in the .
Secretariat, and I should like to take the opportunity of thanking them on behalf
of the Soviet delegatlon. ' :

The main reason why we have not achieved results that might justly be regarded
as a fresh contribution to mankind's storehouse of attainments in the field of
disarmament is, of course, the fact that those who want to raise tension in
international relations and conduct affairs from positions of confrontatlon are

once more at work.

We do not propose to speak about polltlcal will or the 81gnlflcance of that
factor in negotiations, for we have expressed our views on this subject in a number
of previous statements. The Brazilian representative spoke on the subject today
and to a large extent we share his views.

I only want to say that it is difficult to expect success in the struggle
against the arms race when decisions are being taken to step up the arms race and
when the implementation of agreements already reached is being hampered.

Unless we overcome these negative trends that have appeared of late in
international life we are, of course, unlikely to see substantial or drematic
advances in the Committee's work. : :

However, even in today's difficult conditions, more effective use could be
made of the possibilities available %o us in the Committee by mobilizing the will
of those who participate in its work. Every time we gather for another session
we hear in almost every speech expressions of the desire urgently to tackle the
solution of the most pressing disarmement problems. Military expenditures devour
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the funds that could go to meet peaceful needs. The ever new attainments of science
and technology are used to feed .the fires of wap, and the flames are perpetuelly
being fanned by thaproponents of various theories of the bvalance of terror. “And
how is the Commitfee fighting these fires? Is it, perheps, skilfully isolating
areas of conflagration and. extlngulehlng the blaze with a powerful jeb of water?

No,  we seem rather to be trying to put out the flames with tumhlersful of water
poured once a week onto one or another séat of flre in rhythm with the work of the
Working Groups.'

In thle connection I should llKe to draw my colleagues’ attention to the
following facts. Despite the urgency and prlorltJ nature of digarmament problems,
despite the viorld community's appesls for the speeding up of disarmament negotiations
—— which are illustrated, incidentally, in the letters addressed to the Committee,
some of which Ambassador Jaipal has read to us -— of the 52 weeks in the year, the
Committee on Disarmament meets, on the aversge, for 20 weeks, and conducts '
negotltlons, which is what it is strictly required to do, for e considerably shorter
period —— 10 to 12 weeks. In view of the urgency of the problem, is not the fime
we spend negotiating, gentlemen, a little on the short side? And what particularly
disturbs us -- the Soviet delegation — is the tendency to curtail the period of work
of the Committee. To be precice, in 1979 the Commlttee met for 21 weeks and in
1980 the period was already reduced to 19 weeks; the 1981 spring seesion of the
Committee on Disarmement has been the shortest, two weeks shorter than the
1979 session and two days shorter than the l980 spring session. What is the matter,
gentlemen? How can we explain this brend'P We are going to have to explain it to
the world communlty ’ : '

We have too many organizational shortcomings. The representatives of Canada,
Australia and Brazil have already spoken about them. We are, to put it bluntly,
frltterlng away our time on all kinds of secondary issues, on prolonged and futile
procedural discussions. A1l this is substantially impeding progress in disarmament
negotiations even under existing conditions We must resclutely eliminate the
shortcomings in the organization of our work

We believe that these shortcomings can be corrected with the help of our rules
of procedure. And this depends largely on us, on the delegations in the Committee.
The Scviet delegatlon proposes that all these questions should be specially
discussed at the summer session, more particularly in the’ llvht ‘of the discussion
on the agenda item concerning the consideration of methods of reviewing the membership
of the Committee.

The Soviet delegation has a number of specific ideas for improving the efficiency
of the Committee's work. These ideas also relate to the guestion of what chould be’
the duration of the work of the Committee as a multilateral negotiating body. We
have ideas concerning the level of representation of States in, the Committee and
measures for increasing the effectiveness of negotiations in’ the &d hoc working groups.
We shall expound these ideas in detail in the course of the summer part of this
year's session. We would aok other delegations, too, fo think about these questions.
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The Soviet delegation is prepared to continue to co-operate actively with all
participants in our multilateral negotizting body on disarmament issues. VWe have
in our hands a reliable compass to help us find the way towards the attainment of
new, substantial results in the sphere of the limitation of the arms race and
disarmament. I am speaking of the decision of the recent 26th Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. VWe are convinced that productive work by the
Committee on Disarmament will facilitate the implementation of the initiatives put
forward at that Congress.

In conclusion, I should like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your efficient
conduct of the Committee's work during the month of April, and to take the
opportunity of expressing our gratitude to the Chairmen of the Working Groups ——
Ambassador Komives of the Hungarien People's Republic, Ambassador Garcia Robles of
Mexico, Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden and Minister Ciarrepico of Italy — for their
important contribution tc the Committee's work., At the same time, I should like
to convey our gratitude to all delegations for co-operating with us during the
spring part of the session.

) The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassador Issraelyan, for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to
the chair and also tco the Chairmen of the Working Groups.

Mr, MOHAMAD SIDIK (Indonesia): Mr. Chairmen, as we are approaching the end of
the first part of the 1981 sescion of this Committee, I would like to review briefly
the progress we have made during the last few months. In doing so I would like to
limit myself to certain aspects which in the view of my delegation merit the special
attention of the Committee. Though some progress has been made on some issues, it
is sad to note that the on going negotiations on items 1 and 2 of the agenda on a
miclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
have not led to the establishment of the respective ad hoc working groups as
proposed by the Group of 21 at the very veginning of this ycar's session. Although
the distinguished Ambassador of Algeria in his intervention on 16 April stated the
views of the Group of 21, in view of the highest priority accorded to these two
items I would like to emphasize once again the urgent need to come to grips with the
mattexr. Other delegations have stressed this need in their eloquent interventions.
It is the earnest hope of my delegation that at the beginning of the second part of
this year's session, we shall be able to agree on the establishment of the working
groups. If it fails to do this the Committee on Disarmament will probably not be
able to report anything concrete to the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly to be held in 1982, when the performance of the Committee on
Disarmament is certainly going to be assessed — whether its existence can be
Justified or not.

As is well known, the quesiion of nuclear disarmament has been the deep concern
of the internationsl community since the inception of the United Nations. To
disregard the growing international concern, especially of the non-nuclear-weapon
Gtates, at the danger of nuclear arms is tantamount to denying mankind's right.

For the right to live in peace and security is a fundamental human right. The
accumulation of nuclear weapons has reached a point at which the world military
balance is so extremely dangerous that an accident is all that is needed to wipe out
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world civilization. This situation is further aggravated by recent pclitical

and military developments which are generating a new upward spiral in the nuclear
arms race. It has been said agein and agein that perception of national security
by building up military might and continuously increasing nuclear weapons,
quantitatively as well as gqualitatively, would only give a semblance of security.
For the other major militarily significent States would surely not remain idle if,
according to their perception such a.military bulld-up by one of them had exceeded
their own. Therefore my delegation continues to share the view of many others
that the maintenance of international peace and security should not be based on the
balance of terror, on parity of nuclear capability. Pending genuine nuclear
disarmament, which alone can remove the threat of a nuclear war, we would like

to see among the initial measures the discontinuance of all nuclear-weapon tests
in 21l environments, the cessation of the further accumulation of additional
nuclear weapons and the conclusion of a SALT III agreement on resl disarmement
measures and the non-use of nuclear weapons.

Stressing the importance of the general phase of nuclear disarmament, the
Honorable Gerard Smith, the former United States chief negotiatcr in the SALT I
agreements, in his keyncte speech delivered on 17 December 1980 to the annual
meeting of the Arms Control Association estated: M“If humans are to survive much -
longer, there is no other way than that of intermational control »f nucleaxr weapons"
And he continued that, "it is my conviction that the ultimate linkage lies in
the relationship between the two Super~Powers which between them can destroy
civilization and are thus in a sense common trustees for the control over the
explosive power of the sun."

Such assertions reflect the dangerous situation that threatens us and the need
for drastic measures to overcome the threat and implicitly acquiesce in the
heavy responsibility to be shouldered by the Superpowers on the question of
mzintaining international peace and security.

Aware that delegations have already familierized themselves with the contents
of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and with
the xeport of the United Nations Secretary-General containing a comprehensive study
on nuclear weapons by experts, my delegation feels that it might also be useful
to bring to the attention of the Committee zn article which appeared in the
Internationsl Herald Tribune of 24 Merch 1981 containing a physician's opinion on
nuclear war.

In that article it was reported thet more than 100 well known and outstanding
physicians from the United States, the Soviet Union, France, Great Britain and
cther countries had come togetier recently in Warrenton, Virginia (United States .-
of America). The most important and remarkable fact was that from the meeting
of physicians from btates with different social systems, an agreed message emerged,
i.e. '"that society camnot survive nuclear war and that no strategic policy should
be based on the idea that physicians will somehow save enough pecple to continue
civilized life'. The article further reported that among the 11 high-ranking
physicians from.the Soviet Union was a Dr. Chazov, a cardiologist, who wasz the
Director General of the National Cardiology Research Centre in Moscow. In his
statement Dr. Chazov said —— and I quote again from the same source: "Some of the
military and public functionaries and even scientists are trying to diminish the
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danger of the nuclear arms race, to.mniwize the pogsible consequences of a nuclear was
Statements appear that a nuclear war can be won, that a limited nuclear war can be
waged, that humanity and the biosphere will still persist even in conditions of
total catastrophe". And he added further that Soviet studies have shown that a
one-megaton nuclear explosion in a bSoviet city will kill about 300,000 people
immediately and wound or burn another 300,000, "Eighty percent of the doctors will
be killed, hospitals will be ruined and drugs will be destroyed" said Dr. Chazov

of such a nuclear attack. Similar remarks made by a Dr. Bernard Lown, a

Harvard University cardiologist, who is the president of the physicians' group,

said inter alia: "A 'mythology' is being created that nuclear war will not occur,
or that if it does, it will not be extensive. A nuclear attack on just one

United States city the size of Boston would more than exhaust the entire medical
resources of the nation just in treating burn victims".

I have quoted the article in the International Herald Tribune at some length
because it reflects views other than the political and military ones with which we
are mainly familiar.

The international meeting of physicians in Warrenton spoke about a one-megaton
nuclear-~bomb explosion; the question now is how many megatons are the destructive
power of the nuclear bombs now stacked in the military arsenals of nuclear-weapon
States?

The message emanating from the international meeting of physicians was quite
clear, i.e. that there will be no hope for us if a nuclear war breaks out. The
tragedy and the damage that such a war will engender cannot be imagined. The use of
nuclear weapons anywhere in the world would have a global impact, their devastating
effects in terms of nuclear fall-out, world-wide economic and social disruption,
ecological changes, etc., etc., would not be confined to the belligerents alone.

In this connection I should like to cite & pertinent question which was raised by

the leader of the Indien delegation, Amba-sador Venkateswarrn, in his statement

on 24 March last: "Is it permissible, under any recognized principle of international
law or accepted norms of international behaviour, to pursue one's security interests
in a manner that endangers the security of third btates which are not politically

or militarily involved in the confrontation? The answer is clearly in the negative."
It is therefore understandable that non-nuclear-weapon States do not share, indeed
oppose, a concept of national security based on the philosophy and perception of
nuclear arms as a deterrent and for defensive purposes. It also explains why the
militarily less significant States insist on participating in negotiations affecting
international peace and security.

Let me say a few words on the CTBT. We are told that the trilateral forum
offers the best way to pursue the matter. My delegation does not doubt the
importance of that forum; however, this should not preclude the Committee on
Disarmament from initiating the process of negotiation on this matter, taking of
course into account the results achieved so far by the States involved in the
trilateral talks. The Group of 21 has already indicated that paragraph 50 of the
Final Document of the fenth specisl session of the General Assembly should be used as
a point of departure in these negotistions. Let us remind ourselves that in the
Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade, which was adopted by the
General Assembly by consensus, we have undertaken to implement its vrovisions through
concrete actions.
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In his address to the tenth special session of the United Nations General Assembly,

the Foreign Minister of Indonesia, H.E, Prof. Dr. Mochtar Kusumaatmedja inter alia
saids [

"Total disarmement would be possible in a perfect world., As we are
living in a less than perfect world it 1is necessary to lower our sights and
to be content with the second besct solution.

"Bared to its essentials the problem of disarmament or the arms race
comprises three fundamental aspects:

(1) the spiritual, cultural or motivational aspects,
(2) the physical or mechanical aspects and
(3) the spatial aspects of the problem.

"It is striking, if not symbolic of the limitation of our role ag
statesmen and diplomats, that this special session is mainly, if not only
concerned with the physical and spatial aspects of the problems, leaving
the examination of the causes of humsn conflict unattended.

"We are thus in a way skirting the real or fundamental issues of
the resolution of humen conflicts,

"If we examine the various international instruments or agreements
dealing with the essing of international tension and conflict, the
Helsinki agreement appears to be the only one dealing also with the
non~physical aspects of the provlem.

"Our task being restricited to (i) the reduction of arms or the physical
meansOf conflict and (2) the spatisl aspects of disarmement, let us take
stock of these problems and the various ways we have dealt with them.

"In our present efforts the highest pricrity must of necessity be given
to nuclear disarmament, If limitation of conventional arms is not given
the emphasis it perhaps deserves, the matter is, given the recognition of
the legitimate right of self defence, not as pressing as the case of nuclear
disarmament, simply because of the immense destructive power of nuclear arms."

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I should like to convey to you a message from
Ambassador Sani, the leader of this delegation, that he regrets very much not
being able to attend this meeting, owing to circumstances beyond his control. But
I am sure I will be reflecting his sentiments in availing myself of this
opportunity to express to you and the distinguished Chairmen of the Ad Hoc
Working Groups, my delegation's deepest appreciation and profound gratitude for
the efficient and effective way our negotiations have been conducted, and also my
sincere thanks to my distinguished colleagues for their contributions during the
discussions during the first part of this session.

My delegation's gratitude also goes to Ambassador Jaipal and z2ll the members
of the Secretariat, including the interpreters, without whose dedication this
spring session would not have proceeded as smoothly as it did.
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The CHAIRMAN: i\thank the reprcsentative of Indonesia, lir. lMohamad 53idik, for
his statement and for the kind vords cddressed to mec, to the Chairmen of the
Working Groups and to the Secretariat as uell.

The next, and I would propose the last, specker during our morning meeting is
the distinguished represcntotive ol Pakistan, Ambassador Ahmad. I give him the
floor, and afterwards I would propose that ve adjourn and take up our meeting
again in the afternoon, at a time I shall announced after HMr. Ahmad has delivered
his intervention. :

lr. AHIAD (Pakiatan): Ifr. Chairman, I uvould like to avail myself of this
opportunity to convey to you the satisfaction of the Pakictan delegation at seeing
you preside over the Committec on Disarmament. During the past three wecks you
have demonstrated in full meacure imagination and Tirmness, both indispensable for
guiding our work touards concrete and genuine progress on the various items on the
agenda of the CD.

This concluding meeting of our spring session is an appropriate occasion
briefly to revieu the work done in the Committee during the past 11 weeks. Ve
welcome the prompt resumpiion of negotietions in ad hoc working groups on four
of our agenda items and thce cincere efforts made by the Chairmen of these
working groups and by the majority of delegations to register progress in these
negotiations. On the other hand, ny delegutlon shares the general disappointment
that it did not prove possible to establish negotialing mechanisms on two items
of the agenda vhich have the highest priority and importance. lloreover, even on
the igsues under negotiation, the CD vag prevented from achieving any substantial
advance towards agreement.

Iy delegation had expected that by this time the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Security Assurances for non-nuclear-ueapon States would have made considerable
progress towards evolving a common approach ihich could be included in an
international instrument of a legally blndlng character. Pakistan submitted o
wiorking paper, conteined in document CD/lbl, to facilitate this process of
elaborating a "common approach". However, some delegations insisted that a
preliminary exercise should be conducted to identify #'various features" of the
existing unilateral declarations of the nuclear~wcapon States and other proposals
on the subject. We azgreed ito this in = spirit of accommodation. The negotiations
in the Vorking Group and the untiring efforts of its Chairmen led to the evolution
of a paper on vhich a consensus wag apparently possible. Unfortunately, at the
eleventh hour, one of the delegations which had initiated the exercise chose to
abandon it simply becauce the outcome of the negotiations did not fully conform to
its own preconceived notions of what ought to be the result of the exercise. I have
referred to this unfortunate secucnce not merely bhecauge it has resulted in an
inordinate waste of time and effort of the Working Group but beceuse it has shaken
confidence in the claims of certoin major Pouerc that they possess the political
will to develop negotiated agrecments in this Committee on various disarmament
issues.

Vle hope that when ue resume our session in the svmmer, the Ad IHoc Working Group
on Security Assurances will turn to the task of negotiating a '"common approach" to
be included in an internationcl instrument. Several interesting statements have Dbeen
made at our recent meetinge on this cubject, including thoge by the representatives -
of the Netherlends and Sweden. I uvould like to reiterete three points ihich my
delegation considers as being fundamental to the question of security assurances to
non-nuclear-vieapon States.
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First, it is essential that the obligation of the nuclear-weapon States not to
use or threaten to use nuclear ucapons againgt non-nuclear-veaspon States should be
ategorical and unambiguous. The only existing decloration vhich is satisfactory
from this point of vieu is the one mede by the People's Republic of China. The
other four declarations reflect, in the uvords of the Suedich representative, not
“the interests" of the non~nuclear-ueapon States but the security preoccupations of
the nuclear-weapon Stctes themselves. The debate in the Committee and the
Working Group, especially the statement made here by the Hethzrlends on 14 April and
the response of the Soviet Union, indicate thet the cualifications and exceptions
included in the declarations of the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States
are mutually unacceptable. Hor ocre they acceptable to the majority of
non-miclear-veapon States. Therefore, if on sgrecement is to be achicved on a
"common approach", other alternatives necd +to be explored. The formulation contained
in the draft convention preczented by the Palistan delegetion in document CD/lO is
one such alternative. - Another nogsible approach is the one indicated by my .
delegation in its statement of 24 Harch 1281 in the Committee %o the cffect that the
only cualification tc be made by the nuclear-iueapon States should be one reserving
the right of gelf-defence against an attack by another nuclecr-weapon State. The
represcntatives of the Netherlends and Sweden, in their statements of 14 and 16 April
respectively, have algso noted this es & common preoccupation of the major nuclear
Pouwers., - :

Secondly, as a matter of principle, the arrongement for security assurances to
non-nuclear-weapon States should not be yet another instrument of nuclear
non-proliferation. I have duelt on thig point in previous statements and will not,
therefore, repsat our vieus. Vhat I would like to say is that the non-particination
of certain non-nuclear-weanon States in arrangements such ag the NPT or
nuclear-weapon-free zones is the consequence of diverse political and other.
considerations. If such non-nuclear-ueapon States are excluded from an international
arrangement on security assurances, as they would be under the United States and
United Xingdom declarations, would they not be vithin their rights to deduce that
the threat of use of nuclear weapons is held ouvt againgt them at least implicitly
by the nuclear-weapon Stateg? Thus the overriding preoccupation of certain States
with non-proliferation may in fact fuel rether. than frustirate the possibilities of
nuclear proliferation.

Thirdly, we congider it indispensable thet zecurity ascurences to
non-nuclear-weapon States should be extended in an internationcl ingtrument of a
legelly binding characters Unilateral declarations, no motter how solemnly made
are, after all, statements of govermnmental policy and can be changed or uithdravm
unilaterally. An international ingtrument can toke various forms, ranging from an
international convention to & resolution of the 3ecurity Council under, chapter VII
of the United Nations Charter. Ilouever, & Council resolution which merely notes the
unilateral declarations of the nuclear-weapon States would not create the legal
commitments that are egsential foxr any credible arrangement to asgure the non-nuclear-
weapon States.

Another item on wvhich progress iz possible is that of chemical weapons. Owing
in large measure to the energetic ond imaginative lcadership provided by
\mbassador Lidgard, the Ad Hoc Worliing Group on Chemical Weapons has held in-depth
discussions .on all the important acpects of a futurc chemical uveapons cenvention.
These discussions. rcevesl a congiderable broadening of the areas of agrecment and
much better understanding of differences.vhercver they exist. It is the considered
view of my delegation —- a view which is shared by many other members -- that progress
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towards reconciling the existing differcences and building upon the areas

of agreement will not be posgsgible unless the Working Group is provided uith

a specific mandate to commence negotictions on the text of a multilateral
convention for the prohinition and elimination of chemical weapons. Such
matters as the scope of the treaty, the declaration and degstruction of
stocks, the syotem of verification and complaints and measures for protection
and confidence-building recuire political decisions, on the basis of which
technical solutions would have to be elaborated. Iy delegation joing in
sharing the hope expressed by the distinguished Ambassador of the Hetherlands
that the mejor Pouers will in this context take the same "courageous political
decision at the highest level that opened the road in the late 1960s to a
breakthrough with regard to a bhiological weapons convention'.

The Pakistan delegation hag participated. actively in the negotiations
to elaborate a convention prohibiting radiologicel weapons. The most
fundemental difficulty in these negotiations is that the sponsors of the
proposals have not been able convincingly to define a radiological weapon
or to demonstrate that such o weapon can in fact be developed and actually
uged., I believe that the members of this Committee have a right to be assured
that what we are seeking to prohibit is indeed a real rather than an imaginary
weapon. Pakistan also shares the preoccupation of those who have stated that
the provigions of a radiological weapons convention should not in any way
legitimize the existence or possible use of nuclear weapons.

My delegation also shares the view of the Swedish delegation that the
most feasible way in uvhich radiation could be used for hostile purposes,
without recourse to nuclear weapons, is through an attack on nuclear power
facilities. Such facilities, which arc in a2 nascent stage in most developing
countries, would provide an attractive and vulnerable target in any armed
conflict and produce the very effects which the joint proposal of the
United States and the USSR on radiological weapons sceks to prohibit. Thercfore,
the convention on radiological weapons must include a provision prohibiting
an attack on civilian nuclear facilities. Indeed, my delegation iz of the
view that the proposal deserves adoption as a legal norm in its own right.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament,
under the avle leadership of Ambassador Garcia Robles, has rightly devoted
most of its time to consideration of the measures of disarmament to be
included in the programme. This exercise has, unfortunately, demonsitrated
that some members of the CD would like to restrict the comprehensive prograrme
to a mere reiteration of the provisions of the I'inal Document of the
first special session of the General Asgembly on Disarmament and of the
Declaration of the 1980s ag the Second Disarmament Decade. Hy delegation
agrees that these tuo documents will provide valuable inputs into the
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comprehensive progremme. But it is apparent from the concept and objective

of the progremme that more far-reaching measures, which go beyond the immediate
and short-term phase and cover the stage of the reduction and the elimination
of the means of warfare, are also essential. The draft treaties on general’
and complete disarmoment submitted in 196"'0J the United States and the

Soviet Union-provide valuaeble guidance for the elaboration of such measures

as would ensure the comprehencivenecs of the programme. Iy delehw,ion will
meke specific proposals on this aspect when the Committee resunes its work

in the suwmmer. :

The Peliistan delegation shares the dicappointment expressed by the

Group of 21 that the Committce did not find it possible to establish

ad hoc working groups to undertake negotiations on tuo items of the highest
importence for the CD -~ the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuecleaxr
disarmament and a nuclear tect ban. Neverthe less, we consider that the
informal meetings held on this suugpct have heen important for both symbolic
and substantive reasons. There be no cuestion about the urgency. OL mclear
disarmement and the danger of Poat¢nued reliance on the uncertain and
inequitable doctrines of nuclear detcrrence and strategic parity between the
Supérpowers and their allies. We continue to hone that ot the swummer sesgion
the Committee will find it possible to approve the creation of an ad hoc
working group on nuclear disarmement vith the realistic mandate that hes
been proposed by the Group of 21.

The discussion regarding the item on the nuclear test ban has also been
interesting, if incomplete. During thesc discussions o number of specific
questions were addressed to the three nuclear-uweapon States which have been
engaged in separate negotiations on this subject. We are disappointed thet
these States did not find it pocsible to respond to these cueries., These
cuestions have been circulated by the Group of 21 in the Committes this
morning. I hope that in the not +oo distant fuiure the trilateral negotiators
-will, individually and collectively, break their studied cilence and enlighten
the Committee by a responce to thes. questions vhich refledt the legitimate
concerng of the members of the Group of 21. A failure of communication on
these important isscues uwould represcnt a cignificant setback to the evolution
of mutual trust and confidence betwsen the meoi nuclear Pouers end the
community of non-aligned and néutral Staic oo

When we commenced this session, the expectations of my delegation about
the possibilities of progress wvere not overly optimistic. We understand that
the present international situation iz not the most suitable for ra pid progress
in disarmament negotiationd. It ic our hope that international relations,
egpecially the relations betucen the tuo SuPerDower59 uill develop in a more
positive direction in the coming months. P tisben favours a recumption of the
dialogue on arms control and disarmament &s uell es the resolution of outctanding
disputes and conflicts that have recenbly exacervaited international tensions.
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In this context, we have noted uvith satisfaction the affirmation made by
“Ambassadeor Flowerroe of the United Steates in this Committee thet the United States
will continue to observe the provisiong of the SALT II agreement provided the
Soviet Union doeg so as ucll.

Yet, despite the difficult inlernationel situntion, it remainc
conviction of my delegation thot sufficiently brood polltlcal parane
exlst uithin which the CD cen naLo progracs towards the objectives oi disarmament.
We have soughti to i@entifv those possibilities in cur stoatements in the formal
and informal gessions the Cormittec. Unfortunately, the major Powers do
not seem to bhe in the frame of mind to grasp these realistic possib'lﬂyl for
progress on the items on the (D'u agenda. On the controry, we ha
an unfortunate penchant ﬁmong certein delegifions to exploit the
situation for the purpoces of propaganda and posturing. This igc not the purpose
for which we arc convened in this multilateral negotiating forum. The CD must
live vp to the tyust which wes reposed in its membership by the irterﬁat*onal
community and respond to the sincere desire of the peoples of the world to

L

move avay from the threat of doomsday through z process of genuine dlgarmament.

The CHATIMIA: I thank the representative of Palistan, Ambass
for his statement. I thank him 2lso for the kind words he addres

ador Ahmead,
ged to me.

This exhausts the time available to us during thic morning . meeting.
! &
I thank Iir. Shitemi, the representative of Kenya, who vould be the next
speaker on my list, for being prepared to be the first speaker at our afternoon
meeting.

It is now 1.15 p.m.; we have overrun our time by 15 minutes, vhich I think
is a first rcsponse to some cpeakers we have heard during our morning meeting
who have gaid that uwe should work more and longer. May I then suggest to
the Committee that we male it po-glolo o continue our plenary meeting this
afternoon at 3.15 sharn? I would ask you %o assist me in being in a position
to open the meeting at that time, as I have proposed -- 3.15 p.m. -- and I
will then give the floor to the next gpecler on our list, the representative
of Kenya, Mr. Shitemi. After that, ue shall hove the suwmary reporis of
the Chairmen of the Working Groups. 1llay I take it that this ic accentable
to the Commitice?

It was so decided.

The meetihg vas susnenaed a2t 1.15 p.m. and resumed at 3.15 p.il.
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Mr, SHITEMI (Kenya): Mr. Chairman, permit me right from the outset to
reaffirm what we have already said before, that the work of this Committee has
been very much enhanced by the skilful and wature way in which you have guided it
during the tenure of your chairmanship.

As the first part of the 1981 segsion of this Committee comes to an end,
it seems to me to be an appropriate time to look back and attempt an assessment of
the achievements of the Committee on Disarmament. While expressing our satisfaction
and appreciation for the considerable amount of substantive work that has been
accomplished by the four ad hoc working groups, my delegation cannot hide its
disappeintment with the slow Tow rate at which the dis cussions on items 1 and 2 of the
Committee'!s agenda are progressing. We had sincerely hoped that the Committee
would be able to establish the two ad hoc working groups on the two items before
the end of the spring session., Unfortunately, and for the reasons that are known
to all delegations in this Committee, this was not possible: We remain hopeful,
however, that wiser counsels will prevail and that when we reconvene in June we
shall be able to establish the two ad hoc working groups to start dlscus51ons with
approprlate mandates.

Let me now direct my attention to one aspect of the spring session that has
been of considerable interest and concern during our deliberations regarding the
doctrine of military deterrence. We return to this difficult and delicate subject
because we know it as a central factor in understanding national security as a
concept. The entire history of the human race is interspersed with wars and
military deterrence and there seems to be no end in sight. Even as I speak now,
there are several nations at war.

The concept of military deterrence was probably horn when a national or tribal
council first realized that its security did not lie in periodically defeating
unfriendly neighbouring nations or tribes, but in having the undoubted capability of
doing so. Deterrence as s doctrine, therefore, is perhaps as old as man himself,
But what is new is man's present capacity to destroy almost every 11v1ng thing onf
planet ear‘th, 1nclud1ng h:Lmself

It has been suggosted to us that the main reason for having such destructive
nuclear weapons in one's arsenals is to deter would-be aggressors. Having, as it
were, put in place guard dogs and alarms, the would-be aggressor would hopefully
not dare to attack., All nations face this dilemma of how effective and what size
of national defence against external threat they should maintain. My delegation
is grateful for the frankness with which this subject was tackled by one- of the
delegations in this Committee and for the courage of that delegation in admitting
this serious dilemma. It is our view that the. insecurity that drives nations to
arm themselves against external threats Ought to be identified and dealt with through
the machinery of the United Nations. We are all victims of insecurity, and wnether
our réaction to it is to develop nuclear weapons cor stock huge supplies of
conventional weapons (the alarms and the watch dogs, if you like), the intention is
the same: namely, to deter an external aggressor. There is really, therefore, no
reason for self-righteousness on the part of any cne of us.
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National insecurity has led to the belief that instant resdiness in defence
or retaliation can offer the only security alternative to internatic¢nal peace-keeping
machinery which does not yet really exist. This instant readiness in defence and
retaliation is fraught with encrmous dangers. The weapons involved are terminal and
we have already Téached overkill levels. If these weapons are sver used again and
on a large universal scale, that will be the end of human life as we know it. To
lean on such weapons that have the capacity to destroy not only the aggressor but
the owner as well, is & mirage, in fact, a straw. This is the reason why we urge
the nuclear-weapon States to join us in this multilateral negotiating body to
elaborate a treaty that would ban these terrible weapons from the face of the
earth; so that national security based on mutual trust can be helped in the process
to grow. We cannot continue for very long along this perilous road of deterrence
and mistrust and the subsequent arms race, without coming to serious grief. We
have the means of our own utter destruction and, like the honey bee, if ever we
are foolish enough to use the ultimate weapon, we shall perish.

Iet me ncow direct my brief observations to the work of some of the ad hoc
working groups. Ve all recognize the cbvious fact that, apart from nuclear weapons,
chemical weapons are the next most destructive weapons in existence today and,
consequently, deserve the Committee's urgent attention. In this connection, my .
delegation would like to pay very warm tribute to Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden for
the leadership, devotion and the contribution that he has made as the Chairman of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. Under his chairmanship, the
Working Group has made a detailed examination of the elements to be included in
the convention. The Working Group has explored various alternatives on the scope
of the convention. Although none of these alternatives commsnded.the support of
all delegations, my delegation is of the view that the scope of prohibition should
be comprehensive, that is, a convention on chemical weapons should prohibit .
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention and transfer of
chemical weapons. We also support the inclusion of the ban on the use of
chemical weapons. We do not share views expressed by certain delegations to the
-effect that the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons would detract from the
obligations assumed by States under the Geneva Protocol of 1925. The question of
verification of complianc~ hes been, and still remains, the most difficult to
resolve, owing to the rather complicated nature of the issues involved. We have
listened with great interest to the views expressed by various delegations on this
particular subject in the Ad Hoc Working Group, as well as in this Committee. We
have noted the reservations made by a number of delegations on the proposal for
international on-site verification measures. It has been argued that these
measures might be used to the detriment of the national interests of States; others
have supported a combination of national and international means of verification. My
delegation supports the latter position and reiterates the indispensability of the
international character of the system of verification to be embodied in the
convention, This .will give assurances to the parties to the convention that its
provisions will be observed. It will be the surest way to esteblish trust and
confidence among the parties affected. ' : '
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A retrospective examination of the discussions on this subject in the -
Worklng Group, as well as with the participation of experts; clearly shows that the
question of chemical weapons has been exizonsively explored and issues bave now
been identified and clarified. My delegation feels that the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Chemical Weapons zlready has enough material and woriing papers to move to the
next level of negotiation. To sgtart serious negotiations on this item, the
Working Group will need to be equipped with an expanded mandate. We hope this will
be our first order of business when the Committee resumes its work this coming
summer. :

In its res olutlon 35/156 G, the General Assembly, inter alia, called upon the
Committee on Disarmaement "to continue negotiastions with a view to elaborating a
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use cf radiological
weepons and to report on the results to the General Assembly ot its
thirty-sixth session". We are also reminded that the second special session devoted
to disarmament is approaching, and we are therefore expected to show the fruits
of our efforts. The conclusion of a treaty on radiological weapons, although it
is not a disarmament measure in the real sense of the word, will contribute to
our disarmament efforts. My delegation has noted with satisfaction that since the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapcns was established last year, it has
held extensive discussions on the main elements to be included in a future treatly
on radiological weapons. The Working Group has already concluded an extensive
analysis on areas such as the definition of radiological weapons, the scope of
prohibition, activities and obligations, as well as compliance and verification..

We have observed that despite the efforts, many problems still remgin to be
resolved. The Ad Hoc Working Group has yet to {ind a suitable definition of
radiological weapons that would meet the interssts of all the delegations. My
delegation shares the concern and the anxiety shown by many delegations that the
conclusion of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons should not be viewed as
legalizing or conferring legitimacy upon the possession of nuclear weapons. Indeed,
we consider the conclusion of a treaty on radiological weapons as the first step
towards the bannirg of nuclear weapons themselves We have studied the working paper
contained in CD/RW/WP 20, in which the Chairman has consolidated various proposals
in a single text, and we find it to be a suitable document which can, and hopefully
will, form the basis of our negotiations during the second part of the Committee's
1981 session., We want to take this opportunity to express our satisfaction and our
sincere gratitude at the way Ambassadcr Komives has conducted the deliberations of
the Ad Hoc Working Group in his capacity as Chairman. I agree he has. wide
shoulders.

. The Ad Hoc Working Group on effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclegr-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons has
spent considerable time discussing the issues involved., My delegation appreciates
the tactful and fair manner in which the Chairman of this Group, Mr..Antonio Ciarrapico,
handled his assignment., We are nevertheless disappointed. with the fact that
nuclear-vespon States have not been able to revise the unilateral stands they have
taizen. We believe that non-nuclear-weapon States which have declared their region a
nuclear-weapon-free zone and are Parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty have
indicated quite clearly their abhorrence of possession of nuclear weapons and have
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surrendered part of their right to self-defence. Further conditions being imposed
on them is an evident lack of sensitivity to their obvious position of disadvantage;
whatever their worth, these sscurances should be uncquivocal and legally binding.
The surest way to secure lasting security assurances must be through verifiable. .
nuclear disdrmament to ensure compliance. HNotions which have proved untrustworthy
in the past cannct expect to be trusted in the future, however sincere their
promises. Who -- if I may be allowed to digress a little -- would trust security
guarantees from the Republic of South Africa against nuclear attack or threat of
attack of a neighbour now that it is believed to be a nuclear-weapon State? It
continues its aggression against its neighbours; it kills and destroys property at
will. - At the hirth of the nation of Angola, South Africa tried by military means
to install a puppet régime and was rebuffed by Angolans supported by the rest of
Africa and ite brave Cuban friends. :

The Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, if I
may move on to this subject, has been working quite well, and we believe.that it is
on the right path under the able chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia Robles, and
given a spirit of compromise and accommodation and goodwill, we should have a
document proclaiming a programme of disarmament.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the representative of REnya, Mr. Shitemi, for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to we.

The distinguished Chairmen of the A4 Hoc VWorking Group on effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons, of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical VWeapons
and of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons are also inscribed to speak
today in connection with the activities of their respective Groups, giving their
assessment of the work done in those Groups.

I now give the floor to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons, Minister Ciarrapico.

Mr, CIARRAPICO (Italy): Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure and an honour to present
orally to the Committee on Disarmament a summary account by the Chairman on the work
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances during the first part of the
1981 session.

In accordance with the decision adopted by the Committee on ad hoc working groups
at its 105th plenary meeting on 12 February 1981 (CD/151), the Ad Hoc Working Group
on Security Assurances was re-established to continue to negotiate with a view to
reaching agreement on effective internetional arrangements to assure non-nuclear—
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Working Group
held 10 meetings between 17 February and 21 April 1981 and also conducted informal
consultations through its Chairman during that period. In carrying out its mandate,
the Working Group took into account the relevant provision contained in paragraph 59
of the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament and also. took note of the relevant General Lssembly resolutions,
35/154 and 35/155, as contained in document CD/140. At its first meeting, on
17 February 1981, the Working Group decided that all documentation which had been
before the previous ad hoc working groups should continue to serve as reference
material for the current session, as listed in document CD/SA/WP.I/Rev.l. It also
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decided at the same meeting to focus its attention on the examinstion of the
substance of the assurances given, on the understanding th:t an agreement on
substance cculd facilitete an agreement on form. After o general exchange of views
at subsequent meetings, the Chairman subwitted to the VWorking Group a programme of
work for the current session, taking into account various views expressed and
proposals submitted during the course of deliberations, including proposals made by
Bulgaria snd Pakistan, as contsined in documents CD/153 and CD/161 regpectively.-
The programme of work proposed by the Chairman was adopted by the Working Group at
its sixth meeting, on 24 March, as document CD/SA/WP.B, principally containing two
stages of work, namely, stage one: identification of the various features of the
assurances not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons agsinst non-nuclear—
weapon States, and stage two: consideration of possible alternatives which can be
explored in the search for a "common spproach" or "formula". In an interpretative
statement of the Chairman, it was pointed out that this document would provide a
flexible framework for future negotiations within the Group and allow any view which
is relevant in the search for a '"common approach" or "common formula'" to be
expressed.

Subsequently the Working Group embsrked on its substantive work, beginning with
stage one of the programme of work. In the course of deliberations, various views
were expressed and different proposals, including some tabulations and outlines,
were submitted,; with a view to assisting in the identification of the various
elements contained in the unilateral declarations of *he nuclear-weapon States and
in the proposals made by non-nuclear-weapon States. In order to facilitate the
work of the Group, the Chairman was asked to produce a paper which might synthesize
the views and positions held by delegations. The Chairman took up the task entrusted
to him and after intensive consultations with delegations, particularly with those
most concerned, the Chairman's working paper CD/SA/CRP.5 was submitted to the
Working Group for consideration. This paper received wide support among the
delegations in the Group and certain amendments were suggested, including the
simplification of its structure and contents. Bearing thosge suggestions in mind,
the Chairman continued to conduct consul:ations and subsequintly submitted a revised
version (CD/SA/CRP.5/Rev.1) to the Group for consideraticn at its 9th meeting on
14 April. Many delegations expressed their support for this revised paper. However,
owing to some conceptual differences, the Group was not able to agree fully on the
manner of categorization of the various elements of the assurances and, consequently,
to adopt it as a common working vaper. Nevertheless it was generally recognized that
the Working Group had given extensive consideration to and had had useful discussions
on the questions and elements contained in stage one, identifying various feagtures of
the assurances, and that the Chairman's paper had served as a useful basis in this
regard. It was also generally felt that deeper understanding of the positions of
various delegations and the similarities and differences between them had been
reached as a result of the discussion held under stage one, which had paved the way
for work on stage two.

" On the suggestion of the Chzirman, as well as of many delegations, at its
10th meeting on 21 April, the Working Group decided to conclude its consideration of
stage one and move forward to engage. in the substantive work of stage two, with a
view t0 examining one by one all the alternatives contemplated. It is expected that
such an examination will be conducted in the manner of a comparative analysis, with
a view to concentrating efforts on the most promising. Hopefully, one common approach
acceptable to all could emerge in the course of deliberations and could subsequently
be incorporated into an appropriate form of effective international arrangement o
assure non-nuclear-weapon Stages against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
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In view of such a prospect, it is my sincere hope that, with the full co-operation
and spirit of compromise of all delegations, as well as good will in their
deliberations on the subject, the Ad Hoc Working Group may expect a successful

and fruitivl result during the second part of the 1981 session.

In concluding my statement, I wish to express my sincere thanks and gratitude
to all delegations for their full co-operation, spirit of flexibility and mutual
understanding in the conduct of our worlk.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, I can be relatively brief since I can
refer you to document CD/179 which has béer circulated today, contairing the progress
report which the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has zuthorized me Yo
submit to the Committee on Disarmament on its werk.

I should, however, like to take this opportunity to express my thanks for
the kind remarks which have been addressed to wme by various delegations about the
work which bas been done so far this year in the Working Group. In wmy turn, I
should like to express my sincere appreciation for the very constructive
co~operation that I have received from all delegations, as well as for the
presence of a number of experts which contributed in a most valuable way tc our
dealing with the very complicated and scientific issues involved in the substance
of a convention on chemical weapons. PFurther, I should like %o thank the
Secretary of the Vorking Group and her collaborators for their valuable contribution
to our common effort. Before concluding, I should like, on behalf of my delegation
and of the Under-Secretary of State, Mrs. Thorsson, who has asked me specifically
to mention that she joins me in so doing, to express our genuine satisfaction at
the way in which you, Mr., Chairman, have accomplished your task this month. You
have applied all the tact and skill necessary to make the month of April both
efficient and constructive for the work of this Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Lidgard for his statement and also for
the kind words he addressed, also on behalf of Mrs. Thorsson, to the chair.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): Mr. Chairman, like my colleagues the Chairmen of the
other VWorliing Groups I also would like briefly to inform the Committee on Disarmament
about the activity of the Working Group on Radiological Weapons. The work of
the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Rediological Weapons is well known to every
delegation, and I consider that there is no necessity for me to go into details.

As members of the Committee will recall, the Committee, at its.
105th plenary meeting on 12 February, by its decision contained in document‘CD/ISI,
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re—-established the id Hoc Working Group on Radiological Veapons on the basis of
its former mandate which sntrusts the Working Group with tl- task of "reaching
agreement on a’convention prohibiting vhe development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiolegical weapons" (document CD/79 of 17 March 1980). ‘

In carrying out its mandate the 4d Hoc Working Group took into- account
paragraphA76 of the Final Document of the {irst speciszl session of the
General Lssembly of the United Nations devoted to disarmament, the relevant.part.
of the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade and
regolution )5/156 G of the United Netions General Assembly, which calls upon |
the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations with a view to elaboratlng
a treaty prohlbltlng rad1010“10a1 weapons°

The Wbrklng Group held 10 meetlngs between 20 February and 23 April 1981.

Working papers have been submitted to the Working Group by the delegations
of India, Indonesia; Yugoslavia and Sweden., Working papers have also been submitted
by the Chairman of the Working Group containing alternative fexts for the ‘ '
articles of a future treaty on radlologlcal ‘weapons.

In accomnllshlng its task, the Working Group, froui February to April 1981,
carried out another substantive and more detailed examination of the issues
relgted to the elavoration of a treatJ'prohlbltlng the development, proauctlon,
stockplllnw and use of radiological weapons

The examination of the issues relating to the elaboration of a treaty
banning radiological vweagpons has shown that differing approaches and views
continue to exist in conmection xlth soOme 1mportant parts of a future treaty
on radiological weapons

To overcome these differences requires additional efforis from every
delegation. . It iy my firm belief that th: Working Group would be able to..
make de01s1ve progress during the ‘summer session provided that the necessary
political will, increased co-operation and spirit of compromigse prevailed.
The conclusion of a draft treaty on radiological weapons would be a concrete
contribution to the second special session of the Genéral Assembly of the
United . Nations devoted to disarmament.

In conclusion, I-would like to appeal to all delegations to make use
of the interval betweern the end of the spring end the beginning of the summer
parts of the Committee's session to reconsider their positions and continue
consultations with a view.to achieving decisive progress in the elaboration of
a treaty on radiological weapons during the summer period.
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Mr. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, since the plenary is considering
today what has been accomplished in the Working Groups during the first part of
the session, I wish to say a few words with regard to the work done in the group
on security assurances under the able chairmanship of Mr. Ciarrapico of Italy.

Thanks to the commendsgble efforts of its Chairman, and indeed of all
delegations, the Ad Hoc Vorlting Group on Security Assurances has enjoyed a
consgtructive atmosphere of wutual co-operation both at the regular meetings and
during the informal consultaticns held on various aspects of the subject under
consideration. We are all aware of how difficult, and sometimes highly
controversial, this subject is. This fact gives us all the more reasons to
consider encouraging even the slightest wove forward in a direction of most
effectively strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclecar-veapon States.
Although we might differ in some details with what has been offered today. as
an assessment of the proceedings of the Vorking Group, the socialist countries .
share the view expressed by the Chairman of %he Group that, as a whole, the
worl: done during the first part of the. session was very useful, and to some
extent, as he said, it has paved the way for the work to be done next summer.

As evident from the statement of the Chairwan, the Group was able to agree
on its programme of work. It has been structured in several stages, which
hopefully -would lead us to a common approach that could form the basis of an
international convention, or to an appropriate resolution of the Security Council
as an interim arrangement. We have been glad to note that, as the Chairman
of the Group has pointed out today, document CD/SA/WP.S, containing the
programme of work, should be interpreted as providing a flexible framework for
the future negotiations, which would allow any relevant view or proposal to be.
taken up in the course of the search in the Group for a common approach. . In
this regard, I should like to recall that the group of the socialist countries
has presented in the Working Group its views and concrete suggestions, which
we believe will accordingly be taken into account at an appropriate stage of
. the negotiations later on. P

As regards the extensive work dome so far in examining substance under
stage one, as outlined by the Chairman of the Group, we have every reason to
belisve that the discussion held on the identification of various features
of the assurances has been useful. It has helped the Working Group to clarify
further some important aspects of the unilateral undertakings assumed by
nuclear-veapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear-weapon States. As a result, as the Chairman of the Working Group
pointed out today, the Group has reached a deeper understanding of the various
positions, their similarities and differences, a result which we regard, at
the present stage of the work, as something practically useful in preparing
the negotiations on a common approach in the summer.
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Dur1ng the consideration of stage one, several papers were submitted in
order to assist the Group in concentrating on important aspects of the problem,
and we have heard reference to some of them in the statements read today. .
Although we might not fully agree with every detail in this respect, we certainly
share the thought expressed by the Chairman of the Group to the effect that 211
ideas presented in s written form have served as a useful basis for identifying
the basic elements of the positions. As regards one point made this morning
by the distinguished Ambassador of Pakistan with reference to the same aspect,
I should like %o recall that the socialist countries do not belong to the
group that has chosen not to agree on having the legitimate security concerns
of all States objectively and factually reflected in a possible written result.
The whole statement of the distinguished Ambassador of Pekistan has quite
rightly been preéoccupied ‘with similar security concerns, which we do not deny,
and we expect, therefore, the same from the cthers. The socialist countries
have been glad to note that many delegations have actually recognized as
legitimate, and supported here in plenary as well as in the Working Group, our’
serious security concerns relating to the possibility of using the territory
of non-nuclear-weapon States for launching an aggression against cther '
countries. How can one seriously think that such States could remain outside
of a possible nuclear conflict and be, therefore, guaranteed. I shall now
refrain from any further comments, mentioning only the pertinent observations
made in this regard by the distinguished head of the delegation of Nigeria,
Ambassador Adeniji, in his statement in plenary\on 19 March 1981,

On behalf of the socialist countries, I should like to reassure my colleague
from Pakistan that we do remain firm supporters of the idea of most effectively
strengthening the’ ‘'security guarantees for non—nuclear—weapon States, and that
we do posséss the political will to develop negotlated agreements on all
dlsarmament issues, including on the one under consideration now.

The Committee and its Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances have now
entered into the second, more substantive part of the search for a common approach.
We have been glad to hear some interesting suggestions in this respect, which
deserve to be examined thoroughly if they are to form a part of the ground
for future success.

The socialist countries believe that all positive results contributinm
to a general convergence of views should be carefully kept in mind with a’
view to gradually widening the basis of our negotiations. It is our belief that
what can be marked as a positive development during the first part of the work in
the Working Group on Security Assurances will be appropriately reflected in the
final report of the Group at the end of the summer session, when all delegations
will certainly have their say in faithfully assessing the results accomplished
this year.

Expressing once again appreciation for the skilful manner in whish the
Working Group on Security Assurances has been guided by its Chairmen, Mr. Ciarrapico,
I should like to voice the belief of the socialist countries that this Working Group
will be able to make substantial progress in its search for a common approach towards
further strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States. For our
part, we are determined, as usual, to spare no efforts in co-operating with other
interested groups and individual aelegatlons in a common attempt to bring about a
solution which would meet expectations before the second special session of the
United Nations General Lssembly on disarmament next year.
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Mr. AIRAM (Pakistan): It was not the intention of my delegation to take the
floor twice on the same day in this Committee, especially since this is the last
neeting of our spring session. I have asked for the floor very briefly to respond
to a point that wes Just madc by the digtinguished Ambagsador of Bulgaria, and I
thought that I wvould do so at this moment, in order to set at rest any
misunderstanding that he may have with regard to the statenent which vas nade
by my delegation this morning.

I should like tco say that sy delegation is very gratified at the statement
which has Just been made by the distinguished Ambassador of Bulgaria, in which
he has reassured ry delcegation by name that the socialist countries —— I believe
he was speaking on behalf of the socialist countries at that time — remained firm
supporters of the idea of gecurity assurances, and that they do posseas the
political will to negotiate agreements on this ivem as well as on other metters
of disarmament. My delegation is very gratified to hear this, especially in the
light of developments in the Working Group during the past few meetings.

The distinguished Ambassador of Bulgaria said -— and I think this was also
in the statement of my delegation this morning —— that wve had pointed out that,
at the eleventh hour in the Vorking Group, onc of those delegations which had
initiated the exercise of what vas called stage one, i.e. identification of the
various Teatures of the declarations, chose to abandon it because the paper.
evolved did not conform tc its own views. The point that I would merely wish
to convey to the distinguished Ambassador of Bulgaria is that it was not the
Bulgarian delegation to vhich ve were referring at this point in our statement.

Mr. PROXOFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): I rust confess we were not intending to speak again today, but
the statement made by the delegation of Pakistan forces us to do so. Today,
we have heard statements by the Chairman of the Working Group on security
guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States and also by *he delegation of Pakistan.
Ambzssador Issraclyan, the head of the Soviet delegation, has already expressed
our gratitude to the Chairmen »f the working groups, including Mr. Ciarrapico, who
in his oral statement has, for the most part, correctly reflected the course of
negotiations within the Group on the important and urgent problem of the
strengthening of security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States ~-~ although
we cannot fully agree with everything he said. My second point is that we fully
subscribe to the statement just nade by the distinguished head of the delegation
of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, Ambassador Comradc Voutov. I confess we
were surprised by today's statement by the representative of Pakistan, in which
he gave a gweeping interpretation of the state and progress of the negotiations
in the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Security Assurances. A group of States did, it is
true, have doubts concerning the method of work adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group
on this question. But, unfortunately, our views did not receive sufficient
attention. Further discussion of this cuestion shoved that our fears were
Justified. Attempts to present the facts in distorted form are unjustified. As
is known, we were prepared to agree to the vorking paper of the Chairman of the
Group — I am referring to decument CD/SA/CRP.5 of 7 April 1981. DBut other
delegations —- delegations whose identity should be well known to the representative
of Pakistan -~ started introducing amendments to this paper, which we could not
accept, Bo far as the Soviet delegation and the delegations of the other
socialist countries are concerned, we are; as the head of the Bulgarian delegation
said, prepared for constructive work. We shall not be the ones to hold matters up.
Those are the remarks I wish to make and I propose to confine myself to them.
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The CHAIRMAI: In accordance with the consultations that I have conducted
in connection with the telegram received from Mr. Davidson Nicol, Executive Director
of UNITAR, which was circulated 1nformallj to all mehibcro of the Committee, I wish
to nake the follow1ng statement :

"The Committee on Disarmament requests, in accordance with Rule 16 of
its Rules of Procedure, its Secretary, Ambassador Jaipal, to attend the first
meeting of the Advisory Council of the United Nations Institute Tor Disarmanent
Research, taking place from 4-6 May 1981 in HMew York. The Ixecutive Director
of UNITAR, Mr. Davidson Nicol, will be informed accordingly.

"At the same time the Comm1tuee reaueutq its Chairman to continue his
consultations with member delegations on the representation of the Committee
on Disarmament in the Advisory Council."

I take it that the Committee agrees with this procedure.

It was so decided.

Mr. JATPAL (Secretary of the Committee and Personal Representative of
the Secretary-General): As. Secretary of this Committee, 1 am bound to comply
with decisions taken under rule 16 of its rules of procedure. Since I expect
to be in New York in early May, it will be possible for me to attend the meeting
of the Advisory Council. As I understand my role, I am expected to be the
eyes and the ears of the Committee and not its mouthpiéce or its spokesman.
I shall of course report to the Committee on the proceedings of the Advisory Council.

The CHATRMAN: "This concludes our business for the spring session. I feel
inspired by those delegates who have given in today's plenary meeting their
evaluation of our negotiations in the first part of this year %o add some ‘
personal remarks, too. This session has, on the whole, been a satisfactory one,
The four working groups which the Commi- tee set up last yenr began almost
immediately with their substantive work. The reports of the Chairmen of the
working groups have reflected the developments in the respective fields. Positions
were clarified, problems were identified and, by and large, a good basis Has been
laid for the continuation of the work-of the groups during the summer session.
The system of establishing working groups for specific items on our agenda has
proven its utility. Demands for additional working groups have so far not met
with the consensus of the Comnittee. These requests are still on the table.

In this connection I should like to touch briefly upon the question of the
workload the Committee can possibly carry. This important question was touched
upon by quite a number of delegations today. Taking into account the already .
existing workload of the Committee, the mere creation of additional working aroups
cannot lead in my viev to the required results. A change in the organization of
the Committee's work may be necessarj Perhaps the Compittee will have to
establish priorities, thereby taking into account existing obligations and the
particular situation prevailing in specific fields. Vhile maintaining the
established system of one meeting per week for every working group, the Committee
could perhaps set aside some additional time, for example, for dealing wvith the
comprehensive programme of disarmament or radiological weapons. By dealing with
these items, where there exists a time-limit or where solutions seem to be within
-reach first, the Committee could in fact gain.time for the other important items
on its agenda. :
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The informal meetings on items 1 (comprehensive test ban) and 2 (nuclear
disarmament) of the agenda have helped to clarify the positions on these
important issues. Delegations had the opportunity to present their security
concerns and concepts. The Cormittee will have to decide on vhether follow-up
measures during the summer sesgsion are tc be taken.

On the whole, the spring session has been held in a business-like
atmosphere. This wasg due to the active and constructive participation of
delegations in the meetings of the Committee and its subsidiary organs. Ve
have to bear in mind that the world commnity expvects the Committee to
contribute to the establishment of a climate and of conditions in which
disarmament and arms control negotiations can succegsfully be conducted
bilaterally, regionally or internsationally with the firm intention and the
firm political will of all participating delegations to achieve tangible
results. This is of particular importance on the eve of the second special session
of the General Assembly on disarmament, which will take place in 1982.

Before concluding the spring session, may I thank all delegations for
their helpful support which I have received. May I also thank the Secretariat
and its staff and the interpreters for their co-operation.

This concludes my remarks. The next plenary meeting of the Committee on

Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 11 June 1981, at 10.30 a.u.

The meeting rose at 4,20 p.n.
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The CHATRIAN: I wish to extend a most cordial welcome to 21l members of the
Committee, to nen-members participating uvnder the rules.of procedure and also to
others attending the meeting. In perticular, I would like to welcome our new
colleagues, Ambassador Julio Cesar Cerasales of Argentina, Ambassador Ahmad Jalali
of the Islamic Republic of Iran and Ambagssador Tissa Jayalkoddy of Sri Lanka. I
extend to them my congratulations on their appointments and ny good uishes for their
success in the performance of their dutieg.

I wish also to extend my welcome to Mr. Jan Hartenson, Assistant-Secretary-
General of the Centre for Disarmament, vho is present with us today. His continuing
interest in our work is, I am sure, noited with satisfaction by all of us.

I should like, on behalf of all of us, to coavey to the outgoing Chairman,
Ambassador Pfeiffer of the Federal Republic of Germany, our warm congratulations
for the courteous, efficient and dedicated manner in which he discharged hig
responsibilities during the month of April. ‘

Distinguished delegates, it is a matter of honour and privilege for the
Hungarian People's Republic and for me personally to assume the chairmenship for
the month of June in the Committeec on Disarmament. Iy Government attributes special
significance ‘to this Committee in promoting dissrmament and therebdy strengthening
international peoace and security. The Hungarian Peonle's Republic, a member of the
community of the socialist States, is of the strong conviction that everything should
be done to consolidate and further strengthen the achievements of détente, to prevent
a new wave of the arms race, to diminish the threat of a new world war and to make
real progress towards genuine disarmement.. Starting from +this conviction, the --
Hungarian People's Republic, in concert vith its allies, the Soviet Union and other
member States of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, resolutely supports all proposals
aimed at halting the amms race and at bringing about equal security at a lower level
of armaments.

This being «lso the goal of our activities in the Committee on Disarmament,
I will do my utmost from the Chair to promote this ain.

Distinguished members, I am loolking foruerd to your co-operation and assistance
in discharging my duties as Chairman for the month of June. In that capacity I shall
try to ascertain the general consensus of the Committee on all matters, and to that
end I shall be consulting zou regularly, individually as well as collectively., TFox
my part, I cen assure you that I will alimys be at the disposal of the Commitiee,

and will do my best to carry out my duties in sccordance with our rules of procedure.

As you knou, we have a great deal of unfinished business ahead of us and I am
sure you will agree with me thot we should all try to achieve as much as ve can
through mutual accommodation and underctending, despite the vagaries of the
international climate. I say *thic because "disarmament! today has come to mean in
the first instance the safeguarding of the survivel of mankind, ond without
contradiction that is in the interests of all nations and proples. '

At its first special sescion devoted to disarmoment the General Assembly
declared that "removing the threat of nuclear war is the most acute and urgent tasl
of the present day". Ve are also being reminded daily of this supreme taslk by various
organizations as well ag individuals, and pvarticularly by women, who are known as the
better half of manicind. Clearly, nuclear cuestions should receive the highest
priority not only in this Committee but also in other negotiating forums.

ri
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Let us resolve therefore %o take prectical actions that will lead us step by
step from one sm2ll measure to broader meagures in the direciion of nuclear
disarmament. In this context the importance of sn immediste cessation of the
nuclear arms race cannot be over-emphasized. The development of new wezpong of
mass destruction is cnother ares that demonds our urgent abtiention and I hope ue
shall take meaningful stens to prevent the Turther misuse of scientific discoveries.

One often hears the argunent that nrogress tovards disarmement is impeded by
international tensions, but we should certainly discuss and try to reach agreement
on measures of disermoment. tle arc not cxpected to wait until the internationsl
atmosphere improves. Despite the unfavourable international climote and perhaps
even because of it, members of the Committcc have vresented a number of far-reaching
proposals relating to disarmament. Az o negotieting body, it in surely our duty %o
give the most serious consideration to those proposals and prepare draft agreements,
treaties, etc., in anticipation of the day when the nation States of the world vill
be ready to sign them.

I believe that the Cormittec ic in a position to proceed towards negotiations
on a number of priority items on our-agenda. The Tour working groups that have bheen
set up will no doubt want to resume their work as quickly as poscinle, perhaps
according to the timetable olready esteblished, subject to minor adjustmenis vhere
necessary.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (ilexico) (tvenslsted from Svanish): 1y delegation is pleased
to see you assuming the chairmanship of the Commitites on Disarmament for this
opening month of its so-called "summer session! for 1981. IHaving had the opportunity
to follow closely your constructive vork both in +this multilateral negotiating body
and as Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Rodiologicel Weapons, we are cure
that you 11ill guide our digscussions uisely and efficiently, and ve take pleasure in
offering you the wholeheorted co-oneration of the delegation of llexico in the
discharge of your impoxrtant functions,

At the same time, I ghould like %o say once again how much ve appreciated the
exemplary manner in which the distinguished representative of the I'ederal Republic

[l s}

of Germany, Ambassador Pfeiffer, guided the Commi tee's vork in the month of April
vhen the "spring session” for the present year was concluded.

As you all knou, the Preparatory Commitiee for the Second opecial Session of
the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament has Just held its second session,
from 4 to 15 May 1931, at United Uations Headcuarters, New York.

‘ On that occasion, the delegation of Iexico submitted to the Preparatory Committee
a working paper containing an "annotated prelininary draft” of the provisional agenda
for the special session of the General Asgembly vhich I have just mentioned, vhich
has been reproduced as document A/AC.206/13.

Since that working vaper can casily be consulted by members of the
Committee on Disarmament intorested in this matter, I shall confinec myself on this
occasion to outlining our objective in preparing the document, namely, to turn to
full account the legssons of the firpt special gession devoted to disarmement..

Wle believe that the experience of the 1973 session underscored hou useful it is
in dealing with a wide-ranging item vhose various clements are clogely interrelated,
to do everything possible to prevent a digsipation of effort and to seel: instead
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a concentration of :effort,.with a view to meximum effectiveness and co-ordination.
Such an approach ig partlcularlJ advisable considering thot the key item on the .
agenda of the 1932 special séssion will undoubtedly be the comprehensive programme
of disarmament; the»programme'u structure and Zontent are very similar in several
respects t0 those of the Final Document. Even more than the latter, they w111
reqguire a sustained unltJ and tho necessary correlation Detween the various
components.

It therefore gseems to us imperative to avoid o proliferation of items on the
agenda of the forthcoming second upCPl&l session devoted to disarmament, which would
rob it of its distinctiveness ad a "special” scssion and male it rather like a
regular session. " That would be all the more regrettable considering the frequency
of regular sessions: the thirty-sixth session will take place six months before the
special session under consideration, and the thirty-seventh segsion barely three
months or so after the end of the special session, " '

Thus the preliminary draft agenda uhich we have ventured to submit to the i
Preparatory Committee contains, apart from uvhat we may call the ritual or customary
items such-as those concerning credentlelu, clections, general debate, adoption of
the Final Act and so forth, only three substaniive ¢temu. the item on "consideration
and adoptlon of the comprehensive programme of disarmament'; the item entitled
"consideration, adoption and opening for 01gnuturc of dra;t trea aties or conventions
on disarmament submitted by the Commitiee on Disarmament'; and. the item entitled

Nal I‘

"Solemn launching of the torld Disarmement Camnalgn and holding of the first
pledging conference for the Campaign".

With regard to the purpose of the third of the items which I have just mentioned,
the annotation,in our~worilng document uuate the following:

. "In llne Vlth the provisions of resolutbion )5/152 I of 12 December 1930, it

" appears very likely that the report preparcd by the Sccretaiy-General, with the
assistance of a group of experts, on the organization and financing of o
World Disarmament Campaign under.the auspices of the United Hations will De
submitted to the General Assembly ot its thirty-sixth session. t also appears
very likely that, at that session, the Genersl Assembly will take the necessary
action for the solemn launching of the Campaign and the holding of the first
pledging conference at the second UPGCL 1 session, with a vieu to giving the

Campaign the exposure and prominence it undoubtedly deserves,"

With regard to the item I mentloqod in second place, the lHexicen working papér
included the following commentar |

"The dlucuosmnu in the PrepargtOfv Comiittee showed that, on the basis of
the relevant General Assenbly resolutions, its members felt uhOt the conclusion
of a treaty banning all nuclear-veapon itests —- an issue which the
United Nations has been considering for more than & quarter of a centbury and to
"which the General Assembly has repeatedly accorded "the highest priority’ --- and
the conclusion of a convention on the elimination of chemical veapons -- an
issue to which the Assembly has also repeatedly accorded "high priority" —-
would provide the two ingtruments vhich could have most beneficial effects for
the General Assembly'.

Vhile I would not wish to minimize the importance those two items may acquire,
it nevertheless seems to me undeniable that the central item on the agenda of the
General Assembly's special session in 1982 will be the one concerning the



Cu/PV.128,
10

(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexiqo)

comprehensive programme of disarmament, the elaboration of which was expressly
provided for in paragraph 109 of the Final Document of 1978, in which it was agreed
that the programme should encompass "all measures thought to be advisable in order
to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective
international control becomes a reelity in a world in which international peace and
security prevail and in which the new international economic order is strengthened
and consolidated". Taking into account the breadth of the final objective thus

set out, as well as the significence and scope of the term "comprehensive'" and the
statement made by the relevant Working Group of the Cammittee on Disarmament and )
endorsed .by the latter to the effect that the programme ought to bve ”self—contalned”
it is obvious not only that the programme should encompass all the elements 1nc1uded
in the above-mentioned Final Document, but also that it will have to go further than
the Final Document in svme respects.

Moreover, the fact that the consideration and adoption of the programme will
constitute the fundamental item on the agenda of the second special session of the
General Assembly denoted to disarmament will in no way exclude the consideration
of other related items of lower priority. We are convinced, on the contrary, that
a detailed -review and analysis of the content of the comprehensive programme by the
special session of the General Assembly, which is essential if it is to be adopted
by consensus, will necessitate the consideration of such items, even if this occurs
— a8 happened with respect to similar items when the Final Dccument of 1978 was
being considered — within the context «f the comprehensive programme of disarmament.

Among the various items of this kind which are specifically mentioned in the
corresponding annotations ~f the working paper to which I have been referring, I
shall mention, not as a complete list but merely as an illustration, the review of
the implementation of the decisions and recommendations of the previous special session
devoted to disarmament, and a review «f the status of disarmament negotiatiens
envisaged in the Programme of Action, particularly those relating to nuclear
disarmament; the recommendations made and the follow~up to studies initiated by
the General Assembly during or after that session; the initiatives and proposals
of Member States; the menner of implementation of the Declaration of the 1980s as
the Second Disarmament Decade, and the strengthenlng of the role of the United Nations
in the field of disarmament.

If, as I venture to hope, there is consensus in the Committee as to the
paramcunt importance that the comprehensive progremme of disarmament will have,
I hope that there will also be consensus in recognizing that it is extremely
important that this multilateral negotiating body, with the help of the
4d Hoc Working Group set up by it, should be able to carry to a successful conclusien
vith all possible speed the noble task entrusted to it by the United Nations
reneral Assembly, that of elaborating the draft comprehensive programme which is
to be submitted to it for consideration next year and on whose fate will undoubtedly
lepend in the final analysis the success or failure of the second special session
vhich the most representative orgen of the international community will devote to
lisarmament. -

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of lMexico for his statement and for
1is kind words addressed to the Chair.
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I, VINKGTESARAN (India): Mr. Chaiiman, permit me first of all %o offer you
the wern felicitations of my delegation on your assumpiion of the office of Chairman
of the Committee for the month of June. We are convinced that under your able and
skilful guidance the Committee will be able to build <Turther on the results achieved
during the spring session. On behalf of the delegation of India, I offer you our
full and sincere co-operstion in the discharge of your heavy responsibilities.

Moy I also take this opportunity to welcome in our midst two new heads of
delegation, imbassador Jayakoddy of our close and friendly neighbour Sri Lanka and
Ambassador Carasales of frgentina. We have no doubt that the Committee's work will
benefit greatly from the rich experience and diplomatic skill for which our new
colleagues already enjoy a well-deserved reputation.

Our surmer session for 1981 takes place under the shadow of a blatant act of
aggression end disregard for norms of international behaviouw. The unprovoked
Israeli attack on the Iragi atomic reactor brings home to us once again how fragile
is the structure of international peace and security in the present-day world. The
Government of India has strongly condemned the attack and the official spokesman of
the Ministry of External Affairs has made the following siatement:

"The Government of Indie have learnt with grave concern and a sense of
deep indignation about the destruction of the Iraqi Osiral atomic reactor by
Israeli war planes on 8 June. This Israeli action is stark adventurism and
blatant intervention and sggression deserving condemnation.

Iraq has repeatedly stated that its prograrmme in the nuclear field is
confined to the utilization of nuclear enersy and technology for peaceful
purposes. There is, therefore, no basis for the Isracli contention that Iraqg
wvas on the verge of producing atomic weapons.

The aggressive, expansionist and anti-irab policiec of Isracl have been
a source of instszbility and tension in the region. This highly reprenensible,
unprovoked and unjustified attack on the Iragi atomic reactor has made a mockery
of accepted norms of international conduct and behaviour and sets a most
uniortunate precedent.!

the beginning of the second helf of the 1981 session of the Committee, our
thoughts turn quite ﬁnevvtaoly to the issues left outstanding ond unresolved at the
end of tle spring part of the session. While the four ad ho¢ vorking groups,
re-estaeblished at the beginning of this year's session, hqve continued to carry out
their negotiating tasks, with mixed results, under the termns of reference carried
over from last year, the question of reviewing some of the mandates is clearly
overdue, In particular, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chenical Veapons has managed
to reach a new stage in its negotiating tasks and further progress in our view could
be clearly facilitated by the adoption of a fresh and more specific mandate. During
the second half of the current year's session, the Ld Hoc Vorking Group on Chemical
Weapons should be enabled to begin the draftlno of an actual treaty text taking into
account the views expressed by States on the various issues involved. Alternative
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formulations, wherever necessary, could appear in square breckets in a first draft.
At a later stage, negotiations could concﬁntrato upon the romovel of such braciets

o inore request you,

through o reconciliation of Aiffzring vicuas. o v one
Mr. Chaimen, to conduct informal consultations and porhuis convene informal
meetings ol the Comaittee to give serious consideration o this question.

ol
has a mendate valid for the entirve duration of its worl:, i.e., until it has elaborated
the draft clcments of a comprehensive programme of disarmement to be submitted to

the General Assembly's second special session on disermaoment, scheduled 4o be held

in mid-1952. The mandate of the 4Ad Hoc Wnorking Gro oup on Rad ;ulogiﬂ"l Vicapons is
in our viev, adequate to the tasks that lie hefore i duving the rest of the, 1981
session. Ve would, uherefore, not recommend any revision in its mandate at this

The 4Ad Hoc Vorking Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmianent alre@uv

cr’?_)

9
1

stage.

During the early part of the current year's session, there were moves to seelk
a revision of the mandate of the A4 Hoc Working Group on Securiiy issurences. We
would be willing to consider any proposals in this regoard provided that the revised
formulation would not preclude the consideration of all initiatives designed to
secure the avcidance of the use of nuclear weapons., This Comiittee has been
engased in negotiating effective internaticnal arrangements To assure non-nuclear—
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear wen rong, pursuant to the
provisions of the Final Document of the first special scssion of the General Agsembly
devoted to disarmament. Paragraph 32 of the Finol Document siates:

"111 States, in particular nuclear-weapon Stz tes, should consider various
proposals designed to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons,
and the prevention of nuclear war. In this context, vhile noting the
d*cl are twono nade by nuclear-weapon States, effective arvangements, as
appropriatce, to assure non-nuclear-wezpon States agcinst thv use o1 threat
of use of nurlear weapons could stre: rthen the sec curity oi those States and
invernational peace and seccuritzr.”

It ig, th efove, quite hnqﬁbLguouOIY clear that all propossls "designed to
secure Je oevoldance of the use of nuclear weapons and the p;evcntl)n.of nuclear
war' should clearly be within the terms of veference of the 43 Hoc Working Group
on negative sec uribJ o raa ees.

t iz extremely unfortunate that the Committee wos unable to tale a positive
decision on the proposals put forward by the Group of 21 for the creation of two
additional o3 hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of its agenda. VWith respect to
item 1, the Group of 21 put forward, towards the end of the spring session, the text
of & pOSSxOLe nendate for an ad hoc working group on a nuclear-test han. In his
statement on 24 4pril on behalf of the Group of 21, the distinsuished imbassador of
idgeria rccomrended the following mandates

"The Comnittee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration of
the second part o»f its 1981 session, an ad hoc working group of the Committee
to nc”oti¢te on provisims relating to the scope, verification of compliance,

i the final clauscs of a draft treaty relating Lo item 1 of its agenda,
entitled 'Huclear test ban'. The ad hoc woriing grﬂ“o will report to the
Commitibee on Disarmament on the progress of its worl: at an appronriate time and
in any case hefore the conclusion of its 1981 scession.
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"During the course of negotiations on this item, the ad hoc.working group
will take into account existing proposals and future initiatives, including
the reports on the.trilateral negotiations among the USSR, the United Kingdom
and the United States on this subject presented during the 1979 and 1980
sessions of the Committee nn Disarmament, as well as any future reporis on the
trilateral negotiations that may be submitted to the Committee by tne parties

concerned during the remainder of its 1981 session.”

Yow that a concrete proposal for a mandate of a possible ad hoc working group
on a nuclecar test han is before the Committee, it is the considered view of my
delegetion that informal consultations as well es informal mecetings of the Committee

should he convened to negotiate the terms to set up the ad hoc working group as
early as pdssible. :

I night add that the draft mandate put forward by the Group of 21 is designed
to talte into full account the resulis already achieved in the trilateral negotiations
anong the USSR, the United Kinpgdom and the United States of America. It is now up
to the countries concerned to demonstrate their political commitment to the goal
of a nuclear test han by contributing fully to multilateral negotiations in the
Cormittee, ‘ :

The other proposal of the Group »f 21 relates to the setting up of an
ad _hoc working group of the Cormittee on item 2 of its agenda, namely, "Cessation of
the nuclear arms race and nuclear digsarmament". In the absence of a consensus on
this proposal, a series of informal meetings of the Committec were held, upon the
initiative of the Group of 21, to undertake a substantive examination of the concrete
issues reloting tc this agenda item. The object of this exercise was to pave the
way {or a positive decision on the proposal. In his statement of 16 April 1981
on behalf of the Group of 21, the distinguished imbassador of Algeria made an
assessient of the informal neeting devoted to nuclear discrmament and once again
put forwerd some of the concrete issues that could be taken up in multilateral

negotiations.,

We are surprised that in the opinion of some delegationg there were hardly any
specific and concrete issues that could be considerced appropriate or ripe' for
multilateoral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. During the informal meetings
on nuclear issues held in March this year, one delegation asked whether the Group
of 21 was suggesting that the Committee should take up negotiation of o SAIT-IIT,
That certainly was not the intention of the Group of 21, which has already identified
certain concrete issues which could he the subject of multilateral negotiations in
an ad noc¢ vorking group on nuclear disarmament. These issues vere clearly defined
in docunent CD/116, and negotiations on these igsues arc certainiy not designed
to supplant the S4ilT process. The SALT conéopt'is concerned with the limitation
of certain categories of strategic nuclear weapons; we are concerned with the
reduction and eventual elimination of all categories of nucleer weapons. The S.LT
concept is hased on the management of nucleir amms competvition between the
United States and the USSR; we are‘éonperﬂed'with'the much brooder ohjective of
halting and reversing the nuclear amms race end finally achieving nuclear
disamenent. We are, therefore, not demanding that the Committee on Disarmament
should enzase in SALT-type negotiations,

o
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What, then, is the basis for our proposal to underitake multilateral negotiations
on nuclear disarmament in this Committee? Quite simply, the basis rests on the
incontrovertible fact that the very existence »f nuclear weapons end the espousal
of strategic doctrines concerning their use, directly and fundamentally threaten
the vital security interes’s of nuclear-veapon States and non-miclear-weapon States
alike. The TFinal Document of the General lAssembly's firgt special sessicn on-
disarmenent recognizes as a fundamental vrinciple that all States have a right to
perticipete in negotiations for measures of disarmament that affect their security
interests., This is the principle on which our proposal is based, -

Secondly, a multilateral negotiating body such as the Comnittee on Disarmement
mst concern itself with the urgent and most pressing task of preventing the
outbrezl: of a nuclear war, which would affect helligerents and non-belligerents,
nuclear-veapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States alike., The proposal to negotiate
en agreement on the prohibition of the use or threat of usc »f nuclear weapons is
& step in that direction.

EN
v

Then we speak of elaborating the variocus stoges of nuclear disermament set forth
in paragraph 50 of the Final Document, are we suggesting that the Committee on ‘
Disarmancnt should enter the arcane and complex world of multiple independently-
targeted vehicles, ground-launched and air-launched cruise missiles, hackfire
hombers and "stealth™ aircraft? Are we suggesting that the Committee on Disarmaunent
also play the mystical and esoteric game of comparing the throv-weight of guided
missiles, the circular error probahility which distinguishes one generation of
nissiles from another or how many backfires are equal to how many cruise aircraft?
This certainly is not what we have in mind. /Ind how could we, vhen we have made it
abundontly clear that we consider such games as having little relevance in an age
of "nuclear overkill"? We, all of us here, are concerned with o sinple and yet
crucial aquestion ~—.in o world where a handful of major Powers possess the means of
global destruction, how. can the rest of us ensure the survival of our people, the
integrity and. independence of our countries and progress towards a just and equitable
régine of peace and international security? This is what we wish ‘o negotiate hexe
in this Cormittee. The SALT process nay be designed to reconcilc the security
perceptions of the United States and the USSR, The negotiations on long-range
theatre nuclear forces in Burope niay attenpt to harmonize the security interests of
the Duropean States. But these negotiations, importent in themsclves, do not deal
with the vital security concerns of the najority of non-aligned and neutral non-
nuclear-weapon 3States. PShould not there be a mechanism wherehy the security interests
nf the vast majority of countries of the world, already jeopordizmed hy the continued
existence ond accuwmulation of nuclear weapons and the growing threat of a nuclear war,
receive the serious consideration they deserve?. Or are thesc countries beyond the
pale, since they do not posscss nuclear vespons or arc not allied o a nuclear-weapon
State and therefore do not count? The distinguished Ambassador of (anada, in his
statenent of 16 April 1981, explained that Canada belongs to a nuclear alliance
because "we and our allies arce subject to a nuclear ithreat'. Vhat choice is being
given to the neutral and non-aligmed countries which have no nuclezr weapons, but
whose security is all the same threatened hy the denger of o auclear war? Should
they have in decide hetween joining a nuclear alliance or zcquiring nuclear weapons
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themselves?  If the answer to this question is in the negative, then is it not
imperative that the security concerns of these countries should be given due weight?
Before dismissing the proposal of the Group of 21 as unrealistic or impractical, the
members of the Committee, especially those who still harbour reservations about the
principle of multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament, should reflect
carefully on these gquestions.

Some of the measures of nuclear disarmament are admittedly complex. But this
complexity is not the result of actions taken by the non-nuclear-weapon States.
Nor is it the result or some independent, blind force over which human beings have
no control, Decisions regarding the development and refinement of nuclear-weapon
systéms have been taken by decision-makers in nuclear-weapon States themselves.
Even. a$:1 speak, research laboratories in nuclear-weapon States are busy developing
new and more sophisticated nuclear weapons and delivery systems, making the problem
even mpre complex. To say that urgent measures of nuclear disarmament cannot be
undertaken because the problem is complex, to say that issues of nuclear
disarmament must be left to the nuclear-weapon States themselves because the issues
involved would be technically incomprchensible except to the initiated few, merely
begs the question. . This is no argument. Who, after all,. is responsible for
taking decisions which are contributing to making the problem more and more complex
day by day? Vhy has nothing been done to halt the trend towards the increasing
complexity and sophistication of nuclear-weapon arsenals if the decision-makers
involved were aware of the fact that such developments would make the achievement
of nuclear disarmament more difficult in future? Paragraph 93(b) of the
Final Document of the General Assembly's first special session on disarmament
states that "States should assess the possible implications of theii military
research and development for existing agreements as well as for further efforts
in the field of disarmament".

Could the representatives of the nuclear-weapon States, especially those with
the largest nuclear arsenals, enlighten the Committee as to how seriously they have
implemented this appeal of the General Assembly to which they themselves were a
party? :

If complexity is a key problem in progress towards achieving nuclear
disarmament, then the rational thing to do, first and foremost, is to cease the
qualitative development and refinement of nuclear weapons forthwith. And this
is what the first stage of nuclear disarmament is designed to achieve, as set forth
in paragraph 50 of the I'inal Document which reads: "Cessation of the qualitative
improvement and development of nuclear-weapon systems". Under this heading one
may consider several concrete measures, e.g. (i{ a complete and immediate freeze
on the deployment of new types of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery,
(11) a complete and immediate halt to the replacement of existing missiles, « -
aircraft and other nuclear delivery vehicles by new and modernized versions,
(iii) a ban on the increase of the megatonnage of existing nuclear warheads,
irrespective of the delivery wvehicle cn which they are mounted. Other measures
could alsoc be considered under this heading. Since the votaries of the nucleaxr
arms race have been so guick and alert in detecting improvements and refinements
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in the weapons systems of their potential adversaries, using existing and available
means of verification, to Justify their own plans for modernization, my délegation
is convinced that verification of complianee should not be a problem. However,
such specific details would have to be worked out in the course of negotiations.
Right now thé question is whether an essentially political decision on the part of
all the countries concerned to agree to an immediate halt to the qualitative
improvement and development of nuclear weapon systems 1s possible. If the answer
is "Yes", then an ad hoc working group on nuclear disarmament can begin to look
into this aspect forthwith, i L o '

"I have gone into this matter at some length in order to dispel the notion

that there are no specific and concrete measures of nuclear disarmament upon which
this .Committee could.usefully negotiate. . Counting the number and types of nuclear
missiles is not the only exercise relevant to nuclear disarmament. And lest it be:
forgotten, I would like to recall to the Committee that in its predecessor body,
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, the: two major nuclear-weapon States
themselves put forward several concrete and detailed proposals on measures of
nuclekr . -disarmament for multilateral negotations. In 1962, the Uriited States and
the USSR submitted draft treaties on general and-complete disarmament which
contained specific provisions for the reduction .and total elimiration of nuclear
weapons. In 1964, both the United States and the USSR came forward with proposals
concerning the .reduction and elimination of bomber aircraft, while the United States
proposed a verified freeze on .the number and characteristics of offensive and -
defensive strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. In -those days, it was not
considered unusual by the nuclear-weapon -States to submit proposals concerning
nuclear weapons to. a multilateral negotiating body. Today, the worsening state.
of confrontation among the major Powers makes it even more necessary for the
non-aligned and neutral countries to play an active role in the prevention of a
nuclear war and the negotiation of urgent measures of nuclear disarmament. This
would be in the obvious interest of the major Powers and their allies themselves
just as it would be.in the interest of . the non-aligned and neutral countries.
Instead of arguing against multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmement, vou}d
it not be more reassuring to the international community if the nuclear-weapon
States and their allies put forward their own specific and concrete proposals to
the Committee .for consideration, just as the Group of non-aligned and neutral
countries have done? I recall that in the draft treaty on general and complete
disarmament submitted in 1662, the United States recommended the setting up of an
international commission on thé reduction of the risk of war through accident,
miscalculation or failure of communication, whose structure and mandate was to be

negotiated mtltiiaterally.~ Apreements have been concluded among some but not

all of the nuclear-weapon States which partially deal with the problem of an
outbreak of nuclear war through accident, miscalculation or failure of communications.
The technelogy of war has today helvhtenod these dangers considerably. Does not
the United States or for that matter any other nuclear-weapon State have any fresh
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ideas to offer concerning this vital issue? Do not non-nuclear non-aligned States
and neutral States have a role to play in this regard, especially in periods of
heightened tensions among the nuclear-weapon Powers? These are questions which
multilateral negotiations can attempt toeznswer with the help of ideas from
nuclear-wvespon States. Instead of always demanding that the non-nuclear-weapon
States demonstrate the vpracticability of multilateral negotiations on nuclear
disarmament; instead of challenging the non-sligned neutral States to come forward
with concrete and specific mcasures for such an exercise, it would be better if
the nuclear-weapon States thomselves came forward with their owm -initiatives and
ideas in this regard. As countries possessing nuclear weapons, they are in a
position to offer constructive proposals for consideration in this Committee.

We urge them to assume their recponsibilities, mindful of the fact that the
non-aligned and neutral countries are always ready to shoulder their paxt of the
burden and to engage in a constructive and fruitful dialogue on ensuring what,
after all, is a common aim of all thc countries of the world -~ the survival of
the human species.

_ My delegation.and many others have consistently put forward serious and
practical proposals which; in owr view, would make the goal of nuclear disarmament
less distant than it has become today. It would indeed be tragic if the
international community has to acknowledge that the goal of a world free of
nuclear veapons is -no longer a credible one. The consequences of such an
abandonment of faith would be disastrous. Coming back to Geneva from New York
after éttending the Tnited Fations Disarmament Commission session there which
ended on the fii“h of this month, my delegation, like many others which participated
in it, cannot but express its deep concern at certain negative trends which have
manifested themselves. Ve must strive to corrvect these trends before we are
overtaken by pessimism or cynicism which it is too easy to fall prey to in the
vital area of disarmament. If ve are to show the vision expected of us by the
international community, we have to work dedicatedly not merely to overcome the
pain of today nor to safeguard against.the pain of tomorrow which we may be able
to envisage, but to work to avoid the pain that is yet to come and that threatens
the future of our children and our children's children. The nuclear arms race
has not resulted in greater security for the nuclear-weapon States and their
allies, It has certainly brought aboub greater insecurity for them as well as
for the non~aligned and neutral countries, It is time, therefore, to give a
chance to a different conception of international security, one which is based

on a world frec of nuclear weapons. For it is only if nuclear disarmament is
achieved that efforts to evolve a new, just and equitable régime of international
peace and security and development, based on general and complete disarmament,
would have a chance of success,

The CHAIRMAN: I thanlk Ambassador Venkateswaran for his statement and kind
words addressed to the Chair, '
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Mr, McPHAIL (Canada): Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of the 1981 session,
I indicated my intention to speak on the subject of verification and its
significance to the arms control process, particularly as it relates to this.
Commitiee.

It is anb“oprlate to de so today because it is almost one year since the
Compendium of arms control verification proposals (CD/99) was tabled. The
Compendium was followed by a second paper (CD/12/) which served to quantify some
of the research upon which the Compendium was based, Today, I have the honour to
submit to this Committee the third and final working paper which deals with the
subject in a generic fashion. It is entitled "A conceptual working paper on arms
control verification'. . : .

More importantly, however, it is appropriate to consider verification as this.
Committee resumes its work because if priorities are oriented properly, 1981 could
prove to be one of the most productive sessions in many years. Leading up to the
United Nations General Assembly's second special session on disarmament, this
Committee's negotiations could prove influential by achieving progress in areas
where the verification aspects of the problem have taken on a particular slgnlflcanoe.
There are two areas where positive action could be taken.

In the erklng'Group on Chemical Weapons, there is an opportunity to explore
verification at the top end of the spectrum. By that I mean that chemical weapons,
which exist in great numbers and therefore constitute a real and present threat,
must of consequence be subject to a high level of verification in such areas as
non-production, facility dismantling and weapons destruction. The Canadian working
paper on verification and control requirements tabled on 26 March 1981. (CD/167)
provides an overview of the problem. While we are aware that there have been fears
expressed concerning intrusiveness and the possibility of compromising civilian
industrial secrets, our appreciation is that such inspections are possible without
detriment fto legitimate commercial sengitivities. This is the conclusion pointed
to by the 1979 workshop conducted by the Federal Republic of Germany (in terms of
non-production) and of the subsequent British workshop (from the standpoint of
dismantling and destruction of facilities). Results were presented in
documents CD/37 and CD/15 respectively. Working papers documenting the Canadian
experience in destruction of existing agents support this line of reasoning as well.

This Committee has not really come to grips with the verification issue
vis-a-vis chemical weapons. I suggest, therefore, that during the second period
of concentration of the chemical weapons Working Group, this aspect be explored.
Such work would constitute a positive and realistic contribution in support of the
bilateral negotiations.

While this Committee has not been involved in direct negotiations concerning
a possible eomprehensive test ban, many members, myself included, have registered
our interest and concern. Progress toward a CTB agreement has been considered
by all to be painfully slow, but we have recognized at the same time the complexity
of the technical issues involved, particularly those relating to verification.
The Norwegian representative underscored this fact for all of us, I think, when he
pointed out on 10 March 1981 (CD/FV.113) that "an adequate verification system is
a necessary component in a total test-ban régime, both in order to ensure
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compliance and to build confidence". In highlighting his own country's contribution
through "NORSAR" in the area of seismic verification, he acknowledged the 1mportant
progress achieved by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

Canada considers the work accomplished by the Ad Hoc Group to be of singular
significance in practical terms toward the realization of a comprehensive test ban.
A ban is one of the four elements in the "Strategy of suffocatlon' which
Prime Minister Trudeau outlinéd at the first special session of the ueneral Assembly
devoted’ to disarmamen*, in 1978. Beyond that, however, it is an area of intérest
to Canada precisely because it is one in which advanced technology, unfettered by
other considerations, could provide adequate verification with practical and almost
immediate results. I need hardly point out that as far back as in 1962, ‘it was the
Soviet Union whlch declared that, in the interests of seismic verification, it was

"prepared to agree to two to three inspections a year being carried out in the
territory of each of the nuclear powers" and that the proposal it had put forward
for "automatic seismic stations' included "elements of international control™

(ENDC/73).

Eighteen years later the negotiating States, in their tripartite report to
this Committee (CD/le ), acknowledged the contribution which co-overative seismic
monitoring measures could make in verifying comnliance with a treaty. The report
accepted conditional "on-site! inspection as a co-operative measure. Ve strongly
believe that this Committee and the seismic experts Group could supplement in a
very practical manner the efforts of the negotiating States.

These two areas of negotiations —-CTBand CW —~ are representative of those in
which verification plays a pivotal role. Very often it appeared that difficulties
in verification issues were based on preconceived differences regarding purpose,
methodology and definition. It was in part the frustration of being so close to
and yet so far from a number of agreements which prompted the initiation of +the
basic research programme of which this conceptual paper is a result.

We accept the argument put forth very often that specific terms of verification
cannot be negotiated before the arms: control problem itself is defined. It has
been our view, however, that there are similarities in the concept of verification
which extend across the spectrum of the arms control problem. Hence we can and
should learn from our experience. Ift is in this spirit that we developed the
"Compendium", to see what had actually been proposed and why, with the'odbjective
of developing a common perspective and verification typology. There has been a
virtual revolution in terms of verification technology. Yet, argumentation has
remained largely unchanged." On the one hand, information which might have been
kept from hand-held cameras in 1960 is now made available, often by rutual
agreement through national technical means today. On the other hand, while intrusion
has indeed changed, in any practical sense we tend here to be rather historical, and
updating is needed. ‘

Prior to the Second World War ——the 1922 naval accords and the 1925 Geneva
Protocol ‘were examples ——arms control and disarmement agreements negotiated under
comparatively normal peace-time conditions did not normally make provision for
systematic and effective verification of compliance with obligations. In post-—
World War II negotiations, however, provision has generally been made for some type
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of verification, In fact, verification in some form is now normally a part of .
almost any 91gn1flcant agreement, whether public or private. As members.cf this '
Committee, we must recognize therefore, that to insist upon verification .in an arms.
control agreement is not necessarily to question the good faith of any one of the
negotiators entering into an agreement, but rather through the reciprocal nature of
the provisicn, to build confidence and ultimately strengthen mutual trust.

I believe that it will be apparent to you upon reading the conceptual paper that
the ratiocnale which has been developed is without bias —- that has certainly been our
intention. The definition of vurlflcatlon, for example, was selected not from any
political document, but rather from the Oxferd Concise Dicticnary. It is a
particularly apt deflnltlon in that it included "demonstration" as an equal, and in
my v1ew preferable, method of verlfloatlon to "1nsppctlon

" Soviet Foreign Minlste“ Gromyko warncd last autumn that the arms race "is
approaching a p01nt boyond which it may become impossible to curb it effectively by
means of agrecments based on mutual verification". If mutual verification encompasses
the principle of re01pr001ty in its broadest sense, then cof course all of us can -
support his reasoning and his concern. That being said, members of the Committee
have the right tc believe that it sheuld apply not only to verification means now in
use internaticnally (such as national technical means), but alsc to all methods of .
verification, existing and potential. It means that preconceptions of "mutual .
verification" of the last 20 years must be reassessed, in the light of the necessities
today. Should not theé requirement for secrecy within national borders and the claim
of intrusiveness as an argument against. adequate verification be reviewed? . Indeed it
could be argued that national technical means, a verification method accepted by
treaty in the SALT process, is the most intrusive methed in terms of national
security assets. I commend to you the discussion cn intrusién contained in Canada's
conceptual paper being.tabled today.

In submitting thls latest working paper on verificaticn, Canada continues on a
course set 20 years ago, in the then multilateral negotiating body here in. Geneva.
Canada then took a special interest in the verification provisions of the Sea-Bed
Treaty; and today, we apply the same concept of verification to other subjects,
recognizing the special requirements of each area.

We hope that this coﬂceptual working paper will lead to greater consideration of
verification in this bedy. We are not looking tc the Committee to conduct a study |
of verification, which would he inappropriate for the Committee. We arc looking tc
others to contribute to greater consideraticn of this subject: we hope others will
chocse to table papers on aspects of verificaticn in which they mey have special
expertise and which can contribute to common understanding.

Finally, in the spirit of the commencement of the Second Disarmament Decade, and
in the approach to the United Nations General Assembly's second special session on
disarmament, I hope this Committee will allecate to itself a period within which to
discuss briefly the unique and vital sigrificance of verification to arms control

agreenents., This would serve to highlight the importance which has been accorded 1o
this subject by the Committce in 1nclud1ng it in item IX of its permanent agenda. In
this connection I am pleased to offer, cn behalf cf my Government, to provide a

briefing nn the conceptual paper and wn the research behind it by experts from Ottawa
who are ready to share:thelr experiences with you.
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The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador McPhail of Canada for his statement and klnd
words adoressed to the Chgir, :

Yr. AHMAD (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, the Pakistan delegation wishes to
congratulate you on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on
Disarmament for the month of June. We are confident that under your able guidance
the Committee will be able to achieve substantive progress in its work durlng this
summer part of its 1981 session.

Since we adjourned in the spring, international political circumstances have not
improved substantively. Indeed, new sources of tension continue to emerge as a
result of the even more frequent resort to the use or threat of force by a number of
countries; "in Llaglant violation of the principles of the United Nations Charter.

We are all the more convinced of the need for a politicel dialogue, espe01a11y
between the magor "Powers, tc reverse thn precipitous decline towards e disastrous
conflagratlon and to restore confidence in e world order ba ased on principles rather
than cn a te lanﬂa of tv_ror.

The Comm:tiee on Disarmament can make a positive contribution to these
objectives. ihe potential inherent in the CD has so far remained tc be fully
e¥xploitéd because of the reticence of some of its members te engage in a cencrete

dialogue on specific matters. We hope such positions will be reviewed, since
participation in negotiations does not and cannct prejudge or prejudice the position
of any State nr greup of States. Even if such negotiations” arc unsuccessful, the

exposition of various pcints of view cannct but add to mutual comprehension and
understanding. At this moment in time, this in itself may be a contiibution to
peace. o : ‘

As we cpen this summer session, we are confronted w1th a number of 1Nportant
proposals and issues on which early decisions are necessary. My delegation hopes
that as a first order of business, this session of the CD will take up consideration
of the proposals of the Group of 21, ccntained in documents CD/180 and CD/181 for
the establishment of ad hoc working grcups on the two highest-priority items, viz.,
the cessaticn of the nucloar arms race. and nuclear disarmament and the nuclear test
ban. A positive response to these proposals would be an important indication of
the political will of thc mejor nuclear-weapon Powers. toc promote the agreed goals of
disarmament.

Another decision which scems essential is tc adjust the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons. In our view, further progress on this item will
be possible only if the Working Group is able to commence the actual process of
considering and negotiating concrete and substantive provisions for inclusion in a
chemical weapons convention.

The Pakistan delcgation would like to reiterate its desirc to see the Ad Hoo
Working Group on Security Assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States turn immediately
to exploring the "alternative approaches" that have been identified by it in the
search for a common formule which could be included in an international instrument of
a legzlly binding character. My delegation will submit spccific views at a
subsecuent stage about those alternatives which may provide a feasible basis feor
agrecment on such a common formila.
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Considerable work remains te be dene on the comprchensive programme of.
disarmament if it is to be adopted at the sceond spe01ﬂl session of the
General Assembly on disarmament. In particular, we hope that the Ad Hoc Working
Group cn that subject will find it possible to reach agreement regarding the nature
and scope of the programme and to rationalize and elaborate the measures for
inclusion in it, only scme of which have been tentatively identified so far.

The "elements" relating to 'a convention to ban radiclogical weapons proposed by
the Soviet Union and the United States, have been substantively analysed earlier this’
year., A number of inportant issues remain to be resolved in relation tc this
convention. When speaking on this item in the Committee on 24 April . this year I .
stated that we ‘shared the view of the Swedish delegation "that the most feasible way
in which radiation . Cuuld be used for hostile purposes, without recourse to nuclear'
weapons, 1is thrﬂugh an attack on nuclear power facilities", I added: "Such .
facilities, which are¢ in a nascent stage in nost developing countries, would prdv1de
an ettractlve and vulnerable tﬁrget in any armed. conflict ... Therefore, the .
convention cn radiological weapons must include a provision prchibiting an attack on
civilian nuclear facilities, Indeed, my delegation is of the view that ‘the proposal
deserves adoption as a legal norm in its own right".

These words assune Spcc1WI pflvnancy "in the wake of the wanton air atta ck'by
Israel on the Iraqi atomic reactor last Sunday. In a statement issued on 9 June,
the Govornnent of Pekistan has condemned this unprovcked Isracli .aggression against
Iraq in the strongest terms. We expect th&t this unprecedented action which has
vinlated 411 norms of international conduct and threatered peace and security in the
volatile region of the Middle Fast will he unanlnously condermed by the international
community, including the Security Ccuncil. ' B

This Israeli aggression is of special co rn to the Committee on Disarmament
for more than one reason. Lpart from fl\utlng the principles of the United Natlons
Charter, it violat¢s humanitarian norms, specifically article 56 of Addltlnnal
Protocol I to. the Geneva Convention regerding the "protection of works and
1nstallatlons ‘containing dangercus forces" including "nuclear electrical generatlnb
staticns". - Secondly, it deémonstrates most vividly the inherent weakness of the
proposed ”elcnents" of the convention on radioclegical weapons and brings inte sharp
focus the relevance and indispensability of the Swedish proposal tc prohibit attacks
against civilian nuclear installations under any circumstances.

Most importantly, it calls into question the very foundations of the
understanding on which it is sought to promcte nuclear non-proliferation as a
universal objective. The majority of non-nuclcar-weapon States have made a ,
scvereign chcice not to develop nuclear weapons., Many have adhered to the nuclear
non-proliferation Treaty, and mcst have accepted IABA safeguards on the transfer of
‘nuclear technology and materials as a manifestation of this sovereign option. “But
every State has the inherent right — and this is confirmed by the Final Document
of the first special sess icn of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament -- t-
acquire and develop nuclear technology for eccnomic and sccial development. — What
the Isreeli air attack against Irag has done 1is to challenge this basic and:
fundamental right of every country to acquire and develop nuclear technnlogy for
peaceful purposes. Aind this challenge hes been defiantly repeated in the form of
threats of similar aggression against any of Isreel's neighbours which seeks tn
develop a nuclear energy programme. )
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There are, of course, cther aspects in the unprecedented action which must give
pause. There is the spectacle of a ccuntry which has itself, clandestinely, and
through fair means and foul, developed a nuclear capa blllty outside any international
centrol, asserting the rlgnt to prevent another State from developing even a modest
nuclear encrgy programme and poriraying this as a threat to its national security and
survival.:

The acticn has exposed the hollow rhetoric of the claim that adherence by a
State to the NPT would be regarded as proof of a country's commitment not to develop
or acquire nuclear weapons. Its impact on the IABA safeguards also cannot be
disregarded. As the Director-General of the IAEA stated at a meeting of the Board of
Governcrs the day before yesterday: "From a point of principle, one can only
conclude that it is the Agency's safeguards régime which has also been attacked".

In the context of nuclear non—proliferation and the development of nuclear
technoleogy for peaceful purpcses, one cannct but share the views of the
Director-General of the IAEA when he stated: '"During my long time here, I do not
think we have been faced with a more serious question than the implications of this
development". Yet, if the adverse implications of this development are to be
reversed, it is necessary to go beyond the crude logic of terror and intimidation
which apnears tc impel the Israeli leadership. There can be nc question that the
raison'd'8tre built by Israel is drawn from the popular and misconceived images that
have been palntod by certain circles in some cf the advanced nations regarding the
imminent danger in the development of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes by the
developing ccuntries. While shrugging coff the calamitous consequences of the
escalating accumulation of nuclear armaments by the Superpowers, while pushing under
the rug the frenzicd nuclear preparaticns by South Africa and by Israel itself, the
so-called international news media have spread rumcurs and deliberate conc;otlons
regarding the alleged danger of nuclear arms develcpment by States in the
Arab Middle East, in South Asia and in DLatin America. The effect, if not the design,
of such a campaign of propagands has been to numb international public opinion to the
kind of blatant aggressicn which was launched last Sunday by Israel ageinst Iraq.

It is the responsibility of the Committec on Disarmament tc comprehend this
development in all its gravity. The Committee, after due deliberation, should
adopt a decisien which would help to reverse the adverse consequences of this
development for nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, and to ensure thot such
actions are not repeated in the future.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Pakistan for his stateﬁent and
kind words addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. OKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairman, it is with great pleasure that I congratulate
you on behalf of the Japanese delegation on your assumption of the chairmanship of
our Committee for this month. Ib’delegatlon has full confidence in your ablllty -to
guide us in our work and you may count on our fullest co-operation.

I also wish o express my delegation's deep appreciation to Ambassador Pfeiffér‘
of the Federal Republic of Germany for presiding so effectively over our Committee -
in the month of April.

My delegation also warmly welcomes in our midst the nele arrived dlstlngulshed'
representatlves of Argentina and Sri Lanka.

My delegation, on the eve of the opening of the second part of the current
session of the CD, was shocked by the extremely disturbing news that nuclear
facilities in the territory of Iraq were attacked by the Israeli Air Force. Iraq is
a party to the NPT, and a country which accepts IAEA safeguardu.

Japan is deeply concerned about the possible repercussions of this attack on ,
international relations in general, and negotiations on disarmament in particular. *

I regret that my first intervention at this second part of this year's session
of CD has to be a statement deploring the Israeli attack. I am to read out the
provisional translation of the statement issued by the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Japan on 9 June 1981.

The statement is as follows:

"l. Concerning the attack of the Israeli air force on the nuclear
reactor in the vicinity of Baghdad on 7 June, the Government of Japan considers
. it extremely regrettable that Israel should have resorted to such an outrageous
action. This action of Israel violating the territorial air of Irag and
destroying its facilities, can never be justified for whatever cause.

"2. The Government of Japan is deeply concerned that tensions between the
Arab States and Israel may be further heightened by this incident and hopes that
all the nations concerned will exert utmost resiraint in order not o further
deteriorate the situation.

"3, On this occasion, the Government of Japan reconfirms its position that
the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a threat to world peace and that
countries which are not party to the non-proliferation Treaty should acceae to
it as soon as possible.”

The CHAIRBAN: I thank the representative of Japan for his statement and
kind words aadressed to the Chair.

Mr. YU Peiwen (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. Chairman, first of all
let me extend you my congratulations on your assuming the Chair at the summer
session of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of June. I believe that under
your able and experienced chairmanship the Committee will carry on its work
successfully. You can count on the full so>-operation of the Chinese delegation. A%
the same time, I wish to express my respects to Ambassador Pfeiffer of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Chairman of the Committee in April, vho presided excellently
over the meetings of the Committee in that month and made positive contributions.

I wish also to express my warm welcome to His Excellency Ambassador Carasales of
Argentina and His Excellency Ambassador Jayakoddy of Sri Lanka who have newly joined
in the work of the Committee. I believe that they will make useful contributions to
the work of the Committee.
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(Mr, Yu Peiwen, China)

Ve have listened to the statements made by the distinguished Ambassadors of
India, Pakistan and Japan regarding Israel's air raid on the Iraqi nuclear reactor
on 7 June. The Chinese delegation holds similar views on this serious event. We
consider that this act of flagrant invasion of a sovereign State committed by Israel
seriously trampled on the norms of international law and aggravated tensionsg in the
Middle East. Mr. Huang Hua, Vice-Premier of the State Council and Foreign Ilinister
of China, in a statement on 9 June said that the Chinese Government and people
strongly condemn this new act of aggression committed by Israel and give their firm
support to the just struggle of Iraq and other Arab countries in safeguarding State
govereignty, recovering lost territories, restoring the national rights of the
Palestinian people and opposing Israeli aggression and expansion.

We consider that Israel's bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor constitutes
another serious provocation further aggravating the tension in the 1lliddle East
following its bombing of Lebanon. This session of the Committee should follow
closely the development of this event.

At the beginning of the summer part of the session, we shall discuss
organizational questions, i.e. the programme of work of the session, and questions
concerning the mandates and activities of the ad hoc working groups, etc. We shall
consider suggestions made by various sides and make relevant decisions. The Chinese
delegation will take a positive and practical attitude ftowards all questions that
the session will be faced with and work together with other delegations for their
solution.

The CHAIRIAN: I thanlk the representative of China for his statement and for his
kind words addressed 1o the Chair.

I have prepared, with the assistance of the Secretary, s working paper
numbered 37 containing a draft programme of work, which has been circulated this
morning. Since we shall have some time left after this plenary meeting, I suggest
that we hold an informal meeting of the Committee so that I may have the opportunity
to introduce and explain the draft programme of work I have circulated to you. The
Committee might also wish to continue discussions on the programme of work at an
informal meeting tomorrow, Friday, 12 June, at 10.30 a.m.

If there are no objections, I will convene an informal meeting five minutes
after the closing of this plenary meeting, on the understanding that our discussion

will continue at another informal meeting tomorrow at 10.30 a.m.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be
held on Tuesday, 16 June, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.20 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: T declare open the 129th plenary meeting-of the -Committee on
Disarmament. I have no speaker on the list of gpeakers today. The distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, has informed ne that he is
postponing his intervention until Thursday in order to facilitate the work of the
Committee in connection with the adoption-of the programme of work. I thank
Ambassador Issraelyan for his gesture. Does any representative wish to take the
floor?

Mr. EL REEDY (BEgypt): Mr., Chairman, -at the outset I would like to congratulate
you on your assumption of the chairmanship of our Committee for this month, and %o
express to you our appreciation and confidence that you will guide our proceedings with
vigdom and skill., May I also take this opportunity to express our thanks to '
Ambassador Pfeiffer, the head of the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany,
for his excellent chairmanship of the Committee during the month of April.

I wish also to extend a welcome o our new colleagues.

It was with a deep sense of concern and alarm that we received in Egypt the news
of the Israeli attack against the Iraqi nuclear reactor on 7 June 1981, In a
communiqué issued by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Egypt condemned this attack as
an irresponsible act that tends to escalate tension in our region, is contrary to
the peace efforts, and violates the general principles of international behaviour.
Speaking before the National Assembly,  the Foreign Minister of Egypt stated that
"the Isrzeli attack against the Iraqi nuclear reactor is an attack against all
peace~loving countries and those who have joined the non-proliferation Treaty and
accepted its obligations, including the obligation to submit their nuclear activities
to international inspection".

Sharp reactions came out from our region and from capitals all over the world
condemning this act of aggression. Moreover, the Security Council is being convened
to consider the question, while the Board of Governors of the International Atomic
Energy Agency has already adopted an eppropriate resolution on the matter.

We here in the Committee on Disarmament cannot be indifferent to this event,
which casts dark shadows on the atmosphere in which we work,. the objectiwves. which we
seek to achieve and the subject matters with which we are seized. TFor we.are faced
with an act of aggression by a State which has refused to join the non-proliferation
Treaty, and to submit its nuclear facilities to international or bilateral safeguards,
against the nuclear facilities of a State that has joined the NPT and submitted its
facilities to the safeguard system of the IAEA. : ' T o

If the non-proliferation régime is predicated on the confidence of the non-nuclear
Powers in that régime, and on the guarantees as well as advantages enjoyed by them in
return for their relinquishing the nuclear option, then the Israeli aggression against
the peaceful nuclear facility in Iraq poses indeed a serious challenge to the
international efforts that are belng pursued to enhance and consolidate the non-
proliferation régime.

Israel's attack therefore is a test of the seriousness with which the nuclear
Powers parties to the NPT are ready to back their commitment to the non-proliferation
régime, and of their determinetion not to allow this régime to suffer a setback whose
consequences could be far-reaching.
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(Mr. Bl Reedy, Egypt)

Any step that has been achieved in the field of disarmament and arms control is
being made through o terribly slow and painstaking effort. It is therefore with a
sense of indigration that we view every attempt to strike at these achievements in
digremard of the mniversal intercsts underlining them.

The Israeli atfack against the peaceful nuclear facilities in Irag consiitutes
o dangerous development which we believe should be taken with the utmost seriouness
by the international community and by our Committee. It is obvious that such an
attack should never be allowed to become a precedent if we are to avoid anarchy and
chacs in international relations and to ensure international peace and stability in
an already complex world. ' )

It is for these considerations, Mr. Chairman, that we believe that our Committee
should be concerned with this question and should ponder on the steps that can be
taken to remedy any damage and to draw the proper lessons and conclusions in the
pursuit of its endeavours.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Egypt,
Aobassador E1 Reedy, for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the

Chair.

The cnly pending business before the Committee is the consideration of the
request of Spain. You will recall that at our informal meeting yesterday we considered
the request made by the permanent representative of Spain concerning participation
in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological VWeapons. As I noted yesterday, the
Committee has already invited Spain to participate in the ad hoc working groups on
chemical weapons and effective international arrangements Tc assure non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Secretariat has
circulated today the relevant draft decision contained in Working Paper No. 38, which
is identical to other decisions adopted by the Committee concerning the participation
in subsidiery bodies of States non-members of the Committee invited to participate
in its work. Is there any comment in connection with the draft decision contained
in Working Paper No. 38? I see none. I take it that the Committee decides to invite
the representative of Spain to participate during 1981 in the meeting of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons.

1% was so decided. 1/

The_meetinv vas suspended at 11.10 a.m. and resumed a2t 1,05 p.m.

hatad e

1/ "In response to the request of Spain [CD/147 and (D/185] and in accordance
vith rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representativé of Spain to participate during 1981 in the meetings of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons.'
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The CHAIRMAN: T declare the 129th plenary meeting reopened.

Working Paper No. 57/Rev.l as amended is before the Committee. Before submitiing
it for adoption, I would like to state the following.

In connection with the adoption of the programme of work of the Committee for the
second part of its 1981 session, the following understanding will be kept in mind:

1. The closing date of the session will be in August and will not go beyond

27 August. The actual closing date will bo_determined not lzter thap 31 July,
taking into account the requirements of the Committee's work as required by rule 7
of the rules of procedure.

2. The Committec will meet in plenary sessions ordinarily twice a veek, on Tuesdays
and Thursdays, subject to the understanding that if no speakers have been inscribed
for a particular plenary meeting 24 hours in advance, that meeting will be cancelled
and the time thus obtained reallocated by the Chairman after appropriate consultations

3. The following questions relating to the organization of work would be considered
at informal meetings during the week ending 19 June as well as subsequently:

(a) The proposal to revise the existing mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons;

(b) The proposal to establish additional subsidiary bodies, and

(c) The proposal to hold informal meetings with the participation of experts
to consider the item "New types cf weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons'. )

4. The following additional questions relating to the organization of work would
also be considered at informal meetings to be scheduled by the Chairman durlng the
session:

(a) Consideration of the modalities of the review of the membership of the
Committee on Disarmament, including the views expressed by members concerning the
improved and effeciive funcitioning of the Committee;

(v) Lmendments to section IX of the rules of procedure;

(¢) Format of the report of the Committee on Disarmament to the General Assembly,
taking into account the need for economy in documentation.

5. It is envisaged that the report of the A3 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 subm1581on.

If there is no objection, I shall consider that Working Paper No. 57/Pev.1,
as amenced, is adopted.

It was so decided.
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The CHAIRMAN: Members will recall that, at our informal meeting on Friday,
I circulated the time-table for meetings to be held by the Committee and its
subsidiary bodies during the present week. I noted on that occasion that the
time-table was indicative and had been circulated solely for the purpose of
facilitating the preparations of delegations for meetings to be held during this
veek. If there are no objections, we will continue to be guided by it, subject to
the addition of an informal meeting on Friday afternoon at 3 p.m.

The next plenary meeting of the Commitfee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 18 June, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m.
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