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The CHAIRMAN: The Cormittec starts today its further consideration of agenda
itens and outstanding questions relating tn the orgonization of work. As usual,
in conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, mombers are at liberty to make
statenents on any other subject relevant to the work of the Cormittes.
Distinguished colleasues, before procceding, may I, on behalf cof the Indonesian
delegation, express ocur nocst sincere appreciation tc the outgoing Chairman,
Ambassador Venxateswaran of India, who has presided over the proccedings of the
Committee during the wonth of July with great skill and efficiency. With a
cottbination of firmness and flexibility he has succceceded in his ininitable way in
creating an atnosphere which has helped the Cotmittee to meke further progress in
its work. I hope that I can count upon his counsel in the days zhead.

Special itribute iz also due to the Chairmen of the four ad hoc working groups.
Ambassador Garcia Robles with his vast exvorience and diplomatic skill has enabled
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme on Disarmament to nake
progress in elaborating the various stages of the programme. Arnbassador Komives
of Hungary, in his capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group ~n Radiological
Vieapons, is leading the Working Group with great efficicncy in formulating the text
of a draft convention. The Ad Hoc Working Groun on Chemical Weapons is mamifestly
neking progress under the skilful leadership of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden. It is
to be hoped that in due tinc the Coumittec can agree on a.new nandate for this .
Working Group which takes into account the progress it.has made. The Ad Iog¢ Working
Group on Security hAssurances is working hard under its dedicated Chairman,

Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, to arrive al agreced formulations on the various
alternatives of such security guarantees.

Distinguished colleagues, it is indeed 2 great honour to preside over the work
of this important Committes, constituted to be the single multilateral disarmanent
negotiating forum for arms control and disarmancnt agreements, which will enable
the world to achieve the ultimate objective of gencral and complete disarmanent
under effective international control. We are all aware that, in pursuing this
objective, we havc to pass throush a long and difficult »oad. There are different
national interests and different security concerns, sowmetires conflicting, involved
in dealing with disermament matters. We should perseverc in trying to narrow down
those differences and reconcile the conflicting standpoints, so that convergent
views may finally energe as to how %o ensurz the survival of nankind.

August is the last month of this year's session in which the Committee will
have to produce a repnrt on its activitics to be conveyed to the coning thirty-sixth
session of the General Lssembly. This time the report will be of special impertance
in view of the fact that the second special session of the General Asseubly cn
Disarmament is to be convened in the spring »f next year. The thirty-sixth scssion
of the General Assembly, and certainly the sconnd special session, will evaluate the
Committee's performance and effectiveness during the three years of its cxistence,
since its restructuring in 1978. The General Assembly at its first special session
established the Cormittec's terms of reference and priorities. It will be against
those terns of reference and priorities, and against the provisions of the relevany
resolutions of the thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth scssionsz of the General .Assembly,
and especially res~nlution 35/46 declaring the 1980s as the Sccond Disarmanent Decace,
that our performance will be evaluated and judged., In nrdcr that the Generel Asscubly,
and the international community at large, can be correctly informed of the work of
this Committee, the report should reflect as truly as possible the real situation,
the progress we are naking and the difficulties we are still facing in our negotiations.
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(The Chairman)

During the past three years delegation after delegation has expressed its
disappointment at the meagre results which have been achieved by the Committee.
Three years are, relatively, not very long, but we must not forget that before us
the ENDC and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) had been
occupying themselves with disarmament already since 1962." It is therefore for
nearly twenty years that the issue of disarmament has been discussed and negotiated
without too much progress. '

On two items, considered of the highest priority by the General Asscubly at its
first special session on disarmament and in other relevant resolutions, namely, the
comprehensive nuclear test ban and the cessation of the muclear arus race and
nuclear disarmament, the Comnittee has not been able to agree even to form ad hoc
working groups to start multilateral negotiations. It is not my intention at this
time to put the blane on anyone in particular. It will not be an easy task to give
an acceptable explanation to Jjustify the Committee's inability to start dealing
effectively with these issues to which the internaticnal cormunity attaches the
greatest importance and the highest priority. ‘

When we speak about disarmcment, especially nuclear disarmament, it is obvious
that we do not address ourselves to countries like Indonesia. When we speak about
disarmament, it is the nuclear-weapon Powers and the nilitarily significant States
that we have in mind. = Everybody, including the nuclear-weapon Powers, speaks of the
need for disarmament, but apparently the cultural and moral motivations are not yet
strong enough to overcome mutual distrust and produce the necessary political will,
and above all the readiness o translate that will, if it is there, into concrete
disarnament measures. '

The few weeks which remain of this year's session will mainly be needed by the
Committee to produce its report. I hope that the four ad hoc working groups will
wind up their substantive work as soon as possible and start finalizing their
reports so that the Committee can finish with its report in tinme for this session
to be closed on 21 Lugust as has been agreed.

Distinguished colleagues, since for all practical purposes I am a newcomer to
the actual work of the Comnittee, I anm bound to nake nistalkes with regard to
procedure, as well as substance. I will rely very much upon the indulgence, the
co-operation and the counsel of all uy colleagues, and especially of the Committee's
Secretary, wy old friend Ambassador Jaipal, to keep ne on the right track.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr Chairman, let wme first of all
express the satisfaction of the delcgation of the Gernan Democratic Republic on
seeing you preside over the Committee on Disarmanent in the nonth of August. We
all highly appreciate your well-known diplcmatic experience and .are confident that
under your wise guidance the Committco will successfully accorplish its work during .
the last month of this year's session. May I wish you success in your difficult and
responsible task. This is also an occasion to thank your predeccssor, -
izbassader Venketzoworan of India, for the excellent and el -quent woy in-wvhich he
steered the work of the C-muittec during the munth of July.



(1r. Horder, Geruman Denccratic Republic)

It is my intention to.dwell today upen the guesticn of cffective internaticnal
arrangenents to ensure non-nuclear-weapen States against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons. As is well known, ny country attaches great importance to efforts
ained at strengthening the security of States by wncans of special political and '
legally binding international instrunents. The nein ain in this regard is to
exclude once and for all the possibility of a nuclear holocaust., Guided by this,
uy delegation as well as the overwhelning majority of €D uenber countries, have
urgently demanded the beginning »f negotiaticns with a view te ending the nuclear
arns race and achieving muclear disarmanent. S

ot

Although it was not possible at this session of the Committee on Disarmament
even to esteblish an ad hcoc working group to initiate the relevant negotiaticns,
ny delegaticn intends Yo proceced with its efforts ained at this goal. We hope that:
next year's session of the Cormiittee and the forthcoming sccond special session of .
the General Assenbly devoted tn disarmanent will give a new impetus towards starting
such nultilateral negotiations. : o

Pending nuclear disarwmament, appropriate international measures should be taken
to strengthen the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. This is why ny delegation
highly appreciates the efforts of the 4Ad Hoe Working Group on Security iLssurances
and of its able Chairman, Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, to elaborate an appropriate
international instrument. The work of this Group deserves cur special appreciation
since it is closely connccted with difficult and complex politieal,  strategic and
legal questions.,

Having this in mind, we appreciate that within the Group the idea of elaborating
an international conventicn to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear wecapons is gaining nore and nore support. Such a step
would also correspond to General iLssembly resclutions 35/154 and.35/155.

' In the course of the 1981 session the “Jorking Group has done a great deal to
explore ways and tueans of reaching agreenent on a comicn formula acceptable to all
which could be included in an appropriate international instrument. Many valuable
proposals have been subnitted in the Group. In this connection we highly estinate
the efforts of the delegations of Bulgaria, the Netherlands and Pakistan.

s far as ny delegation is esncerned we would favour a commnn formula providing
for the extension of security guarantees to all States which rencunce the production
and acquisition of nuclear weapons and which have no nuclear weapons on their
territories or under their Jjurisdiction or control, regardless of whether they are
neribers of military alliances or nnt., Thus, our appreach is based on two basic
elenents: '

(1) The nuclear-weapon-free status of countries which shcvld receive the
security assurances,and

{2) - The. non-use commitnent of muclear-weapon States.

In this way, the overwhelming najority of States would receive sccurity
assurances against the use of nuclear weapcens. We share the opinion expressed on
16 4Lpril 1981 by Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden that "without any exceptions all
non-nuclear-weapon States which are legally committed to their nuclear-weapon-free
status are entitled to unambiguous assurances that nuclear weapons will not be used
against then" (CD/PV.125). I think the Swedish non-nuclear-weapon record is well-
known to all of us.
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(Mr. Herder, German Democratic Republic)

In our approach to the elaborntlon of a common formula we attach great importance
to the non-stationing cotmitrient, ~Hers Wy proceed from the fact that thé ‘tationing
of nuclear weapons on the territory of non-nuclear-weapon States would not only escalate
the nmuclear .arnis race but would also include the danger-of a nuclear attack being
launched from the territory of countries where muclear weapons are stationed. . Thus, the
non-stationing formula could by no means be regarded as a condition, but rather as a
basic element of a '"common approach" to security assurances. It seems to be quite
obvious that a State having foreign nuclear weapons on its territory could become the
source of a nuclear threat. Could such a State really expect to receive security
assurances? :

We cannot agree to the argument that in the case.df the stationing of foreign
nuclear weapons on its territory, the country concerned was pressured to accept these
weapons and has no control over them. On the contrary, it is the sovereign decision
of the country concerned to accept nuclear weapons on its territory or not. Who else,
if not its authorifies, is.in a position to decide on the use of its territory?
Morecover, there are relevant examples, such as in the Western neighbourhood of my
country, where a State not only accepted the stationing of thousands of nuclear weapons
on its territory, but also takes part in decisions on their use.

Likewise we find it difficult to agree to the argument that a non-stationing
comnitment could not be verified. Such an approach would put into doubt all efforts to
create nuclear-weapon~free zones, since a basic element of such zones is the obligation
not to allow the stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of the States concernec

Thus, ty delegation believes that the non-stationing question is by no means just
a theoretical one. This becomes quite clear when we 1ook at the international political
enviromment. I believe that nobody here in this rocm can really deny the negative impact
which the stationing of nuclear weapons on additional territories will have on the
international situation, not to speak about disarmament negotiations. It is well known
that there arc plans to deploy new nuclear nissiles in some West European countries and
also in South Korea.

In this- .case, too, we observe an 1nterost1ng phenotienon: while sone pecple —-
consciously or not -~- tend to play down the dangers inherent in such steps, concerned
citizens in such countries are realizing wore and nere the prospect of becoming
"nuclear hostages'. I think we should nct neglect *his.

Thus, let me once again stress that we see the non-stationing of nuclear weapons
together with a non-acquisition commitment as part and parcel of a comuon approach to
security assurances. The neon-stationing fermula would effectively complement the
non-proliferation Treaty. In this regard we scc much nerit in the position put forward
on 7 April 1981 by imbassador Darusman of Indonesia when he stated that "with regard to
the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territcries of States where there are no
such weapons 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 to note in this context that the obligation of non-nuclear-weapon States
Parties to the NPT, to which Indonesia belongs, is quite clear. The mon-staticning of
nuclear weapons in the territories of thnse Stateo constitutes a further neasure to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons'. (CD/PV 122). ‘

Having this in nind we favour very much the conclusion of an agreenent on the
non-stationing of nuclear weapons cn the territories of States where there are no such
weapons at present. Such an international instrunent weuld put a stop to the geographica
spread of muclear weapons and thereby reduce the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear
conflict. It would also encourage efforts %o create nuclear-weapon-free zones in
different parts of the world and create a useful basis for an agrecment on security
guarantees

Y
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Mr, ERDEMBIIEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Before beginning my
statement, Mr. Chairman, I should like, on behalf of the Mongolian delegation,
sincerely to congratulate you, the distinguished representative of the friendly
country of Indonssia, on your accession to the chairmanshiy of the Committee on
Disarmament for the month of August.

I should also like -to express our gratitude to Ambassacor Venkateswaran of
Indig, who guided the work of the Committee last month with great skiil.

At today's meeting the Mongolian delegation would lile to speak on item 3 of
the agenda, namely the question of security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use of nuclear weapons.

For the third year now, negotiations on this matter axe going on in the
Committee on Disarmament. For the past two years, the Ad Hoc Working Group has
been doing all it can to consider this guestion thoroughly and it would seem that
its task has been considerably lightened. For in fact all the nuclear-weapon
Powers are sympathetic towards the demands of the non-nuclear-weapon States
regarding the non-use of nuclear weapons against them, and the majority of
non-nuclear-weapon States, for their part, declare- that they are opposed to the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, it has not so far proved vossible
to reach an agreement on the question of assurances.

With the approach of the end of this year's summer session, the Ad Hoc
Working Group will no doubt be considering what it has accomplished in its work.
It will surely, then, not be superfluaus to make somc comments on the question
under consideration in the Committee. ’

The Hongolian Pecple's Republic has attached and continues to attach great
importance to the provision of effective and reliable securvity assurances for States
which do not possess nuclear weapons and which do not have them on their territories
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, considering this problem from
the viewpoint of the whole complex of nuclear disarmament cuestions, and in
particulaxr that of the complete prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons.

I would also recall our position to the effect that we are, as we have been,
in-favour of the speediest possible preparation of a draft international convention
on this question, which would have binding force in.equal measure both for
nuclear-weapon and for non-nuclear-weapon. States. Our position in this regard
is based on the relevant provisions of the Final Document of the special session
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament and well-known
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly. '

Our proposals and observations on the question of thc strengthening of
security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States are fully reflected in
vorking paper CD/23, which was submitted by a group of socialist countries.
Without going into details regarding the .content of that document, I should like
once again to stress that we are still, as before, convinced that in fact the
preparation and conclusion of a convention on this question would be the most
effective way of solving this important and urgent problem. '

At the same time,the delegations of socialist countries, including the
Mongolian delegation, have frequently stated that they arc not opposed to the
consideration, in addition, parallel to the preparation of a convention, of other
ways of providing the non-nuclear-weapon States with assurances,;in which all
nuclear-weapon-States would make deciarations, cither identical or similar in
content, which would then be approved by the United .lNations Security Council.
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{Mr. Brdembileg, Mongolia)

While explaining the Mongolian delegation's position on the approach to a
solution of the problem of strengthening security agsurances for non-nuclesr-weapon
States, I should alsc like to touch on a number of topics under consideration in

the Ad Hoc Working Group.

After completing the work of the flrst stage, including, in particular,
identification of the various features of the assurances the A4 Hoc Working .Group
on Security Assurances embarked on the second stage of its consideration of this
problom-«-namely, discussion of the possible alternatives which might be ekplored

in ‘the search for a '"common spproach”.

The Working Group is at present considering the texts of formulas put forward
by the delegations of the Netherlands and Pakistan which have been commented on in
some detail by the group of socialist countries, including my delegation. I should
therefore like to make some observations of a gencral kind.

As regards the solutlbn of the question of providing security assurances, the
socislist countries have been and are in favour of a formula which would impose
obligations to an equal degree both on the nuclear-weapon Powers -- not to use or
threaten +to use nuclear weapons sgainst non-nuclear-weapon States -- and on’
non-nuclear-weapon countries —- not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons and not to
have them on their territory. Thus there are itwo basic principles for genuine
non—nuclear status, namely the non-possession by the State of nuclear weapons and
the non—statlonlng of such weapons on its territory. The question whether a
non-nuclear-weapon State belongs to some military and political grouping or
perticipates in some action of a nuclear-weapon Power is an entirely different

matter.

T think there is no need for me to state the substance of the socialist countries
proposals on this matter. I merely wish to say that a formula wnlch requires the
miclear-weapon States to provide unilateral assurances does not solve the problem.'m
Such an -approach leaves open the possibility for the acquisition of nuclear weapons
in the future in one form or another by non-nuclear-ueapon countries. :

What the Soviet Union and the socialist countries have proposed, in the matter
of the granting of assurances, is the inclusion of a provision ccncerning the
non-stationing of nuclear weapons. In fact, without a ban on the stationing of
nuclear weapons, any assurances would undoubtedly be frazught with the danger of the
territorial extension, that is, the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Such assurances could encourage nuclear-weapon States to station and perhaps to use
muclear weapons in the first instance from the territories of those States which
have been granted assurances. -The presence of foreign nuclear weapons on the
territory of a non-nuclear-weapon State will automatically raise another problem:
how to determine whose nuclear weapon was used, if such use were to take place.
Those are the few comments my delegation w1sheu to make at the present stage of the
Committee's work on this subject. '

Aware of the fact thet the Ad Hoc Working Group is still confronted with many
difficulties in its negotiations on the question of negative assurences, the Mongolian
delegation is ready to continue to make efforts, in co-operation with other
delegations, to find a positive solution to this important question.

In conclusion, I should like to draw the attention of the members of the Committe
to document CD/201 of 30 July 1981, containing "The Appeal of the Great People's
Khural of the Mongolian People's Republic to Parliaments of Ail Asian end Pacific

Countries", which has been circulated as an official document of the Committee on
Disarmament.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mongolia for his
statement and the kind reference he made to the Chair




Iy, FGIN (Netherlands): Ilr. Ch31rmh n, yesterday ot our informol plenary meeting
I already had an opportunity to cxpress the satisfaction of my delegation at secing
you ag our heirmnn for the month of Aunu 3%, Todoy, in thin first formal plenary
mecting, X wish to place on xo thwe comizfoction of my Government, my dclegation

and of myself p rsnnally av welcoming you, the representative of Indone ia, with
vhich my country has had such long-standing and strong ties, as ocur Jhalrman. Wa
are looklag forviard to working with you in order to bring to a successful conclusion
this year's ceosion of the Commititee on Disormame nt, in so far zs the international
clrcumotancou of today permit uc,

Today I wish to _ntwouﬂ”e document uD/co submitted by my delegotion,
concerning consultation znd co-~Operation, i —rlzlcation measures and complaints
procedure in the fromework of a convention on the complete and effective prohibition
of the development, nroduction and stockpiling of all chemical tvreannns and on their
destruction.

Before doing so, however, may I aclmowledge once again the crucial importance
for our work in the Committee on Disarmament of a successful outcome of the bilateral
negotiations between the United Statesz and the Soviet Union.

In an intervention on 2 April 1981 I said that it was a courageous political
decision at the highest level that ten years ago provided a breckthrough with regard
to the Biological Weapons Convention. I then expressed the hope that thc same
political courage and the same political wisdom would soon again prevall and lead
to our common goal, 2 convention on chemical weapons. This hope we still hold,
today. ' ‘ '

We all know that virtuslly no substantial progress has been made of late in any
field of arms control and disarmament. We are all aware of the expectations with
regard to the sccond special scession of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
next year. . We are also aware of the renewed hopes invested in the Committee on
Disarmonent since its transformation in 1978, Thet is why I wish to appeal once again
to the Governments of .the United States and of the Soviet ‘Union, to resume thein
bilateral negotiations with respect to chemiczl weapons in the near futurc. = 4
courageous political decision at the highest level allowing a breakthrough in the
bilateral negotiations would surely further cnhance the momentum noticeable lately
in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons.

As for the mandate of Ad Hoc Working Croup on Chemical Weapons we have talken
note of the statement of the Chairman of that Group, Ambassador Lidgard, at the
141st meeting of the Committee that no consensus could be reached on a revision of
the present mandate of the Ad Iloc Working Groun. We regret that no such consensus
emerged. We support the appeal contzined in the final part of Ambassador Lidgard's
statement. We hope very much that at the beginning of the 1982 session of the
Committee on Disarmament o new mandate can be agrecd upon enabling the Ad Iloc Working
Group to elaborate, as a mattcr of high priority, a multilateral convention on the
complete and cffective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and on their destruciion.

It is 2 well-known position of my delega tlon that verification is no means in
itself but should rather serve as a component in o system that together with a
meaningful scope and a reasonable amount of vprotective measures will give a State more
national security than the maintenance of the chemicel weapon option would do. Since
such a system is as strong as its weakest link, it is of great importance to.obtain
the best possible verification procedures. Without adequate verification, States
will not be confident that the provisions of a convention will be observed.
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(iir. Fein, Hetherlands)

Like many other delegations here, we belicve that within the framework of
chemical weapons convention, netional and intcrnational measures of verification
re complenentary. After all, we are dealing with = proven weapon system, ready
end available in large amounte. Therefore, verification items cannot be left to

3

the fine print, but have to be stated clearly in the treaty itself.

a
o
o

I shall not tax the endurance of the Committee with a full exposé of all aspects
of chemical weapons verification. Enough has been said about it in rccent weeks.
Moreover, the “onadian document, CD/1G7, and the Fimnish document, ¢D/196, form,
between them, a unique and substantial inventory of the ingredients for chemical
weapons verification. On that score, the document which I have the honour to
introduce today is self-explanatory. I+ stems from what we believe to be a down-to-
earth approach reflecting plain rcalities and desipgned to take care of practical
needs. Thereby it gives a complete outline of a reasonable, but effective,
verification system, a cornerstonec of an adequate and consistent convention on
chemical weapons.

Given the close intecrrelationship between the scope and the means of verification,
we hope that our document may contribute to a move forwards. Let me surmarize the
main characteristics of our proposals:

Consultation, co-operation, verification and complaints —- and this is an
innovation ~— are not trecated individually but form elements of one
integrated, consistentsystem;

National and international verification are therefore interlinked;

The cstablishment of national implementation agencies will he called for;
The national implementation agency will, inter alia, work closely together
with a consultative committee to be established;

The consultative committee should permanently oversee the destruction or
diversion for permitted purposes of declared stocks of chemical weapons;

The consultative committee must carry out the supervision of the dcsiruction
and diversion through on-site inspections on a permancnt basis;

Through random on-site inspeetions the consultative committce will check
periodically that the production of supertoxic lethal chemicals does not
exceed agreed quantities;

With a view to enhancing confidence the consultative committee should
undertake inspections on a random basis at facilities on the territory of
States parties that will on a regular basis be agsigned by lot;

The consultative committee shall be competent to enqguire into facts concerning
alleged ambiguities in, or violations of, the compliance with the convention;

In the context of such an enquiry the consultative committee would be
competent to undertoke on-site inspections after consultation with the State
party concerned, If the latter State party, however, does not agree to -’
such an on-site inspection, it must provide appropriate explanations;

Bach State party to the convention may use nationol technical means of
verification;
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Complaints Can be lodged with the Security Touacil.  IZach State party
- wndertakes to co-operate in carrying out any investigation which the
“Oecurity Couac11 may initiatce.

As delermtlonu wi e,
organizational framework outlined therein to the Hethorlands nproposal, also

supported Ly many others, concerning the establishment of an international disarmoment
organization. “~this is no omigssion. It is vether a reflection. of ouwr wisn.so
provide the Committes on Disermement with s practiczl monual rather than with the
outline of more far-reaching, maybe loss 1mmodluuc objectives

111 notic ve have refrained in our decument from rclaiing the
T

Tonetheless, for us tl ese objectives do cxist and it wmight be useful to recall
thenr briefly in this contexst. One chould, of coux 1050, nct olaborate a chemical vwea
convention in order to {all in dine with one's wish to have an international disarmoment
orgainizotion. It should of course, rother be the other woy round: if the
organizational framcwork for the 1mplementatlon of a chemical weapons convention and
other orms control agreenents, between them, would call for a streanlined universal,

.rational "servicing". agency, well, then an international dicarmament organization
might be helpful. It stands 1o reason that vhile cstabliching a VOTJFlCOthH systen

28 well as a consultations and complaints procedure for a chemical weapons convention,
one might usefully draw on the exXperience gained elsewhere. In this context, as my
distinguished colleague from Horocco pointed out on 23 July, the cxample of IABA snrings
to mind. In fact, IAGA hac more than amply demonstrated itc usefulness in the
framework of IIPT and the Tlatelolco Treaty. Iultilateral consultative organs are
provided for not only by the non-proliferation and Tlatelolce Treaties; but alsc by

the Environmental lModification Convention. FPuture treaties such as the chemical
weapons convention and the comprehensive test-ban treaty are hardly conceivable without
similar tools and machinery to make then worl. ther types of agreements which would
require an operational frameworl: for servicing verification and implementation are:

Lgrecements establishing nuclead r—w“apon-free zZones;
Agreements on the prohibition or resiriction of certain conventionsl weapons;

Agreenents on the reduction of military budgets;

u)

Regional arms control and confid Cp—bulldln” MmeasSure:

Bringing togcther the implementation and verification systems of such treaties —--
including possible information from international satellitc monitoring arrangements —-
into mne dependable and speciclized world-wride »ewv101ﬂc organigation under

United llations auspices would cut operational costc conciderably and warrant
rational over-gll performance.

The CHAIRIIAN: T thank the distingcuished ronz resentative of the Hetherlands for
his statement and for the lind words. of welcome he addressed o me.

Ilr., GARCTIA ¥ O 155 (1es iico) (trenslated from Spanish): Ir. Choirman, as I have
had the privilege of witnessing your brilliant performance as the permancnt
representative of Indonesia to the United ations, it is .o motter of particular
satisfaction to me to see you now guiding the deliberations of this the only multilateral
negotiating forum on digsarmament. Woe are convinced that the chalrmanship of the
Committee on Disarmament could not be in betier hands during the period thot is
beginning today, the period that is always the longest in each.session, in the present
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cage extending up 1o the beginning of 1982. liy delegation would also-like. once
mofe'taucéhgidtulaté-your predecessor,. Ambassador Venkateswaran, the dinstinguished
representative of India, for the efficiency with which he guided our work during
the month of July. ' ‘

As nembers of the Committec know, rule 25 of the r»ules of procedure of the

&

Committee on Disarmament reads ag follows:

"The approval by consensus of reports shall not be interpreted as.
affecting in ony manner the cssential requirement that such reports must
reflect faithfully the positions of all the members of the respective organs.”

The purpose of that provision was to cnsure that one of the abuses of the
consensus rule which occurrced in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on
more than one occasion should not be repeated in the Committee on Disarmament.

Working pdper CD/204 which has just been dirculated, and which I have the honour
to introduce today on behalf of its sponsors, the delegations of Wigeria, Pakistan,
Sweden, Yugoslavia and llexico, has a similor purnosc with respect to the abuse of
the consensus rule that has been toking place in order to prevent the establishment
of working groups. This is explained in the "Commentary" included in the document,
which .also summarizes the main facts relevant to this motter and which reads as’
follows:

M8ince Iebruary 19380, the Group of 21, in its statement issued the
27 of that month as document CD/64, declared that it was 'the considered
view of the Group of 21 that working groups are the best available machinery
for conduct of concrete negotiations within the Committee on Discrmament’.
It added therefore thet 'the Group of 21 in principle supports the
establishment of working groups on the itenms on its annual agenda!'.

"This position of the Group of 21 has been subsequently reiterated in
the statements CD/72 of A Ifarch 1980, CD/116 of 9 July 1980, CD/134 of
6 August 1980, CD/180 of 24 April 1981, (D/181 of the same date =nd CD/192
of 8 July 1981. In all these statements special emphasis has been placed
on the necessity and urgency of ecstablishing working groups on the first
two items of the Committee's agenda, particularly on the first of such
items entitled 'Huclear test ben'. ‘

"For reasons well known to all members of the Committee it has been so
fer impossible to implement the repeated and well substontiated pronosals
of the Group of 21 {o vhich reference has just been made. The delegations

. sponsoring the present working paper believe that the vperalysis of an

important scction of the negobtiating function of the Committee which hag
thus occurred is contrary to the spirit of the rule of consensus included
in rule 13 of the rules of procedure of the Uomnmittee. Consequently the
delegations have decided to submit this document with *he intention +that
it may be studied by the members of the Committee during its recess. Thus,
if, upon initiation of the Committee's scssion corresponding to 1982, it
were not yet' possible to give effect to the repeated requests of the Group of
of 21, the proposal may be formally considered in plenary session by the
negotiating organ,"

The CHATRIIAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mexico for his
statement and for the very kind words he addressed to me.
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 Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Allow me first of all, Mr, Chairman, to- congratulate you on your accession to the
chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament. I have already -- yesterday -~ had
the opportunity of reminding you of our co-operation with vou in New York, when you
were the permanent representative of Indonesia to the United Hations. We wish you
success in the difficult task of being Chairman of the Committee for the month-of
bugust, the concluding month of our work in 1981. We offer our greetings and respect
to the representative of India and would ask him to convey them to
Ambassador Venkateswaran, who is apparently now resting from the heavy burden he
bore during the month of July, with our best wishes for his speedy recovery and
return To our family. ' ' :

Today I should like to refer to a number of topics, and in the first place to
the very important question of the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-
weapon States: This is a major political issue and. interest in it is great. There
are good reasons for this, for it involves the security interests of all States, both
nuclear-weapon States and, more particularly, States which do not possess nuclear
veapons. On the solution of this question depends the strengthening of the régime
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and the averting of the threat of nuclear war.

. The Soviet Union views with understanding the non-nuclear-weapon States'
justified desire to receive, from the nuclear-weapon Powers, reliable guarantees that
nuclear weapons will not be used against them. The basis of our view is that States
which renounce the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and do not permit
them tc be stationed on their territory are meking - substantisl contribution te the
lessening, and ultimately to the removal, of the threat of the outbreak of a

nuclear war. These States have the yight to receive the recuisite assurances that
nuclear weapons will not be used against them. Such assurances have in face been
given by the Soviet Union.

Our formula, which we have spoken about many times, both at plenary meetings
and in.the Ad Hoc Working Group, is clear and simple. It excludes from the sphere
of application of the assurances only those non-nuclear-wecpon States which permit —-—
I repeat, which permit -~ nuclear weapons to be staticned on their territory. The
Soviet formula makes no distinction between non-nuclear-weapon States which
participate in military .alliances and those which dc not, It extends its formula
to non~-nuclear-weapon States in both categories. The Soviet formula mekes no
distinction between participants and non-participants in nuclear-weapon-free-zones:
it grants assurances both to partiripants and to non-participants in such zones.

Whatever attempts may be made to distort the Soviet Union's position or to
interpret it tendentiously, the undeniable fact is that the Soviet formula
guarantees the. security of the overwhelming majority of non-nuclear-weapon States.,
In this connection I should like to refer to the statement made by Comrade Voutov,
Ambassador of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, in which he entirely correctly
proved, with the help of figures, that only a very {ew non-nuclear-weapon States
are outside the scope of our guarantees whereas the formula of the assurances of
the other nuclear-weapon Powers covers a much smaller number of States. :

- The Soviet Union's genuine readiness and desire to meet the legitimate and
Justified demands of the States that do not possess nuclear weapons have recently
been demonstrated in statements by the head of the Soviet State,

Leonid Ilich Brezhnev, to which we have referred on a number of occasions. We
should, however, like to draw particular attention to President Drezhnev's recent
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replies to questions by a correspondent of the Fimmish newspeper, Suomen Sogiali
Demokraatti. In these replies he stressed that, in the interesis of strengthening
the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States of northern Europe, the Soviet Union
is ready to proceed to a possible consideration of questions concerning several
other measures relating to the Soviet Union's own territory in the region adjoining
a nuclear-free-zone in northern Europe. This is in essence a new development. o
other nuclear-weapon State has expressed readiness to consider measures relating to
its ovm territory. This is, too, further clcar evidence of our sincere desire to
strengthen the security of non-nuclear-weapon States and a manifestation of our
readiness to seek other possible mutually acceptable weys of achieving these lofty
aims,

We consider that the work of the Committee's Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Security
Assurances has been positive, on the whole. Useful and thorough discussions have
been held in the Group on this subject, in the course of which the viewpoints of the
various countries have becn compared and clarified and the points on which the
positions coincided, approximated or diverged brought out more clearly. In addition,
the substance of the various countries' positions was made clear on the main aspects
of this problem. The idea of concluding a convention agein received wide support in
principle. In connection with the Working Group, it is impossible not to note the
energetic efforts and positive contribution of its Chairman, Ikr. Ciarrapico.

The Soviet delegation, together with the delcgations of other socialist
countries, has participated actively in the negotiations on the queestion of security
agssurances., Unfortunately, such an active rolc was not forthcoming on the part of
a number of other nuclecar-weapon Powers. As a result, it was not possible to make
rcal progress in the strengthening of security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon

tates. At the same time, we are satisfied to note that the majority of delegations
participated constructively in the negotiations and certain of them made proposals
that are worthy of attention. The results of the negotiations can and should be
utilized in the course of further deliberations on the problem of strengthening
security assurances for States not possessing nuclcar wcapons.

I should like now to refer briefly to the subject of the prohibition of
radiological weapons. In the light of the meetings held, during the current session
of the Committee on Disarmament, by the Committee itself and by its Ad Hoc Working
Group on Radioclogical Weapons, and also of the informal consultations on various
aspects of a treaty on the prohibition of radiclogical weapons, I should like today.
to dwell briefly on the results of our work on this questicn and at the same time

glance ahead, as it were, and offer certain comments on a possible way of moving
forward.

As the members of the Committee are aware, we are approaching the end of our
1981 session, the end, that is, of the third year of ouvr consideration of this
matter, without having managed to reach agreement on the key problems of the
instrument being drafted -- definition, scope of the prchibition and peaoeful
co-operation.

VWe have devoted a large part of our work on this agenda item, at least during
the summer part of the session, to discussing how to deal with the proposal —- a
very important and, I would say, pertinent proposal -- for the inclusion in a
radiological weapons treaty of provisions concerning the protection of civilian
nuclear facilities from attack.

At the last meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiclogical Weapons, the
Soviet delegation stated its views on this cuestion in detail. Ve indicated the
way which, we believe, could lead the Committee out of the impasse both as regards
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further work on-a radiclogical weapons treaty and as rOMGvds solving the problem

of the protection of civilian nuclear facilities from attac In other words-it
would be possible, in our view, to find a mutually acceptaolo solution to the nrﬂOTem
of the protection of civilian nuclear facilities from attoclc 1f other delegations,
too, would display the requisite flexibility and a spirit cf compromise. Otherwise,
we shall be unavle to complete the worlk on a treaty on radiological weapons, and the
guestion of protecting civilian nuclear faci TLL1VQ will likewise remain unresolved —-
not to mention the fact that the Committee will he dﬂworct“°+1ng its inability to
solve the prcblems even in this relatively uncomplicated matier

Solutions can also, we thinlk, be found for other basic cuesticns. The Group
has not so far, for example, discussed the Cheirman's revised texts relating to the
key problems of definition and peaceful uses, which he submitted to the Ad Hoc
Vorking Group on Radiological Weapons last TFriday. It seems to us, after a
preliminary study of these new versions of the articles in *he Chairman's texts, that
they could form a good basis for the achievement of agreement, with due regard for
the mutually acceptable settlement of other relaied questions.

A1l this shows that towards the end of this session we have seen a certain
advance which permits us to hope that we may manrage to find a way out of the present
situation, In other words, we have some thing to censider as possible compromise
solutions, but of course it will probably still be difficuit for us to do this in
what is left of the present session.

For these reasons we could, as other delegations have already done, support
the proposal of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Worh*nm Group on Radiological Weapons, --
Comrade Komives, Ambassador of the Hungarian Pecple's Republic -- a proposal which
he made during the informal consuliations and then repeated at the Group's meeting
on 31 July, that this Group should continue or resume ito work in January 1982, i.e.
somevhat earlier than the beginning of the next session of the Commitiee on
Disermament. We think that the additional ‘time in Jenuary 1982 will give us an
opportunity to work carefully and with due deliberation on the unresolved questions
and, we hope, to complete the drafting of a treaty on radioclogical weapons before
the begimning of the General Assembly's second special session devoted to
digsarmament. :

A number. of organizational ﬁuestlons related to the holding of meetings of the
Group. in January can be settled if we agree in principle on the approach proposed by
the Chairman.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that all the other members of the
Committee will be guided by the same constructive approach so as tc create a sound
basis for progress in the completion of the wori on the proribition of radiological
weagpons at our next meeting.

The CHATRMAN: T thenk the distinguished representaiive of the Soviet Union for
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to
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Mr. BRIMAH (Nigeria)s Mr. Chairman, permit me to join other delegations which
have congratulated you on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on
Disarmament for the month of August. My delegation is confident that under your
chairmanship the Committee will effectively conclude its work for the 1981 sessiong
and I pledge my delegation's fullest co-operation. Taking the floor for the first
time, having been held up elsewhere this morning -- I had %o rush back in order to
take the floor -- I must also vouch my full end unalloyed support end co-operation
to you and to all members of this Committee for the successful fulfilment of its
most important assignments. In the same vein, my delegation would like to thank
your predecessor, Ambassador Venkateswaran of India, for the valuable contribution
he made to the work of the Committee during the tedious month of July.

My intervention today is merely to associate myself with the views Jjust
expressed by the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico on the issue of the establishment
of subsidiary orgaens. Ag a co-sponsor of the working paper, CD/204, dated
30, July 1981, my delegation fully shares the views and proposal contained in the
working paper.

We have had the opportunity to stress our delegation's regret that it has not
been possible to establish ad hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of the agenda.
The present stalemate which has arisen, through no fault of the overvhelming majority
of members of this Committee, puts into serious question the negotiating status of
this Committee. In fact, the impressions gathered from within and outside this
Committes often point to the failure of this Committee to live up to its negotiating
role. Certain nuclear-weapon States have continued to demonstrate lack of concern
for the vital security interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States that desire
progress in disarmament negotiations.

The "raison d'8tre" of this Committee is to negotiate, and we believe that items
inscribed on the agenda are meant to be negotiated upon. We recognize the strained
international climate which has "cast a dark cloud" on the work of this Committee,
but we believe that substantive negotiations on such priority items as a comprehensive
test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament will in
themselves greatly help to improve the present climate. This is the urgent and
legitimate concern of the international community as we approach the second special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. VWe firmly believe that
progress in negotiations in this Committee, especially in the field of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, will considerably strengthen
international peace and security. We therefore fully endorse the proposals already
tabled in this Committee by the Group of 21 in document CD/64 and reiterated most
recently in documents CD/lSO and 181 that ad hoc working groups provide the best
machinery for the conduct of concrete negotiations within the Committee.

Finally, my delegation is well aware of the fact that the outlook for the present
four working groups accomplishing their task within the next 12 months remains bleak.
The political will needed to make progress eontinues to be withheéld for no other
reason than that of political expediency for the States concerned. As
Ambassador Adeniji has stated on several occasions in this Committee, there is still
time for a change of heart. During our recess, Mr. Chairman let those States who
have caused the present paralysis on the Committee harken to the '"cry of mankind all
over the world for détente, not defence, for development not rearmament'.



The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Nigeria for his
intervention and for his kind reference to the Chair.

. Mr. YU Peiwen (China) (tremslated from Chinese): Mr. Chairman, my statement today
will be on the question of the providing of security assurances by nuclear-weapon
States to non-nuclear-weapon States.

Allow me first, in the neme of the Chinese delegation, warmly to .congratulate
you, Your Excellency, Ambassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia, on your assumption of the
chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of August. In the course of
performing your duties as Chairman, you may rest assured of the full co=-operation of
my delegation. We are convinced that, thanks to your guidance, the Committee will
smoothly fulfil its tasks in the last month of its summer session.

I would like to express our thanks to your predecessor, His Excellency,
Ambassador Venkateswaran of India, for the efforts and contributions he made in
conducting the proceedings of the Committee on Disarmament during the month of July.

The Chinese delegation has listened attentively to the statements made by other
delegates on the question of the providing of security assurances by nuclear-wéapon
States to non-nuclear-weapon States. We think that the -views put forward by a numbper
of ‘delegates merit our attention and will be helpful towards a positive settlement of
the question., ’

I would like now to present briefly some views and suggestions on this matter.

China's position on the question of the prdvision of security assurances by
nuclear-weapon States to non-nuclear-weapon States has been explained time and again
at various meetings of the United Nations, the Committee on Digarmament and the ad hoc
Working Group. Allow me here briefly to recall our consistent position on this
guestiocn. ' '

4Asleér1y as 1963, the CHinese Government issued a statement proposing the complete
prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons.

In order to break the nuclear monopoly, China tested its first atomic bomb in 1964.
On the day the test succeceded, the Chinese Government reiterated the above position
and declared that China would nevér at any time end under any circumstances be the first
to use nuclear weapons, nor would it use them against nori-nuclear-weapon States and
nuclear-weapon-free zones. B ' ’

In his statement on 29 May 1978, at the first special sessgion of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, Hr, Hueang Hua, Foreign Minister of China,
stated that, in order to reduce the threat of nuclear war to small and medium-sized
countries, a measuré of urgency is for all nuclear-weapon States to undertake not to
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon States and
nuclear-weapon-free zones, o '
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At the plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament on 5 February 1980,
Mr. Zhang Wenjing, Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs of China, pointed out that the
complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons are essential for the
elimination of nuclear war and the nuclear threat. We are aware that its realization
is no easy matter. This being the case, the nuclear-weapon States should at least
undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon
States and nuclear-weapon-free zones.

From this recapitulation it can be clearly seen that, on its own initiative and
unilaterally, the Chinese Government declared long ago that it would unconditionally
undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon
States and nuclear-weapon-free zones.

In August 1973, China signed Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Veapons in Latin America, thereby undertaking not to use or
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the nuclear-weapon-free zone and the
non-nuclear-weapon States of Latin America.

In accordance with the above position, the Chinese delegation holds that it is
legitimate and reasonable for the numerous non-nuclear-weapon States to oppose
nuclear threats and to require that security assurances be provided by nuclear-weapon
Stetes and that all the nuclear-weapon States should undertake not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against them.

It has been our consistent view that the fundamental security guarantees to be
provided by the nuclear-weapon States to the non-nuclear-weapon States should be the
complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons. However,. as the
nuclear-weapon States have hitherto failed to provide such guarantees, they should
at least give the non-nuclear-weapon States negative security assurances, that is,
the unconditicnal commitment not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
then,

Should the nuclear-weapon States, in providing such negative assurances, impose
various requirements and conditions on the non-nuclear-weapon States, would this not
be tantamount to demanding security assurances from the non-nuclear-weapon States?

In fact, it is the two Superpowers with their enormous nuclear arsenals that
pose a serious threat to the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. The non-nuclear-
weapon States lack adequate defence capabilities; therefore, the nuclear-weapon States
have the obligation to give the non-nuclear-weapon States negative security assurances.
This obligation cannot be shirked under any pretext whatsoever. Pending the
realization of nuclear disarmament, this is the least the nuclear-weapon States should
undertake to do towards the non-nuclear-weapon States.

Except for a few Statgs, the overwhelming majority of States have, in one way or
another, assumed the obligation not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons. Although
some States have reached the necessary scientific and technological levels to
manufacture nuclear weapons, they still abide by such obligations., Some nuclear-weapor
States, while totally disregarding their own vertical nuclear proliferation and
continuously expanding their own nuclear arsenals, clamour about the prevention of
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horizontal nuclear proliferation among the non-nuclear-weapon States, and even Jattempt
to deprive those States of the right to the peaceful use of nuclear energy or seak

-to restrict such a right. This is obvicusly unfair and is an infringement of the
sovereign rights of States. As the Superpowers are constantly expanding their nuclear
arsenals and carrying out nuclear threats, it is only by halting vertical nuclear
proliferation that horizontal nuclear proliferation can be prevented, This is
self-evident. _

China is opposed to major power nuclear monopoly. Like many other peace-~loving
countries, China does not advocate or encourage nuclear proliferation. And we are
emphatically opposed to any production of nuclear weapons by racists and expansionists
such as South Africa and Israel. ‘

To sum up, negative c~ecurlt;y assurances given by the nuclear-veapon States to
non—nuclear—weapon States are only a transitional measure to be adopted pending =
‘nuclear disarmament. The nuclear-weapon States should recognize the fact that the-
non-nuclear-weapon States find themselves menaced by the danger of nuclear war and
nuclear threats, and that it is the strong demand of the peoples of the world that
the Superpowers halt the arms race and carry out nuclear disarmament. The nuclear—
. weapon. States should unconditionally guarantee not to use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon States without further delay and, at the same
time, they should take effective measures to carry out nuclear disarmament until the
ultimate goal of complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons is
achieved.,

Finally, the Chinese delegation reiterdtee that China has unilaterally undertaken
the unconditional commitment not to use or threaten to use nuclear’ weapons against
non—nuclear—weapon States and suggests that, when an international convention on
security asgurances is elaborated, the inclusion of such commitments should be taken
into consideration. We are also prepared to work together with other delegates in
the Committee on Disarmament in a continued effort to search for a common formuls for
gsecurity assurances which will conform to the requirements of the non-nuclear-weapon
States and will be acceptable to all the nuclear-weapon States.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the Ambassador of China for his statement and for the kind
reference he made to the Chair.

Distinguished colleagues, you will recall that the Committee adopted, at 1ts
© 142nd plenary meeting, a timetable of meetings to be held by the Committee and its
subsidiary bodies during the present week., On that occasion, my predecessor noted -
‘that no meeting was scheduled for Friday afternoon. He also noted that the Chair
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would inform the Committee on how best to utilize the time made available. T have
consulted with the Chairman of the ad hoc Working Groups and, at the request of the
Chairman of the ad hoc Working Group on Security Assurances, we agreed to recommend
to the Committee that the afternoon meeting of Friday, 7 August, be allocated for a
meeting of that Working Group, which would start at 3 pe.m. If there is no objection,
I take it that the Committee agrees to this recommendation.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be
held on Thursday, 6 August at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: The Committee contlnues today its Iuruher‘cen 1deraulon of
agenda items and outstanding questione relating to the organization of work: O
course, in accordance with rule 30 of u}' rules of procedure members wishing to

do so may make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the
Committee.

I would like to extend a warm welcome to His Excellency Ambassador Ruth,
Commissioner for Disarmement and Arms. Comtrol of the Federal Republic of Germany.
Ambassador Ruth is well known in the disarmament community and needs no
introduction, I wish him a fruitful stay in Geneva and I hope that the first-hand
contacts that he has made here will be useful in the performance of his important .
duties. Ambassador Ruth is listed te speak today and it will be my pleasure to
give him the floor as first speaker, but before doing so I would like to give the
floor to the distinguished Ambassador of Mongolia for a very short statement,

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr., Chairman, allow
me also, on behalf of the Mongolian delegation, tc welccme the representative of
the Federal Republic of Germany, -Ambassador Ruth, who is taking part in today's
plenary meeting of the Committee,

On this date, all those to whom peace is dear and who are fervently opposed
to atomic war are commemorating the anniversary of the tragic events of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. As the representative of Mongolia, a peace-loving Asian country,

I should like to suggest tco the members of the Committee that we honour the.
memory of the victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by a minute of silence,

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mongolia for his
statement and would agree with him that we should observe a minute of silence.
in commemoration of those who died during the Hiroshima bombing. Let us stand and
observe a moment of silence, <

The Committee, standing, observed a minute of silence.

Mr. RUTH (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr, Chairman, I am véry happy 10 be
here with this Committee and I am very grateful for your kind words of velcore.
I would like to reciprocate by wishing you good luck for your month of chairmanship
of this important Committee, I would also ]1ke to “thank your predecessory the -
distinguished representative of India, for the work he haz been deoing for the
Committee in the previous month,

It is a great honour for me to outline today the position of the Federal Republic
of Germany on the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament which is submitted
today to the Committee by Australia, Belgium, Japan, the United Kingdom and the
Federal Republic of Germany. I am doing this to confirm my Government's support
for the Committee on Disarmament and the negotiations on international disarmament
and arms control.

I am deeply conscious of the historic dimension of 6 Auzvst, of
Hiroshima as a symbol for man's hope for a world without war, The lesson of the
sufferings of past and present wars as well as the dictates of reason must lead
us to the conclusion that today, in the age of muclear weapons, all policy must
be directed towards peace, War and military conflicts can no longer be considered
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as permissible options for political decision., Instead, all policy must be
determined by the objective of preventing military conflict with all available
political means. This presupposes that all States observe the principle of the
renunciation of the threat to use and the use of force embodied in the Charter of
the United Nations and take seriously the obligation to exercise resiraint in the
application of military power. :

Disarmament and arms control consequently serve as instruments of a rational
policy aimed at translating the principle of the renunciation of force into
disarmament agreements, thus contributing to the achievement of dependable peace.

The United Nations General Assembly, the Disarmament Commission and the
Committee on Disarmament are the arenas of the world-wide debate on security policy
which is constantly gaining in importance. " As Chancellor Schmidt said at the first
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in the interest of
peace we need a comprehensive political partnership for security. The tasks facing
us today are more pressing than ever before. The destructive potential of modernm
weapons and the financial resources now taken up by military expenditure throughout
the world compel us, wherever opportunities exist, ‘to work with greater effort for
concrete and verifiable arms limitation and reduction measures.

At the thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly, Foreign Minister Genscher
described disarmament as "the great task of the eighties"., In so doing he siressed
the importance of this subject for my country's policy, To us, disarmament and
arms control are essential components of a policy aimed at the safeguarding of
peace and at co-operation based on partnership.

The Geneva Committee on Disarmament is at present the only multilateral
negotiating forum with world-wide competence dealing specifically with disarmament
igsues, This is a great responsibility., I am sure that-we would like to see +the
Committee make progress and achieve tangible success in its work. Success has,
unfortunately, been lacking so far this year. There is, ‘therefore, no reason to
give way to euphoria. But resismation is not called for either. One need only
imagine how much poorer international diplomacy would be if this Cormittee, the
numerocus activities within the United Fetions and the diverse bilateral and
multilateral efforts for arms control and disarmement did not exist. The
disappointment at the lack of tangible results is therefore offset by the conviction
that the available instruments provide a frameworl: for negotiations which can and
must be used,

This also holds true for the activities of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, vhich has made substantial progress during
the past two years under the direction of tuo highly experienced diplomets —-
Ambassador Adeniji from Nigeria and Ambassador Gercia Robles from Iexico.

Together with other States, we have already made a contribution to the
discussions at this year's session of the Working Group: on 18 Junec,
Ambassador Pfeiffer submitted a working paper which outlines the goals and
principles that in our view should be embodied in a comprehensive programme of
disarmament. In the paper we stated that e regard a CPD to be of particular value
as it can provide a conceptual framework for disarmament negotiations, define criteria
and principles of arms control and disarmament, and hence provide an important base
for concrete negotiations.,
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With the working paper introduced by Ambassador Pfeiffer, we and our
co-sponsors wanted tc assist this Committe:r in fuifilling tho task it has been
given in preparing for the forthcoming second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, Today we wanl to go one siep further by introducing &
complete draft text; which iz contained in the vorking paper before you, submitted
by the countries I mentioned. This draft iz based on the work carried out so far
and is designed to develop further the results achieved. It iz intended to
demonstrate -the form and substance which might, in our view, make a comprehensive
programme of disarmament acceptable to all. '

With this contribution to the discussion we are continuing the course we have
pursued on this subject from the very outset. We know that the project of
developing a CPD is a particuldr concern of cur friends from the non-aligned
countries, and we have consistently supported them in that endeavour., I should
like to recall the contribution we made in 1979 (working paper A/CN.10/8 of
22 May 1979) when the aim was first to develop in the United Nations Disarmament
Commission the "elements" of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. In our new
contribution we are guided by the will to help promote effectively-all serious
efforts for disarmament and arms control. This means, in our view, that the
programme must not lose sight of the long-term goals, but at the same time has to
be geared to the goals that can be attained in the foreseeable future. We realize
that a programme without a perspective would turn into routine and--that a programme
without a sense of reality would become a source of disappointment and resignation.
Consequently, we aim at a programme which is both forward-looking and realistic.

We all realize that efforts for disarmament and arms control have become more
difficult in the last few years. Much has heen said about that here, This Committee
knows that in performing its *tasks it must not assume a position of privileged
isolation. Military conflicts and hostilities in various parts of the world have
been registered with concern. A political solution has still not been found for
Afghanistan, as demanded by the majority of the Members of the United Nations.
Unfortunately, the efforts of the non-aligned countries, espécially the Islamic
States, have been unsuccessful so far, It is to be hoped that the initiative taken
by the ten member countries of the Buropean Community will help bring about a
solution. The Western States have underlined the destabilizing changes which have
occurred in the Bast-West military balance., We are convinced that peace and
stability between Bast and West serve world peace and that instability in this
region will have adverse effects on other regions. Consequently, the members of
the North Atlantic alliance regard a stable military balance as an important contribution
to security and peace in general. The objective of arms control is to attain such
a balance at-the lowest possible level of armaments, especially nuclear armaments.
This is. the underlying objective of the decision taken by the members of the
North Atlantic alliance on 12 December 1979, Taking into account the growing
disequilibrium to the detriment of the West in the field of medium-range nuclear
missiles, the members of the alliance took a decision which, we are convinced,
can be described as both responsible and forward-looking. It contains the elements
of restraint and moderation as potential instruments for preventing an arms race
as it is characterized by the following factss

. The decision on modernization, necessary for reascns of .defence and deterrence,

“was linked to-an offer of negotiations aimed at limiting and reducing the

number of weapons systems of both sidess
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Great importance was attached to transparency and calculability: the number
of new. systems, limited from the outset, was made known four years prior
to their deployment;

The future deployment of new sysitems will not increase the total number of
nuclear weapons in Burope. This number will in fact be decreased., In
December 1979 the decision was taken in NATO to withdraw 1,000 nuclear
warheads from Europe, This withdrawal has already been effected. In addition,
the new weapons will replace old systems one for one. The reduced level will
thus not be raised. '

Our interest is now directed towards the opening of American-Scviet negotiations
later this year. We are greatly gratified at the prospect of these negotiations
being started., The Western allies are making intensive preparations for the talks,

Negotiations on arms limitation will be all the more fruitful the greater
the transparency of existing potentials and military activities and the greater the
confidence in predictable military conduct by the other side. Consequently, the
confidence-building measures already agreed upon at the 1975 Conference on Security
and Co~operation in Europc are important. Tor the same reason we attach great
significance to the proposal for a conference on disarmement in Europe originally
made by the Government of France. This conference is to be held within the CSCE
framework and initially have the task of working out confidence~building measures
to be applied to the whole of Europe, The Madrid follow-up Conference, charged with
formulating a precise mandate for such a disarmament conference, went into recess
at the end of July and will be reconvened in October. We regret that, in spite of
a constructive and far-reaching Westcrm proposal, the desired results have not yet
been achieved and we hope that the Madrid conference can be brought to a substantive
and balanced conclusion later this year.

The, forthcoming negotiations on medium-range nuclear weapons and the endeavours
to achieve consensus on the mandate for a conference on disarmament in Burope
within the CSCE framework are of the utmost importance for East-West relations and
the security of the States directly or indirectly involved. Thesc negotiations
and endeavours will supplement the Vienna MBFR talks and the SALT process and
demonstrate that concrete negotiations are possible even under difficult
international circumstances. They are designed, under the prevailing East-West
security conditions, to help ensure confidence, through the greater transparency
and calculability of military conduct and through restraint in the use cf military
force, and tc create a stable balance at the lowest possible militaxry level.

We are convinced that a successful outcome of these negotiations would be
beneficial for world peace. Ve realize at the same time that negotiations and
agreements between Zast and West can constitute only part of the universal
endeavours for disarmament and arms control, They must be accompanied by
negotiations and agreements on a global scale and in other regions. The work of
this Committee, such important treaties as the non-proliferation Treaty, the Treaty
of Tlatelolco establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, the
comprehensive dialogue in the United Nations and espccially the first special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament are but a few of the stages along
the road so far,
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" Those respounsible for conceiving the idea of a. comprehensive programme of
disermament felt it was necessary %o give new impulses to the disarmament cfforts.
We share their conviction and feel sure that the next special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament can in fact provide important impulses by
adopting such a programme,

We asked ourselves how such a programme should be drafted so that i% is
convincing, effective and at the same time capable of gaining acceptance by
consensus., The paper before you conteing the ideas which we and other members
of this Committee consider important and useful. In drafting the paper we have
followed as closely as possible previous work, but have developed certain
points. Permit me-to single out a fow elements of the paper:

l. . In the paper we use the two terms "disarmament" and "arms control™.,
Disarmament is intended to designate the long-term goal of complete and general
disarmement-under effective international control as well as a world-wide process
aimed at the gradual elimination of armaments. '

. Ahrms control is intended to mean the totality of co-operative efforts
designed to restrict, in this armed world, the use of military force in spite
of continuing differences, to promote stability and transparency in the military
sphere and thus improve the prospects for managing and preventing crises, Arms
control includes in particular verifiable arms limitation and reduction oriented
towards the objective of stable military balance.

2. It is natural that the efforts to limit and reduce nuclear weapons have
special significance in disarmement and arms control., For that reason we

attach great importance to the SALT process, However, in the endeavours to

limit nuclear weapons in accordance with article 6 of the non-proliferation Treaty
one cammot overlook that conventional weapons are still used in conflicts today
and that nuclear disarmament without trust, reliable deta on existing potentials
and adequate verification can have only limited prospects of lasting success,

In these fields of collateral endeavours a realistic comprehensive programme of
disarmement can, in our view, be particularly useful with regard to both nuclear
disarmament and disarmament in general.

3 We regard the CPD as an overview of the negotiations. currently in Progress
in other bodies and as a conceptual framework for the various ncgotiations in
the future. With its concepts and concrete suggestions the CPD should be
designed to facilitate negotiations, no metter in which body they are conducted.
It is obvious that the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament itself and
the activities of the United Nations must occupy a special position in the

CrD.
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4., We consider it necessary that the CPD to he adopted by the second special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disazrmament should improve conditions
for achieving concrete and verifiable disarmament measures: mere disarmament
declarations or polemics and unrealistic disarmament demands will not be capable
of improving the chances of peace in cur time.

5. With this in nind, we regard the following points of the CFD as particularly
important.. They apply to nuclear and conventional arms alikes

The world-wide diélogue on security issues must be intensified. -It will be
all the more fruitful, the more positive international developments are.

The agreement of cencrete confidence-building measures which have to.be
adapted to the specific conditions of individual regicns and which bring
about greater transparency and calculability of each side's activities, is

a way of reducing world-wide distrust and fear, tension and hostility., With
concrete confidence-building measures .we are tackling the root causes of the
arms build-up.

We regard the ongoing activities in the United Nations system for achieving
transparency and comparability of military potentials and budgets as another
basis for present and future disarmament efforts and as a contribution to
confidence~building. We therefore advocate that the standardized reporting
system for military expenditures be developed further. It is a realistic
initial step towards the balanced reduction of military expenditures.,

The reliability and comparability of data or military potentials can also be
prompted by establishing registers within the framework of the United Nations,.

Verification remains a key element of all arms control and disarmement efforts.
Effective practical verification methods are needed so that States will have a
justification for basing their security increasingly also on arms control and
disarmament agreements, Adegquate verification is necessary to ensure that
agreements that have been concluded are in fact being observed, Through. .
effective verification coupled with a departure from excessive secrecy the
credibility of arms control and disarmament efforts can be achieved which is
needed to gain the dependable support of the general public.

6. The credibility of the CPD itself will depend on how realistic its objectives
are. We agree that the programme should not be confined to principles alone but
should include concrete measures as well. The most important of these measures
should be assigned to the first phase. Anything that can be achieved now or in
the immediate future must be given priority. Every step counts.
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But let us not overlook the fact that we are dealing with a programme —— no

less but no morc. Such a programme cannot be expected to Le able to determine
when States must initiate particular negotiations and vhen they must produce
results,

This does not mean that we regard the time factor as irrelevant. We take
account-of it in our draft by proposing periodic reviews as a central element
of the CFD. This propdsal is based on the final document of the first special

A

gsession of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, of which paragraph 109
stresses the need for a continuing review., ’

The purpose of such reviews should be to analyse the progress achieved in
the implementation of the programme, in cther worde to effect a kind of interim
assessment.” They would serve to show whether the current phase of the programme
could be regarded as completed, It would then be possible to examine which steps
need to be taken next, and the date would be set for the next review,

The rhythm of these periodic reviews should be such as to ensure their
optimum effectiveness. We regard them as the centrepiece of the comprehensive
programme of disarmament. They are to provide the impulses which we want +the CPD
to generate,

The .growing interdependence of all parts of the world and the commitment
to safeguarding peace apply world-wide. Consequently, we should do our utmost
to contribute to the vitality and the effectiveness of the discussions within
the United Nations and the negotiations in the Geneva Committee on Disarmament,

This is the great task facing the Committee on Disarmament. The work
performed here should not be underrated. It should not be measured cnly by the
number of agreements prepared for signature, The dedication of a large number
of States with differing interests to the work of the Committee on Disarmament
and to progress in arms control and disermament —— here I F.ve in mind it pariicular
the working groups on chemical and on radiological weapons —- iz indeed encouraging.
In view of the preparations for the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, this applies as well tc the CPD Working Group., The work
of the first special session devoted to disarmement, which was the result of an
initiative launched by the non-aligned and neutral countries, must be followed
up successfully at the second special session., An important contribution to
achieving this objective could be made by assuring that the comprehensive programme’
of disarmament is prepared as carefully as possible and in a way which will increase
the prospects of it being accepted by consensus. This is the objective motivating
the draft which I have had the honour of submitting today.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thenk the distinguished representztive of the Federel Republic
of Germany for his statement and for the kind reference he made to the Chair. Before
giving the floor to the next speaker, I should like to recognize the presence emong us
of Senator Clayborne Pell of the United Stetes Senatc, where he is the ranking minority
member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He is here to obsérve the work of
the Committee ond I hope that he will find time to meet with members and excheonge views
with them.

Mr. OKAW. (Japen): Mr. Chairmen, slthough it was I who suggested ot en informel
meeting of the Committec that we could perhops simplify our protocol, I do wish to
extend a warm welcome fto you on your srrivel in Genevs and to congretulate you on your
assumption of the Cheir for the final month of our 1981 session. I also wish to
express my declegation's warm feelings of gretitude to lmbassedor Venkatesweran for the
witty Indien summer he provided for us #11 2nd for the smart and efficient menner in
which he presided over us end our fates during the month of July. Mey I alsce toke this
opportunity to welcome fAmbassador Ruth of the Federsl Republic of Germany amongst us
this morning and to thank him for having formally introduced document CD/205 to the
Committee. My delegetion is one of the co-sponsors of that document. Mry I also
express my delegation's welcome to Senator Pell of the United Stetes of imerice.

At the meeting of the Heeds of State and Government of seven nestions held in
Ottawa on 20 and 21 July 1981, Mr. Zenko Suzuki, the Japenese Prime Minister, once again
made a strong appeal to his six collergues on the need for nuclear disarmement. Plocing
nuclear disarmement 25 the item of the highest priority on the list hes long been the
fundamental position of Japan in the field of arms control and disarmement.

In 1945, 36 years 2go, when Japsn becamec the victim of nuclesr weapons, there was
only one nuclesr-wecpon State in the world. Thet number has been incressing, and will
continue to increaese in the years shezd, unless there can be & concerted effort by
both nuclesr~weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States to muster humen common sense to
counter this suicidal trend. Our ultimate oim should be, nf course, to reduce the
present number of nuclear-weapon States to zero -- through the complete 2nd total
elimination of nuclear wespons from this plenet. Since thst eventuelity is not end
cennot be foreseen in the near future, we must, in the meanwhile, 2t least try to keep
the present number from increasing. Thet is why the Government of Japen regards the
existing non-proliferation regime s an importent contribution to internstinnal peace
and security in the present world. This regime, with »11 its shortcomings, must be
neintained, It must be prevented from disintegreting. It must be further
strengthened so that the objective of preventing the furthesr spreed of nuclesr wesapons
can continue to be achieved, while of course allewing for end promoting the pesceful
application of nuclear energy for those in nced in the decades zhead.’

But we, the members of this Committee, and, especislly the nuclesr-weapon Stotes
parties to the non-proliferstion Trecty, must not forget what happened at lost yeer's
NPT Review Conference. They must remember thet the failure of thet Conference to
adopt » final declaration was due to the lock of progress in nucleer disarmament under
article VI of the non-proliferation Treaty. The gquestion of halting vertical
proliferation is, 2% lezst in the view of the non-nuclesr~wespon States, of even
greater urgency than that of preventing horizontel proliferation -- considering that
the latter hes so far been prevented by the NPT regime. The nuclear-weapon States,
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all five of them, must make much greater efforts towsrds nuclear disarmament. This is
absolutely essential, not only for the meintencnce of the existing non~proliforation
system, but indeed for the very survival of monkind. It is net merely a2 guestion of
establishing ad hoc working groups or of conducting structurzd infeormel consultsations
in this Committee. It is 2 metter of momentous imporitance, 2 mstter on vhich resl
substantive progress must be mede before it is too lzte.

Over the yeers, a great meny concrete propossls for nuclerr disarmement have been
put forward by the non-nuclear-wespnn States end by the nuclecar-wespon States
themselves. We have e whole list of such proposals before us in this Comnittee under
the: heading "Cessation of the nuclear srms race and nuclesr disormnment', Japan would
not be egainst sny of thom provided that they were to be feesible under the present
circumstances. However, we cre forced to admit thet none of these proposals is going
to be easily ochieved if the existing internstional order -- chorscterized by :
confrontetion between Eost end West -- continues es & cerry-over from the immedizte
post-war period.

That is why my delegation hes repestedly emphesized the urgency of achieving a
comprehensive nucleer test ban s the one measure that would appear to be feasible
under the circumstances, and consequently the most importsnt measurce at the present
monment. It is the one measure on which three nuclear-weapon Stetes heve been
conducting serious negotistions since 1977; those Stetes have even presented us with
occasional progress reports on their negotintions. A comprehensive test ban treaty
would act as a restraint on the further gualitative development of nuclear weapons,
end in that sense would be the first meaningful step towards nuclear diszrmement.

My delegation hes expressed itself in favour of the establishment of a CTB
working group in this Committee as one way of making progress on this matter. It will
continue to c21l for the establishment of such a working group. Let me underline,
however, that the setting up of the working group is not in itself the objective; it
is the commencement of substentive discussions »nd negotistions in this multilateral
forum that is importent. The beginning of such nultilatersl negotiations, long
overdue, is 2ll tho more importent in view of the approsching second specisl sersion of
the Genersl Assembly. The mere setting up of a2 CTB working group would be 2 very
meagre achievement indeed, but if the Committee on Dissrmement were able to report
even thet achievement tn the specisl session next year, it would be of some A
significance. At next year's special session, we must be =2ble o report on some
movement in the right direction. ‘

In this connectinn, I am once sgain to urge the three nucleqr—WeW“@n States
concerned to reopen their tripsrtite CTB negotistions without further delay. At the
seme time, I agsin remind the distinguished delegntes of those threc Stetes thet I
addressed certzin questions tn them in this Committee on 7 August 1930, in connectinn
with the tripertite report that they submitted tn us last yenr.

In01dentn ly, my Government hes noted thst Mr. Bugene V. Rostow, the Director of
the United States Arms Control =nd Disarmement Agency, referred to the Threshold Test
Ban Treaty ond the Pecceful Nucleer Explosions Tresty, signed by the Snviet Union and
the United States, in his stetchent before the Committee on Armed Services of the
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United States Sensate on 24 July 198l1. Mr. Rostow said thet he believed there was
merit in these treaties, and that the United States Government should move forward
on them. My Govermnment considers this stetement as worthy of attention from the
point of view of the promotion of nucleor dissrmgment.

Tt is to be deplored thet nuclear explosion tests continue to be conducted by
the nuclesr-weapon States. T om instructed to reiterate Jepen's opposition to any
nuclear tést by any State whatsoever. ‘

T shall now turn to the question of negative security assuresnces.

It is only natursl that o State which has renounced the pogsession of nuclesr
wespons should wish to be ossured thet the nuclenr-weapon Stetes will not use or
threaten t7 use nuclear weepons ogeinst it. Such a Strte has every right to expect
that its non-nuelcer-wespon status will be respected, that its security will not be
jenperdized beceuse it has renounced its nuclear option; it feels entitled to =n
sssurance that it will never be attacked with nuclear weapons —- unless it itself
initistes an atteck on 2 nuclear-weapon Stete or its allies with the support of nr in
agsociation with another nuzlear-weapon Stete.

As » means of seeking to setisfy the legitimate cleims of the non-nuclear-weapon
Stetes in this regerd, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurences has been
endeavouring since 1979 to achieve progress in this field. The Jepanese delegation
would like to express its deep apprecietion to Mr. El Baredei of Egypt and
Minister Cisrrapico of Italy for their peinstaking and methodical efforts to advance
our work on negative sccurity assurences 25 the successive Choirmen of the Working
Group. At this yesr's session of the Committee, we have particularly epprecisted the
various working papers which Mr. Cisrrapico has presented to us on the substrnce of
eventual negative security assurences =nd on the identification of the various festures
of the assurances thot could be given tn the non-nuclesr-weespon Stetes. I wish %o
congratulate Mr. Cisrrapico on the masterly wey in which he wound up the gubstantive
pert of the discussions in his Working Group lest week, on 28 July.

Of course, it would be idesl if the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States
could be gusranteed through a single globsl internstional convention. Hrwever, this
possibility is totelly unreslistic and no consensus can be achieved on this spproach.
We must be pregmatic, =nd we must avoid being perfectionists from the outset. That
is why we hove adopted the more realistic eppronach —- which is fo toke rs 2 starting
point the individual declaretions slready mede by the five nuclear-wespon Strtes, to
try to extract the elements common to those five declarstions end tn use those clements
to try to arrive at 2 common formule for security n~ssurences. B ;

In this connection, very specinl nention should be mnde of the substantinl
contribution made by Ambassador Fein of the Netherlends in his stetements of
26 June 1979, 14 iApril 1931 ~nd 30 July 19561. imbrssador Fein's stotements provide
an extremely interesting snslysis snd the Govermment of Japen is of the view thet the
Dutch propossl constitutes a realistic and promising bosis for our deliberstions in
this Committee.
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The non-nucleer-weapon States are neturslly interested. in obteining the maximum
degree of assurances regerding théir security, but'at the some time we must not .forget
that it is the nuclear-wespon Stetes which are to extend the assurences. Thisg
delegéiion would tierefore be intcerested in hearing more from the nuclesr-wespon Stztes
regerding the Dutch proposal. :

Before concluding on this subject, I wish to.state the view of my delegrtion.
that effective internctionrl arrengements for negetive security assursnces would help
tn reinforce the. existing non-proliferatinn regine »nd could constitute » preliminery
step *towards nuclesr. disarmenent. However, my delegrtion agr ees with
Ambassador Yu. Peiwen of China thet a negetive security assurance is only - :
transitionel measure pending nuclerr disermenent. My Government continues to meintain
thet optimum negetive security assurances can be achieved only through nuclesr
disarmement —-- thet is teo soy, the'tmtel elinination of nuclemr weapnns.

The ex1stenoe of miutusl trust end confidence smong the nuclesr-weapon States is
essential to the cessation of the nuclesr arms race and to the ndvencement of nuclesr
disermement., fnd such trust end confidence among notions con be generated only
through self-restraint in the behaviour of nations, based on the strict and frithful
observance of the principles of the United N*tlons Charter. The genersal
internstional security situsticn hss to be improved. . The settlement of disputes
between nztions must be sought through the United - Nbolons, and if internationsl
ilsputec can be prevented from turning into nrmed conflicts, this will help t~ creeote
ond incremse confidence smong netions nnd the tesk »f disarmement, ond perticularly
7f nuclesr disarmament,Awill become o trifle cesier. '

My Gﬁvcrnment end my country hqvo been reminding thb world for the past 36 yeers,
2s i1f such reminding were needed, that Japen is the only country to have suffered from
wmelear weerpons.. I myself feel inclined these d»ys, =nd particularly on this the
thirty-sixth anniversary of the Hiroshina bomb, tn chenge thet wording slightly 2nd
instead of seying that Jrpan is the only oountry, to say that Jepon wes the first
country to know the horrors of these weapons and that, if the world continues beh: behav1ng
3s it dnes, many other countries may have the chance to follew in our wéke. I shell
10t £2il to reéport to' my Government end to the people of Japan the most cordial
sesture. shown by the Committee at the beginning of its session this morning. My .
ielegetlon wishes to interpret -this gesture 2lso 2s & resffirmotion of our determlnatlon
to m?ke further pfforts in disarmement and in perticuler in nuclear disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank our distinguished cnlleague from Jepsan for his ste tcﬂ“nt
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair,
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Mr., ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, since the
suggestion just referred to by Ambassador Okawa regarding our protocol has not yet
been put into practice, I too will conform with tradition, and I would like,therefore,
with your permission —- following the chronological order —="to address myself to
your predecessor. I should like to express my delegation's appreciation of the very
skilful, intelligent and dynemic way in which our colleague from India directed the
Committee's work last month, and I think we should all be grateful to him for that.

This month, we are very happy to work under your directicn, Mr. Chairman. Since
you came from Jakarta to join us here in Geneva, we have come to know you; we all
have very warm feelings for you personally, and I think you can be sure of our fullest
co-operation during this month. Your country is an important member of ASEAN, a
political grouping towards which we are very sympathetic and whose regional and
international co-operation efforts we appreciate, and it is a pleasure to note that
you assumed the chairmanship of our Committee just a few days before the celebration
of "ASEAN Day" -- for, if my information is correct, it is to be held tomorrow, and
I should like to offer you my congratulations on that occasion.

I would also like to welcome among us Senator Pell whose interest in the
international discussions which take place in these venerable buildings in Geneva .
is well known to us all. ‘

I was planning to talk about two subjects in my statement today: the comprehensive
programme of disarmament and the prohibition of radiological weapons. With respect to
the latter topic, the Belgian delegation was contemplating making a suggestion as
regards our work. However, consultations are sitill in progress and iy authorities
have asked me to defer this suggestion for a while. Thus, the statement I shall make
today will deal only with the subject of the comprehensive programme of disarmament;
it will therefore be shorter than planned -- a fact for which my colleagues will,

I hope, be grateful to me.

I referred in my last statement, at the plenary meeting of the Committee on
9 July, to my country's great interect in the timely preparation, i.e. before the
second special séssion of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, of a
comprehensive programme of disarmament vhich should constitute one of the essential
elements of that session.

The Ad Hoc Working Group set up by our Committeec on this question has
undoubtedly already done important preliminary work. I should like- to thank the
two successive chairmen, Mr. Adeniji of WMigeria and Hr. Garcia-Robles of Mexico,
However, we must not conceal from ourselves the fact that the essential woric still
remains to be done. I am glad to note, in this connection, that the Committee 1is
on the point of taking procedural decisions which will enable us to intensify ouxr:
work in this regard. '

Together with the Federal Republic of Germany, Australia, Japan and the
United Kingdom, Belgium is a co-sponsor of document CD/ZOS, which sets forth in
detail the main views of these delegations on the comprehensive programme of
disarmament. This document has been presented by the Federal Republic of Germany
as a complete draft text. In fact, it seems to me essential that at this stage of
our work we should have a clearer idea of the general structure of the programme.
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In preparlng this draft, our aim was. to present a clear, concise and logicel
document. The comprehensive programme might thus, I believe, be what the
‘international corimunity expects, namely, a credible instrunent which will
facilitate negotiations in the sphere‘of disarmament, and not an acadenic
collection of our various wishes. ’

The framéwork of this instrument comprises a permanent element and a
dynamic element.

_ ~ The permanent element consists of the major principles on which the
~disarmament negotiation efforts should be based. Without in any way forgettlng
the principles -~ albeit sparse -~ contained in the TFinal Document of the first
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, we tHink that the
comprehen31ve programme of disarmament should clearly and rigorously 1dent1fy the
fundamental principles which should guide the negotiators in determining the-
successive stages of disarmament. These principles derive from the need on the
one hand to ensure the security of States at all stages of the disarmament process,
and on the other to see to it that the Charter of the United Nations is
scrupulously respected so that no actions contrary to it will hinder efforts in
the sphere of disarmament. ' : I

Apart from the prlnc1ples I have just mentioned, the permanent element of the
‘framewofh for the disarmament process also 1ncludes what I would call "methods"

These are first of all the priorities defined in the Final Document, it oelng
understood that these priorities constitute a coherent whole and that, as regards
the prospects for negotiations, nothing must be allowed to prevent efforts to reach
agreements on questions the outcome of whlcl seems the most promls ing.

We cannot neglect any possibility of progress, however small, . It is, in fact,
with this in mind that Belgium has always defended the regional approach to
disarmament. Inleed, we believe that pertial solutions an? regional measures must
be sought wherever there is a possibility of reconciling the views expressed by
the international community. - :

We also think that the comprehensive programme of dis armament should reflect
in an appropriate manner something which constitutes another permanent element of
the disarmament process, namely, the need for disarmament measures to-be .. .:
accompanied by adequate means of verification. Such méeans will not only contribute
to the creation of confidence between States, but they will also help to ensure
their security. A State will not undertake disarmament measures if it is not
absolutely convinced that its security will not be endangered by such measures.
Lastly, we should not overlook the probable impact on the actual negotiation of
a disarmament measure of the prospect of there being created an adequate system
for the verification of the agreement reached.

In addition to these permanent elements whlch I have just descrlbed, the
comprehensive programme of disarmament also has a dynamic aspect.
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This is a result of the chanzing nature of circumstances ---particularly the
contemporary political and security situation and the actual course of the
disarmament process -- circumstances which determine the pace of negotiation of

disarmament measures. States cannot be required to disregard these circumstances.
This is why we do not believe  that it is possible for States to undertake to

carry out a particular disarmament measure at a particular period of the
implementation of the comprehensive progremme of disarmament. On the other hand, it
can reasonably be expected that the programme should be implemented within the
framework of a series of interdependent phases, each of these phases defermining

the negotiations to be conducted on disarmament measures, themselves interrelated

in a coherent manner.

Parallel to the disarmament measures proper and during each of the phases, it
will also be necessary to provide for the negotiation of what are known as collateral
measures, and also the carrying out of studies which will help to improve the

progpects for negotiations.

The first of the phases to which I have just referred should have as its aim
the conclusion of the negotiations that are at present under way. This completion
of negotiations should be taken in its broadest sense and cover all measures for
which advanced preparatory work has been done ‘and approved. The document of which
Belgium is a co-sponsor gives a detailed list of such measures.

The list of other measures which ghould form part of uubseQuent phases of
the comprehensive programme of disarmament is in fact a catalogue of the steps
the international community should take to reach the goal of general and complete

disarmament.

A1l these meacures should be formulated in as general a manner as possible in
the comprehensive programme. We musl avoid two dangers, on the one hand that of
excessive specificity, which would inevitably lead to incompleteness, and on the
other that of giving the negotiators such precise instructions that they would, at
this stage, prove to be paralysing.

The review meetings will play an important part in the implementation of the
comprehensive programme of disarmament. They should on the one hand determine how
far the measures allocated to a phase have been carried out. Where appropriate,
they could declare the phase to have been completed. They could also, if necessary,
redefine a phase and those which are to succeed it, So, taking account of the
circumstances prevailing at that time, they can specify the content of the next
phase. My delegation considers that these meetings should be periodic. This does
not mean that they ought necessarily to be regular. Here again it is the
circumstances of the moment which ought to detex rmine when these meetings should be
held., In view of the similarity -of the measures envisaged for the comprehensive
programme of disarmement and the measures contained in the programme for the
Second Disarmament Decade, it would be useful if the review of these two
undertakings could be combined., :
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Iy delegation, for its part, is not in favour of the ét*ing up of a new body
for the puquée of such reviews. We consider that the present dlsarmament structures
within the United Watioris could undertal:a this task. The Jnited Hations -

Disarmament Commission could perliaps e requested, when the General Assembly
deemed it appropriate to carry out reviews of the implerentation of the
comprehensive programme of diszrmament. This would then confirir the role which '
has already been conferred upon the Unitéd Wations Disarmament Commission within
tha framewo*k ‘of the Second Dlgarmanont Deﬂ de .

II'have~éxplained why I thougzht that the comprehensive programme of disarmament
could not be a legally binding instrument. It should, however, be understood that’
in view of its importance the comprehensive progsramme of disarmament should form
the subject of 'an undertaking by States to respect its objectives, principles and
. priorities, and should contain an expression of the firm determination of the

international community to implement the programme through the neﬂotlatlon of
specific and verifiable meacsures of disarmament. ‘

" The CHAIRMAN (translaied from French): I thank the dis stinguished representative
of Belgium for his statement, the kind words he addreosed to me - -and the reference he
made to the Association of Scouth East Asian Nations,

Mr. VENKATESWARAN (India): lIr. Chairman, while relinquishing the Chair last
week, I had already offered to you the warm greetings of my delegation and best
wishes for a successful termre as Chairman for this month. Since I am now speaking
for the first time under your distinguished chairmanship, I would like to thank you,
as well as other distinguished delegates, for their kind and friendly words
concerning my own tenure as Chairman of the Committee last month. I would also like
to welcome in our midst Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic of Germany whose
statément.we were privileged to listen to this morning. -The presence of
Senator Clayborne Pell of the United States of America in our midst will, we trust,
enable him to- carry back to the Senate th> views of the Corittee on Disarmament
which I believe constitute a major plank in the efiorts of the international
community towards the achievement of general and complete disarmament.

I now turn to the théeme of my statement today, namely, the comprehensive
nrogramme of disarmament:

In the early 19608, several non-aligned countries as well.as the two major
Powers, the United States and the USSR, put forwerd fairly detailed programmes for
the achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective international
control. These programmes envisaged sweeping and drastic reductions in existing
arsenals of all types of weapons, to be achieved within a limited time-span,

extending, at the most, over just a decade or so. During the past several years,
however, progress in the field of disarmament has been marked by an emphasis on -
partial measures. By the end of the 1960s, this partial approach to disarmament

had relegated the comprehensive approach to the background. At the same time,
hilateral and restricted negotiations amongst a few States had eroded and gradually
attained an ascendancy over the multilateral approach. The reasons for this change
in emphasis are fairly obvious. The pursuit of limited measures of disarmament
permitted a greater flexibility and the opportunity to harmonize conflicting security
concerns in a relatively predictable frameworl: for the handful of countries concerned.
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Negotiations in bilateral and restricted forums also enabled the more heavily armed
- States to pursue a reconciliation of their national interests in an environment
insulated, to a--large extent, from the pressures of world public opinion and the
need to satisfy the concerns and security requirements of a larger number of States.

This change of emphasis did achieve gsome limited resulis in the decade of'the
1970s. However, as the I'inal Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoited to disarmament itself recognized,

"The fact remains that these agreements relate only to measures of
limited restraint while the arms race continues. These partial measures have
done little to bring the world closer to the goal of general and complete
disarmament. For more than a decade there have been no negotiations leading
te ‘a treaty on general and complete disarmement, The pressing need now is to
translate  into practical terms the provisions of this Pinal Document and to
proceed along the road of binding and effective international agreements in |
the field of disarmament."

Given this consensus assessment of the impact of limited and partial measures
of disarmament, we find it rather sirange that some delegations still continue to
insist on pursuing this discredited strategy of the 1970s without any essential
change. : General and complete disarmament under effective international control
will become a credible goal only if limited and partial measures of disarmament
are. pursued within a universally accepted programme embodying well-recognized
principles, objectives and priocrities in the field of disarmament negotiations.
These principles, objectives and priorities are clearly enunciated in the
Final Document of the first special session and this ic what mskes that Document a
touchstohe for,the disarmament process.

What is the nature of the comprehensive programme of disarmament which the -
Committee on Disarmament is expected to formulate and to elaborate? TFor one thing,
the quotation I have just used from the Final Documeni would naturally lead us to
the conclusion that the programme is conceived in terms of a treaty. The very fact
that the elaboration of the programme has been entrusted to the sole multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmament would seem to support this view. If
the programme were to be only a mere indicative framework, with no legal and binding
political commitments, why was it necessary to entrust the task to the
Cormittee on Disarmament instead of to a deliberative body like the United Nations
Disarmament Commission? Paragraph 38 of the Final Document makes it abundantly
clear what the nature of the CPD is expected to be

"Hegotiations on partial measures of disarmament should be conducted
concurrently with negotiations on more comprehenszive measures and should be
followed by negotiations leading to a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under effective internationzl control." -

If it is in fact a treaty which ve are engaged in negotiating, then it is
obvious that we must. agree upon explicit provisions for its entry into force and
for its implementation, the mechanism for its periodic review and the procedure
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for future amendments of its provisions. The CFD would not conform to what is
expected of it if its entry .into force and the implementation of its provisiohs were
to-be left vaguc or open—ended, as sone Jtates want it to we. I may point out that
. not one treaty negotiated so rar in the field of arms limitation or disarmament has
heen conceived without very specific provisiong rplatlnt to its entry into force and
the neriodic review of its implementation.

I might mention that the 1962 draft treaties on general and -complete .
disarmament submitted by the United States and the USSR were conceived as a
package of -interrelated measures of disarmament that the parties were committed
to implement within a period of less than a decade. The provisions of the
Soviet draft were intended to be 1mplemented viithin a period of five yearsy while

the first two stages of the three-stage United States draft treaty were to have

been implemented within a period of six years. Both these draft treaties contained
provigions for their entry into force and for a raview of their implementation.
Although certain specific provisions in the two drafts may have been overtaken by
both political and technological developments in the intervening years, surely one
cannot claim that their aims and objectives were any different from what the
Committee on Disarmament is trying to achieve at the present time., The nature of
the document we are engaged in negotiating is basically the came as that of the
draft treaties presented by the major Powers in 1962, If this is not the case
and some delegations would prefer to ignore paragraph 33 of the Final Document,
then it is best that we should be made abundantly aware of this fact now at once,
so that we do not waste valuable time in trying to reconcile the irreconcilable.
Iy delegation, for one, cannot countenance a retreat from the provisions of the
Final Document whlcb the 1nterna+1ona1 community adopted by consensus. :

What are the principles on which the CPD ought to be based? Here'again I would
base myself primarily on the provisions contained in the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Since the
process .of disarmament affects the vital security interests of all States, thaf must
all be necessarily and actively concerncd with and contril--te to measures of
disarmanment and arms limitation. All States have the right to participate in
disarmament negotiations. The have a right to participate on an equal footing in
those multilateral disarmament negotiations which have a bearing on their national
security, While disarmement is the responsibility of all States, the nuclear-weapon
States have the primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament and, together with
other militarily significant States, for halting and reversing the arms. race.  lost
important of all, the adoption of disarmament measures should appropriately take
place in an equitable and balanced manner so as to ensure the righi of cach State
to security and so “that no individual State or group of States may obtain
unilateral advantages over others. At each stage, our objective should be
undiminished security at the lowest possible level of armaments and military forces.
These are some of the fundamental vrinciples that I have selected from the
Final Document. With respect to each category of disarmament measures, e.g., those
relating to nuclear disarmament or the setting up of nuclear-veapon-free zones,
there would naturally be more specific principles governing the negotiation and
implementation of those measures. These specific principles can also be garnered
from .the Final Document."
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I would now like to turn to priorities in the field of disarmament negotiations.
Paragraph 45 of the Final Document states categorically that "priorities in
disarmament negotiations shall be: nuclear ueaponc; other weapons of mags deastruction,
including chemical weapons; conventiional weapons, including any which may be deemed
to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects; and reduction of
armed forces". Wnile States are not precluded from conducting negotiations on all
priority items concurrently, this certainly does not imply that the order of
priorities may be reversed or ignored in the Committee on Disarmesment, which is,
after all, the sole multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament.

The spectacle of some of the major nuclear-weapon States refusing to allow the CD
to undertake negotiations on nuclear issues and restricting the terms of reference
with respect to negotiaztincns on chemicel weapeons, even while recording little or no
progress in their own restricted bilateral or regional negotiations on these issues,
is a regrettable state of affairs. Throughout the Final Document, the emphasis

is on the urgent negotiction of measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention
of a nuclear war. It is universally recognized that "the immediate goal is that of
the elimination of ‘the danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of measures
to halt and reverse the arms race and clear the path towards lasting peace". Yet
in the negotiations on the draft CPD, there is a curious reluctance to accord
measures of nuclear disarmament, and particularly measures for the prevention of
nuclear war, the priority they amply deserve and which has in fact already been
spelt out by consensus in the Final Document. One has sometimes heard the argument
that measures to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons should be
implemented not merely in the first stage of the CPD but as a continous objective
during subsequent stages since they could probably not be implemented until

muclear disarmament had been substantizlly achieved. The Final Document, in
paragraph 58, has referred to these measures in the context of the overriding

and urgent aim of ensuring "that the survival of mankind is not endangered". One
would have expected that these measures, which we have all agreed are essential

to the survival of mankind, would figure unequivocally in the very first and earliest
stage of the CPD. It is a measure of the air of unreality which afflicts our work
in this Committee that attempts are made to put such simple logic aside under the

cover of national or alliance securicy intercsts.

During the last meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the second special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and again during
the negotiations on the elaboration of the (PD, we have witnessed a disturbing
trend which makes progress in disarmament negotiations conditional upon an
improvement in the international situation, an increage in confidence among
States and in prior agreement being reached on measures of verification and
control., Tor example, document CD/198 submitted on behalf of a group of
Western States asserts that confidence-building measures are ."a necessary
prerequisite for the successful ocutcome'" of disarmament negotiations. The same
document also seeks to equate measures for verification and control with the
development of trust and confidence among natvions. his is a one-sided view. I
would draw attention specifically tc¢ paragraph 34 of the Final Document which states:

"Disarmament, relaxation of international tension, respect for the right .~
to self-determination and national independence, the peaceful settlement of
disputes in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the
strengthening of interriational peace and security are directly related to each
other. Progress in any of these spheres has a beneficial effect on all of them;
in turn, failure in one sphere has negative effects on others".

In fact, the first few paragraphs of the Final Document would appear to emphasize
that it is the accumulation of armaments and the lack of progress in disarmement
which constitute the real threat to international peace and security and which
undermine trust and confidence among nationsz. Thus, paragraph 11 states in part:
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vy nuclear ueanons, far from helpinz to
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stockpiles and tremendous build-up of arme and armed Torce: and the competition
for qualitative refinement of wvieapons of all kkinda, to which gcicntific
'resources and technological advancog arc diverted, pose incalculable threats to
peace. Thip situction both reflects snd ageravates internations]l tensions,
uhaﬂ‘nenn conflicis in verious regions of the world, hindere the process of
détente,. exacprgat es the differcnces betueon onposing military ﬁllianﬁou,
jeopardizes the o curity of all Statec, heightens the gence ol insecurity among
all States, including the non-nuclear-iesnon Mto 5, ond increases the threat
of nuclear war." : o '
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The aggravation of internationzl tengions coimot be held out ag a pretext or
ustification for lack of progress in disormonment negotii ions. These tensiong are
" themgelves a symptom of the relentless cceunulation of armes vhich is talkiing place,
especially among the major Pouers. To melie disarmament conditional upon the
1mprovemeqt of the international environment is 1ar ely a case of 'outtlnL the cart
before the horse. :

Similarly, while it is true that adequate measures for verification may
contribute to confidence amony States, verification can never be a substitute for
relations of mutual trust among States. BEven with the very effective and intrusive
means of verification available to them, the mejor Powers are vigorously engaged in
an unprecedented build-up of nuclear and conventional armaments. This puild-up has
nothing to do with lack of means of verification. Iurthermore, those who lay so much
emphasis on verification could not have failed to notice that more stringent and-
so~called intrusive means of control -have historically been far more acceptable in an
era of relatively gocd relations among the major Powers and their allies than would
be the case otherwise. The recent demands for more stringent verification are a
reflection of the deterioration in the relations among the major Powers and the
opposing military alliances, the causes for which have little oxr nothing to do with a
- genuine verificztion. process. '

While recognizing the importance of verification, we \muld urge, ~therefore, that
the proper perspective chould be maintained. Iiy delegation will soon submit a
working paper to the secretariat concerning the question of wverification which will be
circulated to members of the Committee and which we trust will be useful to all
concerned. ' )

In conclusion, I would like to offer some views on the measures to be included
in the comprehensive programme of disarmament. The Final Document envisaged the CPD
as one that would encompass "all measures thought to be advisable in order te ensure
that the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control
becomes a reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail and in
which the new international economic order is strengthened and consolidated".

_ The elements of a comprehensive programme of disarmament dravm up by the.

Unlted Nations Disarmament Commission in 1979 conceived the programme as a framework
within which negotiations on a multilateral, bilateral and regional level could be
conducted on specific measures of disarmament. The Disarmement Commission itself
provided only an outline of the programme. It was left to the Committee on Disarmament.
to elaborate and give shape to the above outline. If the purpose of the exercise we
are undertaking here is only fo stick closely to the formulations contained in the
Disarmament Commission's draft."Elements" or even to reproduce formilations from the
Programme of Action contained in the Final Document, as some delegations appear to be
suggesting by the positions they have talken in the Norklng Group on a CPD, then we
wonder if we are not wasting valuable time, which could be used for negotiations on
more urgent and priaority issues, e.g., nuclear disarmament. For our part we look upon
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the CPD as going further than the Programme of Action contained in-the Final Document.
The draft treaty that should emerge from our negotiations must accordingly contain
detailed and specific measuresz of disarmament to be implemented in a feasible manner
consistent with our objectives, principles and priorities in the field of digsarmament
as already endorsed by the international community. IHowever, constructive
recommendations made by the Group of 21 regarding such specific measures, whether
under nuclear disarmament or conventional disarmament, have draxm the rather strange
and negative response from the major Powers and some of their allies that these
recommendations are "too specific" .in character. The entirely untenable position has
been advanced from certain quarters that the specific measures to be negotiated under
each category of disarmament items must be left to those involved in the

negotiations and those who are most directly concecrned. If this is the case then
either the draft elements dravm up by the Disarmament Commission for the FPinal Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament ought to
be sufficient as a framework for pursuing the goal of general and complete disarmament.
Should the Committee on Disarmament. then report to the General Assembly at its

second special session on digarmament that it is unable to advance any further than
the Final Document adopted at the Tirst special session? If we are not going to
deliver the goods, is it legitimate for us to pretend that we are engaged in
elaborating a CPD containing specific measures of disarmament, when a number of
States, including- the major Powers, appear to have little intention of accepting any
concrete commitments with respect to either nuclear or conventional disarmament? If
the identification of concrete measures is to be just left to the States involved in
the negotiations, then why have a CPD at all? The answer is that the objectives,
principles and priorities in the field of disarmament are already well-known. The
major categories of disarmament measures have already been outlined in the
declarations prepared by the United Nations Disarmament Commission based on the

Final Documeént of the first special session. As we sec it, it is the elaboration of
the various measures of disarmament which requires intensive negotiations, so that
this outline is transformed into a series of well-defined and interrelated ,
commitments by States incorporated into a multilateral treaty for universal adherence.
If this is not what we are really engaged in, then we may as well confess that we are
unable to fulfil-the serious mandate given to us by the General Assembly at its

first special session.

In concluding this statement, my delegation would like to pay a sincere tribute
to the meticulous and painstaliing way in which the distinguished Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on the CPD, Ambassador Garcia Robles, has been directing the
course of negotiations on this important document, from the very heginning, hopefully
towards a successful completion. IHowever, while a preliminary consideration of
measures to be included in the CPD, in a hypothetical first stage, has been completed,
the more fundamental issues such as those vwhich I addressed myself to today need to
be debated and thrashed out with the minimum of delay. Our negotiations on the
concrete formulations of the various measures would obviously be influenced by our
agreement, or lack of it, concerning the nature of the CPD and its relationship to
the Final Document of the [irst special session. Negotiations within the
Working Group so far indicate that it might well be difficult to go beyond the terms
of the Final Document. Perhaps this is due to certain delegations not being quite
clear in their own minds regarding the nature of the CPD we are all engaged in
negotiating. In such a situation, it is only natural that we seek %o stand still on
familiar ground. But our mandate is to build further on this ground and the sooner
we manage to clarify our ideas concerning the nature and contents of the CPD the
better would be the chances of our being able to go to the second special session on
disarmament with a document worthy of ourselves and the confidence reposed in the
Committee on Disarmament by the entire international community.
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The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of India for his :
statement and for the kind reference he made to the Chair., With the last Speaker on
my list, we have concluded that list for today. Does any other delegation wish to
take the floor at this stage?

The Secretariat has circulated today, at my request, o timetable for meetings
to be held by the Committee on Disarmament and its sub51&1arj bodies during the
week of 10-14 August. In that counection, I wish to inform the Committee tha at, in
accordance with rule 44 of the rules of procedure, the Tirst instalment of the draft
report of the Committee to the General Assembly has been prepared by me with the
assistance of the Secrotary of the Committee and Personal Reprosentative of the
Secretary-General and will be made available to all members in the delegations' boxes
tomorrow, early in the afternoon for the English text and after 5 p.m. in the other
languages. Since the first instalment of the report deals mainly with technical
aspects, I hope that it will be possible to start a first recading at an informal
meeting on Monday afternocon. In that connectlon, provision has been made in the
timetable for comsideration at that meeting of a draft statement by the Chairman
proposed by the delegation of Pakistan rcgardlnm the implications of the Israeli
military attack ageinst Tammuz, if members are ready to do so.

As rogards the substantive paragraphs of the report on 1tcms 1l, 2 and 5 of the
agenda, I have consulted with the Co-ordinators of the various groups and other
delegations in order to devisc flexible and practical ways to deal with theme I
have requested the Secretariat to provide us with texts which could be used as a
basis for consideration. During my consultations I found that members agreed to
this approach. ‘

As we approach the closing date of the Committee's work, the activities in the
working groups are particularly intense, and you will notice that we have attempted
to meet the concerns of their Chairmen in the context of the timetable. Its
provisions might not be idezl, but at this stage we need to fully utilize our time
and T am surc that members will understand that we should depart from normal
practices in order to meet the closing date decided by the Committec.

Also in connection with the timetable, may I note that the work of the
drafting group dealing with proposals on the improved and effective functioning of
the Committee has been making substantive progress under the able leadership of .
Ambassador Venkateswaran and, accordingly, I intend to put the recommendations before
the Committee at an appropriate stage, possibly during the coming weck. I will be™ ™
in touch with the Cheairman of the drafting group in order to ensure appropriate
consideration of those rccqmmcndaqlons.

If there is no objection, I shall consider that the Committee is prepared to
accept the timetable, which as usual is merely indicative and caen be adjusted as
we proceed. I rccognize the distinguished representstive of Yugoslavia.

- Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia): Mr. Chairman, I share centirely the views Just
expressed by you, that wc are aDDroaching the end of the Committec and we should use
all the available time in the menner which we find appropriate. However, I sece that
in the programme you have suggested, Monday morning, the 10th, is free and I feel
that we should try.our best to utilize this time for the work of the working groups.
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At the same time I sec that on Friday 14 August two different working group
meetings have been scheduled. There is no need for me to go into a detailed
explanation why the CPD Working Group needs all available time to finish its work,
but having this in mind I would suggest that we allocate the whole of Friday, both
morning and afternoon to the CPD Working Group because we know that this is the only
working group with a heavy load which to finish its work has been allowed only
until Friday evening. At the same time we feel that the meeting of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons should be allocated time on Monday morning.
Tomorrow there is a meeting of the Radiological Weapons Viorking Group to start
discussion of the report and I feel that we should continue on Monday morning
hopefully to finish it on Wednesday, as is scheduled, between 9 a,m. and 11 a.m.

The CHATRMAN: I have been informed that the Chairman of the Working Group
on Radiclogical Weapons is not yet zready to hold a meeting on Monday morning and
that is why it has been scheduled as it appears on the draft programme. I hope
that you will teke this into account as regards your proposal.

Mr, BRAWKOVIC (Yugoslavia): I do not know if the Chairmen of the
Radiological Weapons Working Group is ready bubt I was thinking much more on the lines
of whether the report is ready, and vhether the Working Group is ready to consider it.
If we are going to start discussion of the report tomorrow, Friday morning, and I see
that working paper No. 24 is before us now, I see no reason why we should not utilize
Monday morning for this Working Group also.

The CHATRMAN: The best thing is to ask the view of the Chairman of the
Ad Iloc Working Group on Radioclogical Weapons to explain why it is not possible for
the group to meet con Monday.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): In my capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons I would like to say the following in
connection with the proposal made by our distinguished colleaguc from Yugoslavia.
The Working Group on Radiological Weapons will tomorrow have the first reading
on the draft report on its work. I am sure that many proposals and comments will be
made which will have to be taken into account in the further elaboration and
improvement of the draft report. It-is gquite cléar that for this purpose, in
order to submit a new version of the draft, the time between Iriday morning and
Monday is very short., That is why I have alrcady asked for an additiocnal meeting
for the Working Group on Wednesday which, in my opinion, will bring us very close
to the finalization of the report which can then be adoptcd on Friday, the 14th.
I would thercfore like to ask the understanding of my Yugoslav colleague for this
consideration, and that of my colleagues.

The CHATEMAN: I thank our distinguished colleague from Hungary for his
explanation and I hope that this is accepbable to the Committee. : )

© Mr. CIARRAPICO (Italy): Mr. Chairman, in the timetable contained in the
informal paper that was just distributed, only one meeting for the negative security
assurances Working Group is scheduled. That will take place on Tuesday in the
afternoon as. usual. I hope, and am even confident that on that occasion it will

be possible to approve the report of the Group. However, as I. cannot be sure of
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that, I have %o draw your attention to the possible need for a further meeting of
this Group on the following day, that iz Wednesday, or even Thursday. T think it
will therefore be niccessary to 10&vg open the possibility of nholding another mecting
of this Group. I repeat that i is oy firm hope thabt that will not be necessa \IY s
but I cannot rule out this pessibility, - o :

The CHATRMAN: I think we will have to wait ond see, bub I will take note of
the statément made by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working G roup on Sccurity Assurances.,

Mr. SARAN (India): Mr. Chairman, I would like to makzs a yuest thet in the

timetable both for next weck and for the subsequent week at le onc full

afternoon be left free to give delegations an opportunity to go th,Ohgn the massive
amount of documents they have to consider, both of the working groups and of the
Committee. . I think it will be extremely difficult for small delegations like “mine
to function if each and every day of the week we have to work from 9 in the morning
until about 8 in the evening. I would therefore requecst, Mr. Chairman, and through
you the various Chairmen of the id Hoc Working Groups, that thoy should take into
account the difficulties of small delegations, and at least some time during the
week should be set aslde so that delegations can reflect on and digest the amount
 of documentation that is made avulTable to us.

. The CHATRMAN: We will take note 01 thlo request by our alstlngulshed
oolleague from Ind.a.

Mr. GARCTIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairmen, I would
like to make only two comments The first is that my delegation is glad to see
that no meeting either of the Commlttee or of its working groups has been planned-
for Monday morning. We are glad of this becausc at the- weekly meeting of the
Group of 21 held yesterday, it was agrecd that another meeting could usefully be
held next Monday morning. - The only reason why a final decision was not taken on
the matter was that it was possible then that the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons might meet and naturally we did not wish to compete with it.
Now that’ there is to be no meeting of the Radiological Weapons Group, I am certain
that the distinguished reprcsentative of Yugoslavia will agrec with me that a
meeting of the Group of 21 will meke good usc of Monday morning. My second p01pt
concerns the meetings planned here for the 4d Hoc Working Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament. The sccretariat has said that the draft
report of that Group will be distributed next Monday. I do not think thet its
contents will be very controversial: it is an objective, narretive account of what
happened and I dare to hope that we could complete consideration and approval of
this report in the two meetings currently scheduled in the work programme, i.c. one
on Thursday afternoon and the other on ¥Fridey afternoon. Hewever, if my forecast
proves to be wrong, we could hold a night meeting on Friday, 14 August.

The CHATRMAN: - I would hope, with the distinguished represenbative, that it would
be possible to finish the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group under his leadership after
the two meetings on Thursday and Friday and also thet he will be able to avoid night
work on Friday the 1l4th, Are there any other speakers who wish to take the floox?

If not, I wish to announce, before adjourning, that a drafting group on Radiological
Weabon vill meet in Room C-108 this afternoon at 3 p.m. The next plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament will bq held on Tuesday, 11 August 1981, The
meeting is adjourned.

The meeting rosc at 12.45 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: In accordance with its programme of work, the Committee starts
today its consideration of the reports of its subsidiary bodies as well as of the
annual report to the General Assembly of. the United Nations. Of course, in accordance
with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, members are at liberty to make statements
on any other subject relevant to the work of the Committee.

Mr, HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr. Chairman, it is with great concern
that my delegation today has asked for the floor to denounce the recently published
decision of the United States to start the full-scale production of the so~called
enhanced radiation weapon system, the neutron bomb.

Everybody will recall the discussion at the beginning of the 1981 CD session,
when many delegations voiced their concern about statements by the United States
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Weinberger, that he was favouring the production of the
neutron bomb and its deployment in western Europe. What at that time appeared as a
threat has now become reality.

We share the view expressed on 5-February 1981 by the head of the Swedish
detegation, Mrs. Thorsson, that such a decision "would give a new aspect to nuclear
warfare, adding further to its terrifying effects, and ... entails the inherent risk
of lowering the nuclear weapon threshold". o o o

The recent United States decision cannot but be regarded as a challenge to world
opinion that is demanding concrete negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament.

It is disturbing to note that this decision obviously has been prepared at a
time when here in the Committee on Disarmament we have tried to explore ways and means
for initiating such negotiations. At that time the delegation of the country
concerned was not prepared to embark upon the way of negotiations, arguing that the
international situation would not allow for such negotiations.

But what consequences will the decision to produce neutron weapons have for the
international situation? First and foremost the introduction of these weapons into
nuclear arsenals is a new step bound to escalate the nuclear arms race with all its
grave consequences for international peace and security. Besides, the timing of the
decision should remind us very clearly of this, since according to press reports the
decision was taken precisely on the thirty-~sixth anniversary of the day when a
nuclear bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, causing 200,000 deaths.,

The German Democratic Republic, as a central European country, feels obliged
to draw your attention to the dangers the production of the neutron weapon could have
for our region. People all over Europe, recognizing this danger, have already for
many years been demanding the abandonment of plans for producing these weapons. This
rall was only recently reaffirmed at ilhe Geneva Non-Governmental Organizations!' Action
Conference against the renewed arms raee and by the Tokyo World Conferenve against
A and H bombs.
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Let no one be deceived by the argument that this weapon is not going to be
stationed outside its country of origin. In this connection we would only like' to
refer to recent American press reports stating cynically that the only appropriate
area for the use of neutron weapons would be the "European theater". But does
Europe really need new dangerous weapons of mass destruction? To provide an answer
let me gquote from the communiqué on the recent Crimean meeting of the
Presidents of the German Democratic Republic and the USSR, Erich Honecker and
Leonid I, Brezhnev. They emphasized: '"Europe does not need the addition to its
arsenals of weapons from overseas, but a limitation and reduction of any kind of
arms race, in particular the nuclear arms race." :

On 10 March 1978, the group of socialist States submitted to the CCD a
draft convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and
use of nuclear neutron weapons (CCD/559) Recent events have shown that the
prohlbltlon of the neutron weapon has today become more urgent than ever before. The
time has come for the Committee as the single multilateral forum for disarmament -
negotiations to live up to its responsibilities and to act accordingly. On behalf
of the socialist States sponsors of- CCD/559, therefore, my delegation calls upon the
Committee on Disarmament to consider without delay appropriate measures to prohibit
the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons, thus
contrlbutlng to the prevention of a nuclear holocaust. :

We furthermore expect the report the Committee is now preparing for the
thirty~sixth session of the General Assembly to reflect adequately the efforts the
CD has undertaken to make headway on the road towards the prohibition of such a-
dangerous weapon of mass destruction. :

Mr, NZENGEYA (Zaire) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, in taking the
floor during this last month of the work of the Committee on Disarmament, in which
you are filling the office of Chairman of our Committee, I should.first of all like
to perform the agreeable duty of offering you the sincere congratulations of my
delegation on your assumption of that office. . Your country, Indonesia, through the
Bandung Conference of 1955 and the noteworthy personality of rresident Sukarno, played
a leading role in the creation of the movement of the non-aligned countries. I can .
assure you of the whole-hearted co-operation of my delegation durlng your “chairmanship.

Nor can I fail to mention the dynamism shown in that office by
Ambassador Venkateswaran of India, a worthy representative of the country of
Mahatma Gandhi and Nehru, the apostles of peaceful revolution.

Ambassador Jaipal, the personal representative of the Secretary-General of the
United Nations and Secretary of the Committee on Disarmament, also merits the
gratitude of our delegation for the valuable contribution he has made to the work of
this Committee.

~ I intend to take advantage of the opportunity you have afforded me of addressing
the Committee today in order to explain Zaire's-position on all the questions that
constitute at once the concerns and the objectives of this Committee in the matter of
disarmament problems.
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The maintenance of international peace and securlty by taking effective
colleotlve measures for the. pleventlon and removal of threats to the . peace, and for o
the suppress1on ‘of acts of aggress1on or other breéaches of the peaoe, and by brlnglng
about, by. peaoeful means, and in conforﬁlty with the pr1nc*ples of justice and '
1nternat10na1 law, the adJustmenu or settlement of 1nterna+1onal dlsputes —— these
are among the most fundamental goale pursued by ‘the Unltea Natlons 31nce its foundatlon
at the end. -of the Second World ”ar.v '

It was the terrlble sufferlngs inflicted .on manklnd twice since the beginning
of this century which led the peoples of the world, in order to save. suoceedlpg
generations from the scourge of war, to set themselves this goal, ‘

Among the States al”natOTleC of the Charter at San Pran01soo (on 26 June 1945)
were those which possessed and had already tried out nuclear weapons and had thus
dlscovered the magnitude of their destructive consequences for human beings. Hiroshima
will remain for ever éngraved in the annals of the history of mankind through being
selected as the first target of the atomic bomb for the manufacture of which my
country, . at that’ tlme,al as, subjected to exploitation and oolonlzatlon, had fo supply
the raw materials -- I am referring to uranium —— which were used in its manufacture.
This is to say that ‘all the nations of the world, great and small, developed or
developing, poor and rich, that yearn for peace and justice, have a share in the
responsibility for reducing tension in the world.

There is a close link between disarmament, the relaxation of international
tension, respect for the right to self-determination, the peaceful settlement of
lisputes and the strengthening of peace and international security, just as there is
2lso a direct link between disarmament and development.

All States therefore have the duty to contribute to the efforts made in the
sphere of disarmament, for or *he success of “he nerotistions on disrrmement will dewend
international peace and security and more espeolally the development of the countries
shich are still poor, though the release of the vast resources that are swallowed up
in the nuclear aras race. The Secretary-General of the United Naticns,

Jr. Kurt Waldhelm, said recently that for 1980 alone it was estimated that the
leveloped oountries! expenditures on armaments emcunied to some $00 billion, whereas
1 mere 5 per cent of that amount would have sufficed for the implementation of the
International Development Strategy for the Third United Nations Development Decade!
furthermore, this figure is curiously similar to that of the total external
indebtedness of the developlng oountrles.

While disarmament is the responsibility of all States, the nuclear-weapon States
revertheless bear the primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament and, together
7ith other mllltarlly 51gn1floant States,_for halting and reversing the arms race.

The role of the countries of the third world or members of the Group of 21
Ls to secure the active participation of the nuclear-weapon States in the negotiations
on disarmament so that they will accept the idea of lnltlatlng a prooess of the
rradual lowering of the level of armaments.'
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My delegation is aware of-the difficuliies encountered by the Group of 21, to which
it belongs. For, at the same time as negotiations are proceeding in this Committee
and elsewhere, there-are reports of the strengthening of the defence systems both of
the Warsaw:Pact countriés and of the NATO countries. As régards the latter, one
illustration of this is the establishment of a base iw Sicily for the launching of
strategic rockets or Euro~missiles, for which 200 billion lire were allocated, while
as regards the former, there is the heavy concentration of armed forces of Warsaw Pact
countries around the frontiers of Poland. :

This very ambiguous attitude of the nuclear-weapon and militarily significant
States, to which the appeal of the international community for disarmament is
primarily- addressed, is contrary both to the spirit of the Charter of the
United Nations and to the spirit which should prevail in the negotiations in the-
Committee .on Disarmament. There is no need for me to remind you that these
negotiations on measures of nuclear disarmament should be complemented by negotiations
on the balanced reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments on the basis of
the principle of the undiminished security of the States concerned with the objective
of ensuring stability at a lower level of forces, bearing in mind the need for all
States to protect their security. At this stage in history, the security of all . -
mankind rests on the balance of military forces, and it is clear that in a nuclear .
war there would be no victors but only the vanquished.

The survival of all mankind, including the inhabitants of the countries
possessing nuclear weapons, henceforward depends on the whims of those who can order
the use of those weapons. B : ~ ‘

TPwenty years ago, the desire of the nuclear Powers, following the cold war, to
acquire a deterrent or striking force, was understandable to the peoples of .the world
as being aimed at the maintenance of international peace and security.

Now, however, the capacity of the new nuclear weapons to destroy all life on.
earth several times over no longer makes them a deterrent force and consiequently
no longer corresponds to the original aims of these States. s

To collect, stockpile and continue to manufacture such weapons at a time when
the international oommunity is calling for their destruction (the peace march of the
Scandinavians in Europe to-protest against the nuclear-arms race) is something which
appears to be going against the current of history. At this stage in the frantic
nuclear arms race and its escalation, for reasons which are no longer connected with
the safeguarding of international peace and security, we can but fear the dangers
inherent in these arsenals for peaceful populations. Furthermore, the fires which
frequently ravage nuclear facilities constantly endanger innccent people.

In view of all these facts, my delegation considers that it is inoumbent on the
Committee on Disarmament to find ways and means of breaking the vicious circle of
the chain of reaetions in order to create a climate of confidence among- States.
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- Such a break implies an undertaking by the nuclear-weapon Powers to convert
nuclear weapons manufacturing facilities to peaceful purposes and the economic and
social development -of the peoples of the world. For, through this aim of development,
the promotion of international co-operation will help to put an end to the permanent
state of mlstrust and hence of belllgerence. :

- My delegatlon would wish to see the freely—expressed polltlcal will of every
nuclear-weapon State to contribute to the achievement of nuclear dlsarmament before
the end of the negotiations on items 1 and 2 of our agenda, namely, a nuclear test
ban and the'cessation.of‘the nuclear arms race.

This is the only way of creatlng the climate of confidence that could promote
the conclusion of agreements or treaties on general and complete disarmament. under .
effective international control -~ agreements which would be universslly recognized.
in character. For the achievement of such agreements, it is necessary for all
States to adopt a constructive attitude with respect to the negotiations.

In the sphere of the nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms
race, no progress has been madé., The statements of the nuclear-weapon Powers betray
their intention to continue nuclear tests for the purpose of the manufacture.of
even more advanced nuclear weapons, like the neutron bombs, which one nuclear-weapon
Power has been developing since 1978.

Furthermore, all the conditions exist for an increase in the nuclear arsenals
of certain warlike States which defy the decisions of the United Nations and are.
notorious for their arrogance towards our Organization, thus creating centres of
tension in a world where the threats and risks .of war cannot predispose the States
of the region to- dlsarm but incite them rather to. increase their armaments.A

This is, unfortunately, the s1tuatlon prevalllng in southern Afrlca, where
a nuclear-weapon test site was discovered in the Kalahari Desert, and a flash of
light reseémbling that of a nuclear explosion in the atmosphere was detected in the
region of the South Atlantic on 22 September 1979 by a United States VELA
reconnaissance satellite.

As long ago as in 1961, the General Assenmbly asked all States to con31der the
African continent as a nuclear-weapon—free zone and to respect it as such, and it
has repeatedly called for the implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization
of "Africa, adopted in 1964 by the African:Heads of State and Govermment. It has also
urged the cessation of all co—operatlon with South Africa in the nuclear sphere.

It appears, however, from the report (document A/35/402) of the Group of Experts
(France, Nigeria, Philippines, Sweden, USSR and Venezuela) established pursuant to
General® Assembly resolution 34/76 B to investigate South Africa's plan and capability
in the nuclear field, that South Africa's nuclear. energy activities have advanced.,
steadily since the Second World War, Through its illegal seizure of the uranium
resources of Namibia, South Africa has gained control of a large share of the world
market in uranium,
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According to the experts, there is no doubt that South Africa has the technical
capability to make nuclear weapons and the necessary means of delivery. It already
possesses a uranium enrichment facility, not subject to safeguards, which is
capable of producing weapon-grade uranium, and it is building another enrichment
facility with an even higher capacity. It cannot be excluded, moreover, that in
their desperate attempt to preserve the apartheid system, South Africa's leaders
might decidé to use nuclear weapons,

Moreover, this régime continues to enjoy the sympathy of certain nuclear-weapon
Powers although in the eyes of the international community it is considered. to be
the most abject and cruel of systems because it disregards the most elementary human
rights. SR . : )

The introduction of nuclear weapons on the African continent, and particularly
in a region as unstable as southern Africa, would not only be a severe blow to the
efforts to ensure the non-proliferation of these weapons in the world as a whole
but also frustrate the efforts to keep the African continent out of the nuclear arms
race and make it a denuclearized zone. The sanctions adopted with regard. to
South Africa in the matter of arms sales should be applied by all States without
exception.,

Another State as warlike as South Africa is to be found in the Middle East.
Strong in its impunity and using sophisticated weapons and equipment for aggressive
purposes without fearing any retaliation by neighbouring countries, Israel has
since the 1950s possessed nuclear reactors.which are not subject to international
inspection because it has still not signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Wuclear Weapons. Although. some American. experts were able to visit Israel's reactor
in the 1960s, visits have not been authorized since then. Is Israel prepared to
authorize a control visit.by the International Atomic Energy Agency? If it refuses,
it must Jjustify itself to- the international community and say what this centre -
conceals. . :

The complicity of the Pretoria~Tel Aviv axis needs no demonstration for it is
known that Israel is working in close co-operation with South Africa in the production
and stockpiling of nuclear weapons, as part, of course, of a latent proliferation
strategy.

On 7 June 1981 Israel dttacked the Osirak (Iraq) nuclear centre recognized by
TAEA as a civilian facility for peaceful purposes, on the pretext of seeking to
anticipate events and forestall possible danger. France and Italy, both of them
members of the Committee on Disarmament, would never have agreed to coniribute to
the execution of that project had it been proved that it was to be diverted from its
original purpose, which was to be placed at the service of development and
technological progreéss, in accordance with paragraph 68 -of the Final Document of the
General Assembly's second special session on disarmament., Following the attack, the
Executive Council of Zaire strongly condemned this act of aggression and considered
the Israeli action as a flagrant and intolerable violation of international law.
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My delegation fully supported the Statement of the Group of 21
(document‘CD/187) on that Israeli air attack and urges the Committee to take
appropriate measures to help prevent any undesirable consequences ensuing from that
action. ‘

To revert to consideration of agenda items 1 and 2 (Nuclear test ban and
Cessation of the nuclear arms race), matters of the greatest interest to the entire
international community since they are concerned with its security, we believe that
the Committee on Disarmament ought to try, before the end of this session, to provide
answers to the pertinent questions raised in the statements of the Group of 21
contained in documents CD/181 and (D/180.

My delegation is particularly interested in the following three matters, the
questions on which have yet to be answered:

(1) The trilateral negotiations between the United States, the United Kingdom and
the USSRt are they continuing or have they been suspended, and if so,
for what reasons? If they are continuing, might we have an interim report,
indicating the stage reached in these negotiations? Such reports were
submitted during the 1979 and 1980 sessions.

(2) 1In its documents CD/64 of 27 February 1980 and CD/72 of 4 March 1980 the
Group of 21 proposed the establishment of an ad hoc working group on agenda -
item 1. This proposal is repeated in document CD7181, submitted at this
session. Are we to understand that the nuclear-weapon States refuse to agree
to entrust a working group with a mandate to undertake the substantive
consideration of concrete questions relating to item 1, even though it would
have to report to the Committee on the progress made in its work? -

(3) To what role do the nuclear—weapon States wish to reduce the other members of
the Committee on Disarmament in the multilateral negotiation of a nuclear—test-
ban treaty, in view of the small amount of progress that has been made in the
trilateral negotiations?

The Committee on Disarmament should pursue and intensify the search for a common
approach which would enable it to fulfil the mandate entrusted to it by the
General Assembly in the sphere of disarmement.

Multilateral negotiations on questions that are of vital interest both to
nuclear—weapon States and to non-nuclear—-weapon States should be initiated without
delay in the Committee on Disarmament, the only multilateral negotiating body in the .
realm of disarmament. The proposal that we should set up an ad hoc working group to
deal with questions of substance such as:

The elaboration and clarification of the stages of nuclear disarmament envisaged
in paragraph 50 of the Final Document, including the determination of the
responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon States and the role of the non-nuclear—
weapon States in the process of implementation of nuclear disarmament;

The clarification of questions relating to the prohibition of the use or threat

of unse of nuclear weapons, pending nuclear disarmament, and to the prevention

of nuclear war; and the mlarification of questions connected with the discreditir
of doctrines of nuclear de*errence

would appear to be both wise and realistic if we wish to spare mankind the catastrophe
threatening it through the danger of nuclear war.



CD/PV.145
13

(Mr. Nzengeya, Zaire)

To conclude my statement on agenda items 1 and 2, items to which my country
attaches vital importance, my delegation would wish that the concrete proposals
formulated by the Group of 21 for the establishment of working groups on items 1 and
2 to permit the initiation of negotiations on those ifems. on a multilateral basis,

~should be faithfully reflected in the report to be submitted to the United Nations
General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session. .

The third agenda item, "Effective international arrangemants to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons'', was
clearly defined in paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the General Assembly's
second special session devoted to disarmament. It was understood that during the
negotiations in the Committee, efforts should be made to conclude effective
arrangements to assure non-nuclear—weapon States against the use or threat of use
of such weapons. It is clear from the discussions which have taken place in the
A4 Hoc Working Group that there are still marked divergencies of views and opinions
despite the thoroughness of the Group's discussion of the questions and elements
to be included in stage one, and linked with the identification of the various
aspects of the undertakings. The view of the non-nuclear-weapon States that they are
entitled to receive unconditional guarantees of security from the nuclear-weapon
States was widely expressed and should have won the nuclear-weapon States' sympathetic
consideration.

Consideration of all the variants of a common formula led the Group to note the
absence of any major objection to the idea of an international convention having a
legally binding character. My delegation's view is that any interim measure would
deprive the negotiations on this question of any substance or basis.

The process of the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones should be encouraged,
with due regard for the particular features of each. region. (An example: the
Treaty of Tlatelolco, with reference to the Latin American region. ) The countries of
Africa, South~BEast Asia and the Indian Ocean have long expressed their desire to
become such zones, in the same way as Latin America. In this connection, the
nuclear-weapon States ought to undertake strictly to respect the status of nuclear-
weapon~free zones and 1o refrein from using or threatening to use nuclear-weapons
against the States of such zones) : .

It is the Committee’s duty to request the Working Croup, or some other working
group, to explore other possibilities with a view to overcoming the difficulties
the Group has encountered in the negotiations, and so to reach agreement on effective
international arrangements to assure non~-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons. Working paper CD/SA/CRP 4 of the Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances, to whom my delegation pays tribute for
the tireless efforts he has made in that office, is still a valid basis for
discussion.

With regard to agenda items 4 and 5, on chemical weapons and new types of weapons
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, such as radiological weapons,
respectively, my delegation has the following comments tc make:

(1) All States should accede to the Geneva Protocol of 17 Juné 1925 for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.
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-(2) ~411-States which have not yet donme so should consider acceding to the Convention
on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Veapons and on Their Destruction.

(3) In accordance with General Assembly resolution 35/144 B, urging the Committee
on Disarmament to continue as a matter of high priority, the negotiations
towards the adoption of a multilateral convention on the complete and effective
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical
weapons and on their destruction, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,
under the dynamic chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden, has given proof
of the good will which has prevailed during the negotiations. My delegation
was able to appreciate the results achieved by that Group from
documents CD/CW/CRP.15 and Add.l (revised suggestions by the Chairman for elements
of a chemical weapons convention), CD/CW/WP.QI (suggestions by the Chairman of
the Working Group on Chemical Weapons for elements of a chemical weapons
convention) and documents CD/CV/WP.19 and 20. '

The positive contribution by the Swedish delegation (document CD/142) and in
partieular that of the Chairman (Sweden) of that Working Group has been a
determining factor in the noteworthy progress the Group has made within the
framework of its mandate.

The Committee will from now on have at its disposal a substantial basic'workiné
documentation on chemical weapons.

(4) With regard to the item on new types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons; radiological weapons, Ceneral Assembly
resolution 35/156 G calls upon the Committee on Disarmament to continue
negotiations with a view %to elaborating a treaty prohibiting the development,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. Divergencies of views
appeared during the discussions with respect to the definition of radiological
weapons, the scope of the prohibition, the procedure for verification of
compliance -ith the treaty, peacefu' uses and the reletions between the future
treaty and other agreements or nuclear disarmament measures. My delegation
considers that the Committee is far from achieving a compromise on this item.
"Further discussions appear to be needed to bring together the opposing views
of the countries concerned. The Chairman of this Group should be congratulated
on the patience he has shown throughout the work.

In concluding my statement with a reference to the comprehensive programmeé of
disarmament, I should like first of all to offer Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico
every sympathy on behalf of my delegation in the exhausting work he has been doing
in’ the Ad Hoc Working Grotp on this item. The proposals of the Group of 21 contained
in documents CD/CPD/WP,36, CD/CPD/WP.36/hdd.1 and CD/CPD/WP.3/Rev.l fully reflect my
country's concern that the long-term objective of the programme should be to ensure
that general and complete disarmament under effective international control becomes a
reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail and in which the
new international economic order is strengthened and consolidated.

My delegation, anxious to preserve harmony in the work of the Committee, would
suggest that the spossors of the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament
(document CD/205/CD/CPD /WP .52), eloquently introduced by Ambassador Onkelinx of
Belgium-and Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic of Germany during the Committee's
plenary meeting on 6 August, should agree to negotiate with the Group of 21 on the
merging of their draft with the concrete proposals formulated by the Group of 21, to
which my country belongs. In this way, the views of the two groups would together
enhance the comprehensive programme of disarmament and make it a universally recognized
agreement, to be implemented by all States.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Zaire for his
statement and for the kind words he was good enough to address to my country.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Ifr. Chairman, at this
time, when the work of the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament is nearing
its end, disturbing reports are once again reaching us from Washington about the
‘neutron weapon. :

The new United States administration has taken the decision to embark on the
full-scale menufacture of nuclear neutron wezpons. In line with their notcrious
idea of a "limited nuclear war", official circles in the United States, side by side
vith activities relating to strategic weapons in Durope, are beginning implementation
of project W-63, as one of the "attractive altematives" in defence of the. "national
interests" of the United States of America. '

The world community learned of this rcckless step by Washington with profound
anxiety and a feeling of indignation, end it sces it as an open challenge to peace

and détente, an action flagrantly contrary to the hopes and aspirations of peoples

to avert the threat of a now, nuclear war and to secure the cessation of the amms race
and the achievement of effective measures in the sphere of disarmament.

~

Arguments about the "clean" action and the "defensive" and "humane" nature of the
neutron weapon do not stand wup to any criticism. They arc only to justify the use of
nuclear weapons and the possible conduct of a "limited nuclear war!.

The arms race begun and aooelcrateé by the United States, and particularly the
development of its new neutron element, is fraught with serious consequences
increasing the threat cf a nuclear catwutrophb. These dangerous actlons not cnly
wndernine the effectivencss of the international treaties and agreements that are
already in force in the sphere of the ccssation of the arms race and disarmament, but
alsc create new obstacles to the achicvement of agreed measures in the ncgotiations on
disarmament questions, in the first instance in the Committec on Disa rmam“nt.

The People's Republic of Mongdlia, a peace-loving State in Asia, urzes the
elimination of the centres of tension and ceonflict on this vast continent, and the
prevention of a new wer; 1t is opposed to the use of force in the relations between
States and in favour of the sitrengthening of confidence and the development of
good-neighbourly relations bebdween 211 the countries of Asia. In addition, like many
other States in the region, Mongolia is waswerving in its support for the maintenance
of peace and security in Europe and in other regions of the world.

Mongolia therefore fully shares the profound enxiety and alarm of the peoples of
the European States at the danger of the deployment of neutron weapons on the
territory of the WATO countrics, which could well causc an increase in tension in
this region, and in other parts of the world too.

. As you know, the Soviet Union has already proposed to the United States that they
agree on the joint renunciation of the production of the neutron bomb. It has also
wequivocally declared that it would not start producing such wezpons provided others
did not produce then.
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The Soviet Union and other socialist countries were and are in favour of the
peaceful alternative. Their firm position of principle in this respect has repeatedly
been stated both in the First (omnittee of the United Naticns Ceneral Agsenbly and in
the Cormittee on Disarmament.

The Mongolian delegation believes that an item should be included in the agenda
of the Committee on Disarmament concerning the urgent initiation of negotiations on the
prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron
weapons. We believe that the Committec on Disarmament should begin work on an
international convention, = draft of which was put forward on 14 March 1978 by a
group of socialist countrics and is contained in document CCD/559.

'Mf. DESIMONE (United States of imerica): Mr. Chairman, ny delegation, as always,
has listencd very carefully to the statements made in the plenary of this Committec
this morning. I refer specifically on this occasion to the statements made by the
distinguished representatives of the German Democratic Republic and of Mongolia.In both
those statements, detailed comments were mzde concerning the revently-announced decisior
of the United States Government concerning production of the so-called neutron bomb.
Both speakers drew attention to their viaws concerning the relationship and the effect
of that decision on various facets of the work of this Committee and on the
international situation in general, based, of coursce, on thelr respective views and
their respective understandings of this matter. As botn speakers noted, this ic not
a hew subject for this Cormittec. Therefore, I will nct take the time of the
Cormittee at this meeting to make any comment on behalf of the delegation of the
United States. However, I would rost certainly not wish that ry silence this norning
on the substance of this matter be interpreted as agrcement with, or acceptance of,
certain of the views expressed, as well as some of the formulations used to express
them. The declegation of the United States therefore reserves its right of renly to
those statements, atan carly meeting, Tollowing an appropriatc opportunity to carefully
exanine their substantive content.

Mr. XLINGLER (Federal Republic of Germeny): Mr. Chairmen I should like trhrough
you, to thank the distinguished representative of Zaire, Aabassador Nzengeya, for the
remarks he made concerning the draft conmprehensive programnc of disarmement which has
been submitted by my delegation and the delegations of fustralia, Belgium, Japen znd
the United Kingdom. We are indecd of the view that it is essential for the spcedy 4
and successful conclusion of the negotiations which are a2t the moment being ccnducted,
that the opinions of all delcgations be reflected in the cemprehensive programme., With
this aim in mind my delegation looks forward %o negotiating with States from all groups
the texts to be included in that programne.

The CHATRMAN: Distinguished cclleagues, in accordance with the time~table for
meetings of the Cormittee during the present week, I intond now to adjourn this
plenary meeting and to convene, in five minutes time, an infomrmal meeting to begin
the consideration of the draft report to the Genersl Asscnbly of the United Hations
contained in Working Paper No. 44. The next plenary meeting of the Committece on
Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 13 August, at 10.30 a.m. The neeting stands
adjourned.

The meeting rose at 11.45 a.m.
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The CHATRMAN: In conformity with its programme of work, the Committee continues
today its consideration of the item dealing with the consideration of the reports of
-subsidiary bodies, as well as of the anrual report to the Ceneral Assembly of the
- United Nations. 1In accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, members
wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of
the Committee.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to have as'its Chairmen our dean, Ambassador Garcia Robles, our report will o “doubt
reflect the way in whieh this A# -Hoc Working Group has dealt with the various N
;eléments of the proposed draft programme. However, this  Group still has the task of
crystallizing and drafting those elements in a generally asceptable and agreed
manner. At a later stage, this Group will also have to deal with the other points of
givprsence rolebting to the lescl notwee of the penagremme and the tie--franc. n”=L~d for
its implementation.- The success of the Working Croup in its task will ultimately
depend on the extent of our combined efforts and our flexibility., It is to be hoped
that by the time the special session is e¢onvened next year we shall have a full and
comprehen31ve document ready for submlss1on to the General Assembly. :

In our VLeW'these are the prinecipal features of our Committee's achievements
during the current year that will be reflected in our report to the United Nations
General Agsembly at its coming session. However, in spite of our appre01atlon of
the efforts made, these results do not truly constitute a real achievement in the
sphere of disarmament, and especially nuclear disarmament and a nuclear test ban,
which are the first two items on our agenda. We cannot even claim to have achieved
_any- procedural progress on these two items. Although we have made eVery attempt. to
establish the framework within which negotlatlons can proceed on these two issues, we
have constantly encountered obstacles created by nuclear-weapon States opposed to
‘the establishment of working groups in this connection. Having received no
alternative suggestions, we were finally forced to agree to the holding of informal
meetings to discuss the questions of nuclear disarmament and a nuclear test ban.
Our delegation had hoped that these informal discussions would lead to a“ substantive
dialogue through which we could identify the obstacles impeding negotiations on the
two most serious matters affecting the destiny of mankind, so that we could make
every possible effort to help to overcome those obstacles. However, we were not
given any clear answers in this respect and the Group of 21 therefore stated its
rosition in working papers CD/180 and CD/181. Among other questions . that we put
to the nuclear-weapon States in those two documents, we enquired whether those _
States were intending to resume their trilateral negotidtions on the cessation of
nuclear tests and, if 80, when. Unfortunately, even this question has so far
remained unanswered. : ‘ '

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Secretary of State went on to say that the United States has a broad agenda
of specific arms control efforts and negotiabions already under way or about to be
launched. The charge that the United States is not interested in arms control or
that we have cut off communications with the Soviet Union is simply not true,
he said. He concluded with these words,
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"1t is one of the paradoxes of our time that the prospects for arms
control depend upon the achievement of a balance of arms. We seek to
negotiate a balance at less dengerous levels but meanwhile we mist naintain
our strength. Let us take to heart John F. Kemnedy's reninder that
negotiations are not a substitute for strength —— they are an instrunent
for the translation of strength into survival and peace."

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

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

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

"he basic means for armed:combat in land theatres in a future world
war will be the nuclear weapon used primarily with operationzl-tactical
nissiles, and also frontal aviation: (bombers; fighter bombers, and fighters).

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

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

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

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

It has been argued that a rough nuclear balance between East and West
existed in 1964; others believe a balance was achieved some time later. But.
whether parity was achieved in 1964 or 1974, there is no evidence to support the
Soviet claim thet recent heavy increases in their militory spending and deployment
of weapons have been undertaken in response to Western provocations. How can the
deployment of SS-20's which began in the mid-1970s possibly be constiued as a . -
response.-toc a NATO decision thet was taken in Decenmber 1979 abuut aeploymcnts
projected for 1987 and beyond?

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

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

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

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

TIn some of the statements that have been made concerning the enhanced
radiation weapon, the argument has been advanced that somehow its deploynent
would nake it easier to cross the threshold inte nuclear war. The United States
rejects this argument categorically. The United States rejects this argument
categorically.

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

The declaration of the 26th Party Congress, which the Soviet delegation has
been good enough to circulate for us and of which 1% frequently reninds us,
gives one version of Soviet intentions in the area of defence and arms
limitations. But far more persuasive are the facts of increasing Soviet
capability in terms of strategic muclear, theatre nuclear and conventional
forces, The specifics of the recent increase in Soviet muclear capabilities ~-
the 8S-20, the S5-18 ICBM and increasing Soviet power porjection forces are
glready faniliar to you and were discussecd in ny T April statement. The
reality of these armaments has forced the West to react.
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We wish thet it had not been so ——- that the Western nstions could have
continued to holé steady or cut back their defence expenditures in the interest
of the economy and the welfare of their people, and that the Soviet Union would
have exercised some restraint in the development of its nilitery forces., . We.
shared that wish with one political figure who was in an exceptional position -
to evaluate the increasing military thrust of Soviet policy, Wikita Khruschev,
In his memoirs, published in 1971 Mr, Khruschev wrote,

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

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

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

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

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

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

To shapers of budgets, who in ny country rust be responsible to the will of
the electorate, an increase in military spending is a painful business. For
rmore than a decade the United States sought to trinm the military budget. It
took incomtrovertible evidence that our security was in danger of slipping
away to cause us to make the extra effoxt that is going into our current
defence programmes. :

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is with growing concern that we perceive the beginning of yet another stage
in the deadly upward spiral of the nuclear arms race.- On behalf of my people, with
deep palns in my hcart, I srould 71'@ to say that we deploxe the fact that the
United States Government started, "some two weeks ago", the production of nuclear
neutron weapons. We cannot accept the idea that the world should be made hostage to
the fierce competition between the American nuclear weapon laboratories pushing
through their horrible inventions, the latest one being the "cost-effective', "clean"
and so on neutron weapon. With the usual openness of our delegation we believe this
to be a short-sighted and dangerous decision, a fallout from the greatest war hysteria
after the second world war and the quest for unchallenged military supremacy over the
world.

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

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

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

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

 Against this gloomy background, may I inform the Committee that during the recent
meeting of the Presidents of the People's Republic of Bulgaria and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Comrades Todor Zhivkov and Leonid Brezhnev, the two leaders
expressed the opinion that the creation 7f nuclear-weapon-free zones in certain regions
of Europe, including the Balkans, could contribute to the reduction of tensions.
The Politbureau of the Bulgarian Communist Party, the Bulgarian Government and the
Bulgarian people welcomed this initiative. There is no doubt that the idea will evoke
wide and positive reactions not only in the Balkans but throughout Burope as well.
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_ This annual session of the Committee has demonstrated in a ¢lear<cut way that
_We cannot - circumvent the issues relating to nuclear weapons. Ve have _spent another
year without much tangible result, accepting willy-nilly the "absence of 1nstructlon”
of the United States delegation. Let us hope that the views of the overwhelming
majority of the States members of this Committee, which have appealed repeatedly for
the commencement of meaningful multilateral negotiations on items 1 and 2 of the
agenda,- will not be lost on the United States leadership. In‘this connection, 1
would like to remind the Committee of the initiative of the socialist countries |
contained in document CD/OOO ‘namely, the urgent necessity of creatlng a sub-commlttee
on nuclear weapons questions.

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

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

In conclusion, I would like to quote from an important political statement of the
President of the State Council of the People's Republic of Bulgaria and
General Secretary of the Bulgarian Communist Party, Todor Zhivkov, entitled, "The
borderline between the two decades, between the seventies and the eighties, should
not be a borderline between détente and confrontation". Copies of the speech have
been distributed to all the delegations in the Committee. I quote: "Two social
systems. co-exist today in the world, competing with each other as to which of them
will- ensure better conditions for the development of society and man, of man's. way
of 1life. But the cardinal problem now, in the current troubled hour of the history
of mankind, is tc safeguard peace as a primary condition and a prerequisite for all
peoples' social progress. This is the real problem; this is the highly ethical,
complicated and difficult but feasible political goal. It is exactly this credo
that meets the needs of all peoples, and of each and every person on Barth - to ensure
social progress in conditions of lasting peace."

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

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

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

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

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

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

about the substance of the matter. The neutron weapon is first and foremost a nuclear
weapon.. Its lethality from the blast wave is epprox1mately the' same a5 in the case of
other nuclear weapons, but in addition it haz a powerful penetrating radiation capacity
for which there is no comparison. The civilian populdtion will not be protected from
this penetrating radiation even in deep concrete shelters. Consequently the neutron
wveapon can in fact only be called "humane" as regards buildings. It has also been
said here that the neutron weapon would help to preveat the outbreak of a nuclear war.
I do not have to hand all the: various sources that would refute this argument, but
even in today's edition of the Irternational Herald Tribute there is a short quotation
from the English newspaper, the Guardian, which affirms the contrary. It says the
follow1ng, a

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

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

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

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

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

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

In Burope there has slready for some years been an apnroximate equality in the
number of medium-range nuclear weapons of NATO and the Soviet Union. There are about
1,000 delivery vehicles on each side. What do these 1,000 items consist of on the
NATO side? They include United Ststes forward-based nuclear systems, that is,
nuclear-weapon-carrying aircraft stationed at air bases in a number of west Buropean
countries; FB-11l medium~range bombers, and aircraft carrying nuclear weapons (4-6 and
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A-T7) aboard United States aircraft-carriers -- a total of-over 700 units. There are
also the land-based medium-range ballistic missiles, missile-carrying submarines and
the bombers of the United States' allies, amounting in all to about 300 delivery vehicle:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Committec on Disarmament at this final and crucial stage of its session.

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

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

ks is stated in paragraph 10 of the 1980 report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, which was incorporated in paragraph 68 of the
report submitted by the Committec on Disarmament to the United Nations General Lssembly
at its thirty-fifth session (CD/139), it has been expressly agrecd that "since the
comprehensive programme will have to be self-contained, it should eNCOHDESSin extenso
all the principles that are thought to be relevant, including even those that arc not
to be found in the Final Document but which may be found appropriate’.

Bearing in mind this docision, the Ad Hoc Working Group, during its 1981 session,
has provisionally approved on the basis of a first reading the “'principles’ compiled
by the Sccretariat in working paper 29 of 16 April 1981, following the two objective
criteria defined in the introduction to the document. In addition to those
iprinciples’ which have all been reprodiced from the Final Document, the Working Group
has also approved two which originated in proposals submitted by delegations.

It scems appropriate to note that the term fprinciples’ as used both in the
Secretariat compilation and in the present working paper, should be undcrstood —- as
it also wag in the Final Document —-- in a broad scnsc. If a more strictly asccurate
definition were desired, the term "principles and guidelines’ would be preferable.

In view of what has just beer stated, as well asg of the tentative nature of the
approval given by the’Ad Hoc Working Group o these texts, it is obvious that both
the Working Group and the Committee arc entitled to reformulate the M'principles” wherc
they deem it necessary or to incorporate additional formulations which may be proposed
and agreed upon, -

The Group of 21 fecls, nevertheless, that the material already approved on first
reading by the Working Group, in spite of its provisional character and of the fact that
it remains subject to whatever modifications may be found advisable, is already
sufficiently illustrative of what should cssentially be the contents of the chapter
which under the title of 'Principles’ or "Principles and Guidelines!" would form an
integral part of the comprehensive programme of disarmament. It is for this reason
that the Group has concluded that it would be useful to submit to the Working Group and
to the Committee the present working paper before the 191 session comes to an end.
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Finally, it should be pointed out that, although in 2ll the texts incorporated
in this working paper their substance has been scrupulously respected, on ‘semc very fov
occasions minor medifications of form have been made. It chould likewise be mentioncd
vhat the order followed in the cuunciation of the 'principles’ is that which hac been
considered the most logical and appropriate and does not correspond to the order
followed in working papsr 29. Ls a last observation, it would be wise $o bear in
mind that in several instances there oxist repetitions which can no doubt be eliminated
without difficulty at a later stage.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the dis ruished representative of Burma for his statement
-+ ¥ . .
v

and for the rcference he made to

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

I should also like once again to express to your predecessor,
Ambassador Venkateswaran, our appreciation of the exceptional qualitics he showed in
that office. We were all impressed By his talent, his courtesy and his humour.

The French delegation has listened very carcfully to what has been said at this
meeting and the preceding one on the subjcct of the enhanced rediation weapon.,  The
French Government has rescrved its options as regards this weapon. It scems to me
therefore that it would be useful for me to restate the reasoning bchind its atititude
in this matter. ’

In the first place, France is concerncd to maintain the conditions of its security
and the independence of its defence. It is from this anglc that it has considered
and will continuc to consider the scientific, technical and nilifary means which may .
secm to it to be necessary to achieve this end. In the circumstances.at prosent
prevailing in Burope, a deterrence resting on the maintenanc: or restoration of a
global balance determines sccurity and hence peace on our continent.

With refercnce to the statements o have heord and some of the Tropogala, )
that have been made, I should like to stress that the enhanced radiation weapon is a
nuclear weapon based on the same physical principles as all other nuclear weapons.
The "only difference lies in the way the effects common to all nuclear explosions are
distributed. While the radiation effcet is greater, the blast offcct is smaller;
hence the difference in ideas about the use of this weapon which, as cveryonc knows,
is essentially.defonsive.

In view of its nature, *this weapon falls within the general category of problems
comected with the nuelear arms race and nuclear disarmament. There is no reason
for giving it special treatment or, therefore, for making specific provision with
respect to it in treaty form.

Lastly, I should like %o reply to our distinguished colleague from the Soviet Union
on a point in his statcment which casts doubt upon a fundeanmcntal position of the
French Government. In the comparison hc made betwecn the forcss of. the NATO countries
and those of the Wérsaw Treaty Organization, Ambassador Issraclyan menticned the
systems of the United States! allies and he referred in this conncction o the process
of modernization of France's forccs that is at present wnder way. My delsgation
cannot pass over in silence this inclusion of French forces. France'!s forces are
independent, end they constitute a strategic system. We cannot thereforc accept a
reference to them as NATO medium~range {orces.
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~The CHATRMANs T thank the distinguished representative of France for his
statement and for the kind words he addrcssed to mysclf.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of data around thc globe, and here we cnjcy the co-operation of the World Meterclogical
Organization, because it has been proposed, and they have also in principlé accepted the
idca, that their network of tclecormmunications lincs would be used.  Fourbhly, we have
the transmission of nore- extonsive ncasurements, large bunches of data; and the fifth
iten is exactly how the envisaged computerizced data contres should operate and how
they should be designed and structured. The CGroup has bcen busy doing a number,

of national, unilateral studies on these matiers which are presented tc the whele

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

to this body. It night also be of interest to you to know that the recont development
of readily available computers and associated equipment for telecommunication facilities
with low prices and high perfommence is of vory great relevance to what the cexperts
arc doing when rveviewing the organization proposed a number of years ago. In their
development of the scientific and technical details of this systenm they-are, I think,
making great efforts to take into account how those modern developments might be
exploited. The development there is so fasi.ihat the cake changes flavour-while‘

you are eating it. ' ' ‘

_ Another development of some intorest is a scries of experimental tests of this-
. global transmission of data, which is very uch a guestion of co-operation with WMO,
which is very good, as well as of co-operation between States. VWe have repeatedly
stated, in this context, that it would be advantageous to extend our co-operation into
the -southern hemispherc, and here I am happy to say that we. were very glad to receive
information that scientists in Peru will join ws in malting such tosts of the global
systeri., I should also mention that scveral national rescarch units arc developing
the subjcct of intcrnational data centres, whore great advances have been . mede but
vhere quite a lot of work still remains. This therefore means that the -experts-do
not see clearly when they will be able to deliver a formal rcport under the present
mandate. The report beforc you says during the sccond pari.-of the 1982 séssion of
the Commitice on Disarmement or later. Under the circumstances, however,  the Group
intends to place before you an cxiended progress report which might assist the
Committee in reporting to the United Nations General lfssembly and its Scceretary~General,
in view of the special scssion of the Asscombly on disarmament. -

The Group this time 2lso explicitly considered what might be done in ‘the future,
beyond the immediate present concérns, and on page 3 of the rcport you have a few of
these items. One of then, vhich is very fascinating, is the use of seismographs
and other instruments on the.occan bottom te improve coverage of the southern
hemisphére, which as you know, is' covered mostly by the occan.  There are recent
developments and cxpericnces which meke this option appear more and morce realistic.
Then therc arc the items widespread digital rccording, automation of the extraction
of parameters from instrunents and automated processing; these are reflections of the
developnents in computers. Finally, therc is a purcly seismological item -- methods
to ac¢commodate the reporting of lerge carthquake sequences. This is another viow of
what is going on, and I wish to end by repeating that the Group suggests that its
next session should be convened between 1 and 12 March next ycar here in Genecva.

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

Mr. OKAWL (Japan): I would also be very glad to follow the cxample of
Ambassador Walker of Australia.

The CHATRMAN: Distinguished colleagues, the Secrctariat has circulated today,
at ny request, an informal paper containing the tine-table for neetings to be held
by the Cormitice on Disarmament and its subsidiary bodics during the weck of
17 to 21 August. Provision is made for meotings of subsidiary bodics on Monday
and I hope that no activitiecs of Working Groups will go boyond that days; otherwisc
we would have to have night meetings and Saturday ncctings. Wo would start discussin
the last additions to the report of the Commiitec on Tuesdey afterncon and I hope
that the consideration of the draft report will be concluded by Wednesday afterncon,
since the Sceretariat will neced somc time to produce a consolidated text of the
draft report for adoption on Friday morning. If we are not able to concludc on
Wednesday afternoon, we can still use Thursday morning, on the understanding that
the last plenary mecting for adoption of the report will then be held on Friday
aftermoon.

In connection with the time-table, mey I also note that Working Paper No. 44/044 .
has been circulated today. That working paper contains the draft concluding
paragraphs under itcms 1, 2 and 5 of the agenda of tho Comnittce, as wecll as on the
question of the modalities of the review of the membership of the Cormittee and on
the Isracli attack against the Tammuz nuclcar rescarch centre. I intend to convenc
the drafting group for the consideration of Working Paper Ic. 44/&&&.1 tomorrow,
Friday, at 10.30 a.n., in Room C-108. The drafting group will continuc on Priday
afternoon as wcll as on Monday, if nccessary. DMay I again recall that, in addition
to the nucleus which I announced at our informal meeting on Monday for the drafting
group, the group is open to other members to attend whencver they see fit to do so
and te meke contributions on ratters of intorest or concern to then.

Of coursc, since we may nced to adjust our activitics to changing circumstances
) y J s
the time-table is merely indicative. Its only purposc is to provide us with an
. J purp :
outline of what we may have to do next weck. If there is no objection, I will
consider that the Committec accepts the time-table.

It was so decided.

The CHATIRMAN: In accordance with our time-table for the present week I had
intended to convene in five ninutes, after the closing of this plenary necting, an
informal meceting of the Committec to continue our consideration of Working Paper No. 44
containing the draft rcport to the United Nations Gencral Assembly, as well as
Working Paper No. 45, cntitled, "Draft dccision containing proposals for the
functioning of the Committee on Disarmarcnti'. That working paper was circulated
on Tuesday afternoon in all the languages used by the Cormittec, but since therc is
no time left we shall have an informel nccting irmediately after our plenary nceting
next Tucsday morning, 18 August. The next plenary neeting of the Committee on
Disarmament will bc held on Tucsday, 18 Lugust, at 10.30 a.m.  The nceting stands
adjourned.

The nscting rose at 1.05 D,
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The CHATRVAN: In accordance with its programme of work for- the-present week,-
the Committee continues today its congsideration of the item dealing with reports of
subsidiary bodies as well as the annual report to the Genersal Assembly of the
United Nations. Of course, in conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure,
members are at liberty to make statements on any other subject relevant to the work
of the Committee,

May T extend a warm welcome to His Zxcellency, the Vice-Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cuba, Dr. Pelegrin Torras, who has come today to address the Committee.
I wish him a successful visit to Geneva, where T understand he is also dealing with
other important problems for the interrational community.

Before we listen to the statements of members inscribed to speak today, I would
like to invite the Chairmen of thé Ad Hoc Working Groups on Effective International
Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of
Nuclear Weapons and on Radiological Weapons to introduce briefly .the reports._qf _
those working groups. The reports are contained in document CD/215 for 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, and in document CD/218
for the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons. The reports of the Ad Hoc
Working Groups on Chemical Weapons and on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament,
which concluded their work yesterday, will be introduced by their Chairmen at our

plenary-meeting on Thursday.

As T announced at our last plenary meeting, I intend to put before the Committee
for its approval the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to
Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events,
contained in document CD/2lO. I will proceed to do sc at the end of this plenary
meeting, so that delegations wishing to comment on the report may make their view
known. ‘

I now give the floor. to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Effegtivel
International Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States against the Use or™
Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, Minister Ciarrapico.

Mr. CTARRAPICO (Italy): Mr. Chairman, it is my honour and pleasure to present
to the Committee on Disarmament the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group to continue to
negotiate with a view %o reaching agreement on effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons. The report is contained in document CD/215, which consists of four sections,
namely: (1) Introduction; (2) Organization of work and documentation; +(3) ‘Substantive
negotiations; and (4) Conclusions and recommendations. T

In carrying out the task entrusted to it, the Ad Hoc Working Group took note of
the extensive discussions on the subject and intensive negotiations on the elements
that took place during the period of the previous Working Group with a view to
reaching agreement on a common approach acceptable to all which could be included in
an international instrument of a legally binding character. At the beginning of its
work, the Group decided to concentrate its attention essentially on the examination
of the substance of the assurances given, on the understanding that an agreement on
the substance could facilitate an agreement on form. Accordingly, a programme of work
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(CD/SA/WP.S) was submitted by the Chairman as a general guideline for deliberations

and negotiations, taking into account various views expressel and proposals submitted.
It contained principally two stages of work for the current session, namely, (1) stage
one: identification of the various features of the assurances not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States; (2) stage two: consideratior
of possible alternatives which can be explored in the search for a "common approach"

or "formula". After extensive consideration of stage one of the programme of work, it
was generally felt that deeper understanding of the various positions held by
delegations, their similarities and differences, had been reached as a result of the
discussion. In carrying out the task outlined in stage two of the programme of work
the Working Group examined thoroughly, in the manner of a comparative analysis,
possible alternatives for a 'common approach" or '"formula" with a view to concentrating
efforts on the most promising among them. Subsequently, without prejudice to further
exploration of other alternatives, which could be elaborated in the future, the
Working Group decided to concentrate its efforts at this stage of consideration, on
alternative D in conjunciion with alternative E contained in stage two of the programme
of work. These alternatives called for "a 'common formula' for security assurances
containing such elements as may be raised in the negotiations in the Committee on
Disarmament and agreed upon by all concerned" and "a 'common formula' which could
reconcile the elements contained in the existing unilateral undertakings of the
nuclear-weapon States'. ’

In this connection, various proposals were submitted by some delegations as a
basis for further consideration of a "common formula', Different approaches to the
question of developing a "common formula' became apparent in the course of discussions,
and divergent views on these approaches and the pertinent issues, particularly the
question of eligibility for the assurances and the desirability and the nature of a
possible "suspension clause", continued to be maintained.

- In considering the possible "common approach" or "formula'", the question of an
appropriate form vss also raised. Althoug’ there was no objrction, in principle, to
the idea of an international convention, the difficulties involved were also pointed
out. Furthermore, the idea of interim arrangements was considered, particularly
taking note of the proposals for an appropriate Security Council resolution on which
divergent views were expressed. At the same time, it was pointed out that the value
of any interim arrangement would depend on its substance. A number of delegations
believed that interim measures should not be a substitute for an international
convention or other international arrangements of a legally binding character.

It was the conclusion of the Working Group that non-nuclear-weapon States should
be effectively assured by the nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat cf use
of nuclear weapons. There was continuing recognition of the urgent need to reach
agreement on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, especially in view of the goal of
nuclear disarmament and of general and complete disarmament. Negotiations on the
substance of the effective arrangements revealed that specific difficulties were
related to differing perceptions of some nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States as well
as to the complex nature of the issues involved in evolving a “common formula'
anneptable to all which could be included in an international instrument of a legally
binding character. The Working Group recognized that adequate consideration needed
to be given to the security interests of non-nuclear-weapon States. It regarded the
efforts devoted to the search for a "common approach" or "formula'" as a positive step
towards the agreement on the question of security assurances.
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. Against this background, the Working Group recommends to the Committee on
Dlsarmament that various alternative approaches, including in particular those
considered durlng the 1981 session, zhovld he further 2xplored in order to overcome
the difficulties Pnocuntered, In this context further efforts should be devoted to
the search for a "common approach" acceptable to all, and in particular for a "common'
formula" which could be included in an international instrument of a legally blndlng
character. Accordingly, a working group should be es tablished at the beginning of .
the 1982 session for the purpose, ac recommended in United Nations General Assembly
resolution 35 /46 "urgently to negotiate with a view to reaching agreement, and to
submit agreed texts where possivle before the second special session devoted to .
disarmament', on effective internationzl arrangements to assure non—nucTear—weapon
‘States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

" Ih concluding my introductory statement, I would like to express my deep
appreciation and gratitude to the members of the Ad Hoc Working Group for their
co-operation and their spirit of. compromise and flexibility, which were indispensable
for the work of the Group, especially as demonstrated during the course of considering
and adopting this report. I would also’ ‘like, on behalf of the Ad Hoc Working Group,
to note with appreciation the assistance provided to the Group by lMr. Lin, the
Secretary of the Working Groun, as well as the entire secretariat staff.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank 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.for his statement introducing the report of the

. Working Group. I now give the floor to the Chairman of the &d Hoc Working Group on
Radielogical Weapons, Ambassadoxr Komives.

Mr, KOMIVES (Hungary): Mr. uhalrman, in my capacity as Chairmen of the Ad Hoc
Working Group which was re-established by the Committee to continue negotiations with
a view to elabor:ting a treaty prohibiting the development, production,. StOCKplllng
and use of radlologloal weapons, I have the honour to present to the Committee on
Dlsarmament the report on.the progress of the Group's work as approved by the
Working Group last Friday and distributed in document CD/218 During both parts of
this annual session of the Committee on Disarmament, the Ad Hoc Working Group, in
fulfilling its mandate, gave intensive consideration to the main elements of a treaty
prohibiting radiological weapons on the basis of the joint USSR/Unlted States
proposal, the Chairman's consolidated text, and other documents and proposals
submitted with a view to elaborating draft provisions for the future treaty. The
substantive discussions which took place in the Working Group demonstrated that some
progress had been made in narrowing down the differences between the participantglin
our negotiations. With regard to the whole range of the treaty provisions, a number
of new concrete amendments and proposals were submitted during this- sessicn. However,
the activities of the Working Group showed that divergencies still exist, particularly
on such questions as the scope of prohibition, the definition of radiological
weapons, the procedure for verifying compliance, peaceful uses and the relationship
of the treaty on radiological weapons with other international agreements and
disarmament measures. Taking into account the widespread desire to accomplish the
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elaboration of the treaty before the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, may I express my hope that the Working Group will be able
to overcome these divergencies during the next round of our work.

Bearing this 'in mind, the Working Group recommends that the Committee on
Disarmament set up, at the beginning of next year's session, an ad hoc working group,
under an appropriate mandate, to continue negotiations on the elaboration of a treaty
prohibiting radiological weapons. The Ad Hoc Working Group also agreed to recommend
to the Committee on Disarmament that it consider whether the Group should resume its
work early, that is, on 18 January 1982,

Finally, I would like to express my gratitude to g1l members of the WOrklng
Group for their co-operation and their spirit of compromise, without which we-could
not have progressed towards the conclusion of our work. I would like also, on behalf
of the Working Group, to acknowledge with appreciation the assistance pronded to the
Group by Mr. Efimov, the Secretary of the Working Group, as well as the entire
Secretariat staff.

The CHAIRMAN: T thank the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological
Weapons for his statement introducing the report of the Working Group. Distinguished
colleagues, in view of the long list of speakers for this plenary meeting, we might
need to suspend the plenary and to continue this afternoon. Immediately following
the afternoon meeting, I intend to convene an informal meeting of the Committee to
continue -our consideration of Working Paper No. 44 containing the draft report to
the United Nations General Assembly, as well as Working Paper No. 45 entitled,

"Draft decision containing proposals for the functioning of the Committee on
Disarmament."

Mr. TORRAS (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, allow me %o
congratulate you, on your accession to the chairmanship of the Committee on
Disarmament for the month of August. The Cuban delegation will co-operate with
you, Ambassador Anwar Sani, so that we can bring our work to a successful conclusion.
At the same time I should like to express our appreciation to Ambassador Venkateswaran
of India for the very intelligent, firm and consistent way in which he conducted
the work of the Committee during July.

The Republic of Cuba is paying particular attention to the work of -the
Committee on Disarmament. As this is the only multilateral negotiating body on these
topics, it is obvious that great responsibility devolves on each of its members;
hence the importance of the negotiations conducted here with a view to achieving
concrete disarmament agreements designed to put an end to the arms race which already
1nvolves expendltures of some $500 billion, am intolerable burden which awallows up
resources needed to remedy the distressing s1tuatlon of hundreds of mllllons of
human beings in the underdeveloped world.

However, if we take stock of what we have achieved as we approach the end of
our 1981 session, we find that the results are not very encouraging. To take merely
items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda, on a nuclear test ban and the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament respectively, the priority importance
of which has repeatedly been recognized by the United Nations General Assembly -- these
have formed the subject of informal exchanges only.
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It is regrettable that two delegations have, so tc speak, vetoed the sBtart of
concrete negotiations on these important items on the Committee's agenda.

This situation is the more critical because never, since the so-called "October
crisis," has the danger of nuclear war been greater. Then, as now, it was the
aggressive and arrogant policy of imperialism which was responsible for such a
situation.

The reasons why two States have prevented the start of negotiations on those
items in the Committee on Disarmament are the same as those which have paralysed the
SALT negotiations, the bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons and the trilateral
negotiations on nuclear tests. They are the same as have halted the process of
détente and made the internationel situation difficult.

The decision to station new medium-range nuclear missiles in Europe, the
postponement of the ratification of the SALT II agreement, the military escalation
and the despatch of rapid deployment intervention forces to various regions of the
world, including the Caribbean, are vivid demonstrations of the warmongering and
hegemonistic policy of those who are hindering the disarmament negotiations and
doing their utmost to return to the times of the cold war.

It should be borne in mind that next year will see the second special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and our Committee should endeavour
to have some positive results to show from its negotiations. The existence of
political will is therefore of fundamental importance for this negotiating forum.

In view of the priority attaching to agenda items 1 and 2, I should like to
make some brief comments on them.

The Cuban delegation considers that although the exchange of views which took
place in the informal consultations was quite useful, it is essential for working
groups to be set up on those items without delay so thet the Committee can embark on
serious negotiations in that regard.

In view, again, of the urgency of nuclear disarmament matters and of the fact
that the Committee on Disarmament has not been .able to make a start on negotiations
in this sphere, I wish also to stress once more the need for the earliest possible
resumption of the trilateral negotiations which have been taking place outside the
framework of the Committee on Disarmement, the importance of which goes without
saying.

The Committee on Disarmament is undoubtedly in a position %o inltictc concrete
negotiations on these items: in the first place, a number of working papers have
been submitted, including documents from the group of socialist countries and from
the Group of 21; and secondly, all the nuclear-weapon States are represented in
the Committee. It is clear that there is no justification whatsoever for further
delay. '
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I should now like to make some comments on an item which is on the Committee's
agenda and with 1~gard to which the Committee could do more than it has done up to
date: I am referring to the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass
destruction.

The importance of this subject has increased considerably in recent years. Both
the United Nations General Assembly and other forums outside the United Nations, such
as the meetings of the movement of non-aligned countries, have stressed the
importance and necessity of reachiny an agreement to prohibit new types and systems
of weapons of mass destruction.

In connection with this topic, artificial obstacles have been created such as
the need for the prior identification of such weapons and all the difficulties
raised with respect to the problem of verification. The Cuban delegation believes
that it is necessary to grasp the need to reach an agreement which will prevent the
appearance of such weapons.

Experience has shown that once a given type of weapon exists, it is very
difficult to prohibit it. We are, therefore, convinced that the initiation of
negotiations on this subject is also very important for the international community.

~ What is necessary is fo prevent the use of scientific and technological
advances for destructive purposes. The Committee on Disarmement can do a great
deal in this regard. -

We have already expressed our support for the setting up of a group of
qualified governmental experts to meet periodically and keep the Committee informed
on all matters concerning scientific discoveries and their possible use for
military purposes.

Another iter. which appears on the Committee's agenda and which is of particular
importance to the Cuban delegation is the one relating to security guarantees for
non-nuclear-weapon States.

As a non-nuclear-weapon State Cuba is profoundly interested in protecting its
national security as well as that of other non-nuclear-weapon States. In the present
circumstances, in which the warmongers are again baring their teeth, the need to
find a broad solution to this problem is becoming increasingly urgent.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on this question, assiduously presided over by
Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, has concentrated on seeking a common formula negotiated
in the' Committee on Disarmament which will be acceptable to all. The Cuban
delegation has already had an opportunity of expressing its views in this regard.
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We believe that it is essential to adopt a treaty on this guestion and that
that would be a step forward in the dlsarmﬂment negotiations; we therefore fully
support it.

On the other hand, although we recognize the importance which the adoption of
a dSecurity Council resolution in this rsgard would have, we have said that it must
be identical for all the nuclear-weapon States and that it cannot constitute an
end in itself but should be followed by the adoption of an international instrument
of a binding character.

As regards the different alternatives considered, we are against the inclusion
of unjustified requirements which tend to delay the reaching of any agreement. Ve
consider that the assurances should be granted without further requirements,
particularly to non-nuclear-weapon States which do not have weapons of this kind on
their territories. This is a broad position which could serve as a basis in the
search for a solution on this important item.

We should also like to stress once again that it must be borne in mind that this
question is very closely linked to the complete prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons and the non-use of force in international relations, and should therefore be
dealt with in that context.

One. subject which I cannot fail to mention in my statement is that of chemical
weapons, the Ad Hoc Working Group on which is skilfully presided over by the
representative of Sweden, Ambassador Lidgard.

The negotiations which have so far taken place have brought out the complexities
of this topic, particularly in view of its links in some aspects with the use of
chemicals for peaceful purposes in the economies of States. However, the Committee
on Disarmament should redouble its efforts towards achieving an agreement with
respect to chemical weapons.

This is another topic which has also been dealt with outside the context of . the
United Nations. Paragraph 220 of the Final Declaration of the Sixth Conference of
Heads of States or Government of Non-Aligned Countries calls, inter alia, for the
urgent conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction. Hence my delegation's
position.

We consider that the Committee's efforts should be basically aimed at
determining the most relevant aspects of the futurc convention, such as its content
and scope. This done, it would be possible to go on to other questions which,
although they are not secondary, nevertheless depend to a large extent on the content
and scope of the convention.

The work which the Working Group is doing has shown that there is an adequate
basis for serious negotiations to be conducted on this important item, and we hope
that the negotiations will continue at their present pace.
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I should now like to refer to the item concerning the prohibition of
radiological weapons, the Ad Hoc Working Group on whioh is wisely presided over by
Ambassador Komives of Hungary.

The drafting of a treaty for the prohibition of radiological weapons has been
requested in several General Assembly resolutions, and in the Final Document of the
1978 special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. The Cuban
delegation firmly believes that this is a task which can be completed before the
convening of the second special session of the General Assembly, scheduled for next
year.

The conclusion of a treaty on radiological weapons, particularly at this time,
would be a praiseworthy achievement by the Committee on Disarmament in its
negotiations, and would also create a serious obstacle to the development of weapons
of mass destruction. It is undeniable that the submission of a treaty on
radiological weapons by this Committee would be very well received by the
General Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament.

I should now like to refer to an item which I have deliberately left to the
end. It is that of the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament,
for which this Committee decided to set up a Working Group, which has been presided
over in a most noteworthy manner by Ambassador Garcia-Robles, the representative of
Mexico.

The urgency of this question is due in part to the fact that the Committee has
to submit this programme for consideration by the United Nations General Assembly,
at its second special session devoted to disarmament, next year.

There is abundant material which can serve as a basis for the drawing up of the
programme. Suffice it to mention, on account of their importance, the Final Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the
elements identified by the Disarmament Commission in this regard, and the
Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade.

At the same time, all States, whether or not they are members of the Committee
on Disarmament, have an interest in the adoption of the programme in view of the
importance which such a document would have. The conditions therefore exist for the
Committee to be able to have the programme ready by the end of its spring session
next year.

The Cuban delegation intends to continue, as it has been doing in the past,
striving to expedite the activities of the Working Group, and it hopes that
obstacles will not arise to complicate the drafting of the comprehensive programme.

The comprehensive programme of disarmament is to constitute the basis’for
future negotiations in this connection, and it ought therefore to be drawn up in a
realistic manner, bearing in mind the need for concrete measures in this field.

Before concluding, I should like to refer to a subject of topical interest, one
which is of necessity bound up with the work of this Committee. That is the recent
decision of the United States Administration to authorize the manufacture of neutron

weapons.,

I wish to express the Cuban delegation's most energetic condemnation of this
decision.
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While the initiation of concrete negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on
urgent matters of nuclear disarmament has been blocked on flimsy pretexts which have not
succeeded in donvincing anyone, ‘a decision has now been adopted ‘which in itself
represents the beginning of a new upward spiral in the arms race.

The manufacture of the neutron bomb, ac has been stressed on more than one occasion
in this Committee, brings new aspects to nuclear war and increases 1ts horrors. We
must not forget that the aim is to destroy people while reduwcing to a minimum the
destruction of buildings -- a feature which makes clear its anti-human nature.

Such a decision constitutes a mockery of the work of the Committee on Disarhmament
and a challenge to world public opinion, particularly as it was adopted in the oonteyt
of. yet another anniversary of the Hiroshima massacre.

I wish to urge the Committee on Disarmament, in addition to redoubling its efforts
in its consideration of the items which have high priority on its agendz, to adopt such
measures as may be necessary so that it may consider the documents submitted to it
concerning neutron weapons.

The decision to begin the manufacture of neutron weapons opens up the possibility
that similar decisions will be taken by these same reactionary sectors with regard to
other types of weapons. In this connection the Cuban delegation has considered it
pertinent to submit to the Secretariat of the Committee a document reproducing some
paragraphs of a statement made by President Fidel Castro on 26 July last, which we hope
will be useful for the work of the Committee in the accomplishment of its noble task.

To conclude, I should like to quote some remarks from another statement by our
Pre81dent, Comrade Fidel Castro, made on the occasion of the meeting of the presiding
officers of the World Peace Council in our country, when he compared the present
situation in the sphere of nuclear weapons with that existing at the time of the
October crisis. He said the following:

"Although in 1962 the arsenals already contained more than enough megatons to wipe
out the last vestige of life on earth, -today the numbers, power and effectiveness of
strategic weapons systems have multiplied to a frightening degree. The frontiers of
terror were long ago left behind, and no new means of mass destruction that may be
added today can instil greater terror in its eventual victims. DMankind can only be
exterminated once. No person in his senses has any doubt that in a nuclear war, under
present conditions, the results would be equally cruel for attackers and attacked, for
the belligerents and for neutral countries, for the atomic Powers and for all the nations
which do not possess such weapons. There is even the risk that a technical fault, a
human error or mere carelessness may pr901p1tauc a reaction with catastrophic
consequences', .

He went on:

"We are not and we shall never be fatalists. We do not and we shall never accept
the idea that a world holocaust is inevitable. Mankind must have a nobler destiny."

In man's struggle to avoid this holocsust a particular responsibility devolves on
the Committee on Disarmament, which is called upon to find the means to put an end to
the uncontrolled arms race. In this noble but difficult task, in which we must all
nake an effort, you may count on the steadfast participation of Cuba.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Cuba for his statement
ind for the kind reference he made to the Chair. :
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Mr, AHMAD (Pekistan): Mr. Chairmen, as this is the first opportunity which the
Pokistan delegation has had to intervene in the Committee this month, let me first
express to you our very sincere satisfaction in seeing you, the representative of 2
brotherly country, Indonesia, presiding ovar our deliberstions. We have no doubt
that the work of the Committee in this importent concluding part of our annual session
will be greatly faciliteted by the firm guidsnce of & Chairmsn whose diplometic
experience end wisdom have already made s deep impression in the past two weeks.

Moy I 21so eveil myself of this opportunity to express our deep appreciation to
Ambassador Venkatrsweran, the distinguished representative of India, for the efficiency
and good humour with which he guided the deliberations of the Committee during the
month of July. :

The 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament~will draw to o close in the next
few days. It is posgsible at this stage to offer some reflections of the Pakisten
delegation on the work of the Committee this year.

This year, just as the preceding one, wes not perticularly propitious for progress
in disermement. The climate of mutual trust and confidence among States so necessary.
for disarmement is obviously not present today. Such a climate can -be created only
when all States, and especielly the militarily significant States, demonstrzte in word
and deed that they are preparcd to adhere strictly to the principles of the
United Netions Cherter, and especially those regarding respect for the territoriel
integrity of States and non-intervention in their internal affairs. These principles
are being viclated ot present with impunity in verious parts of the world, including
our own region.

In this context, some members of the Committee have spoken zbout the importence
of bringing to an end the foreign military intervention in Afghenisten. Pekisten has
2 direct and self-evident interest in this objective, not least becsuse of our desire
to restore stability end peace to our region and ensble the 2 million Afghan refugees
in Pakistan to return to their homelend in szfety =nd honour. My Government has token
several importent initimtives to promote a politicsl solution of the tragic conflict
within Afghanisten in the framework of the relevent resolutions of the United Netions,
the Islamic Conference end the Non-Aligned Movement. Pakisten is persisting with
these endeavours.

We feel, neverthecless, thet the current climete of confrontrtion should not be
allovwed to lead to an unbridled esceletion in the arms race, especially in nuclear
Weapons. Our concern is aroused, whether such escalation in the arms race is
gquantitative or quelitative in neture, whether it involves the deployment of the
S55-20 mobile missile or the production »f the enhenced rsdiation weapon.

The present is not the time for self-serving postures or proposels; it is a time
for resolute ond wise stetesmanship. Pokisten considers that in the present
international circumstances there is an indispenseble need to undertake serious
negotiations on 2 broad spectrum of interrelated issues that could help in promoting
a climate of internstionsl security and create the right conditions for disarmement.
We welcome indications that a dialogue between the Superpowers may commence in the
near future. At the same time we consider it equelly important that efforts to bring
about o climate of peace and security in the world =nd to focilitnte dissrmament
should be conducted under the 2egis of the United Nations so that the vital security
interests of the small ~nd mediun-sized States and the non-aligned countries are token
fully into account.
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The Committee on Disormement possesses the potential 1o make a significent
contribution to promoting internstioncl security snd ~rresting end reversihg the srms
race. Unfortunately, as yet there seems to be no rendiness on the part of the major
Powers to exnloit this potentinl. Despite the intensive nace 2%t which the Committee
hag worked during 1981, it hes schieved very little in terms of concrete progress
towerds evolving cgreements on the veorinous items on its =gende.

nuclear test ban, the item which has the highest pricrity on the nultilateral
dissrmement sgenda, is genuine and widespread. We would have thought thet the
suspension of the trilstercl negotistioms on this zubject wes an 2dditional resson io
open multilaterael telks in the Committee. It is spperent from the progress report
subnitted by the triletersl negotiatnrs last yeer that the perspective of these
negotiations is seriously flawed. Even if these restricted negotistions were to be
resumed, it is -unlikely that they would produce o tresty which cen grin general support
and wide adherence. The fzilure of the trilatersl negotistors te respond, jointly or
individuelly, to the fundamental questions posed by members of the Group of 21 regerding
the treety that wss being negotisted confirms this assessment. The msajor nuclear-
weapon Powers should realize thnt they cennct repest the NPT experience and impose an
unequal arrangement on the non-nuclesr-weapon Stotes. They must slso ponder

carefully the consequences of o continued deley in negotiating an eguitable end
generally accepteble nuclear-~test-ben treaty.

The diseppeintment felt sbout our failure even tn cormmmence negotiations on the
a

The discussions in the Committee this yeer on the cessation of the nuclear arms
race ond nucleer disermenment have been interesting if only because they have shown
in sharp relief the divergent spproeches of verinus States on this subject. It
seems to us thet 211 the nuclear-weapon States adhere, explicitly or implicitly, to
the doctrine of nuclear deterrence and ~ccord sn importsnt nlrce o nucleer weapons
in the preservation of their security and that of their nllies. It is elso quite
apparent thet each of the two mejor nucleesr-weapon Powers is afreid to f2ll even o
fraction behind the other in their nuclerr equation =nd that both wish to preserve
the ~2dventege they enjoy over the other nuclesr-wespon Powers. And, of course, none
of the nuclear-weopon Powers would like to lose the militery edge they have over the
non-nuclear-weapon Stetes. These src, in sinmple terms, the impulses behind the
nuclear arms spirel snd the main nbstacles tn nuclear dissrmement.

Common sense 2lso indicertes thet the first steps in the process of nuclesr
disarmsment will have to be taken by the two nuclear-wesnon Powers whose srsenals
are, in size and sophistication, immensely superior to those of the nther nuclear-
weapon States. The SALT negntiations were » recognitinn of this speciel
responsibility. We hope thet the SALT rgreements signed by the United Strtes and the
USSR will continue to be observed =nd thrt early negntizticns will be undertaken by
the twn sides with the cim of reducing rether then limiting their strategic and
nediun~range nuclerr wespons. Progress in these negntistions can open the way for
multilateral negotiations on muclesr dissrmement in the Committee on Disermement.
In the me=ntime, the Committee cen sctively nssist the process of nuclear disarmement
by further clarifying end harmonizing the divergent approsches of the nuclear-weapon
States and the non-nuclear-weapon Stotes on this question end setting out the agreed
stages in which the ultimate go2l of eliminsting muclesr weeapons can be achieved. We
hope the Committee will seriously address itself to this tzsk next yeer in esc¢cordonce
with the proposals of the Group of 21. '
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While the nuclear-weapon States reserve the right to expand and improve their
nuclear snd conventional srsenals on the questionsble assumption thet this will
enhance their security, they have so far proved to be entirely insensitive to the
security concerns of the non-nuclear-weapcn States.  The negotistions in the
Working Group on effective international arrsngements to assure non-nuclesr-weapon
Stetes against the use or threat of use of nuclesr weapons have, if nothing else,
confirmed this evaluntion.

Under the able guidence of Minister Ciarrapico of Itzly, the Working Group, for
the first time, mode o concrete effort this yesr to bridge the politicel end
conceptual difficulties in developing a '"commnon formula' for an nbligation to be
undertaken by the nuclear-weapon Stotes. Although certein delegations, such as that
of the Netherlends and my own, mede serious suggestions regsrding the possible weys of
evolving a common formule, the nuclear-wespon States, a2part from Chine, did not
demonstrate any readiness to contemplete even o slight mndificetion of their
respective positions. The proposels for » possible compromise were in fact excluded
from the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group. Each of the four nuclear-weapon Stétes
clung to its own nerrowly conceived nuclear doctrine designed to serve national
interests thet sre most broadly defined. It should be gquite clear by now that the
unileteral declarstions mede in 1978 by these nuclear-weapon Powers camnot serve as 2
bagis for e genuine response to the quest of the non-nuclesr-wespon Stetes for security
ageinst the nuclesr threst. Pakiston will continue its efforts to promote an
agreement on this question; but I must say quite categonrically that we shell not be
prepared to accept a cosmetic sclution which provides the illusion rather thsn the
substance of gsecurity assurances while extrocting additionsl nbligetions from the
non-nuclear-weeopon States.

The contradiction between the desire of the major nuclear-wespon Powers. end their
2llies to keep open their nwn nuclear options snd their overriding concern to
interdict the options of other States is very difficult to justify. While we could
endorse many of the preoccupatinns sbout nuclesr proliferation expressed by the
Cenadian delegation on 16 July 1981, I must confess that we share, to on even lerger
extent, the consicorations outlined in the response t» this statement by the
distinguished representeative of India. The inordinate prenccupstinn nf certain
States with the nuclear ron-proliferation Tresty leads them intn adopting positions
thet contradict fundsmentsal internationsl norms. The responses to the Isrseli
atteck against the Temmuz nuclear research centre demonstrate this in practice.

It has been stoted here ond elsewhere thet the Isrscli attack is a ceuse for
deep concern especially because Iraq is a perty to the non-proliferation Treaty ond
accepts IAEA safeguards. Is it by any chence implied that if a State is nnt 2 porty
to this unequal Treaty, it should be considered fair game for such attacks in the
cause of nuclear non-proliferstion? It 'is ironic thet the nccesion of the Isreeli
attack has been used to underline the importance of securing wider adherence to the
NPT, The fact that the action has demnonstrated that zdherence to this Treaty is
obviously not sufficient to prevent an ndverssery from meking subjective ond unileteral
Judgements about another country's nuclesr programme has been conveniently pessed
over. What has alsn been ignored is that the justification used for the aggression,
howsnever implausible, wes in fact provided by the cempeign of propsgenda, launched
and sustzined in those very countries which ore the most ardent sdvocates of the NPT,
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about the purported denger of nuclear proliferation from the peaceful nucleer
facilities of various developing countries including Iraq. Indeed, the Isrpeli
militery raid cen be seen es the ultimote step in the esczleting process of
unacceptable pressures and punitive actions that have been employed by certain supplier
States to inpede the normel development of the peaceful nuclesr programmes of o numbbr
of developing countries. We note, of course, that the Isrreli aggression has been
roundly condemned, although the rggressor hes not psid eny price for the aggression.
No semnctinns were impnsed on it by the Security Council, and no reperntions were
demended of it. . On the contrery, further nilitery supplies to Isrsel »re to be
promptly resuned.  And what of the victim of the aggression?  The Stete which
supplied the destroyed facility, whilc it heg rightly defended its exclusively
peaceful nature, now reportedly expects additionnl obligetinns to be sssumed by the
aggrieved Stote as e condition for the reconstruction of the plant.

The Israeli attrck agrinst the Tarrmmz nuclear resesrch centre reinforced the
opinion of most members of this Cormittee that resnlute messures must be taken to
prohibit such attecks in the future. In the course of negnti=tions nn the
convention tn ban .redinlogical weapons, which have been guided with dedicetion and
energy by Ambessador Komives of Hungary, it wes pointed out thet such attacks agninst
nuclear facilities are the most reslistic and perhops the only mesns by which
radiological werfare cen be waged. The Working CGroup hss cleerly recognized the
risk of mass destruction through sttacks ~n nuclerr fecilities. The necessity for
the elaboration of an internctionsl legal norm tn prohibit such attecks is slso not .
contested, slthough reservations heve been expressed to the inclusion of such 2
provision in the radinlogicel wezpons convention. My delegation considers thet the
conclusion of this convention will be facilitated if 2 sntisfectory solution can be
found to the question of prohibiting 2ttacks s2gainst nuclesr frcilities. Of course,
there are other important differences regarding the scope of the convention and -the
peaceful uses of radicactive substances and nuclesr energy which need to be resnlved

teking into nccount the position of the non-sligned .and neutrsl Stotes. We hape
thet the sponsors of the "joint elements" will exhibit grester flexibility in the
resuned negotiations on this subject next year.

My delegation derives a measure of satisfection from the outcome of the
deliberations of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemiczl Weapons. . Despite the
Committee's failure 3o zgree on » broader mandete for the Working Group, it hes
succeeded, largely owing to the imoginative leadership of its Ch 1nirman, _
Ambasse dnr Lidgard of Sweden, in building ontn the work done lost year and creqtlng
solid basis for substantive negotiations on the text of 2 chemicol weapons
conventinn, The draft elements formulated by the Chairmen have taken intn. ﬂocount
the substence of the views expressed by vericus delegations snd, together with the
comments made on.these elements, provide e verluable repertoire for the conduct of
future neghtiatinns on the text of the treaty. Adnittedly, differences pers1ot even
on such basic issues as the scope of the convention rnd the question of verification
and compliance. thever, the agreement resched to give rn approprictely revised
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mandate to the Working Group next year that would enrble it to build upon the srees

nf convergence snd to resolve the differences is a welcnme develnpment. Negntiations
on the text of & chemical weapons convention should commence at sur next session

and, we believe, the existing differences cen be overcome if the necessery political
decisinns are teken, particularly by the two major Powers. We fervently hope that
their policies will nnt teke us in the opposite direction.

Under the patient nnd experienced directionn of Ambassedor Gerciz Robles of
Mexico, the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Dissrmament hes
identified the nein issues to be addressed under relevent parts of the programme and
drawn together the verinus proposels for the disarmnament messures o be included in it.
My delegation considers that, in accordence with peregraph 38 of the Finol Document
of the first specisl session of the General Assembly devoted tn disarmezment, the
comprehensive programme should be an internstionsl instrument which would create
legel obligations on the pert of 211 Stetes to implement »nd achieve the messures
included therein. These disarmament measures shnuld be set out in defined stoges
end "lead to the ultimzte goal of generszl ond complete disarmament within a specific
and agreed time~frane. The working paper submitted by the Group of 21 on
disarmanent riessures in be included in the progremme broadly reflects this approach.
We consider that efforts to conceive the comprehensive progrsmme in the restricted
framevork of existing documents sre incompatible with the fundamental purpnses for
which -the instrument wes remitted to this Committee for negotiation. My delegation
hopes that the Working Group on a Comprehensive Progremme will be enabled to
undertake intensive negotistinns next year and to finelize the prograsmme for
submission to the General Assembly at its second special sesgion devoted to
disarmement.

The fPilure nof the Committee to make substantive progress nn any of the itenms
on its cgenda has prompted an examination of our procedures and methods of work.
Some interesting proposals were put forwerd for improving the negotisting rnle
and prncedures ~f the Committee. Nevertheless, it must be enphesized thet the feoilure
to meke progress in negotinstions is in nn wzy due to orgenizational nr procedural
difficulties. Quite frenkly, there hes been nn willingness on the psrt of the
major militery Powers t» engsge in genuine give 2nd teke end to 21llow the Cnmmittee
tn undertaske negotisrtions on various agende items including those on which, working
groups heve been established for the express purpose of conducting such negntiations.
One major Power has srid in so meny words thet the Committee should await the outcome
of its pollcy review. Another hes used the Committee to extol its own "positive"
approach while it remsined unyiclding on the substance »f the issues under
consideration, The Committee on Disarmsment should not. ﬂllnw itself to become the
handmaiden of the Ehperpowers.

The Pekisten delegation believes that unless the Committee is able early next
year to conduct substantive negotiations on the priority items on its agenda, it
should report its impotence to the Genersl Assembly at its second special session
devoted to disarmement. At that session, we will have to give serinus consideration
to weys and means of ensuring the effective conduct of multiletersl negntistions on
disarmement within the framework of the United Netinns.
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Tﬂe CHATRMAN: T thani the distinguished representative of Pakistan for his
statement and for the kind words he addressced to the Chair.

Mr. WALKER (Australia): Mr., Chairman, I intend to be cxtremely bricf this
morning but I do wish- to tell you of the great pleasure my delcgation feels at working
in this Committee under the chairmanship of someone cf your great personal distinétion.
For an fustraliazn, of course, it is also a particular pleasure that you should be the
representative of Indonesia, our great ncighbour and close friend. I also wish for
the sake of brevity to associate my delegation with the many deserved.-compliments which
have been paid to your distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Venkaieswara

In this short statement I will be talking about the several different matiers
before the Committce on Disarmament. In the first place I wish, on this occasion %o
say that I believe it appropriate for the Committee once again to thank the Ad Hoe
Group of Scilentific Experts wnder its Chairman, Dr. Bricszson, for their coniinuing
excellent work. My declegation greatly appreciates the progress report submitted to
the Committee last Thursday, and we look forward in due coursc to receiving the full, .
third report of the Group o Seismic Experts. IV is evident from the reéport which we
received on Thursday that all five of the study groups are meking importans
contributions to the Group's task of considering intermational co-operative measures
to detect and identify seismic events. I wish in particular to mention the study group
assesping national investigations into the gending of seismological messages around
the ‘globe, invelving the use of the communications network of the World Meteorological
Organization., DMr. McGregor of fusiralia and Mr. Ichikawa of Japan arc the
co-convenors of this group. 4t the February meeting of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Bxperts, this study group assessed a preliminary and limited test of the feasibility
of sending such messages in this way and agreced on a more elzborate test for later
this year. : ‘

The Ad Hoc Group has now put in ftrain preparations for a test to cover six weeks
in November and December of the present year. This test will build on last year's
work. In particular it will assess the transit time of messages and their accuracy, by
detailed comparison with other conventional methods of transmission. In this exercise
the experts are receiving the enthusiastic co-operation of the Werld HMeteorological
Organization, tc which body, I submit, the Committce should c¢xpress its warm
appreciation. Equally satisfactory is the indicaticn that this test will have

markedly wider participation than did last year's. I join Dr. Bricsson in placing
particular value on the prospect of participation by one or more new States from the
southern hemisphere., Ideally, of course, there would be participation. from both

Latin imerica and Africa. We also welcome cther new participants from amongst the
Ad_Hoc Group's members themsclves. The report of this exercisc will be considered at
the next meeting of the full Group. With good co-cperation in this test, I have cvery
hope that the report will show that the global telecommunications system of WMO is
indeed an effective method of conveying around the world the scismic messages which

are central to the purposces of the 4d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts and the

Cormittec on Disarmament. '

I believe that the Committece should take special note of the progress that is
being made in this arca, which has direct relcvance to our future work in addressing
item 1 of the Committec's agenda, a nuclear test ban.
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I would also like to say a few words about the other positive development which
we have recorded in the Committee on Disarmament this year. I am, of course,
referring to our work towards a chemical weapons conventiou. Yesterday the Ad _Hoc
Working Group on this subject finalized its annual report. This report has two
noteworthy aspects. It records the very real progress achieved this year towards
our objective of a comprehensive chemical weapons convention. This year the Committee
has built on the first-class work done last year in defining the issues to be covered
in a chemical weapons convention. This year we have been able to consider draft
elements for such a convention and to exchange views in considersble detail on these
elements.

The second notable point about the Working Group report is that it indicates the
willingness of all the members of the Committee on Disarmament to proceed further
next year under an appropriately revised mandate to build on areas of convergence and
to resolve the differences identified in the last two years so as to achieve agreement
on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest possible date. :

My delegation wishes to pay a heart-felt tribute to the Chairman of the
Working Group, Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden, for his personal contribution to
achieving this important result.

I would have preferred to end on this positive ncte, celebrating constructive
work performed in the Committee at a time when external events have severely limited
its ability to achieve agreements to which my Government attaches great importance.
I feel impelled by the statements of other delegations, however, to say a very few
words about what is commonly called the neutron bomb. Several distinguished delegates
from socialist countries have spoken as if all of mankind shared the views expressed
by their Governments on this topic. This is not the case. The Australian
Prime Minister has pointed out that many people in many countries will feel that the
United States had no choice but to talke this decision. The Prime Minister pointed
out that there is a widespread consensus in Western countries as to the need to
strengthen their defences in view of the sustained Soviet arms build-up over recent
years. The Prime Minister also said thal he did not believe that this decision
would increase tension between East and West.

On behalf of the Australian delegation, I express the fervent hope that next year
will be a more productive one for the Committee on Disarmament. As in the past, my
delegation stands ready, now and in the future, to do everything in its power to
contribute to the early, successful outcome of the negotiations in this Committee. -

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

Mr., MALITA (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, I should like to
tell you what a pleasure it is to me to congratulate you on behalf of the Romanian
delegation on the flawless way in which you have been discharging your responsibilities.
I should like to add that you have followed the splendid example set by the series of
excellent Chairwen we have had this year, each of whom has endeavoured to contribute
some new achievement to the work of our Committee.

Through your competence and your tact you have increased respect for the active -
diplemacy of your country, which is engaged in the solution of numerous regional and
international problems.
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' This year the task of our Committcc has probably been ‘one of the most
unrewarding. For it is difficult to discuss disarmament at a time when the word is
no longer used with conviction and-is replaced by expressions such as "arms control",
which in fact rcpresents a different approach, and when the arms race is sirultancously
undergoing an unprcceédented intensification. Arms control is not the same thing as
disarmement, for it accopts,. instcad of excluding, the idea of the use of force, andkl
confirms the role of ams as a possible instrument of internatidnal policy. In spite
of all that, however; thc Romanian delegation. feels profoundly tha® in 1931 the A
Comnittee on Disarmement has shown its maturity; it has not been side-tracked into
useless disputes and has succecded in maintaining a constructive atmosphere in spite’
of the circumstances, being virtually the only international forum where negotiations
or at least discussions on disarmamont have becn conducted. '

At 2 time when other international ncgotiations on this subject have regrettably
been temporarily interrupted, tho Committee hes succeeded in consolidating its .° .
position as a forum for dialogue. While its capacity for influencing international
relations should not be overestimated, it must be recognized that its activity has
maintained a sensc of hope and promisc. This has expressed iteelf both in the .
character of the debates and in the genercal spirit in which they have been conducted,
in the constructive approach, in thé technical language, in the increased activitics
of the ad hoc negotiating groups. I would like %o stress the attitude our delegation
has adopted from the beginning, that is, one of a will to find ways and means of
bringing the disarmament negotiations out of the deadlock and of increasing the
cffectiveness of the Committce's activities., There should also be positive
appreciation of the fact that it has been possinle to find practical ways, cven if they
have not been entirely satisfactory, .of approaching the problems of nuclear disarmamont
and'.the halting of nuclear-weapon tests, discussing the subject of the prohibition of -
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, and taking
a new step, even if not formally confirmed, towards the negotiation of an agrecment
on the prohibition of chemical weapons: Allow me to take +his cprortunity to thank
the Chairmen of the four working groups, ocur distinguished colleagues,
Ambassador A. Garcia Robles of HMexico,; imbassador I. Komives of Hungary,
fmbassador C. Lidgard of Sweden and Minister A. Ciarrapico of Italy, for their tireless
efforts and dedication, which have brought positive clements into our work.

However, while %aking note:.of their efforts and of +the results achieved by the
Committee -this ycar, we cannot bubt rccognize that in the contoxt of the second
spcecial session of' the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and, norc generally, in
that of the hopes placed in the activitics of the Geneva Committee, the results
obtained are far from fulfilling expcctations, a fact which giveos rise to these
feelings of disappointment and lcgitimate impaticnce which have so often been
nentioned during the sossion. . .

I should like to set forth somec of the conclusions which, in our opinion, cmerge
from the Committee's activity this yenr:

, (a) Flexibility of action. The process of multilateral negotiation, of which

our Committée is by definition a part, has its demands. A partner cannot be refused
the right to raisc a problem or to propesc a debate in depth. Even less is it possible
to refuse to discuss in the Committec fundamental questions concerning the arms race,
shen such discussion is requested by the mejority of delegations. Greater flexibility
Ls thercfore nccessary for these demands to be accormodated. The cstablishment of
subsidiary bodies is a practice we have ourselves adopted in order to help us in our
laily activities and to enable us to make & carcful study of the problems entrusted to

J.S.




CD/PV.147
23

- (Mr. Malita, Romania)

How is it possible, then, that on a subject like nuclear disarmament there is
not a single concrete statement in our Committee's report, when this question is
dealt with more closely and in greater detail in public discussions and in any
newspaper? The Committee's inability really to tackle the problem of nuclear weapons,
with their ever-increasing risks and implications for every country, and especially
non-nuclear-weapon countries, constitutes the major deficiency of this session, in
ny delegation's view.

(b) Democratization of the Committee's work. Our delegation has repeatedly
raised the question of the need to respect the right of all delegations to take part
in the work as representatives of sovereign States with equal rights, regardless of
their size, their stage of development, their economic, social or political system,
the level of their armaments or their participation in military alliances. This
position starts from the principle of equal sccurity achieved through equal
participation. The Committce's rules of procedure based on the rccormendations
contained. in- the Final Document of the first special session of the United Nations
Genoral Assembly devoted to disarmament have constituted an important step in this
direction. The analysis and adoption of measurcs to increase the effectivencss of
the Committece have also contributed to this end., The interest shown by other States
in taking par?t in the Committec's work and the constructive contribution some of them
have nade are further arguments in this dircction and at the same time they confirm
that the Disarmament Committee must be open to the widest possible participation.

(c) Realism of approach has been mentioned a number of times in our debates,
with the idea that we should wait for the external signals that will cnable ug to work.
In our delegation's view, it is disarmament which shculd form the prinmary aim'of that
worl, beforc countrics' cconomies are threatencd, natural resources exhausted and
international security cndangercd. In order to prevent such a situation arising, the
Committee should act preventively and not merely watch helplessly the acccleration of
the arms race. In view of the relation between political will and negotiated solutions,
we ought %o see tn it that we arc ready with all the requisite solutions. Then, the
noment the political will appears, disarmament cgreements can be adopted without
further delay. This requires, among other things, a wider usc of the necessary
technical expertise and of the rescarch facilities of the United Nations system, and
even outside the latter, a closer link with contcmporary sciencec.

(4) Definition of the moment of the cessation of the arms race and the
transition to disarmancnt. Defining this moment in the mechanism of the arms race
which operates by inertia implies the determination of the point of inflexion of the
process. T

We are of the opinion that in spite of the broad approach in-our debates to the
problem of the acceleration of the arms race and of the n=ed to proceed to disarmanment,
we have not dealt in practical terms with the point of linkage of these movenents,
that are in opposite directions. We believe that the definition of & package of complex
neasures based on the ideas of a freeze, limitation and discontinuance. should be

explored if we are to fulfil our mandate.

(e) Our work is affected by certain circular problems, real logical paradoxes,
and once our negotiations have become entangled -in one of these problems, they can
remain blocked for ever. Attempts to resolve within the Committee such. problems as
the priority between security and disarmament, the relation between comprehensive
measures and partial measures, the definition of a mathematical formula to measure the
balance of forces, the priority between confidence-building measures"andndiSarmament,
and the place of verification in the different stages of disarmament -— none of this
can lead to any practical results. The essential interconnection between all these
elements is obvious, as is the fact that they are an intrinsic part of our efforts.
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As regards the balance of forces, it should be recognized that it has existed for
a long time and that it will.continue to exist. But there are only two ways of
achieving parity -- either through the action-reaction gequence and the constant increase
in armaments, or Shrough the negotiated rsduction of arms and military expendi+ares.
There is no other possibility. Clearly, verification iz an integral part of the approach
to disarmamen@, and must be carried outv under appropriate international control, in
order to ensure the maintenance of the balance of forces, together with the security
and independence of each State. Verification and balance are to us essential elements
in any disarmament measure and not merely the subjects for an endless debate.

As the representative of Romania in the Committee on Disarmement, I speak on
behalf of a country which is convinced that the right of every people to free and
independent development cannot be achieved without the adoption of concrete, effective
measures to halt and reverse the arms race, and especially the nuclear arms race.

In the present complex and ccntradictory circumstances of international life, there
is a need for concerted efforts to prevent the deterioration of the intermational
situation and to promote the resumption of a policy of détente, co-operation,
independence and peace. It is the duty of every Government not to do anything or
take any step which might further aggravate the existing situation, or create new
sources of tension and mistrust. This is why we believe that the United States!
decision to start production of the neutron bomb is a negative and most regrettable
measure, and one which entails a clear risk of provoking a new and powerful impetus in
the senseless arms race. :

Any rational analysis will show that such a measure not only fails to reduce the
causes of conflict and sources of hostility but in fact on the contrary, merely
complicates the solution of controversial international problems and makes it difficult
to deal with them constructively.

{

Convinced of the responsibility of every State, regardless of its size, %o
contribute to the conditions needed for an increase in confidence and the start of a
real disarmament rrocess, Romania has always acted consisten:ly towards this end.

For several years running, my country has reduced and refrained from increasing its
military budget.

Our decision in this respect is based on the conviction that it is within the power
of every State to avoid seeing this phenomenon as something inevitable in human society.
The Romanian delegation reaffirms its confidence in the disarmament process and in the
substantial contribution which the Committee can make in this direction. When explaining
this position which my country has adopted, the President of the Socialist Republic of
Romania, Nicolae Ceausescu, said: "I dc not agree with the old saying that if one
wants peace, one must prepare for war. If everyone prepares for war, a state of affairs
may arise in which we are no longer in control of the situation, and that would mean
endangering the lives of many peoples. I would replace that saying by another one:
if we want peace, we must work for peace, for disarmament, for understanding and
co-operation between peoples and for the elimination of the military blocs. Romania
wants peace, and it is acting accordingly.”

It is this viewpoint which has guided our contribution to the work of the
Committee this year, and we shall act similarly in the future also.

The CHATRUAN (franslated frow Frnncb{: I thank'the ¢istinguished representative
of Romania for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to myself.
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Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, bearing in mind that we are
nov in the last week of our work, I shall be as brief as possible in making what I
expect to be my concluding statement. As it is still approgriate, however, I take
this opportunity to welcome you most warmly into the Chair and to say how impressed
I have been with your expert and sure handling of the various problems that arise
in winding up the session. I also want to thank and congratulate ,
Ambassador Venkateswaran for the particular flair he brought to the conduct of our
business in July. ,

I have asked for the floor to speak briefly on items of current business, as
we draw to the end of the 1981 session. I shall start by commenting on some
observations made at our meeting on 13 August by my neighbour, the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union. In the course of a statement in which he
concentrated mainly on nuclear problems, Ambassador Issraclyan made several assertions
which were misleading. It is not right that they should g0 uncorrected.

I wish to draw particular attention to three points. In the first place the .
Soviet statement presented an analysis of the nuclear dispositions in Europe without
talking any account of the political and military background. Not surprisingly,
perbaps; thére was no mention at all of the fact that by comparison with the
Soviet Union the States of western Burope devote rather modest resources to their
defence, or of the fact that they are flanked to the east by States which have an
overwhelming preponderance of conventional military capacity, particularly in
armoured formations and artillery. Nor did it point out that, because our eastern
neighbours operate closed societies and publish almost nothing about their military
plans and activities, we in western Burope have to make the most prudent deductions
we can from the observed military capacity of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the
actions of its member States, '

Against this background the question of the precise quantities of nuclear
hardware deployed in Europe may seem a secondary matter to those. not involved in
the political confrontation in Burope. I would ask them, hcwever, to be patient and
to bear with me because the question does not look secondary to those of us in
western Europe. It is our concern thet the position should be accurately represented
so that all may understand the apprehensions which underlie the attitude of ou
Governments., ‘

In his speech on 13 August, Ambassador Issraelyan attempted to rebut the statement
by Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic of Germany to the effect that nuclear
forces in Europe were in disequilibrium in favour of the Warsaw Pact countries.
He said that there were approximately 1,000 Soviet missile delivery systems in Europe,
which I believe is the case. In comparison with this he said NATO deployed a similar
number. However, when he listed the components of the Western fotal he said that this
Western total included the so~called United States forward-based systems, medium-range
missile systems and aircraft of other NATO Western allies. For good measure he also
included submarine-launched rockets.

However, he did not specify how the Soviet total was comprised. It is well knouwn
that there are nearly 1,000 Soviet uissiles. and bombers of medium range alone in the
Buropean theatre. If you also include Soviet aircraft and missiles comparable to the
NATO systems which he referred to, the so-called balance is seen %0 be an advantage of
approximately 2,600 Soviet systems compared with the supposed 1,000 NATO systems which
I would add are mainly in the so-called United States forward-based systems, that is
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aircraft, some of which are on aircraft carriers. And this, I might eay, wxcluldes any
Soviet submarine-launched missiles, all of which are capable of being used against
targets in the Evropean theatras. ’

Alternatively, we could striize the balance sheet the other way. We could exclude
from the NATO list all those systems for which cquivalents do not appear in the total
of 1,000 Soviet systems. There would then be seen to be less then 280 Western systems,
depending on exactly which Western components are included. This indicates a Soviet
preponderance of between 3 and 4 to 1. So, either way, the facts do not support
Ambassador Issraelyan's propositicn that there is what he called "TOUFD equality in
medlum—range nuolear armaments" between Eaub and West in murope.

There ig another matter on which I equally want to introduce & better sense of
perspective. On 13 August my other distinguished neighbour, Ambagssador Flowerree,
referred to a decision taken by the United States Government to proceed with the
production and stockpiling in the United States of what are properly called enhanced
radiation -warheads (ERWs), but for which the more emotive description "neutron bomb"
was chogen in 1978, especially by those who wished to present an exaggerated picture
of the character and potential of these weapons. A number of statements have been
made in the Committee which have contained distortions, snd since I helieve it is
important for us in this forum to maintain our objectivity, I venture to bring to
your attention one or two basic facts about these ERVs.

The enhanced radiation warhead, of which we have heard so much, is a nuclsar
veapon which is designed to be employed either 2¢ an artillery shell or as the
warhead on a short-range rocket. Its yield is thus clearly limited. And although
it has acquired a doomsday reputation, it is actually designed to be less destructive
than the many other nuclear weapons which are already deployed on either side of
the line in Europe.

A different, and much more far-reaching, distortion which I think it necessary
for my delegation to controvert most specifically is that whiich accuses the NATO
alliance of preparing for "limited nuclear war". The allegation seems to be that
the fact thet enhanced radiation warhéads ere designed as short-range. and tactical
weapons is evidence of this intention. - The argunent runs, very briefly, that
2lliance thinking about nuclear war is in the course of making a dangerous shift,
that with the introduction of wespons that are more accurate or have more limited
effect NATO is somehow meving away from the concept of deterrence and beginning to
plan for nuclear war. This is a fallacy resting on a complete misconception. The
fact is that the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons is linked to their actual
capability and that deterrence is designed to operate at every level. The only
purpose for which the neutron weapon came into existence was to provide an effective
counter. to the threat of concentrated tank sttacks, bearing in mind the almost three
to one -superiority that the Warsaw Pact has in armoured formations. DNow in fact
ve lnow from the United States statement that no ‘deployment is being considered at
the present time. But the mere potential for depleyment of the ERW will maintain
balanced deterrence and will thus continue to prevent the risk of conflict.
Deterrence, and the capacity to deal with a any fo“m of potential attack, are two
sides of a single coin.

Turning to other matters, I should like to record that my Government was one of
the co-authors and co- ~sponsors of the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament —-
document CD/205 -- which vds formally introduced in the Commitfee by the representatlve
of the Federal Republic of Germany on & August. Our joint purpose in preparing a



CD/PV.147
27

(Mr. Summerhayes, United Kingdom)

draft for a complete programme in this way was 1o help the Ad Hoc Working Group to.
focus more fully-on the likely end-product of its work, since it is difficult to
decide on language for particular sections of the programme without seeing how these
individual points will fit into an over-all whole. We hope that early in the

next session the Working Group will be able to stand back from the detailed work it .
has been-doing this year to discuss some of the crucial general issues, such as the -
question of the stages for implementation and the nature of the programme. As well as
offering language on many aspects of a comprehensive programme of disarmament our
draft is, I think, the first working paper to attempt to get to grips with these.
general and essential points. We hope it will be seen as a serious attempt to move
the work of the Ad Hoc Group forward, and that the Group will discuss it fully at the
beginning of next year. ' ‘

- Another agenda item in which we have taken particular interest is that dealing
with negative security assurances. When I introduced the United Kingdom. working paper
(CD/177),-I stressed that my delegation was willing to explore any approach:in the
search for effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. On 14 April the distinguished:
representative of the Netherlands made a statement in which he outlined a possible
formula for a common guarantee. The text of the Netherlands proposal was subsequently
presented to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances and I wish to place it
on record that my delegation continues to support the formula which bobassador Fein
proposed. T do not therefore perhaps agree with the statement by the distinguished
representative of Pakistan this morning that all the nuclear-weapon States except
China had stuck rigidly to their own narrow approach.

In concluding, I should like to say that we believe that delegations should draw
at least modest satisfaction from the work that has been done in the Committee during
this session. I know that many are disappointed that more signs of progress have not
emerged from the working groups. But we should not deny the steady vace of our work
on all subjects. In my view all four working groups have played an essential role
in clarifying the positions of all our Governments. Without such clarification. there
would be no understanding of each other's positions; without such understanding,
there can be no eventual agreement. -

I could not end without thanking 'the four Chairmen of the ad hoc working groups,
Ambassadors Lidgard, Komives and Garcia Robles, and Mr. Ciarrapico. They have worked
exceptionally hard throughout the year, and -- perhaps just as important —- they have
made sure that delegations all worked hard too. " &nd finally, I would like to thank
all the members of the Secretariat, upon whose assistance we now rely even more
heavily. ‘ '

The CHATRMAW: T thank the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom for
his statement and for the kind reference he made to %the Chair.

Mr, GERCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish)s I should like in this
statement briefly to review some points relating to the vital interest of all peoples
in a radical change being brought sbout in.the international situation which has been
created by the "existence of nuclear weapons and the continuing arms race", a situation
which called forth the justified alarm of the United Nations General Assembly because
of the threat it implies to nothing less than "the very survival of mankind", to use
the words of the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament.
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I shall begin by saying hou much we regret that the statemenis made by the
representatives of the two nuclear Superpowers last Thursday have brought into the
Committee on Dicarmament, in this final stage of its 1981 ~z2ssion, a new blast of the
cold war. Repeated and very recent declarations by the President of lMexico and his
Secretary for Foreign Affairs reveal once again my couniry's evnergetic rejecticn of
any attempt to revive the deplorable international conditions of the 1950s and the
1960s.

We were deeply disappointed that the statement with which one of those %wo
representatives finally broke his long silence during this session which is now about
to end contained so little that is encouraging as regards the implementation of the
task entrusted to the Comuittce on Disarmament.

le are sure that certainly neither of the two Superpowers can aspire to a saint's
halo where disarmament is concerned, particularly nuclear disarmament. We would,
however, be prepared to pass over some imaginary descriptions we were given of the
course of the nuclear arms race between 1960 and 1980, although the fact that such
descriptions were given in this Committce would seem to imply a presumption that its
members' knowledge of the subject is at the level of that of a primary school child.
After all, anyone who wishes to obtain reliable informstion in this connection can
easily find it in serious publications like those of the Stockholm institute known
by the initials SIPRI or those of the Washington Center for Defense Information.
The latter, for example, recently published the results --— extremely illustrative in
this regard -- of a study made last year by an interdepartmental group consisting no
less than of representatives of the Department of Defense, the Chiefs of Staff, the
State Department, the Central Intelligence Lgency, the irms Control and Disarmament
Agency and the National Security Council.

However, in the statement I mentionéd, there are other aspects which indeed seem
to us rather disturbing. I shall refer briefly to two of them, both of which emerge
from the following paragraphs:

'"Barlier this year, we had in this Committce a wide-ranging debate on
deterrence. Many countries expressed and continue io express the view that
deterrence is an abhorrent doctrine. But meny nations and groups of nations,
nuclear and non-nuclear alilie, practise it ...

"The tendency in the Committec to adopt a high moral tone in preaching -
about the evils of deterrence, among other things, may be satisfying to the
psyche, but ii doesn't get us anywhers ... In the nation-State system that exists
in the world today, the first duty of Gevernments towards their citizens is .
protection ... Progress toward disarmament can be helped if we accept the reality
that each State is going to maintain that its own judgement of its security
requirements is not subject to challenge, nc watter what cthers may think or what
the realities may be." '

The first point to which I ghould like to draw attention is the statement contained

in the last part of that quotation. The view there -expressed that the security
requirements of each State depend on its own judgemeni of them snd that this judgement
"is not subject to challenge, no matter what others may think or what the realities
may be'" is in direct contradiction with numerous provisicns of the Final Document, such
as, for example, paragraph 47 which, as vwe know, says:
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"e.. Nuclear weapons poss the groatest danger to mankind end to the survival

of civilization. It is essential to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race in
all its aspects in order to avert the danger of war involving nuclear weapons.
The ultimate goal in this context is the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons, "

The strict application of the approach in question seems to us so incompatible
with the spirit and the letter of the Final Document that we believe that if any
State were to begin seriously to put it into practice, it ought to start thinking
about giving up its membership of the Committee on Dissrmament.

The second point to which I should also like to draw particular attention is the
reference to '"deterrence',

I should like to point out for a start that, perhaps inadvertently, the statement
to which I have been referring omits to say that the deterrence discussed in the
Committee, both at formal and st informal meetings has been deterrence based on
nuclear weapons. My delegation expressed its position in this regard more than
12 years ago when, on 18 March 1969, at the opening meeting of the session of the
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament for that year, we saids:

'"We refuse to believe that the so-called deterrent power -~ a formula that
has regrettably been much abused -- of such weapons can be regarded as a positive
factor justifying their existence. The fact that in the past 20 years we
have had a precarious peace based on a frightening balance of terror is for us
far from being a convincing argument.

"In the uillions of years of pre-history which are usually divided into
the Stone Age, the Bronze Lge, and the Iron Age it was enough for man to have
the deterrent power of primitive weapons made from such materials; and during
thousands of years of recorded history in which, we must not forget, for many
periods over half a century long pecce prevailed and the deterrent pover never
until quite recently went any further than the instruments of destruction, quite
terrifying enough; that were based on TNT and dynamitc. We cannot understand why
today internetional peace and security should have to depend on weapons such as
the nuclear weapons, the very existence of which entails the danger of
universal suicide."

This is the kind of deterrence vhich we should like to disappear since; far from
protecting international security, it carries with it an obvious danger for the
survival of the human species. My delegation is in good company in this respect --—
that of all the Members of the United Nations, including all the members of the
Committee, unless there is anyone who would like to repudiate the solemn declarations
ertbodied by consensus in the Final Document, for example: :

"The attainment of the objective of security, which is an inseparable
element of peace, has always been one of the most profound aspiraticns of
humanity. States have for = long time sought to maintain their security through
the possession of arms. £dmittedly, their survival has, in certain cases,
effectively depended on whether they could count on appropriate means of defence.
Yet the accumulation of weapons, particularly nuclear weapons, today constitutes
much more a threat than a protection for the future of mankind."

The passage I have just quoted comes from the very first paragraph of the
Final Document. A little further on, in Paragraph 11, the General Assembly declared:
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"The increase in weepons, especially nuclear weapons,; far from helping to
strengthen international security, on ths contrary weakens it."

Two paragraphs later; in paragraph 13, the Gzneral Assembly made this emphatic
statement vhich is particularly relevant to the subject we are dealing with here:
"Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the
accumulation of weaponry by military alliances nor be sustzined by a precaricus
balance of deterrence or doctrines of sitrategic superiority.”

Ls is clear from what I have said, wmy delegation has not found anything very
encouraging in the statement made here on Thursday, 13 Lugust, by the distinguished
representative of the United States.

Fortunately, that very day, in distant California, the President of the
United States made an announcement which.on the contrary seems to us to justify
moderately optimistic inferences: he stated that he had sent a letter to the President
of the Soviet Union inviting him seriously to discuss disarmament at what it is
customary to call a "summit meeting'. Since this invitation is similar to the one
issued earlier by the Soviet Head of Stete, my delegation considers it reasonable to
expect that this meeting may become fact in the not too distant future.

) Since, as it would seem, the President of the United States has expressed his

desire that at the proposed meeting the two parties should discuss 'what the peoples
really want', my delegation would like now to make its modest contribution to that
discussion, by expressing its view that what the psoples of the world essentially want
in the sphere of disarmament can be summed up in the words of paragraphs 18 and 109 of
the Final Document:

In the first of those paragraphs the General Assembly said that "Removing the
threat of a world war -- a nuclear war -- ig the most acute and urgent task of the
present day", and it concluded immediately thereafter that '"Mankind is cenfronted with
& cnoice: we must halt the arms race and proceed to disarmament or face annihilation.”

In the second of those two paragraphs, the body that is the mest representative of
the international community agreed on the elsboration "of a comprehensive programme of
disarmament encompassing all measures thought to be advisable in ordsr.to ensure that
the goal of general ané complete disarmament under effective international contrel
becomes a reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail and in
which thé new international economic order is strengthened and consolidated.

Mr. OKAVA (Japan): On behalf of my delegation, I wish to thank Ambassador Lidgard
and Dr. Bricsson for the report they presented to us last Thursday, the progress repert
on the twelfth session of the A¢ Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. With your
permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make just a few comments in connection with
the work of this Ad Hoc Group. '

My delegation is aware that a second limited test of exchanges of seismic data
over the WMO global telecommunications system networlz is to take place in October and
November this yesr. Ambassador Walker of Australia referred to this test earlier this
morning. It will be recallzd that, when the previous progress report of the
Ac¢ Hoc Group was before us, on 1% February this year, I expressed the hope that all
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countries represented on the Group would find it possible to take part in the.next
trial exchange. That hope was expressed because only 14 countries had faken part in
the trial exchange held in October and November lgst year. I am therefore glad

to hear that 15 countries have already formally expressed their willingness to
participate in this year's trial exchange and that a few more countries may be expectec
to do likewise. I am pleased to note that the name of a socialist country appears on
the list of the 15, and I hope that many more socialist countries from eastern Europe
will also find it possible to participate in this year's test.

I need hardly repeat that my Government has been continucusly calling for an
experimental exercise on a global scale and my delegation regards last year's and this
year's trial exchanges as limited steps towards such a global experiment, although,
frankly, the global experiment itself secems to me to be continuing to recede further
into the future.

Reference is made in the progress report to '"the use of seismographs and
hydroacoustic instruments on the ocean bottom tec improve the detection and
identification capability for seismic events in the southern hemisphere"

(paragraph ¢ (2)).  Japan bas been making some progress in research and development

in the field of ocean bottom seismographs. Indeed, Japanese seismographs placed on
the ocean bottom off the south coast of Honshu have been in operation since the

summer of 1979 and have been transmitting seismic data to land~based monitoring
stations in Japan ever since, without interruption and without mishap. Japan has thus
been making an important contributicn to real-time observation of seismic activity for
the past two years. Japan hopes to be able to continue its activities in this field
in the years zhead.

My delegation has learnt from paragraph 10 of the progress report that the
submission of a full formal report -- the long-awaited third repcrt of the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts -- is now envisaged for the second part of next
year'!s session of the Committee on Disarmament, or even later. We would have hoped
that the: third report could have been produced at least in ftime for the second
special session of the General Lssembly devoted to disarmament. My delegation
understands, however, that the delay is due partly to the need to await the results of
the trial exchange to be held in October and November, and has noted that an extended
progress report is to be delivered to the Committee early in 1982.

Finally, I wish to thank Dr. Ericgson and the members of his Ld Hoc Group for the
role they are continuing to play in working out international co~operative measures to
detect and identify seismic events in anticipation of a comprehensive test-~ban treaty.

The CHATRMAN: T now intend, with your permission, to suspend this meeting until
5 o'clock this afternoon. If there is no objection the meeting is suspended and we
convene again at 3 o'clock this afternoon.

The meeting wag suspended at 12.95 p.m. and resumed gt 3 p.m.




cn/pv 147

(.

 Mr. ERDEIBILEG (llongolia) (iranslated from Russian): The delegation of the
Mongollan People's Republic, as the co-ordinator of the group of socialist countries,
in the Committee on Disarmament, hag the honour to malle the following statement '
on its behalf.

”ho socialist countries wvhich were co-gponsors of the draft internstional
convention on the. prohibition of the production, stoclkpiling, deployment and use
of nuclear neutron weapons (document CCD/559) express their profound conviction that
it is urgently necessary, without any further delay, to take praciical steps
within the Committee in order %o remove a grave new danger threatening mankind, the
danger entailed by nuclear neutron weapons. Recent cvents connecied with the
adoption by the United States Government of a decision to proceed with the
perubtion of this barbarous means of mass destruction of persone make this task
particularly urgent. :

The decision to embark on the development of the production of neutron weapons
will lead to a further lowering of the so-called nuclear threshold, that is, to an
increase in the risk of the outbreak of a nuclear war, and the entlre responsibi lltv
for this will rest with the Udlted States of Anellca.

ertions'to the effect that the neutron wvarhesd is somehow a 'clean’, a
Thumane'' weapon are dangerous illusicns. It is well-lmoun to all that the neutron
bomb is specially designed ito destroy people and the consequences of its use persist
for an extremely long period and adversely affect futurc generations.

It is therefore the task of all those who are concerned about the fate of the
vorld and of the future of civilization to take practical steps to safeguard the
foremost human right -- the right to life. The stockpiling of ever newer means
of warfare must be resolutely oppoged in favour of the alternative of limiting,
reducing and ultimately eliminating armaments, including nuclear armaments. It is
precisely this that the socialist countries have been consistently advocating, in
the Committee on Disarmament ac elsevherc.

As long ﬂg as in 1Q78 the socialist States submitted for consideration by
the Commlttee on Disarmament a draft international convention on the prohibition of
the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron veapons
(document CCD/559).  Unfor tunatold, as a result of opposition on the part of a
number of States, that document has not yet received proper congideration by the
Committee on Disarmament .

In view of the recent dangerous development in matters concerning the neutron
weapon, the socialist States in the Committee on Disarmament wish to- Qvbmlt a formal
proposal-on the need for the uvrgent establishment within the Committee of an ad hoc
vorking group for the preparation of an international convention on the prohibition
of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron veapons, The
ad hoc working group mizht take as the basis for its vorh the above-mentioned draft
convention submitted by the socialist countries.” ™

Naturally, the socialist countries would be prepared to consider any other
constructive proposals aimed at the speediest possible prohibition of thisg
particularly barbaric type of weapon of mass destruction.
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In view of the urgency of the matter, the soolallst countrles request that the
proposal they have put forvard should be considered and a decision takenm on it at the
next meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
A document has been circulated at the request of the Soviet delegation containing
a statement by TASS on the decision of the United States Administration to embark
on the scaled up production of neutron weapons. In addition to what was said in
this connection by the Soviet delegation in- its intervention of 13 August, I have
been instructed to state the following.

With i%s decision to start the full-scale production of neutron weapons the
United States Administration has ftaken a further step which will lead to the
escalation of the arms race. In taking this decision, the United States seeks to
acquire a wveapon which would help it to put into practice its doctrine of a limited
nuclear war., Heutron weapons are regarded as particularly suitable for confining
a nuclear conflict to a given region, for example, Europe or the Middle East.
Neutron weapons can also be installed on delivery systems which are not tied %o
specific regions, for example, those at the disposal of the "rapid deployment® forces
or aboard United States naval vessels sailing around the entire globe. The
introduction of neutron weapons essentially leads to the lowering of the nuclear
threshold and increases the probability of the escalation of an armed conflict to
the level of an all-out nuclear war,

The attempts by the United States Administration to minimize the dangers inherent
in its decision by declaring that what is involved is only the production of neutron
weapons and not their deployment in specific regions are futile. There can hardly
be any doubt that the production of neutron veapons is merely an initial stage,
which will be followed by pressure on the allies to secure their agreement to the
deployment of neutron weapons on their territories.

The United States Administration's decision in many respects creates a new
situation in the approech to the problem of the limitation of the arms race and
disarmament. The production of neutron weapons will considerably hamper the ongoing
disarmament negotiations. It can in no way serve as an appropriate overture to
the neg otLatlono on nuclear armaments in Europe. For the United States to believe
that it will thus be able to strengthen its position at the proposed Soviet-American
negotiations is a profound fallacy. The production of neutron weapons in conditions
vhere Europe is already over-saturated with various types of weapons of mas
destruction in fact diminishes Buropean security.

The position of the USSR with regard to neutronnweapon has been repeatedly
set forth in statements by the leader of the Soviet State, L.I. Brezhnev, and other
Soviet leaders. It iz also reflected in formal statements and proposals by the
USSR, and in particular in the draft convention on the prohibition of neutron weapons
Wthh vas submitted to the Committee on Disarmament Jointly with other socialist
countries in March 1978. The reason why the United States and its HATC allies
blocked the elaboration of such a convention in Geneva is now very obvious.
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Evefy otate is responsible for the way in vhich the situation in the nauter of
the production of neutron veapons will evolve. - lot a single Government can stand
aloof if it really cares for the interesis of peace and the security of itg owm
country. It is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Union advocates the
irmediate establishment of a working group within the Committee on Disarmament
for working out an international convention on the prohibition of the production,
stockpiting, deployment and use of nuclear neubtron veapons, As you knov a basis .
for negotiations in the vorking group exists. This is the draft of an 1ppropriate-
international convention which was tabled by a group of socialist countries in 1970.
The Comnlttee cannot disregard this isoue. ’

In taking its decision to produce neutron weapons, the United States
Administration has assumed a heavy responsibility for the consequences this step
will have for future developmenis in the intemational situation. =

The Soviet Union of course cannot remain a pascive onlooker in the situation
vhich is taking shape ‘nov. It vill draw concluulonu from vhat is happening at
present and, taking into account future developments, it will take appropriate
measures 1o ensure the security of the Soviet people and its allies and friends.
However, the Soviet Union firmly opposes any new upswing in the nuclear arms race.

Ur, KOMIVES (Hungary): In my statement today I would like to dwell br 1e¢1v
on a specific aspect of the unfolding latest round of the nuclear arms race,. that
is, on the recent decision of the United States Administration t6 start the
production and deployment of nuclear neutron weapons, or, as it is called by that
country's delegation, the enhanced radiation, reduced blast warhead. Tirst of
all T vould like to put on record once again that the people and Covernment of the
Hungarian People's Republic stronglv condemn this decision of the United States
Administration and consider it as a dangerous decision forming a Uwrt of it
general quest to atitain military superlorlty -

The Hungarian representative in the CCD in 1972 in one of his statements pointed
out that by its political influence the neutron bomb has already proved to be an
effective instrument in the hands of those who strive to hinder ddétente and
continue the escalation of the arms raceit. This happened in 1978 when, in view
of the extremely condemnatory and hostile reaction of world public opinion,
particularly in Burope, the United States Administration put off the execution of
this inhumane plan turning the ncubron weapon into some sort of "bargaining chip'.

Now the uuatement referred to lu more valid then ever.

The recent decision of the United Statcs Administration, however, turned this
gso-called "bergaining chip" into a horrifying reality of our days. Studying the
records of the debates of the CCD in 1978 one cannot help but conclude that  the
hightmarish fears of world public opinion are coming true. The proponents of
neutron weapons try to gain acceptance for the idea that a large-scale nuclear war
could be avoided-by the use of this new weaponry. In this connection the danger
was emphasized that the relatively small yield and collateral damage will reduce
the nllltary and political restraint to use this weapon, therehy 1ower1ng the
nuclear threshold. A%t the same: time, the pous1ble proliferation of this weapon
was mentioned, with the consequence that if the weapon were to be deployed outside
of Burope, in different parts of the world, the danger of a nuclear war vould be
greatly increaged.
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Since the neutron weapon is meant by its proponents as a tactical Manti-tank!
weapon, it wac supposed that the command over it might be given to militaxy
commanders, including those of allied States. In this respect it was emphasized
that the déployment of the neutron weapon would dangerously alter the over-all
balance of power in Burope and would have unpredictable repercussions in relation
to the non~proliferation of nuclear weapons by inducing some non-nuclear-weapon
States to acquire this "easy-to-use’ weapon. These are only some of the conclusions
arrived at during the CCD's 1978 session. :

In 1978, delegations of the socialist community in the CCD introduced a draft
convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use
of nuclear neutron weapons.

The Hungarian delegation shares the idea expressed by the representative of
Bulgaria, Ambassador Voutov, in his intervention of 13 August 1981, that the
Committee on Disarmament should consider the establishment of an ad hoc working group
for the claboration of an international convention on the prohibition of nuclear
neutron weapons.

4 group of socialist countries has presented an official proposal to the
Committee in the form of a working paper urging the Committee to consider and take
an appropriate decision in the nearest future to establish a working group with -
the task of elaborating an international convention on the prohibition of the
development, production, stockpiling and use of nuclear neutron weapons. The
Ilungarian delegation, as a co-sponsor of the draft convention of 1976, and of
this latest proposal, urges the Committee to take prompt and effective measures.

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate the concern of my Government over the
grave situation created by the decision of the United States to produce and deploy
nuclear neutron veapons, vhich is a step strongly condemned by world public opinion
including those who, it is planned, are to be defended by these weapons.

Mr, RUZEK (Czechoslovakia): Mr. Chairman, may I first of all ask the
indulgence of the Committee in taking the floor now when we all are looking forward
to finishing our session, but I am doing so upon the 1nstructlons of my Government
regarding a very serious matter.

But before I begin my remarks let me —— even if it is almost at the end of
the session -- extend a warm welcome to you in Geneva knowing very well that you came
exclusively for the purpose of chairing our Committee. Your performance as
Chairman has undoubtele been most helpful to the Committee during this final and
difficult period. At the same time I would like %o express our thanks to
LAnmbassador Venkateswaran of India for the efficient and pleasant way he guided the
vork of the Committee during the month, of July.

I asked for the floor first of all to support the proposal of a group of
socialigt countrlcs, introduced a short while ago by the distinguished
Ambassador of lHongolia, Comrade Erdembileg, for the setting up of a working group
to deal w1th the problem of neutron weapons.
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In this comnection I should like to meke three remarks:

Pirst, the most dangerous aspect of the decision t¢ e’art the production of
nuclear neutfon ugapons by the United States CGovernment ie that it will have as
a consequence the lowering of the threshold at vhich nuclear weapons might be used.
The fact that wo are being told ‘that one of the probable geographical arecas for
these weaponu to bé used is hurcpe must lead ecvery responsible person vo con°1der
the scrious consequences which woulé be contained in a sccnario of an armed
conflagration begun in the EBurovpcecan theatrc irith the use of nuclear neutron weapons.
lioreover, it is clear that the decision to start the production of nuclear neutron
vreapons by the United States GJve"nmept cannot but complicate the situation as far
as the ban on nuclear tecting i concerned as well as the ban on nuclear weapons
in genceral.

Secondly, the world is being told that nuclear neutron weapons are ''defensivel!
“weapons destined Tor defence against tanks, particularly on the Duropean battlefield.
Let us leave aside for the moment the question whether that is the true intention.
or not. One might also suppose that this contention is regarded as.the only
feasible way of securing the deployment of neutron varheads on the territory of
west Buropean countries. At the moment of course, the American officials speak
only about the warheads of the Lance missile and the eight-inch howitzer shell.
May I ask who would guarentee that once the production of nuclear neutron weapons
begins it will only be thesc two warheads vhich vill be produced? Vhe can
guarantee that —-- once a system lilte this exists -~ 1t will not be used forx
offensive purposes? VWho can guavantee that apart from the tuo warheads mentioned,
a real bomb vhich can be dropped from an aircraft or put on a longer-range
missile than the lance vill not be produced? I am convinced that for a military
planner under certain circumstances the concentration of tanks does not differ
so much from a concentration of economic wniis or population cenires.

Thirdly, for many years it was believed that the Hiroshima and Hagasaki
blasts vere uniquz in that they produced 2 large field of -st neutrons, and that
this led to a high frequency of cancer among the victims. According to new
research being done especially at the lavrence Livermbre weapons laboratory in
California as well as at a number of other research institutions, there is
no reason for an assumption of the decisive role of neutrons in [liroshima.

The research completely changes the scheme of vadiation doses that people are
supposed to have received particularly in Hiroshima, and has serious implications
on the concept of the radiation effects of nuclear weapons. One of the
important implications is thal the neutron veapon is really a nev weapon in its
principle, with far morve-dangerous neutron radiation effects hav1n no relevant
precedent .

Ls one of the vell-lmowm experits in this field, Proiessor Jorma liettlnep
of Finland, pointed out alreacy four years agos ' '

UIntroduction of the enhanced radiation wa rheu‘ with its nev weapons
effects would force all countrics to start lot of new research ... .
on nuclear weapons effects and neu approaches to radiation protection ...


file:///rarheads

CD/PV.147
37

(ix. Ruzek, Czechoslovakia)

The enhanced radiation weapons are advertised as "small' and "clean!
veapons. I fact, they are "clean" only for buildings, not for any
living beings. Neutron wveapons would kill soldiers in-hours or days
when the dose was huge, 800 to 1,800 rads ... i.e..within 1 km or so
from the explosion. But many moru soldiers, as well as civilians in
cities at a greater distance, would get doses between 200-600 rads,
doses which would kill a part of the victims slowly and painfully uvithin
weeks or months, leaving those who did not die invalid, living "'dummies
like many of the victims of Hiroshima and Hagasaki, for the rest of their
lives. The survivors and all who received doses smaller than 200 rads
would have an increased risk of deleterious genetic effects ...M

As is well lmowm, the socialist countries introduced in the CCD on 10 March 1978
a draft convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment
and use of nuclear neutron weapons (CCD/5)9) At that time nuclear neutron
weapons were regarded only as a potential system of weapons of mass destruction,
In the meantime the production of components and now the assembly of the whole
weapon has become a reality. Under such circumstances the establishment of a
working group which would start negotiations.on a treaty prohibiting nuclear
neutron veapons has become a matter of the utmost urgency.

The CHAIRMAN: I thanlk the distinguished reprosentative of Czechoslovakia for
his statement .and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Ir, CIARRAPICO (Italy) (translated from French): lir. Chairman, as this is the
first time this month that I am taking the floor on behalf of my delegation, I
should like first of all to offer you my sincere congratulations and those of my
delegation on your accession to the chairmanship of the Committee. During this
period of intense activity preceding the closure of our annual session you have
showm great skill snd I have no doubt that we can count full;s on your eminent
qualities in guiding us during the rest of our vork and in concluding that work
in the most satisfactory manner possible.

I should like at the same time to take this opportunity to express ny
appreciation and gratitude and those of my delegation for the very active
contribution made to our efforts by your distinguished predecessor,

Ambassador Venkateswaran of India. I have asked for the floor in order to

thank Dr. Ericsson vho, last Thursday, submitted to the Cormittee the report on
the twelfth session of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events My
delegation would like to congratulate him, and the members of his Group, for

the serious way in which they have done their work over the years sy and for the
results they have obtained. Iy country is very much interested in the further
pursvance of this work., : '

There are some encouraging aspects, mentioned in the progress report, vhich
we should like to stress. Dr. Ericsson himself drew our atiention to these
aspects when he presented the report last Thursday. There is, for instance,
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the pedepect of greater wariicipation in future experimental data exchanges by
countries situated in the southern hemisnhere; this will be important in
helping to make possible an evaluntion ¢f the world telecoizmnications sycton
of the Vorld lleteorological Organization on a truly globael scale.. Then, '
in paragraph 9 of the report, there gre some intercesting indications conceraing
the advantages that many be derived from more recent developments in seismology
and associated techniques.

There is, finally,.a list of gsubjects on vhich further studies are desirable.

While noting the above facts with satisfaction, we should like %0 go beyond
the confines of the report and offer some comments, here and nov, on the question
of the possible renewal of the mandatec of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts.
This is a question which will in all probability arise towards the middle of
next year. It is one to which we should give some thought during the interval
before the resumption of the Committee's.work. While aware of the difficulties
which exist in this connection, my delegation for its part is convinced that
once the present work has been successfully completed, the Group of Scientific
Experts should go a step further and tackle the problem of the-discrimination of -
seismic events. If ve do not want the world system for the exchange of
seismological data which ve are in the process of testing to become a source of
contradictory declarations, we must study and identify discrimination methods
which could be generally and wniformly adopted. TFor this purpose, the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts should be given a broader mandate which--
would enable it to discuss and compare the different methods of discrimination
with a view to identifying scientifically valid methods likely to meet with
general approval.

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

My, VENKATRSWARAN (India): 1&r. Chairman, in a fev days! time, the Committee
on Disarmement will wind wp its 1981 annual session. It has been a year of
hectic negotiating activity at least with respect to some items on our agenda ,
Although we are naturally disappointed that actual agreements have not yet
emerged on these itcms, we believe that the work accomplished during these last
several months has laid the basis hopefully for concrete progress to be made
during the next session.".”his is especially true of negotiations on chemical
veapons. However, it is a matter of deep.regret to my delegation that, the
Committee was unable to initiate multilateral nepotiations on two of the most
urgent items on its agenda —- namely, a nuclear test bar and the cessation of
the nuciear arms race and nuclear disarmament. It .is our conviction that unless
the Committee makes sufficient progress in finding.solutions to the most -urgent
problems which have a bearing on the very. survival of mankind and vhich .affect the
security and well-being of all nations, its credibility as the sole multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmament is bound to be seriously undermined.
The prospects for a successful outcome to the second special session -of the
General Assembly on disarmament would also, asiaAansgquence, be adversely:affected.

»

The need for redoubled efforts in the field of disarmament has recensvly been
underscored by the decision by onc nuclear-weapon State to manufacture and deploy
neutron weapons. The Indian delegation deplores this latest development which
vill no doubt herald a nev round in the qualitative nuclsar arms race. Speaking
at a press conference in Wairobi on 12 August, the Prime Minister of India,

Mrs. Indira Gandhi, expressed great concern over the confrontation between the big
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Powers and the danger arising from the continuing arms race, including the
manufacture of neutron bombs. This. morning, the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico
made a very important statement and my deiegation endorses .everal of the pertinent
observations made by him. We share his concern at some of the ideas expressed

in this august body, particularly by the distinguished representative of the

United States in his statement last week. -

We have heard two interesting statements at our last plenary meeting, on
13 August -- one from the delegation of the United States of America and the other
from that of the USSR, I would like to express my delegation's views on some
of the issues raised by these twc delegations.

The representative of the United States seemed somewhat perturbed by what he
called "the tendency in the Committee to adopt a high moral tone in preaching about
the evils of deterrence’!. My delegation is not aware that anyone here had 'preached!
sermons. about any “"evil’ or had adopted "a high moral tone'. In any event, we are
not really concerned about such subjective reactions. But we would like to place
on record our position on the question of deterrence. It is certainly true that
nations practise deterrence against their perceived adversaries. In a certain sense,
the Charter of the United Nations itself can be seen as a declaration of deterrence
against var, against want, against the violation of human rights and rights of
nation-States, etc. What we have drawn attention to are the dangers and risks
inherent in the practice of the doctrine of deterrence with nuclear weapons, whose
use could pose a threat to the survival of mankind. The nuclear-weapon States
have themselves recognized that a nuclear war would affect belligerents and
non-belligerents alike. Those who feel this threat, especially we the non-aligned
and neutral non-nuclear-weapon States, and therefore speak about it and strive to
avert a nuclear war, cannot be said to be adopting a high moral tone or preaching
about the evils of deterrence. This is tantamount to accusing a potential victim
of lwrongfully"' objecting to his undeserved slaughter!

It is not to justify our psyche or t> score any debatir~ points that we speak of
the danger of nations basing their security on doctrines of nuclear deterrence. We
speak of such issues for a simple yet compelling reason —- the desire to survive.
Survival is hardly a moral question. TFor most of us, I would imagine, it is a
matter of considerable practical consequence.

The distinguished representative of the United States has also stated that we
must accept the reality that each State is going to maintain that its own judgement
of its security requirements is not subject to challenge, no matter what others may
think or what the realities may be. We are not here to challenge the security
perceptions of one or another State. But we do consider it necessary that in the
process of evolving an enduring system of international peace and security, we must
also take account of the security perceptions of all States. Implicit in the process
of negotiations is the willingness to consider the security concerns of others and to
the extent possible, to modify one's own policies and positions. If we regard our
current security perceptions as immutable, then I am afraid we would have already
closed the door to any possible harmonization of divergent views and dashed any hope
of evolving a just and equitable regime of world peace and security.

There is another, more fundamental problem which we have with the position stated
by Ambassador Flowerree. Agreed that each State has the right to protect its own
security in the manner it deems most appropriate. However, are there no limits to
this right? As we have asked repeatedly before, is it permissible for a handful of
nuclear-weapon States to endanger the survival of other States, of mankind as a whole,
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in the pursuit of their perceived security interests? Is it permissible for a State
to adopt security policies and strategies which, while deterring a perceived adversary,
also, at the samc time, jeopardize the vitael seécurity intercsts of third States, who
are pelther involved nor regarded as a threat? Thé doctrine of nuclear deterrence
appears to be based on the agsumptlon that in fact some States do have unlimited
rights to pursue vhat they regard as their legitimate security concexns and that
others may be sacrificed to their sacred conceptis. My delegation categorically
rejects such a doctrine. A

While the representative of the United States devoted the greater part of his
statement to informing this Committee of what, in fact, lies behind the security
concerns of the United States, the representative of the Soviet Union also gave us an
insight into vhat wnderlies the anxieties felt by the USSR,

The group of non-aligned and neutral non~nuclear-weapon States have for their
part clearly and consistently stated what their primary security concerns are, ‘
espccially on nuclear issues. Ve are, therefore, in this multilateral negotiating
body, in.a position to locok at the problem of the arms race, particularly the
_nuclear arms race, from an objective angle. VWe are perhaps in a better position to
understand the mutual anxieties of the two major Powers as well as the apprehension
of the vast majority of States belonging to the developing world. ~"Tor example, we
have been given a picture of theatre nuclear weapons deployed in Europe as it appears
to the Soviet Union and to the United States.  Could not some of the mutual
apprehensions felt by these two major Powers in this regard be removed?  Should we
not make an effort in this Committee to do so?

Again, it is clear from the Soviet statement that it considers vhat it regards
as parity or balance to be upset each time there is a move to "modernize’ weapons
and their systems. It is also clear from that statement that the Soviet Union will
not permit the other side to upset what it regards as the existing parity. Given
these perceptions (which we ourselves do not subscribe to), should not both sides
reflect upon the consequences of decisions to introduce nev and modernized weapons?
For, if each side continues "mirror—imaging'! the fears, anxieties and perceived
intentions of the other, the arms race would of course become magnified and have no
finishing: post at-all, Does this also not point to the need for our Committee to
examine these aspects with a view tc breaking this vicious circle of action and
reaction?

We sincerely believe that there is room for the two major Pouers to reconcile
their main differences. Secretary Ilaig stated.recently that the United States and
the USSR have to 'search for co—oneratlon to protect mankind'. - We trust that this
is a pract;cal imperative and not a moral issue. Hovever, a& far as the Committee
on Disarmament is concerned,l would say that not only must the major Powcrs, 1ncludlng
the United States and the USSR, co-operate to protect mankind but that all the
delegations represented here have an equally significant role to pl lay in pursuing that
objective. We trust, therefore, that we can raise this question in the Committee on
Disaxrmament without being charged with moral pretensions. Tor this. appears to uu to
be plain common sense to protect mankind and ensure its survival.

I would like to conclude this statement by expressing the hope that we in this
Committee will deal with the causes underlying the arms ‘vracc,. because this is
fundamental to disarmament negotiations. As Ambassador Plowerree has said, the root
causes of war and internmational tension have been ignored by our predecessors. Ve
are ready to join him and all.others in this Committeé in ensuring that the Committee
on Disarmament is not found guilty of deweliction of its responsibilities to the
international community.
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Mr. SKINNER (Canada): Mr. Chairman, we note that the initiative concerning
neutron weapons comes from a group of countries which poses a nuclear threat to
Europe and indeed to ourselves. We hope that the scruples they have expressed on
enhanced radiation warheads also apply to their own devastating nuclear capacity.
If not, we should accordingly draw our own conclusions. I shall comment briefly
today on one aspect of the Committee's recent discussion on nuclear questions,
particularly in their horizontal dimension. On 21 July, the distinguished
deputy representative of Indie made a lengthy intervention largely concerning a
Canadian statement the previous week. Although I will not comment on the parts of
the intervention in which he describes the Indian view on nuclear disarmament, I am
compelled to address those parts where the dcputy Permanent representative may have
misunderstood the intent of Canadian views as Ambassador McPhail expressed them.  The
first is that in which the Canadian statement is described as asserting an apologia’
for the continuing nuclear arms race among the nuclear-weapon States. The Ceanadian
Government has been working for many years to promote concrete and verlflable arms
control and dlsarmament agreements. I need not review and describe these efforts.
Let me simply say that thé continuation of the SALT process and the conclusion of a
comprehensive test-kan treaty are Canada's top priorities in arms control and
disarmament, and we look forward to the forthcoming bilateral talks aimed at controlling
long-range theatre muclear forces in Europe. While the Canadian statement also
insisted on the 1mportance of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons to States not
now possessing them, we do not consider it constructive to be told that it is only a
small step from there to espous1ng two positions which my Government most emphatically
does not espouse.

Canada fully shares the sense of frustration and impatience reflected in the
Indian representative's words at the lack of progress in nuclear disarmament. But I
deeply regret that Canada's concern about the risks of horizontal nuclear proliferation
was linked to the suggestion that we support any further growth of nuclear arsenals,
or that Canada advocates the acceptance of an indefinite continuation of the nuclear.
have and have-not division. The nuclear arms area is one where Canada wishes that all
States were equal as have-nots.

This Committee .is supposed to be a place for negotiation. Perhaps some of those
who have sgpoken today should bear this. in mind. However, it might be useful to reply
to the question posed by our distinguished Indian colleague about what was meant by
the concept of balance in nuclear disarmament as described in the Canadian intervention.
Ambassador Summerhayes has just spoken clearly on the matter. It may indeed have been
situated primarily in an East-West context, but the concept itself was meant to be that
which we believe is behind paragraph 49 of the Programme of Action adopted at the first
speclal session of the Genéral Assembly devoted to disarmament which states that 'the
process of nuclear disarmament should be carried out in such a way ... that the security
of all States is guaranteed at progressively lower levels of nuclear armaments".

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, if attention to my
delegation and mention of its name in this forum was any measure of popularity, I am
sure that the United States would be at the top of the list by now. At any rate, I
do feel that there are a few thinss that have been said that rYequire me to make a
response, and in view of the late hour I will not respond on 21l aspects of the points
which have been made with which I disagree. This morning we heard the Vice-Minister
of Cuba noting that his delegation had circulated a statement on biological warfare,
document CD/211, "which might be useful to the Committee in its work" ~- those were
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nis words. The United States has examined this document and has found it to be,,,
tendentious and completely without foundation in fact. - The Cuban Government should
oe aware of the fact. that the United States destroyed all its biological weapons stocks
and ceased all productlon some five years bafore the entry into force of  the
3iological Weapons Convention to which the United States is a party.- On 27 July of
this year the Unitéd States rejected the suggestion that the. outbrcwk of dengue fever.
in Cuba was caused . by any action of the United States. Our spokesman - said that this.
latest charge, like earlier ones about sugar rust, tobacco mould snd.swine fever, was
totally without foundation. Now, what was not mentioned in the statement by Mr. Castro
shich was circulated to the Committee is that the United States Government, in llne
Ath its _general policy of humenitarian concern, has co-operated with the Pan-Amerlcan
fealth Organization in helping to stem this lutest outbreak of dengue fever in Cuba.’
n 17 July the Department of Commerce of the United States received a licence appllcatlon‘
from the Pan-American Health Organization to export to Cuba 300 metric tens of abate,

2 United States-made granular pesticide which is used to kill the mosqultoeq that
apread dengue fever. ~The application was approved expeditiously, on the same day. -
here are substitute producte made in other countries for dealing with dengue fever, but
suba and the Pan-American Health Organization preferred the United States-made product
s being the most effectlve and efficient.

There is another point which I wish to take ub It -has to do with the discussion
that we have had on neutron weapons There are several points that have been made by
lifferent speskers, some that were made by the representative of the Sov1et Union l%st
‘hursday; I will not address 211 of them, but there are two, at the moment to whlch K
[ would like to call attention. One point was addressed in part by our Brltlsh
s0lleague this morning. It had to do with what is called the United States forward-
rased systens. The capabilities in these systems reside largely in submarines and .
dlreraft-carriers.’ The proper response to those forward-based systems is certalnly
10t e land-based missile with multiple warheads. The number of warheads which the -
joviet Union has accumulated in the $S-20 system is now well over 700 and is growing:
reekly., But you do not sink submarines or aircraft-carriers, or shoot down airplanes
7ith 58-20 land-based surface-to-surface missiles, and those more than 700 warheads
wre far beyond the needs for fixed targsts in Europe. One then must ask oneself what
shey are for.

There is another p01nt about neutron weapons which I think needs to be cleared up,
nd that is what.is the nature of the wcapon. I am not at this p01nt speaking about
rhether it is a good or a bad weapon; I just want to explain what the weapon is.

111 ruclear weapons create blast, heat and what is called prompt radiation and fallouf
thich is delayed radiation. Each of these characterlstlcs can be enhanced or suppressed
.n'building the weapons, depending on their military purposes. The enhanced radiation
ieapon, the radiation warhead, is a fission-fusion device, a small hydrogen fusion

omb  with an atomic fission trlgg r that enhances the prompt radiation characterlstlcs
mile reducing blast, heat and fallout. The enhanced radiation weapon is designed
Jrimarily for anti-tank warfare; a small enhanced radiation weapon can penetrate a
sank's armour and immobilize the tenk with its prompt radiation effects without causing
significant blast or .thermal damage to surrounding arcas: Now, we have never advertised
’his as being anything but a weapon, and weapons kill. But our Soviet colleague

somehow or other thinks that death from an SS-20 helf-flegaton warhead might be more
>leasant than death from a neutron weapon. Well, I heard him say that this neutron
/eapon can penetrate concrete bunkers -- I am pretty sure that he would not like to be in
ihat- concrete bunker when the warhead of a Soviet medium-range missile exploded overhead.
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One final point. Since the subject has been brought up by two of our colleagues
today ~- and I am glad to see that people do read my speeches -~ I would like to make
a brief comment about this business of deterrence. In regard to the statement made
by the distinguished representative of Mexico this morning, I am sorry that he chose
to quote only selectively from my statement of 13 August regarding deterrence. 1
am sure that a full reading would mgke clear the valid point I was making, so with your
indulgence, I will read a part of the statement that was left out. I described ﬁhe
fact that deterrence had been used for many purposes by Governments, or had been in long
use by Governments, over many years, and then said: 'Deterrence has its virtues, but
it is naive to hope that it can continue to serve indefinitely into the future. We
would all prefer to live in a world in which that doctrine and the military forceg
which support it were unnecessary. Nevertheless, with the best of will on all sides,
arms and the impulses which cause nations to use them are not likely to be brought .
fully under control in’ the near future." I wish that were not our judgement, but it
happens to be our judgement and I think that very many people here would shere it.
Now, .in the statement by the distinguished representative.of India this afternoon, he
talked about the terrible consequences of a nuclear war, which’ we share fully and
understand. Our point of difference is that we think that deterrence makes nuclear
war less likely, and that is the premise on which we have been proceeding for a long
time. We know it is not the best system; in fact I said that in this very Chamber
in my statement on 7 April, I went into great detail about the possible dangers to the
world -- dangers to the world as a whole -~ of dismantling deterrence on a ‘unilateral
basis. S0, 1 hope that my statement will be read in its entirety and not be mistaken
as an advocacy of deterrence as a long-term solution to our problems. Finally, in
closing, I am glad to see that the representative of India and the representative of
Mexico cited Secretary of State Haig and President Reagan in statements that indicated
their understanding of the concerns which preoccupy this Committee and the fact that
they are interested in doing something about it. '

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, I too should like to comment briefly on scme of the statements which
have been made tod:y and at recent meetings. TFirst of all I should like to draw
the attention of the members of the Committee to the fact that the question cf
nedium-range missiles does not form the subject of negotiations in the Committee.
This is a very complex question and affects the interests of a large group of States
and preliminary consultations are at present under way, or rather, I should say, could
be under way with a view to such negotiations. The Soviet delegation has not brought
these questions before the Committee for its consideration. We do not quite understand
why the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany considered it necessary to mak:
this question the subject of negotiations or discussions in the Committee, quoting
various figures which were not in accordance with the facts, and obliging us on
13 August to give an explanation in this connection. Apparently that was not
sufficient. Today the represcntative of the United Kingdom decided to continue the
discussion on a question which, I repeat, does not form the subject of negotiations
in the Committee.

As regards neutron weapons, this is a question which is certainly within the
competence of the Committee, for the simple reason that questions concerning the
limitation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament constitute the second item
on the agenda and naturally the Committee is entitled to discuss those questions.

A draft agreement on this subject was put before the Committee as long ago as in 1978.
The views of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries in this connection have
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already been expressed here. I found it very unpleasant to hear the neutron bomb
being lauded; I do not think that such advertising redounds to the credit of those
responsible for it. We should like once zgain to emphesize the essential faét ebout
the neutron bomb. The essential fact is a political one. The copentisl political
fact about it is very simple; there is no need to go into details cbout its technical
characteristicn. The essential political fact about the neutron bomb is that it
brings nuclear war nearer to us. Whereas nuclear war was at a certain distance away

- from us, now it has come much closer to.the realities of the day. In what exactly
does the essential political fact about the neutron bomb consist? It consists in the
terrible danger that this weapon represents and in the basic difference between it

and other types of advanced medium-range missiles, including those referred to in’
his-statement by Ambassader Flowerres. And a last point. But I am referring te this
only because of the rather recent date of the participation of the representative of
Canada in the work of the Committee. Otherwise I cannot explain how he could have
asked why countries which put forward a proposal for the prohibition of neutron weapons
do not advocate the prohibition of the nuclear capacity which they themselves possess.
I would draw the attention of the representative of Canada to document CD/& which is
in the archives of the Committee on Disarmement. I would recommend him to read it.

He would see that the Soviet Union and o large group of other soc¢ialist countries put
forward .a proposal for the starting of negotiations on nuclear disarmament. It is
not the fault of the Soviet Union or of the socialist countriss but undoubtedly that of
Canada's allies that these negotiations have not yet begun. We were ready for thesc
negotiations and we are still ready for them today. With the appearence of the neutron
bomb we consider that it has become all the more urgent to undertake these negotiations.

Mr. SOLA VIL4 (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): We are in the habit of hearing
the United States delegation deény various accusations that have been made by Cuba only
to see, a short time later, in official documents of the United States Senate itself
or in statements issued by that country's leaders, a recognition of the truth of the
charges made by Cuba at a time when they were denied. We might recall in thls T
connection “theé mercenaries’ invasion of the Girén beach, or the Bay of Pigs as it
is knovn in United States literature, when, although the United States Ambassador to
the United Nations denied the participation of the United States in the preparation
and financing of and the provision of air support for that invasion, a few days.later
the President of the United States himself acknowledged the full resnon31b111ty of the
United States Government.

During the decadezof the 1960s end 1970z the Cuban Government made repéated  charges,
after capturing the actual agents, of plans for the assassination of our leaders, all
of which were at that time alsc deinied by the United States Government. In the recent
investigations by the United States Senate into the activities of the CIA, the
authenticity and veracity of all that we said about such plans were fully recognized.

We are grateful to Ambassador Flowerree for referring to this matter, although
ve are still awaiting a response to the fundamental question put by the
Cuban Government to the United States Government as to whether its plans for
aggression and blockade against our country - are being maintained. We do not deny
that on 17 July the United States Government gave the authorization to which
Ambassador Flowerree referred. However, we can state with assurance that by -
27 July not one gramme of the disinfectants needed to deal with that pect had arrived.
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The suspicions of our people are based on the experienced facts of 20 years of
aggression, blockades and attempted assassinations. We would not wish it to happen
that a short time from now, in one of the memoranda of one of the generals or
departmental Secretaries or some other such person, there should eppear an acknowledgemen
of the truth of Cuba's charge and suspicion in this connection and a refutation of what
Ambassador Flowerree has claimed.

The CHAIRMAN: As I announced at the beginning of this plenary meeting, I intend
to put before the Committee for approval the recommendation contained in the report of
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures
to Detect and Identify Seismic Events contained in document CD/QlO. In particular, the
Ad Hoc Group suggested that the next session should be convened from 1-12 March 1982,
in Geneva.

If there is no objection, I will take it that the Committee approves the
recommendations of the Ad Hoc Group. I see no objection.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: In accordance with our time-table for the present week, I will
convene now, in five minutes' time, an informal meeting of the Committee to continue
our consideration of Working Paper No. 44 containing the draft report to the
United Nations General Assembly, as well as Working Paper No. 45, entitled 'Draft
decision containing proposals for the functioning of the Committee on Disarmament."

The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 20 August, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 4.40 p.m.
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The CHATRMAN: In conformity with the programme of work' for the present week,
the Committee continues today its consideration of the item dealing with reports
of subsidiary bodies, as well as the annual report to the General Assembly of the
United Nations. ' '

Before we listen to the staiements of members who have put their names down to
speak today, I would like to invite the Chairmen of the Ld Hoc Working Group on
the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament and the Ad Hoc Working Group:on Chemical
Weapons to introduce the reports of those Working Groups. The reports are contained
in document CD/217 for the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament, and in document CD/220 for the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons.

Mr, GARCTA ROBIES (Mexico) (trahslated from Spanish): In my capacity as
Chairman of the £d Hoc Working Group. on. The Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament,
I have the honour of introducing the Group's report to the Committee on Disarmament
on its work during the 1981 séssion.

I shall do this very briefly, both because I am well aware of the need to save
as much of the little time remaining to the Committee as possible, and because I
feel that the report is ~- as is usually said in such cases, although here it is
particularly apt -— self-explanatory, especially in view of the fact that .the.-text
" is supplemented by a full, detailed and well-documented annex which contains the
results of the examination of the measures which could form stage I of the programme.

I think that the conclusions appearing in paragraph 17 of the report are
balanced and realistic since, although the Working Group has been able to make
considerable progress in the elaboration of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament during the 24 meetings it has held this year, much still remains to be
done to resolve certain issues which, as stated in the report, are "important and
complex". These issues undoubtedly include those relating to the stages of
implementation and the nature of the Programme, to which reference was already made
in paragraphs 13 and 15 of last year's report and which, as indicated in paragraph 16
of this year's report, were briefly considered at the first two meetings in 1981.

When the work of the Committee resumes next year -- and the Working Group has
recommended that this should take place on 11 January 1982 -~ it will be necessary
to go into these questions more thoroughly, as would seem to be necessary for the
consideration of working papers CD/CPD/WP.36/4dd.2 and 3, and CD/CPD/WP.52, which
could not be considered during the current session, as the report states, for lack
of time.

I should like to mention here that, at the closing session of the 4d Hoc
Working Group on 17 August, I suggested to the members of the Group that it would
be useful if, at the start of the Group's work next year, it could agree on a
deadline for the submission of new proposals. Cbviously the word "proposals" in
this context should be understood to mean only proposals on the comprehensive
programme as a whole or any of its substantive chapters as a whole. Thus it would
not apply to those proposals for additions, amendments or deletions which will no
doubt frequently be made during the consideration of the paragraphs of those chapters,
and for which no deadline would be egtablished.
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Lastly, I can think of no better way of concluding this brief statement than
by saying how much I appreciated the spirit of co-operation shown by all the
representatives who took part in the work of the Committee and expressing my sincere
gratitude 'to Miss Afda Iuisa Levin of the United Nations Centre for Disarmament for
her superlative work as Secretary of the Ld Hoc Working Group, which culminated in
the preparation of the report in document CD7217, to which I have been referring,
and of the very detailed and complicated annex to that report. I am also grateful
to all the other members of the Secretariat, both visible and invisible, as we
usually say, who lent the Group their assistance, and especially the interpreters,
who so often showed their goodwill by going on performing their task well beyond
normal working hours.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, I have the honour to introduce the report
of the 4d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, as contained in document CD/QZO.

The work of the Group was carried out under the same mandate as in 1980, which
many delegations regretted, since they would have preferred a revised mandate which
would have enabled the Group to initiate negotiations on the text of a convention.
Nevertheless it was generally agreed that the Group made substantive progress
during its 1981 gession. During. this year's session the Group carried out another
substantive and more detailed examination of the issues to be dealt with in the
negotiation of a convention on chemical weapons. This work was carried on during
the first part of the session on the basis of the outline suggested by the Chairman,
and of which I have given a more detailed account in the form of a progress report
as contained in document CD/179 of 23 April 1981. I think one can gay that the
main benefit of this exercise was that all delegations secured a thorough introduction
to the various issues and had an extensive exchange of views on them. ’

This summer the Working Group has considered draft elements which originally
were presented by the Chairman. The main part of the report contains those elements,
after they have been revised on the basis of statements and other comments by the
members of the Group. It was my intention thus to elaborate the initial framework
for a future chemical weapons convention, which could facilitate further work. The
revised elements do not, however, reflect all the views which emerged on certain
issues and they include elements on which delegations' views differed. Some
delegations did not deem it advisable at the present stage to enter into discussion
on certain elements, in particular some related to the issues of verification.

These delegations considered that it was too early to do this until general agreement
had been reached on the scope of the prohibitions. Other delegations, however, did
express their opinions on these elements, since they considered that they could be
examined at the present stage of the work and would contribute to future negotiations.
As you will notice, under each element there are comments which contain dissenting
views., Sometimes, but not always, there are also comments which record the positions
of delegations which opposed these dissenting views. Of course, delegations reserved
their right to consider these and other proposals further at the appropriate time.

The report contains a series of recommendations in- connection with consultations
which the Chairman held on issues relating to toxicity determination. The first
of these recommendations is that the Committee should take note of the report of
those consultations, as contained in CD/CW/MP.22/Rev.l, of 23 July 1981, and consider
it a suitable basis for delegations to prepare further work on methods to be agreed
for toxicity determinations for a chemical weapons convention.
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The second recommendation is that certain specified technical questions on
toxicity determination should be discussed at the Committee's 1982 session. I3t
is pointed out in that context that expertise, particularly in toxicology, as well
as scientific and technical background material, which may be provided by
delegations, will be of value for such discussions.

The third recommendation is that further consultations, similar to those held
this year, should take place in the week 1 - 5 March 1982 on the technical issues
I have just referred to, unless the Committes decides otherwise at the beginning
of its 1982 session.

The fourth and final recommendation is that questions related to possible
applications of toxicity criteria in a chemical weapons convention should be taken
up in the Committee in the week thereafter. : : :

The conclusiomsof the report principally reaffirm that the prohibifion of
chemical weapons and their destruction is one of the most urgent measures of
disarmament and that the conclusion of such a convention is of the highest priority
in multilateral negotiations. The urgency of achieving concrete results to this
end was especially recognized in the light of the forthcoming second special
session of the General Lgsembly devoted to disarmament.

The Group found that after this year's work a convergence of views had emerged
on many issues, but that some important divergencies of view still existed on.
certain elements. The Group expressed its hope that the Committee would take due
account of the results of its work, as presented in the report, so that it would
contribute fto the process of negotiating and elaborating a chemical weapons
convention. Finally, the Group has recommended that the Committee should at the
beginning of its 1982 session re-establish the 4d Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons with an appropriately revised mandate, which will enable the Committee to
build upon the areas of convergence and to resolve the differences of views which
were identified by the Group during the 1980 and 1981 sessions, so as to achieve
agreement on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest date.

If you permit me, I wish to conclude this presentation of the report by
expressing my sincere appreciation of all the important and valuable contributions
which delegations have given to our endeavour in the Working Group. I have been
deeply convinced of the earnest will of everybody to reach a positive and final
result in the negotiations on a chemical weapons convention as soon as possible.
Qur work has sometimes been hard; our endurance may have been tested, but the
‘spirit of co-operation which has prevailed all through our work has been the
finest reward I could have received. 4is I have said on another occasion, the
possibility of the survival of the elements which we have elaborated rests entirely
on their own strength: I am moderately optimistic in that respect.

My sincere thanks also go to Mrs. Liselotte Waldheim-Natural for her very
skilful and experienced assistance as Secretary of the Working Group, as well as
to her assistants in the secretariat and to the interpreters for their valuable
collaboration.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the Chairmen of the 44 Hoc Working Group on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament and of the 4id Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons for their statements introducing the repcits of the Working Groups.
I intend to take up the reports of the four Working Groups for consideration and
action by the Committee later today, after we conclude our list of speakers and
other pending business. :

In view of the number of statements to be made at this plenary meeting, we,
might need to suspend the plenary and continue this afternoon. Immediately after
the afternoon meeting I intend to convene an informal meeting of the Committee to
consider the concluding paragraphs under various sections of the report of the.
Committee to the General Assembly of the United Nations, ag apgreed upon in the
drafting group which has been meeting during the last few days.

 Mr. ONKELIHX (Belgium) (translated from French): As the work of the
1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament draws to a close, our delegation
would like to make some general comments on the results of our deliberations —
results which, although not entirely negative, are, as everyone will agree, rather
meagre.

Despite the difficulties involved in this exercise of reflection, we finally
decided to embark on it because it seemed to us essential, in the present political
circumstances, to try to draw the lessons of the recent past in order the better to
prepare ourselves for coming events and the fubture work of our Committee.

Our first comment will concern the meagre concrete results achieved in terms
of negotiation, during the 1981 session. It is true that the main reason for this
situation, which all of us must regret, is the deterioration in international’
relations since the end of 1979.

Cur 1980 session also concluded without substantial results.

However, if we look back beyond the past two years, we have to admit that
the second half of the 1970s was very unproductive in the disarmament sphere, and
that for nearly 10 years now real possibilities for negotiation at the multilateral
level have ceased to exist.

Thus, although events of a political nature and disturbances of the balance
have recently given rise to action —- reaction phenomena which are hardly propitious
for achievements in disarmament matters, the international community ought also
to try to perceive the more remote and perhaps deeper reasons why our achievements
have petered out and most of our efforts have failed.

In the difficulf period through which we are passing, the Committee on
Disarmament has not been capable of providing the smallest chance of progress,
however slight, in an effort to restart a process which has come to a halt,

Rather than trying to identify the categories or groups of countries responsible
for this regrettable situation, the Belgian delegztion considers it more useful
for the future of our efforts to offer some very general comments on our methods
of action and the use we make of the remarkable instrument we have in our Committee.



CD/PV.148
10

(Mr. Onkelinx, Belgium)

In the first place, the 1981 session, as compared with the preceding session,
will at least have had the merii that we have concentrated our attention more on
the programme of work which we ourselves adopted, and that e have avoided engaging
in political and procedural discussions which have nothing to do with the negotiating
function of this Committee.

And it is undoubtedly this task of negotiation that we ought all to think about
more when we are considering our actions and our statements. For although for the
most part we have managed to avoid procedural debates in our work, nevertheless it
has too often been burdened by rhetorical speeches and academic discussions. which
have in no way helped us to make progress on the subjects under negotiation in the
Committee. '

If we want in the future to try to achieve really concrete results in the
spheres of negotiation, our delegatiorsought not, I think, to allow themselves to
be distracted by overly theoretical subjects the discussion of which, in our view,
falls rather within the competence of such forums as the General Assembly and the
United Nations Disarmament Commission. ’

L stricter adherence to the differentiation in the nature of the various
United Nations bodies dealing with disarmament problems would, it seems to me, help
prevent the occurrence in the Committee on Disarmament of discussions that are more
appropriate to the international deliberative bodies.

However, to revert to the Committee's work at its present session, we may ask
ourselves whether we have in fact fulfilled our mandate for negotiation when we
have had an opportunity to do so. Unfortunately, it seems to us that real efforts
to seek the necessary compromises have been relatively rare. £11 too frequently,
delegations have simply repeated their pogitions and arguments ad nauseam, without
once trying to provide an opening for a possible compromise. The best example is
undoubtedly the work on the prohibition of radiological weapons, where each
delegation has stuck to its position, although progress appzared possible in the
negotiations. When we resume our work in 1982, we shall have to consider propositions
other than those that divide us if we want to be able to conclude our work on this
matter,

Similarly, with regard to the comprehensive programme of disarmament, for
which we have a mandate with an absolute time-limit, our efforts, which will
undoubtedly be resumed very early in Jamvary, will demand clarity of purpose,
realism and the will to succeed on the part of all the groups if we wish to avoid
presenting the General Assembly at its second special session on disarmament with
a mosaic of points of view which ultimately prove irreconcilable.

With regard to chemical weapons, we particularly appreciated the fact that
the Working Group was able, with the agreement of all participants, to develop
the elements of a possible agreement, and that despite the limitations imposed by
2 rather restrictive mandate. However, if we really wish to make progress towards
the conclusion of a treaty, we must reach agreement at the next session on accepted
formulas or it will be almost impossible fo reconcile the great conceptial
lifferences which still exist. o

With regard to security assurances, here too some interesting proposals have
been made. And next year the possibilities, for agreeing on arrangements, however
small they may be, should not be ignored even if not all the basic concerns of the
non-nuclear-weapon States which have chosen non-alignment can be fully satisfied
from the outset.
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Our Committee has yet to prove its collective capacity for neégotiation. Once
the areas for negotiation have been defined, each delegation must show flexibility
and a will to achieve the goal, without polemics or doctriiaire debates and
avoiding those overly theoretical discussions which cannot contribute anything to
our work.

The excessive dispersion of our efforts, too, is hardly a guarantee of success.
The history of disarmament since the 1960s has shown us that negotiation cannot be
undertaken on all subjects at the same time, and that every opportunity of reaching
an agreement should be seized.

If, in 1971, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament had not agreed to
negotiate on chemical weapons and bacteriological weapons separately, the convention
prohibiting the latter might not yet have been adopted, even today.

In 1982, the four Working Groups -should resume their task very quickly. The
formulation of their mandates should not constitute a major obstacle. And we hope
that the mandate of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons will go further than the
one which has guided our work during the past two sessions. In this connection,
my delegation notes with satisfaction that the Ad Hoc Working Group has proposed
that its next mandate should enable the Committee to resolve the substantive
divergencies of views which were identified during its 1980 and 1981 sessions.

Similarly, at the beginning of the next session, the complete prohibition of
nuclear tests could form the subject of an appropriate procedural decision enabling
the Committee to deal with the substance of the matter.

On these last two subjects, chemical weapons and the cessation of nuclear
tests, my delegation has always considered that the multilateral approach and
separate talks among the principal States concerned were complementary, one to
another, and likely to ensure the final success of both sets of negotiations.
Belgium has not changed its point of view. It therefore ecrnestly appeals for the
rapid resumption of these talks and trusts that international conditions will make
them possible in the fairly near future, perhaps before we meet again next February.

On the other hand, we do not think that it would be appropriate to contemplate
the setting up of a working group on matters which, however important they may be,
do not lend themselves, at the present stage, to negotiations of a multilateral
character. We feel that such matters should continue to form the subject of separate
talks within the framework of a process which we hope will develop.

The past 10 years of disarmament efforts have, I repeat, hardly been productive.
It would be pointless to try to lay the blame for these poor results on a particular
category or group of countries. But each State ought to undertake a careful and
conscientious examination of its own conduct, of the options it has chosen, and of
the views and doctrines it has upheld all through these years.

Some States could perhaps either adopt a more flexible approach to working
methods or somewhat modify their positions as regards certain options for negotiations.

Belgium believes that these changes in attitude could take place without any
risk to the security conditions of our States. But these modifications and
adjustments of attitude, these easings of positions, which are necessary in order
to break the deadlock, would help bring about more substantial progress in the
future, to the benefit of the entire international community.,
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Mr. de SQUZA e SILVA (Brazil) Mr. Chairman, at the closing of this year's
session of the 7ommittee on Disarmament, many delegations take the floor to cffer
their own individual views on our performanoe. The Brazilian delegation, having
associated itself with the document of assessment of the Group of 21, wishes %o add
a few general remarks.

The third session of the Committee has gone by without significant results in any
of its priority items. /n optimistic observer might see an exception in the item on
chemical weapons. The conclusions of the Working Group on the subject have rekindled
the faint hope of achieving a procedural decision on its new mandate, so as to allow
the Committee to start negotiating the text of a convention next year. Real progress,
however, all of us would zgree, has been virtually non-existent, in procedural as
well as in substantive questions. We certainly can point to the many pages of reports
in which all questions on our agenda are dealt with, sometimes very extensively and
in great detail; but we have travelled no further than our predecessomon the road
to negotiating disarmament agreements.

Many of us have tried to describe the causes for this immobility, and many of us
have painted with dark overtones the dangers inherent in the course taken by those
who continue building up on their already excessive arsenals. Yet the response from
the two main military alliances,.and particularly from the two superpowers, amounts to
little mere than mere mutual accusations about which one between them is responsible
for the massive escalation in their military might. We listen in worried silence as
each one of them describes in detail the reasons why its security will be better
protected by adding a few more megatons to and improving the accuracy of its delivery
systems, or by making those systems undetectable to the rival's radar network, or by
"modernizing' the warheads aimed at each other's territory. Their stated positions on
security assurances, for insbtance, stem from the conviction that their own security
requirements should prevail over any other considerations. We hear them argue in
unison that a treaty dealing with weapons that do not exist must not mention the
armaments they - lready possess, except To exclude those woopons from the scope of the’
prohibition. We watch with disappointment their reluctance to accept any binding
commitment to the implementation of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. We
listen in bewilderment to them saying that new systems of weapons of mass destruction
are simple "conventional nuclear weapons' designed for theatre use, so that we should
10t really have anything to fear from their appearance.

After all, we are told, something mysterious and apparently unattainable, usually
jescribed as '"balance", must be maintained at all costs, even at the cost of
increasing every nation's insecurity and at the mounting risk of wiping out life on
the planet. Each side seems to act constantly under the assumption that the "balance"
is always about to be tipped in favour of thc opponent, so that neither of the two
aver considers that balance has been achieved, Conscquently, each superpower; or their
nilitary allies, seem to experience the constant need to explain to those not belonging
to their alliances, as well as to their own peoples, how important it is to counteract
the evil machinations of the other side. .Each side perceives the activities of the
>ther as unfailingly resulting in the disturbance of the balance, thus creating the
imperative, urgent and justified necessity of its recdress.

We cannot, therefore, subscribe to the contention of the distinguished
representative of the USSR, Ambassador Issraelyan, last Thursday, when he stated that
the maintenance of the existing military and strategic balance between the USSR and
the United States of America, and between the Warsaw Pact and NATO, objectively sexves
to safeguard peace on our planet. :
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This Committee is not a court of justice that must pass judgement on the
intentions of nations, nor was it creatcd to decide whose defence policies are right
and vhose are wrong. It is a multilateral body established by the freec will of every
Member of the United Nations, through a consensual document, with the specific and
agreed purpose of negotiating disarmament agreements. It would be logical to expect
from its members the will to explore all possibilities conducive to the realization
of the objectives of this Commitiee, as they have been expressed in the Final Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. B

It seems to ushighly strange, therefore, that delegations to the Committee on
Disarmement confine their participation to the utterance of vague indications of their
dedication to an ideal world in which armaments, or doctrines of nuclear deterrence,
would no longer be necessary. It is even stranger when these indications are coupled
with the clear warning that they intend to pursue the armaments race, regardless of
what others may think., The international community would expect from the nuclear-
weapon Powers, which have recognized their special responsibility, a more active
engagement in utilizing the multilateral machinery to further objectives to which they
have agreed, instead of merely paying lip-service to the outward apsects or to. the
over-all purposes of this Committee.

We believe, as the distinguished representative of the United States,

Ambassador Flowerree, said last Thursday, that moral rectitude is not the exclusive
property of any nation or group of nations. Moral rectitude is, I submit, a part of
the common treasure of mankind as a whole. The outcry at the unbridled race towards
the illusion of absolute military superiority does not come only from individual
delegations around this table, but from every corner of the earth, especially from the
peoples that feel more threatened by this state of affairs. No individual delegation
claims the monopoly of moral v1rtue* we do claim, however, the right, and indeed the
duty, to point out that to negotiate for disarmament is the only possible course for

survival in the nuclear age.

During the present session of the Committee, many delegations pressed this same
point again and again. The nuclear arms race feeds on itself and is leading the
world inexorably closer to the brink of its own destruction. There ig no way out but
to face the ultimate reality -- either we negotiate or we perish. Or, to paraphrase
the late President BEisenhower, there is no alternative to negotiation. '"Negotiation"
does not simply mean bilateral accommodation of the rival war machines .at highér levels
of destructiveness, a process in which each side gets rid of the obsolete: and less
efficient systems and concentrates on the current turn of the arms splral. To
"negotiate" does not simply mean to "control" nuclear armament, because this notion
assumes that the object of such control -- namely, the deadly nuclear arsenals -- is
here to stay for ever, as a monopoly of their present possessors. To negotiate, I
submit, means to take due account of all aspects of reality, and not simply of the
narrow security perceptions of the two rival alliances; it implies an open, frank
and forward-looking attitude, coupled with the humble recognition that other nations'
securlity is as 1mportant and as worthy of attention and respect as one's own. o
individual nation holds a mandate to decide by itself how the security of others is
best served; neither is any nation entitled tc jeopardize the security of the whole
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world in attempting to secure its own. My delegation earnestly hopes that the
proceedings of the 1981 sesgion, and the interpretation of its lack of results by
the Governments concerned, will bring atout a chiange of perception of the role of
this Committee that will permit the multilateral negotiating body to £ilfil the
objectives for which it was egtablished.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): The Mongolian delegation,
in its capacity as co-ordinator of a group of sccialist countries during the month
of August, today has the honour of making a statement on behalf of the delegations
of Bulgaria, Cgzechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland, the
Soviet Union and Mongolia summing up the resulis of the 1981 session of the

Committee on Disarmament.

The present session of the Committee on Disarmament has taken place in a
d1fficult international situation, in conditions in which there was a marked increase
in the activities of the opponents of peace, détente and disarmament, who were '
endeavouring to impose on the world a qualitatively new round in the armaments race

and working in the direction of the exacerbation of international tension.

Even in these circumstances the socialist countries, acting on the bhasis of their
fundamental policy in disarmament matbters, have consistently and with initiative
adopted in the Committee an approach aimed at constructive negotiations and the
achievement of concrete agreements for the curbing of the amms race.

Among the noteworthy events which took place during this session of the
Committee on Disarmament were the Congress of the Comnunist Party of the Soviet Union
and the congresses of the fraternal parties of other socialist countries. At these
congresses new major initiatives and proposals were put forward aimed at the checking
of the arms race and the safeguarding of world peace.

During the Committee's 1981 session the delegations of the socialist countries,
as always, played an active part with respect to all the questionson the agenda and
put forward a large number of constructive proposals aimed at achieving real progress
in the sphere of disarmament.

arlisst possible start in the

Those delesgations have consistently urged the e

J ~ 0 .

guestion of the cegsation of the
e

Committee of negotiations on the vitally importan
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmement. The delegation of the German Democratic
Republic, putbting forward a proposal which expressed the general position of the
socialist countries, presented to the Committes document CD/195, in which it was
proposed that consultations should be held within the framework of the Committee

in order to prepare concrete negotiations on this question. The socialist countries
also continued to strive to bring avout the establishment of a working group to
conduct negotiations on the guestion of nuclear disarmament. However, owing to the
position adopted by certain nuclear-weapon States it proved impossible again this
session to achieve agreement on these proposals.

ot @

D

The socialist countries, like many other States, vigorously condemn the

decision of the CGovernment of the United States to begin production of neutron
weapons, regarding this decision as a challenge to the cause of peace and disarmament.
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In initiating the full-scale production of neutron weapons the United States is
taking a step towards putting into practice the doctrine of a "limited nuclear war"
and increasing the probability of the escalation of armed conflict to the scale.of
a general nuclear war.

The socialist countries in document CD/219 which they put before the Committee,
called for the urgent establishment of an ad hoc working group for the preparation of
an international convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling,
deployment and use of neutron weapons. A draft of such a convention was put before
the Committee for its consideration by the socialist countries as long ago as in
1978 (document'CCD/559). This time again, too, however, the western Powers blocked
the establishment of such a working group.

The socialist countries attach great importance to the complete and general
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, They are fully resolved to do all in their
power” to bring about the cessation of nuclear tests in all spheres and by all those
who carry them out. The socialist countries have consistently urged the Committee—on
Disarmament, in which all five nuclear-weapon Powers are represented, to play an
active part in this matter. And here they themselves took the initiative by
proposing, as did the Group of 21, the setting up of an ad hoc working group on this
question. Unfortunately, certain nuclear-weapon States have prevented the
Committee on Disarmament from beginning multilateral negotiations on this urgent
problem which bears upon the interests of all mankind. ’

Convinced that the work of the Committee on Disarmament in this connection would
be greatly assisted by the successful conclusion of the trilateral negotiations, the
socialist countries appealed to the United States and the United Kingdom to resume
those negotiations without delay. They also supported the appeal of the Soviet Union
to the other participants in the trilateral negotiations to work out together answers
to the questions put by the Group of 21 and also by other delegations.

With respect to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, the socialist
countries endeavoured to secure the consolidation and continuation of the progress
achieved at earlier stages of the discussion of this question in the Committee on
Disarmament. They are satisfied at the fact that, on a number of substantive aspccts
of the future convention, a definite degree of mutual understanding has been reached
among the majority of the States members of the Committee. This justifies a hope
for further progress towards the earliest possible achievement of agreement on the
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. The socialist countries declare that
they will give the Committee their full support towards this end.

The socialist countries continue to consider that the guestion of the prohibition
of new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction is an important element
in the work of the Committee, which should concern itself with this question more
actively and seriously, using for this purpose whatever means are available to it,
including the setting up of an ad hoc group of experts. The past session has confirmed
the complexity of the various problems connected with new types of weapons of mass
destruction and the need for the competent study of those problems by specialists. The
informal meetings of the Committee with the participation of experts which were held
in this connection in response to a proposal by the Hungarian People's Republic
(CD/174) revealed the necessity and desirability of setting up an ad hoc group of
qualified governmental experts on this question.
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The delegations of the socializt countrics belicve that in 1931 the Jommittes
on Disarmament could have completed the drafting of a ireaty on il nrohlulwlon ci
radiological weapons. They note withi -regret that it 4G not prove possible te do so.
The socialist countrics confirm their intention of woridng wct*vo’= townxds the

anl A

carlicst possible completion of the work on the proparvaticn of such a treaty.

The delegationg of the socialist cownrbrics tach the LmnortuncL duc to it te
the elaboration of o comprehensive vrogramms of disarmorient. T“ey have urged that
the various stages to "L worked ont wibthin the frameverk: of Ao comprchensgive
prograrmme of disarmament should comprise the moaximwn possible number of conerete
measures leading to the ultimate poal of genernl and complave disarmament, and that
the entire programme should be cricnted tovards the achizvement of practical
agreepents in the sphere of the haltinz of the arne roce and Ciszrmamont. At the sanmc
tinme they do not consider that it wewuld Lo advisable to include in the comprehensive
programme of disarmament provisions ccacerning vrinciplcs, mechanieris and proceduresy -
which are reflected in deteil in the Final Doecunment of the Lirst spacial session of

the United Hations General Assembly devoted to dicarmament. Tt woull thercefore be
sufficient, in their view, mercly to inclnde in the comprehoneive programme of
disarmament refercnecs to the relovant provisions of the Pinal Document.

EN
4R
l

The socialist countries consiler that the aolution of the qnestion of
strengthening the security guaranices of the non-nuclear-weapen States is an urgen
task. They have consistently advocated the preparation ond conclusion of on
international convention on this subjcect, and rogret that here again it has not boen
possible up teo now for the Cowaittee to procend to the drafting of the toxt of such o
convention owing to tho negative attitude adoptod by certain nuvelecar-weapon Powers

and their allies,

In this connection they are cenvinced that the Committee on Dizarnmament ought
without delay =lso to undertake negotiations for the purpose of elaborating on
international agreement on the non-statioring of nuelear weapons on the territorics
of States where therc arc no shech wezpeons ot nresent; the conclusion of cuch an
agreement would alsc holp to shrengthen the scceurity of the non-miclear-renpon States.

In the coursz of the sossion the dcle gﬂtions of tho =mocirlict countries mada
sugrestions for increasing vhe offcctiveness and inpy “VL?LV the nrganizgation cf tho

work of the Committoc, .m.,_tltu*n.J spccific rropa als in thav connueticn which were
ained ot improving the content of the werir of the Comuittee, increasing the
effectiveness of the activitics of ite subsidiary bodicn. increasing S
time spent on the discussion ol guestions of substancs, inproving the charactor of
the representation of States, and zo on {Cocument uﬂ/aUu}.

The delegetions of the soclalist. cowntrica beliove shat the Sormittoe's mles
of procedurc have proved thoir validity during the negotistions in thoe- Committes and
sontain the requisite reserve:z for the selution of guosioons arisin’ in the conpoe of
the Cormitteec's work. The basis of the entire "culﬁ?f" of the clpAUt & in the
srinciple of consensus, embodied in-scetiorn VI of the rulces of

socialist countrics cxpress thelr satisfaction at the
‘act that the~ suggestions an roposals wore cupported by u“ﬂj Sinisz membors of tho
commitiee, and theoy expreass ‘hol readiness to continue in the fuiture o Luvﬂ 2VOTY
ffort towards the improvemcnt of the Committes's woxl.

The delcgations of the

s _()
e m
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The socialist States are convinced that now as never before it is important to
intensify efforts towards the limitation of the arms race and disarmament. A crucia
role in this matter devolves upon the single multilateral disamament negotiating
body —- the Committee on Disarmament. The next session of the Committee will be -of -
particular importance in view of the forthcoming second special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. The socialist countries
declare their firm resolve to ccntinue in the fulture to contribute by every means
possible to the success of the work of the Committee.

I request that the above statemen’ should be circulated as an offlolal document
of the Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. YU Peiwen (China) (translated from Chinesc): At the time when. the
Committee on Disarmament is drawing to the end of its current session, the Chinese
delegation wishes to review the Committee's work in 1981 and look ahead to its task
for 1982. In this connection, the secretariat of the Committee has distributed
document CD/221 entitled "Some observations of the Chinese delegation on the work of
the Committee on Disarmament in 1981". Now I would like to make a brief introductios
to the content of this document.

In document CD/221, we have pointed out the achievements made during the
current session of the Committee on Disarmament. 1n a short period of time during %I
session, the Committee on Disarmament has finished the arrangements for organization:
and procedural matters, and the four AG Hoc Working Groups soon got down to substant:
discussion and negotiation. During the discussions and negotiations on some of the
important items, the Working Groups further clarified the views expressed by various
delegations and enhanced their understanding of each other's positions. This will
help future considerations and negotiations. The Cormittee on Disarmament also put
forward some ideas and recommendations on the improvement of its organizational work
We hope that these ideas and recommendations will help raise the efficiency of the
Committee.

At the same time, we have alsc pointed out that, although the Committee on
Disarmament has made some achievements in its work during the 1981 session, no
substantive results have been achieved on various items of the agenda. This falls
short of satisfaction. In our view, the failure to achieve substantive progress is
closely related to the worsening of the international situation and the lack of
political will on the part of certain countries.

In the document submitted by my delegation, we have also made some specific
comments on the considerations and negctiations on nuclear disarmement, a nuclear
test ban, the prohibition of chemical weapons, security assurances for non-nuclear
States, the comprehensive programme of disarmament and the prohibition of
radiological weapons. In order to save time, I will not repeat them here.

Finally, in the name of the Chinese delegation, I wish to take this opportunity
to pay tribute and express thanks %o Ambassador Sani, the Chairman for the current
month, for the objectivity and outstanding skill with which he has led our Committee
to the solubion of some complex and difficult problems the Committee has encountered.
I would also like to express my appreciation to the Chairmen of the Working Groups fc
the constructive efforts they have made in guiding the Groups' work. I must also
sincerely thank Ambassador Jaipal, Perqonal Representative of the Secretary-General
the United Nations, and Secretary of the Committee, and all the secretariat staff, as
well as the interpreters, translators and all the working staff, for their co-operati
and assistance in the work of the Committee on Disarmament.
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Mr, SUJKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to join all the
distinguished speakers who preceded me in congratulating you on the excellent manner
you are conductinz the work of the Committee in this month so crucial for the results
of this year's session. My congratulations alse go to your predecessor, the
distinguished representative of India, Ambassador Vernkateswaran, on his able Chairman-
ship in the month of July and for his successful Chairmanship of the drafting group.

My brief intervention today will be devoted exclusively to.one urgent matter
introduced in this Committee's document CD/219 by the group of socialist countries,
including Poland, in particular calling for urgent consideration by the Committee of
the establishment of an ad hoc working group on the prohibition of the production,
stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. The urgency of this
problem stems from the conviction, entirely shared by my delegation, that there may
stlll be time to stop a new phase of the nuclear arms race.

The group of socialist countries put forward a draft of an appropriate convention
in this respect in 1978 in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament y contained
in document CCD/559. ' Perhaps at that time it was the most appropriate moment for
elaborating a legally binding document prohibiting the production of nuclear neutron
WELDONS Unfortunately, as a result of the objection of the delegatiorfof some
States which considered our proposal to be "one-sided propaganda', that initiative
of ours did not receive a positive response. At that time, in 1978, we also heard
the argument that the neutron bonb did not exist and that the decision on its production
had not been taken. Today, we arc even more conscious of the reasons for -such
opposition: it was to pave the way for the de clsion which was taken a fortnight ago.

We have heard up to now the following arguments for the said decision:

First, it is said that the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Treaty countries have been
gaining for the last 20 years a military strategic advantage over the NATO countries, so
something has to be done to restore the balance. Last Tuesday we even heard that
the United States decision on the production of neutron weapons is in this situation
the only and maybe the best way out.

Second, we also heard hére lectures on the substance of the neutron weapons and
its advantages. The weapon itself was uncquivocally termed as a new kind of
tactical nuclear weapon. : '

Third, we have been told that the ncutron weapon is in cssence a defensive and
deterrent weapon and, as such, it can only be used against the potential aggressor
and mainly against an attack by tanks. Fourth, we have also been told that the
decision on the production of nuclear weapons, if not accompanied by a decision to
deploy it beyond the fronticrs of the producer, is hisz own internal affair.

These arguments do not stand up under criticism. My delegation would of course
be ready to discuss each of the above-mentioned arguments, in a very precise and more
detailed way, with reference to facts and data. At the moment, I wish to confine
myself only to some remarks of a more general character:

Firstly, on the military strategic balance. The military strategic balance,
according to our belief, is a complex of objectively existing real cvents or facts and
not a commlex of speculations or mental manipulations, serving for circumstantial
Justification of any given concept at any given moment. Thus, for the work of our
Committce, there is doubtful value in the kind of approach which, in the span of a
single ycar, leads to two different conclusions contradicting cach other. - We witnessed
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this kind of approach in 1979; the competent United States authorities announced in
June that year the existence of a strategic military balance between Dast and Vest,

and specifically between the United States and the USSR while several months later and
of course without any nroved changes in the objectively exzisting reality, they announced
the absence of such a balance.  Using this argument, they started their pressurc
towards an increase of rocket-type armaments in Durope. But even this was not enough.
In their mental manipulations, the question of the non-existence of strategic balance
has reached such dimensions that, in order to restore it, they thought it neccssary to
take the decision on the production of a new generation of nuclear weapons. VWe may
rightly ask now; wvwhat more will confront us tomorrow from the followers of such an
approach to the problem of strategic balance? Regardless of the above, my delegation
entirely shares the view, expressed during the plenary mectings over the last days, that
the balance between Ezst and West cannot be kept by raising the spiral of armaments

but by its graduval lowering. Such is the scnse of the proposal cnntained in

document CD/219 and such is the noble purpose of our common endeavours in this
Committee.

Secondly, the neutron weapon, as a new kind of tactical nuclear weaporl. Precigely
here, we see the most dangerous character of this weapon. We are for the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons, both the 'new ones" called tactical and the "old,
normel" strategic weanons. Such was the sense of the proposal of the group of
socialist countries put forward in documént CD/A.  Vhen we speak of the particular
danger of neutron weapons, we have in mind two mains reasons: the decision on its
production entails at present unforseen conseguences of the opening of a new phase
of the arms race; and its production and stockpiling in the military arsenals will
further increase the danger of the eruption of & nuclear conflict, by significantly
lowering the nuclear threshold.

Thirdly, the defensive and deterrent character of neutron weapons. Hay I say that
this is merely the declaration of intent of the owner of this weapon and not of its
technical characteristics. If, as the distinguished Ambassador of the United Kingdom,
Anbassador Summerhayes, has stated, "the only purpose for which the neutron weapon came
into existence was to provide an effective counter to the threat of concentrated tanl:
attacks'", the question arises whether such escalation of the defensive force against
aggression in to be the privilege of one side only, or whether such escalation out of
proportion is +to become a common rule in armed conflicts,. tthere can the world be led
to by such an approach to "seli-defence and deterrence"? Could it be to our committing
suicide out of fear of dying? : ‘ A

Fourthly, the production of the neutron bomb is an internal affair of the producer
himself. Here again the Ambassador of the United Kingdom tried to reassure. Lurope
vhen he stated that "now, in fact, we know from the United States statement that no
deployment is being considcred at the present time". This, certainly, is an outright
implication that the decision on the production of the neutron bomb is an "internal
matter"., It may be wondered, however, as a matter of fact, against whosc tanks this
weapon might be used if it iz not to be deployed outside United States territory; but
that is not so important, since even in the most daring, or perhaps most naive, ‘
assumption one cannot believe that the United States neutron weapon will not be deployed
outside the United States.

The argument that the production of the neutron weapon is the United States
internal affair cannot stand up under criticism, mainly because of the simple fact that
never in the history of international relations has the appearance of a new type or
-a new generation of weapons been considered an internal affair of any producer State,
nation or tribe. ‘ :
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Ve vere told during our informal meeting yesterday that the ban on neutron
weapons camnot be singled out from the whole comnlex of nuclear weapons under our
agenda item 2. Woll, generally, we could agree with this apnroach.  But what can
the Committee do wien one has been trying o persuade us that the problems under
agenda item 2 are not yet ripe for negotiation? Does it mean that some delegations
believe that the ban on neutron weapons is not rive for negotiation either?  What
kind of logic is this? Instead of trying to answer this very question, I can only
say that the world community is frequently, and has been frequently, confronted with
the results of such logic -- that is, with an uncontrollable escalation of the arms
race. I leave it to the Committee to judge to what extent these words are "one-sided
propaganda”

HJ delegation helongs -~ and I quote again from the statement of my dlstla auished
colleague; Ambassador Summerhayes -- my delegation belongs to '"those who wished to
present an exaggerated picture of the character and potential of these weapons'. I
would like to state that I do "exaggerate" and I will always be "exaggerating" whenever
and wherever there appears a threat of new escalation of armements, consuming not only
the creative forces of nations but also ever larger resources for purposes contrary to
the interests of security and endangering the world peace.. These are tile main reasons
why my delegation fully supports the proposal to elaborate in this Commititee a convention
on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear
neutron weapons. - We hope that it is maybe nnt yet too late now. But this might be
the last chance that the Committee will have, -

The CHAIRMAH: T thank the distiﬁguished representative of Poland for his statement
and for the kind reference he has made to the Chair.

My, TERREIE (Et1lop1a) As we are about to conclude this year's session of the
Committee on Disarmament, I would like to take this opportunity to extend to you my
delegation's sincere appreciation for the competent way in which you are guiding the
work of the Committee og its Chairman during the difficult month of August. My
delegation's warm gratiliude also goes to Anl:assador Venkateswcran for the most efficient
and amiable leadership which he provided to us as Chairman of the Committee duriag
the month of July.

In my brief statement today I would like to malke some general comments and
observations concerning our work during this year's session of the Committee.

First of all, my delegation cannot but express a feeling of great disappointment
that, despite repeated calls by many delegations —-- including that of a major nuclear-
weapon State -- for the initiation of negotiations on the items concerning a nuclear
test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
two nuclear-weapon States remained opposed to the proposal and to the cstablishment
of zd_hoc working groups for this purpose. I would like once again to reaffirm my
delafatﬁon‘ belief and that of the Group of 21 that working groups provide the be
means for conducting effectively the work of the Committee on Disarmament. In th¢s.
respect, my delegation recognizes and welcomes the useful work done by the four id hoc
Working Groups and is appreciative of the leadership provided by.their respective
Chairmen, We trust that the various degrees of the results achieved in each Working
Group, and the conclusions and recommendations that we are about to adopt today will
facilitate our future work and result in concrete disarmament measures next scssion.
The establishment of a working group on a auclear test ban with the participation of
all nuclear-weapon States chould remain a priority task for the Committee on Disarmament,
Furthermore, the need for an urgent resumption of the trilateral negotiations on a
comprehensive test ban cannot be overemphasized.
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- In view of the foregoing, my delegation reaffirms the position taken by the
Group 0f 21 with respect to the future work of the Committee in relation to the Ad hoc
Working Groups. In view of the forthcoming second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, our attention needs, it seems to me, to be
focused on the following points: ' : :

(a) Ad hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda should
be established at the beginning of 1982 session; -

. (») The Ad hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons should be given a broader
mandate to continue its work with a view to elaborating a draft text for a CW
convention;

(¢) & comprehensive programme of disarmament should be prepared before the
second gnocial session of the United Nations General -Assembly devoted to Disarmament,
and to this end the early commencement of the work of the Ad hoc VWorking Group on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament in 1982 is essential; and

- (a) 1In parenthesis, I should like to state that the trilateral negotiations
on a nuclear test ban should resume as soon as possible and should also respond to
the questions posed by the Group of 21 and other members of this Committee;

(e) Iy delegation believes, as do other members of the Group of 21, that an
agreement could be reached on a radiological weapons convention if genuine efforts were
made by all concerned to advance negotiations. To this end, the early resumption
of .the work of the 4d hoc Working Group on this question will be productive;

(f) Finally, we share the view that the most effective assurance against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons is the achievement of nuclear disarmsment and the
prohibition of the use of nuclear wcapons. In this respect, the nuclear-weapon
States have to provide, in the form of an international agreement of a legally binding
nature; assurances to-non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or the threat. of
use of nuclear weapons.

In the second part .of my intervention, I would like to refer to the ‘recent
disturbing development which in my delegation's view has undermined the disarmament
process and runs counter to the ultimate goals of general and complete disarmament
and also frustrates our immediate objective of the relazation of international tension.
Naturally, I am referring here to the recent decision by the United States Government
to manufacture and stockpile the neutron weapon. Possibly, deployment of this
weapon may be yet another surprise in the making. I camnot but register my
delegation's strong opposition to this decision and its consequences, about which
many delegations have already expressed concern.

We have listened with great interest and anxiety to the views expressed in this
connection by a number of delegations in the course of recent neetings in the Committee.
The generally negative reaction to the decision taken by this nuclear-weapon Power
has also been featured prominently in the international news media. The world has
clearly observed a case where United Nations resolutions and decisions, as well as
the genuine aspirations of the international community to live in relative peace and
security, have been completed ignored.
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In sharp contrast to the views held by the advocates of the neutron bomb, world
public opinion is gcnerally opposed to the decision on the manufacture, stockpiling
and deployment of this weapon. VWe identify ourselves with this sentiment of genuine
concern and the legitimate appreliension about this development.. We have no doubt
in our minds that the production of the neutron weapon would further provoke and
intensify the spiralling of the nuclear arms race. Its full implication is yet to
be known. here is no need to downplay the impact of this decision on the
deterioration of international tensionj nor is it wise to sidetrack the issue or to
ignore the views and genuine feelings shared by an overwhelming international public
opinion and a good mumber of delegations in the Committee on Disarmament representing
by and large the non-nuclear-weapon States. We cannot hide the fact that the neutron
bomb introduces new nuclear phenomena with far more dangerous neutron radiation effects
to human beings. The decision of the United Ctates on the production and stockpiling
of these weapons will no doubt lead to a further lowering of the so-called nuclear
threshold, thus increcasing the vrisk of the outbreak of a nuclear war.

The LEthiopian delegation has made repeated calls for the halting of the development
and manufacture of the neutron weapons. We now realize more than before the need
for a concrete step, preferably in the form of agreements, banning the production,
stockpiling, deployment and use of the neutron weapons. Taking into account
paragraph 50 of the Iinal Document, the Committece on Disarmament could play an active
and constructive role in the preparation and concluding of such agreements. The
draft convention in document CCD/559 submitted by a group of socialist countries as
early as Harch 1978 could also gerve as a basis for such agrecments. In this
connection, the establishment of an ad hoc working group on the prohibition of the-
production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons, as proposed
in document CD/219, has our general sumport.

I would like to conclude my brief intervention by pointing out again my
delegation's concern about the recent development, the origin of which seems to be
the "doctrine of nuclear deterrence" and the misleading belief that a limited nuclear
war can be waged and won. Consciously or unconsciously, -the proponents of such a
philosophy are con*ributing to the proliferation of nuclear vzapons, thus threatening
international peace and security; and by their provocative actions they arc
repeatedly violating the principles of the United Mations Charter and United Iations
decisions and frustrating the aspirotions of the world community for the promotion
of peace and international understanding. Ve earnestly hope that the Committee on
Disarmament will be able to work in a morc propitious international climate next year
and to achieve more by way of concretc results so it can contribute substantially to
the success of the second special session of the United Hations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament.

The CHATRIMAN: I thanlt the distinguished representative of Ethicpia for his
statement and for the kind reference he has made to the Chair.
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Mr. SAW HIAING (Burma): At the 146th plenary meeting of the Committee on
Digsarmcment, the Group of 21 had the opporiunity to present to the Committee-a
working paper on the principles of the comprehensive progremme of disarmament.

Today, on behalf of the Group of 21 and ag its co-ordinator, I would like to
present to the Committee the tvorking paper of the Group on the chapter entitled
"easures" in the comprchensive programme of disarmament. '

The Group of 21 has already presented o set of Working Papers (CD/CPD/WP.SG
and Add 1, 2 and 3) to - the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme
of Disarmement. ‘The paper vhich I am going to gubmit will constitute an explanatory
note to thesge working papers. I am given to understand that this paper, together
+iith the aforementioned working papers of the Group, will be: circulated as an official
doqumént of the Committce bearing the symbol CCD/223. The explanatory note reads as
‘follows: '

Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, the delegations belonging to the

Group of 21 have submitted a document containing in detail gpecific measures
which should be included in a comprehensive programme of disarmament during
four stages of implementation (CD/CPD/WP.36 and Add.l, Add.2 and Add.3). The
formulations in respect to these specific measures are provisional in nature
representing the highest common denominator achieved within the Group of 21

at the present stage. Revigions, amendments or additionel formulations to

the contents of this Chapter may be proposed by any delegation, whenever deemed
necessary. In spite of its provisional character, the present document is
sufficiently illustrative of what should essentially be the contents of the
Chapter under ‘lcasures', Tor thin reagon the Cronp of 21 has concluded that it
would be useful to submit this document to the Committee before the end of

its 1981 session.t

Mouring the courss of the negotictions in the Ad Hee “orking Group on a

The second part of my intervention relates lto the statement of the Group of 21
on the conclusion of the third anmual secsion of the Commitiee on Disarmament. The
text of the Group's statement reads as follows:

"The Group of 21 regrets that the adverse trends in the international
situation which it had noted at the end of the 1980 session of the Committee
on Disarmement continued to prevail during the third annual session of the
Committee. The Committee has not heen able te make any significant progress
in negotiations on most of the items on its agenda, especially the items to which
the United Nations General Assemvly has accorded the highest priority, namely, a
nuclear test ban and the cegsation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament, cowing to the absence of political will on the part of certain
major Powers. The Group of 21 is deeply disturbed over this trend which
seriously undermines the effectiveness of the Committee as the single multilateral
negotiating organ in the field of disarmament.

"The Group of 21 reaffirme its belief and confidence in the multilateral
approach to all disarmament questions and considers that ad hoc worlking groups
~have proved to be the best available machinery for the effective conduct of all

substantive disarmament negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament.
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"The Group of 21 expresses deep regret that during the 1901 -session the
Committee was once cgain prevented from cetting up an ad hoc working group %o -
undertake multilateral negotiations on the scope, arrangements for verification
and final clausegs of a nuclear test ban treaty as propogsed by the Group. In
view of the fact that the second special session of the Unitled Nations
General Assembly devoted to disormament will e held next year, the Group
reaffirms the political significance of initiating negotiations on a nuclear
tegt ban in the Committee on Disarmament ait the beginning of its next session.

"It is also regrottavle that the parties which had been engaged in
trilateral negotiations on this subject did not wrespond, either jointly or’
individuvally, to the questions posed to them by the members of the Group of 21,
as contained in.document'CD/IOI, seeking clarifications on issues which are of
vital concern to both nuclear-weapon States and non-ruclear-ueapon Stotes alike.
The Group calls upon the States concerned to respond urgently to these cuestions.

"During the third amnucl session, members of the Group of 21 emphasized
the dangers of the continuing arms race and the need for urgent measures to
prevent the outbreal of nuclear war. The Group of 21 is convinced that the
continuing escalation of the cuantitative and qualitative development of nuclear
arms directly and fundamentally jeopardizes the vital security interests of
both nuclear-vieapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States alike. Convinced,
therefore, that the issues of nuclear disarmament have a bearing on the security
of the whole world, the Group of 21 has recommended in document CD/lBO the
establishment of an ad hoc working group of the Committec on Disarmament to
initiate without delay negotistions on certain concrete issues of nuclear
disarmament, particularly the elaboration of the stages of nuclear disarmament
contained in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. It is a matter of regret that
no consensus could be reached on this proposal during the 1901 session of the
Committee, thus precluding the single multilateral negotiating body in the field
of disarmament from undertoking concretc negotiations on an item of the highest
priority on its agenda.

"The Group of 21 deplores the fact that no consensus could be achicved
to give the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weaponc a mandate to negotiate
on a multilateral convention. The Group of 21 uelcomes the intensive and
business~like work carried out by the Ad Hoc Working Group. It considers
of particular importance the fact that in the Working Group all relevant
issues involved have been presented and thoroughly examined and that the
Committee is now provided with a solid basis for negotiation on the text of
a convention for the total prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.
It is indispensable that the Committee ot the beginning of its 1982 session
gives the Working Group o cleor mandate to urgently negotiate the text of
such a convention. '

"The Group of 21 attaches considerable importance to the adoption of
the comprehensive programme of disarmament at the second special session
.of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. To be
meaningful, the progremme must contain concrete disarmament measures in
defined stages leading to the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament
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within an agreed time frame. In accordance with the provisions of paragraph 35
of the IMnel Document vhich refers, inter alia, to the negotiation of a itreaty
on general and complete disarmament, a comprchensive programme of disarmament
gshould create obligations on the part of all States to implement the measures
included in the programme.

"The Group of 21 has submitted a working paper containing specific
disarmament measures to be included in the various stages of a comprehengive
programme of disarmament as well as a uorking paper on the principles
underlying such a prograrme. The Group of 21 calls upon all delegations. to
be forthcoming ond submit such proposals as would be conducive to the adoption
of a comprehensive programme of disarmament as conceived of in the relevant
provigions of the Pinal Document.

"The Group of 21 recommends that more intensive negotiations should be
conducted from the beginning of 1982 in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament to ensure the adoption of a programme
at the second special session.

"The Group's position on the uestion of effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States cgainst the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons has been outlined on previous occasions
(documents GD/SO and CD/134)° The Group believes that the most effective
agsurance against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is the achievement
of nuclear disarmement and the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The
Group reiterates its view that the muclear-weapon States have an obligation
categorically to assure non-nuclear-wveapon States against the use or threat of
uge of nuclear weapons. '

Miembers of the Group of 21 have supported and played an active role in
the negotiations in the Ad Iloc Working Group to evolve an agreement on.a common
approach or formula which could be included in en international instrument of
a legally bhinding character. The Group recommends that negotiations on this
question should be actively pursuved at the next session of the Committee.

It is of the view that an agreement on this quecstion is possible before the
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament provided certain nuclear-weapon States revise their positions
based on their nuclear strategic doctrines which so far have prevented progress
towards a common approach acceptable to all.

"In the negotiations on a radiological weapons convention, the Group of 21
has recommended thot the definition of such a weapon must be precise and complete,
and that it should not include an

weapons.

exclusion clause with regspect to nuclear

"The Group of 21 considers that there exists a very real risk of mass
destruction from the dissemination of radiocactive substance through attacks on
nuclear facilities. In this context the Group suggested in the relevant
Working Group that serious consideration should be given to the inclusion
of an underteking never to attack or deliberately demage any such facilities,
and to the prohibition of radiological warfare.
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i1The Group of 21 has recommended that the proposed convention must contain
an explicit commitment for the urgent pursuit of measures’ for the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament. The -
Group of 21 reaffirms the inalienable right of all States to develop and apply
their prograrmes for the peaceful use of radioactive materials and sources of
radiation, including nuclear energy, and their right of access to and acquisition

of related materials, equipment, information and technology. In this regard,
the need to strengthen irternational co-operation was also emphasized. These- and
other issucs still remain to be resclved. In the opinion of the Group of -21,

agreement on a radiological weapons convention can be reached if a sincere effort
is made in the negotiations to take into account the positions and views of all the
members of the Committee on Disarmament.

i"The Group of 21 considers it imperative that concrete negotiations should be
initiated on effective measures to reduce current international tensions and to
halt and reverse the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race, and avert the
growing danger of the outbreak of war, in particular nuclear war.

HIf the Committee on Disarmament is umable to undertake concrete negotiations
and cenclude specific agreements on priority items on its agenda before the
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, consideration would have to be given at that session to the situation
arising therefrom'.

GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (fransiated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, I will be
vy brief. The last sentence of the seventh paragraph in the statement of the
"oup of 21 (CD/222), vhich its Co-ordinator has just read out, was the result of
ttensive discussions in the Group. As often happens in such cases it does not in
r delegation's opinion have the desired clarity. Therefore, my delegation would
ke to refer, in the following brief statement, to the significance and gcope it
taches to it. o

My delegation interprets the obligations referred to in the “last.sentence of
€ seventh paragraph as an obligation to undertake, as soon as the comprehensive
ogramme of disarmament has been adopted, intensive negotiations for the joint
aboration of legally binding agreements guarenteeing effective implementation of
e measures included in the programme. VWhen I requested the floor, Mr. Chairman,
at wvas my only intention in doing so. ‘

Subsequently, however, my distinguished colleague on my left, the representative of
ngalia, referred in his speech to one aspect of the 'Group's work on the- comprehen51ve
ogramme of digarmament vhich also, in our: oplnlon, deserves g brief ‘explanation.

I understood him correctly, his statement was to the effect that with regard to
chanisms and procedure, the comprehensive programme of disarmament should not
clude provisions but only references to the provisions of the Pinal Document.

This question has already been raised in the Working Group on the Comprehensive
Sgramme Hevertheless, since, as ve all know, the Group did not have records,
ould 11Le to repeat what T have said in the Group many times, namely, that the
mittee on Disarmament last year adopted the decision of the Group contained in
cagraph 10 of its report to the effect -- and I quote -- that "the comprehensive
>grarme will have to be gelf-contained’. Accordingly, that decision is still
Lly in force and vill remain so unless the Committee decides to change it.
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Mr. SOLA VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, I have asked for
the floor at this point to state for the record that my delegation deeply regrets
the fact that the Committee on Disarmament, owing to the opposition of certain
States, has been prevented from taking a decision in favour of establishing a
working group on the neutron bomb.

It is also regrettable that attempts have been made to link this question
with other aspects that have nothing to do with the neutron bomb.  The particularly
inhumane features of these weapons and also their very nature, vhich reduce the
so-called nuclear threshold, are more than sufficient reasons why the Committee on
Disarmament should have decided to establish a working group on this question as
a metter of urgency. :

It is a fact that the decision to begin production and stockpiling of the
neutron bomb, in addition to initiating a new spiralling of the arms race,
represents an attempt to put into practice the doctrine of limited nuclear war
and creates serious obstacles to disarmament negotiations. Accordingly,
my delegation constantly supports the proposal that the Committee should begin
considering this item as soon as possible, through concrete negotiations in a
working group.

Mr, Chaiyrman, I would like to read out the statements issued yesterday by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Cuba on this question. '

"On 8 August last, international cable agencies published the news
that, according to information provided by White House spokesmen, the
United States President, Ronald Reagan, had at a meeting of the National
Security Council decided to authorize the production of the neutron bomb
or the so-called enhonced radiation weapon, according to the technical
language of its inventors. ’

"Barely 24 hours after the announcement, the same news agencies,
including those based in the United States, undertook to shed new light
on the question.

"The decision to manufacture neutron bombs had not in fact been taken
on 8 August but on 6 August, the date of the thirtieth amniversary of the
criminal bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, which directly or indirectly
cost more than 200,000 victims —- the date when the 1981 World Congress
against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs was being held at Nagasaki, and also the
date of the March for Peace 1981 through several western European cities,
from Copenhagen to Paris, in which demonstrators expressed their opposition
to nuclear weapons.

"As will be recalled, the Administration of ex-President Carter had
decided to produce the neutron bomb which, as we lmow, destroys all human
beings but leaves installations intact; but the international outcry
which this decision provoked led to the suspension of the decision in
April 1978, ‘

"Now Mr. Reagan is not only making again the decision which Carter was
obliged to suspend; he is going further. He is publicly and cynically
ridiculing the international community by taking the reprehensibe decision
to produce these mass-~extermination weapons on the same date on which,
thirty-six years ago, the Administration of President Truman ordered a
nuclear attack against Japanese cities.
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"This is the tive nature of the country which has claimed +to set itselfl
up as the champion of human rights throughout the world and whichviS"saying,
today that it wishes 1o combat intcrnational terrorisa.

"There ic no better example of international terrorism than the current
policy of the United States Government. Its acts clearly prove this.

The decision to manufacture and stockpile neutron bombs in
United States térritory is an affront to intermational public oninion and
to all Governments, but at the same time, and above all, it is a major
affront to the United States people and the peoples of western Europe.
The former already have -- and the latter will soon have —- on their soil
this diabolical scientific monstrosity which has been placed in the service
of bellicose interests and is intended for the annihilation of human beings.

"The United States people and the peoples of western Europe, who love
and desire peace and are in favor of international détente, and who do not
want to be pushed into a nuclear war which would claim the whole of mankind
as its victim, must nov say what they think.

"Memories are still fresh of the furtive attack by the Israeli Air Force
on 7 June last against nuclear facilities used for peaceful purposes in
Iraq -- an attack for which the. Israeclis used ultramodern and sophisticated
P-15 and F-16 aircraft provided by the United States.

"Who can say for sure that in addition to being designed for a European
scenario -- for the purpose of neutralizing a mass attack by tanks as we
are told -- these weapons will not be used tomorrow by the Zionist friends
of the United States against the Arab countries and the Palestinian people,
or that the capital of apartheid, protected by the United States, will not
use them against progressive African countries?

"The question of President Reagan's decision %o produce the neutron bomb
is clearly not only a matter of concern for the United States people and the
peoples of Europe. It is an affront to all the peoples of the world, and it
should be condemned from all corners of the nlanet,

"The United States decision is being made after the NATO countries have
been pressured to increase their military budgets to astronomical levels
and have been forced to agree to the deployment of 572 medium-range nuclear
missiles from 19835 onwards. At the same time steps are still being taken
for the establishment of a large rapid deployment force to operate wherever its
interests may be in danger, and it is essential not to overlook the fact that
its military presence in the Indian Ocean and its network of military bases
and installations are growing at an uncontrolled pace, causing grealt concern
for every country in the world.

"As if the aforementioned were not enough, it should be recalled that in
line with the approval of the meznufacture of a neutron bomb, they began the
nilitary manoeuvres entitled 'Ocean Venture 81', which are the most extensive
var exercises to be undertaken since the Second World Var by the United States
and the NATO countries, and which are being conducted in the
north and south Atlantic and the Worth and Baltic Seas, and also in the
Caribbean, including the territory illegnlly occupied by the CGuantanamo naval
base. In the last-mentioned case, the exercises coincide with the war games
of the United States and certain Latin American countries knovn as Unitas XXIT.
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-"The decision to manufacturc the neutron bomb is one more.step.inntbe
arms escalation provoked by the United States; -and it is endangering
international peace and security.

"Thus the United States Government is sabotaging United Nations agreements
and resolutions, and the decision -- to which it formally subscribed itself --
that the 1980s should be declared as the Second Disarmament Decade with the
objective of curbing and reversing the arms race and of taking measures
conducive to general and complete disarmament under internmational control;
and it is doing this at the very time vhen the United Hations is preparing
to hold the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, and when it is hoped that important decisions will be taken
leading to the adoption of genuine disarmament measures.

"There are some who with uncontrolled hotheadedness try to. fan the flames
of war and are ready to make foolish statements. Thus barely twenty-four hours
after the Yankee decision became known, the governing chique in China, through
its press, expressed its satisfaction that production of the neutron bomb
was now beginning in the United States and said it would like to see such’
bombsg deployed  in Lurope. ‘

_ "Some still believe in the mistaken theory of limited nuclear war and,
what is worse, they think that, in the event of a nuclear conflagration, they
could remain outside any conflict that night break out,.

"Such attitudes are conceivable only by those who are bereft even of
a minimum of respect not only for their own peoples but also for the very
existence of mankind.

"The Ministry of Foreign Relations of the Republic of Cuba expresses
its most vigorous condemnation of the United States Government!'s decision to ‘
manufacture the neutron bomb, and wishes to point out that full responsibility
for the effect that this decision will have on international peace and
security rests -entirely with the Governmen®t of the United States and those
wvho support it in its plans'.

The CHATRMAN: Does any other delegation wish to take the floor at this stage?
As I anticipated earlier, we will have to' resume the plenary meeting this afternoon
at 3.30 p.m. - We shall then adopt the reports of the Vorking Groups and also take
up discussion of "‘document CD/219 for decision. During the afternoon's plenary
meeting, we hope to circulate the results of the work of the drafting group. We
shall then adjourn the plenary and meet in informal meeting this evening to consider
the remaining parts of the annual report. I am planning our final plenary meeting
for 6.00 p.m. tomorrow by vhich time all documents will be ready. The meeting is
suspended until 3,30 p.m. this afternoon.

The méetihg was -suspended at 1 v.m. and resumed a2t 3.30 p.u.
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The CHAIRMAN: The one hundred and forty-eighth plenary meeting of the
Committee on Disarmament is called to order. You will recall that, at our last
plenary meeting the representative of lMongolia, Ambassador Erdemblleg, introduced
document CD/219 entitled "Statement of a group of socialist countries on the need
for the urgent establlshment in the Committee on Disarmament of an ad hoc working
group on the prohlbltlon of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of
neutron nuclear weapons'. In that document the sponsors requested that their
proposal should be considered and a decision should be taken on it by the Committee
at this plenary meeting. Is there any objection to the proposal contained in
document CD/219? ' '

Mr, FLOWERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, if your request was
for .a decision on the document CD/219, as I understand it, which proposes the urgent
establlshment of an ad hoc worklng group on the proh1b1t¢on, production,  stockpiling,
deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons, I will, of course, have to take
exception to that proposal, I will confine my remarks to that question, and will not
attempt to rebut some of the tendentious statements that have been made today about
my country's policies in that regard and on some other subjects, particularly the
statement made by the Cuban representative, which contained so many outrageous
assertions as to be undeserving of a response that would dignify its contents. I
take this restraint in my own intervention cut of respect for the need of the
Committee to make the best use of the precious few hours remaining to us. Now, as
the title of the proposal contained in CD/219 suggests, we are dealing here with a
question concerning the prohibition of nuclear weapons. But, as a number of speakers
have noted in our informal meetings, why deal with only one type of nuclear weapon
while leaving others aside?

In fact, the most lethal and damaging weapons, those that have actually been
deployed, would not be considered under this proposal.

~The so-called nuclear neutron weapon, which is more properly designated
"enhanced radiation weapon” (ERW), 'is one possible variant in the broad range. of
nuclear weapons. Every one of them, including the ERW, produces blast thermal
effects, prompt radiation and rosidual radiation. These effects vary according to
the design, yield and even such things as the height of the explosion, Thus, all
sorts of distinctions can be made among nuclear weapons., But the fact remains that
all can kill and wreak varying degrees of damage, ranging up to the catastrophic
for the larger warheads carried by medium-range and intercontinental missiles.,
Therefore, there would seem to be no reason connected with an approach to nuclear
disarmament for selectively concentrating on one particular variant of nuclear
weapons, particularly since it is one of the least damaging of nuclear weapons and
is designed to be placed in artillery shells and short range rockets. '

The question of the reason for the selective approach in CD/219 then remains.
As the United States has pointed out on many occasions, the ERW weapon is defensive
in character and is intended, if ever deployed, to maintain deterrence of attack.
It would be considered for use only in-ektreme circumstances, which we pray will
never occur, in responding to a mass armoured attack, A look at the disposition of
forces in Europe might suggest the answer to the question of why this proposal is
being pressed by the sponsors of CD/219, nearly all of whom are members of the
Warsaw Pact. There are over 40,000 Warsaw Pact tanks ranged against some 11,000
NATO tanks in Europe.
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The argument has also been made that the danger of nuclear war has been
heightened by the beginning of production of the ERW because the temptation to use:
it would be greater —- that somehow its existence would ‘make it easier to cross the
threshold into nuclear war., I dealt with this question in my intervention on
13 August, I noted that the ERW is still a fwmclear weapon, and that the decision to
use it would be no less difficult to make than the decision to use any other nuclear
weapon, The possibility of indiscriminately destructive responses from the other
side would be high, increasing the potential for escalation.

For these and other reasons my delegation does not believe that a case has been
made for the urgent creation of a working group to negotiate a convention on the
prohibition of so-called nuclear neutron weapons, The introduction of +this proposal
at this late date in our session, and under the prevailing circumstances, leads to
the conclusion that it is not a serious disarmament proposal,

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): My delegation has listened carefully to the
arguments put forward both yesterday and:today on the proposal to establish - .
immediately a working group on nuclear neutron weapons. 1 have already introduced
some views Of my own into the debate. I believe that there are three main issues
that have to be considered: : ' e

(i) Is there some excéptional urgency for setting up such a working group?

(ii) Is it appropriate that neutron weapons be singled out for independent
treatment in this Committee? - :

 “(iii) Do neutron weapons constitute some new and immediate threat to peace, as
some delegations try to allege?: :

My delegation's views on these three questions are as follows:

Cn the question of "exceptional urgency", we do not consider that a decision
by the United States Government to manufacture and stockpile in the United States a -
weapon which is designed to meet the potential —- but I am sure not immediate —-=
threat of armoured warfare in Burope justifies some almost emergency step on our
part. As I have made clear, the United States decision was taken as a matter of

precaution and involves no deployment of enhanced radiation weapons.

On the second question, which is that of appropriateness of singling out neutron
weapons and negotiating a convention on them, I believe that neutron weapons fall
within the definition of nuclear weapons., My delegation has consisténtly pointed
out that the only secure route to effective nuclear arms control lies through
negotiation between the nuclear Powers, particularly the United States and the
Soviet Union. It seems obvious fo us that the negotiations have to take place
between the States which have to accept the obligation to control and to reduce
their nuclear armouries, For this reason, my Government has never seen how the
negotiation of nuclear arms control agreements. can initially be conducted by this
Committee 4s a whole,
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(Mr, Summerhayes, United Kingdom)

On my third question- Whlch was whether neutron weapons, and the deterrence
purpose for which these could be used, constitute a possible’ threat to peace, I
would repeat here what I said in plenary on 18 August. It is alleged that, because
enhanced radlatlon weapons are desigrned as short-range and tactlcal weapons, ‘this
somehow indicates an intention within the NATO Alliance to prepare for what is
‘called "limited nuclear war". It is suggested that Alliance thinking is maklng a
dangerous shift, and that NATO is 5 somehow moving away from the concept of deterrence.
These allegations, which imply that NATO intends to give up its purely defensive role
and posture, are completely unfounded. Indeed arguments of this kind are so
patently false as to be merely malicious and seem to be designed to create fear and
anxiety where thls is unJustlfled

In all, my conclusion —— Tfor the reasons I have just stated -— is that there 1is
no case for establishing immediately a CD working group to deal with the question of
neutron weapons.

Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translated from French): Mr, Chairman, the French

delegation has made known its gratitude to the proposal which was submitted to us
at the private meeting we had yesterday. Today, it confirms this position., For the
reasons expressed at an earlier plenary meeting, we consider that the enhanced
radiation weapon is part of the over-all problem posed by the arms race and nuclear
disarmament; in our opinion, it is not therefore necessary to give it special
treatment or to prepare any specific conventional provisions relating to it. The
establishment of a working group to negotiate on that subject does not therefore seem
to us to be justified,  Such discussions as might be desirable on the subject of this

weapon will find their normal place at our next session in the informal meetings which
the -Committee will no doubt, as we would hope, devote to the consideration of
questions relating to the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN: In the light of the discussion, are you going to speak in
objection to the proposal, Mr. Ambassador? I saw the distinguished representative
of the Union of foviet Socialist Republlcb. Is this to spe«k against, in objection
to, the proposal?

‘Mr.. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
The Soviet delegation wishes to express its profound dissatisfaction at the lack
of consensus ...

The CHAIRMAN: I asked whether there are any objections to the proposal contained
in document CD/219, If I may, I would like to conclude this debate as to the decision
of the Committee with regard to the proposal, Afterwards, if T may and if you agree,
I will give the floor 1o allow arguments agalnot those which have been put forward
against the proposal, Would that be agreeable?

In the 1ight of the discuesion held on fhis question, there is no consensus on
the proposal contained in document CD/219, and therefore it is not adopted.
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Mr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (iranslated from Russian):
The Soviet delegation wishes to express its profound dissatisfaction at the lack of
congensue on the document submitted by a group of socialist countries, containing a
propoqal for the immediate commencement of negotiations in the Committee on the
preparation of a draft international convention on.the prohibition of neutron
weapons and for the establishment of an ad hoc working group for that purpose.
Today we should like once again to stress thai this is an exceptionally important
and urgent matter directly connected with international security and disarmement and
affecting the destinies of peoples, since the emergence of neutron weapons
considerably increases the threat of a nuclear war.

-

We therefore consider that the efforts made by individual delegations to
minimize the danger of such weapons and fto conceal a number of negative aspects of
the decision taken by the Administration of the United States of America are unsound.
The Soviet delegation will certainly continue its efforts aimed at solving the
problem of the prohibiticn of neutron weapons, in order to outlaw them.

We should like once again to recall the statement by Mr. L.I. Brezhnev,
Head of the Soviet State in which he said -— and I quote —~ that: '"We for our part
confirm that we shall not begin to produce them —- that is, neutron weapons — unless
they appear in other States; and we are prepared to conclude an agreement
prohibiting such weapons once and for all". As we have already emphasized, in the
situation which is developing, the Soviet Union cannot and will noi remain a passive
onlooker.

I should now like to say a few words concerning our discussions, including the
statements made today. We have not heard anything new today either. We have been
asked why we raised this issue. We have answered that question: we did so because
President Reagan had taken the decision a little more than ten days earlier to
produce neutron weapons., Clearly, we would not have raised this question now if
President Reagan had not taken that decision on 6 August. Secondly, why do we
consider this question urgent? We have explained that it is an urgent question
because the development of neutron weapons increases the threat of the outbreak of
a nuclear war. I think this is clear .and simple. We have been asked why we are
proposing that this issue should be considered separately. We have replied that
we are prepared to examine this issue in an ad hoc¢ working group. We are prepared
to consider it in the context of a ban on nuclear weapons —— a subject on which the
same States have blocked the establishment of a working group. We have also said
that we are prepared to listen to any serious counter-proposal. We heard none
yesterday, -and we have heard none today.

Finally, we have been told that we are creating fear with our proposal.
Bxcuse me, Mr, Chairman; but this is something that can be said only by people who
do not even read the newspzpers. It is not we who are creating fear, it is the
neutron bomb that creates fear. In this connection, one has only to go one floor
down from this room and take any newspaper in any language, in order to see that it
is not the statement of the Soviet delegation or the proposal for the establishment
of a working group that is creating fear, and that the peoples are not protesting
against the establishment of a working group but agalnqt the productlon of neutron
weapons.
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

Lastly, we are accustomed to llstenlng with attention and respect tothe
discussion in the Commlttee.v We have just been told that essentially only the
countries of the Warsaw Pact are advooatlng the prohibition of neutron weapons, and
that their delegations are responsible for raising this issue. For the information
of the United States delegation, in the last days of the 1931 session, at least
21 States have spoken on the question of neyitron weapons, and representatives of a
group of socialist countries and representatives of the non-aligned States have
voiced a vigorous condemnation. Consequently, to endeavour to distort the essence
and the nature of this discussion 15, to say the 1eaqt unworthy of a responsible
delegation.

In conclusion, I should also like to draw attention to one more peint. Some
delegations, and in particular the delegation of Pakistan, have referred to their
anxiety not only in regard to the production of neutron weapons but also in regard
to the deployment of certain types of weapons with nuclear warheads, particularly
medium-range weapons. In this connection I should like to quote from a speech made
by President L.I. Brezhnev at a dimmer in honour of Mr. Willy Brandt on 30 June 1981.
He Qald that:

"The Soviet Union is prepared to stop the deployment of its medium~-range
missiles in the European part of the country on the day when negotiations
- begin on the substance of the matter ~— but it will do this of course only if
~the United States tells us that during the negotiations it will not increase
the number of its medium-range nuclear devices in Europe either."

The -Soviet Union has repeatedly declared that it is prepared to limit and ‘prohibit
any type of weapon but, of course, on the bas1s of reciprocity and without 1mpalr1ng
the security of any of the parties.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): On behalf of the sponsors
of document CD/21 9, permit me, Mr. Chairman, to express our gratitude to you for the
efforts you have made in connection with the consideration in the Committee, both at
the informal meeting and at the plenary meeting today, of the proposal by the
socialist countrics on the need for the urgent establishment in the Committee on
Disarmament of an ad hoc worklng group to elaborate an international convention on
the prohibition of the p production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron
weapons. .

I should like %o place particular emphasie on the fact that this important and
timely initiative of the socialist countries was given much attention in the
Committee and received the support of many delegations.:

We note with regret, however, that owing to the well-known position of a number
of Western countries, the Committee was today unable to take a positive decision on
this important matter. .The representatives of these Western, countries, having
earlier prevented the Committee from adopting a decision -to establish ad hoc
working groups to start negotiations on nuclear disarmament and on the questlon of
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, ance again showed their
negative attitude, this time in regard to the important question which brooks no
further delay and which i raised in document CD/219.
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(Mr. Brdembileg, Mongolis.)

Having listened to the statements of certain representatives of Western
countries at today's plenary meeting, I should like fo say the following: I did not
quite understand yesterday's statement by the distinguished representative of the
United States, imbassador Flowerree. After the statement by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, he said that
Ambassador Issraelyan's statement fully confirmed his own statement; but I should
‘like to note that in his statement today the distinguished representative of the
.United States alleged that the discussion here is about the least destructive type
of nuclear weapon. 1t is precisely this statement which bears out our concern. The
statement that the neutron nuclear weapon is a '"clean", "defensive', "humane" weapon
is totally inadmissible. The distinguished representatives of Western countries have
also alleged that.the proposal by the countries of the socialist.community is not
serious. I leave that to the conscience of the representatives of the Western
countries; bub-I would like to ask the members of the Committee the following
guestion. Weré the Western countries taking a serious step when they blocked the
proposal to establish working groups on the problem of nuclear disarmament and on the
problem of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests?

For our part, we state frankly that those delegations which have prevented the
adoption by the Committee of a positive decision on such an urgent and extremely
important problem are assuming a serious responsibility.

With regard to the position of the socialist countries, their position of
principle has been and is clearly set forth in their statements, in document CD/219,
and in other documents which have been officially submitted to the Committee on
Disarmament.

The socialist States members of the Committee on Disarmament are prepared to
examine, this very day if you like, any other constructive proposals aimed at the
prohibition as soon as possible of this most barbarous type of weapon of mass
destruction, namely the neutron weapon.

‘In conclusion, Mr. Cheirman, permit me to bring to your attention, and to that
of the members of the Committee, the fact that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for
the Mongolian People's Republic a few days ago issued a statement clearly and
precisely reassexrting the position of principle of the Government of the Mongolian
People's Republic regarding this monstrous type of weapon of mass destruction and

severely condemning the fooThafdv step taken by the United States Administration in
escalating the armaments race by introducing the new neutron spiral which constitutes
a serious threat to the cauge of peace, disarmament and détente, My delegation
intends to have this statement circulated without delay as an official document of
the Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. YU Peiwen (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. Chairman, at the recent
meetings of the Committee on Disarmament, there have been debates around the decision
of the United States Administration to produce neutron bombs. The Soviet delegation
has distributed in the Committee working paper CD/216, which contains a TASS
statement of 13 August. In this statement, the TASS made groundless attacks on China.
I am compelled, in the name of the Chinese delegatlon, to reject categorically such
wanton attacks by the Soviet Union.

The facts are that: China's press organs, among others, our official newspaper
The People's Daily, have responsibly and objectively reported the views of some
countries on the United States decision %o produce neutron bombs, including the
contents of press release issued by TASS,
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(Mr. Yu Peiwen. China)

Then what is the motive of the Soviet attacks on China? Why did Moscow fly
into'a rage when China'e newspapers have reported views and reactions of some
countries on the production of neutron Lombs by the United States? What is behind
all this? These are questiions worth pondering.-

Evidently, the production of neutron bombs by the United States will affect the
balance .of nuclear forces between the Soviet Union and the United States. In recent
years, the Soviet Union has stepped up its development of nuclear weapons in order to
gain nuclear superiority. By deploying a large number of SS~20 missiles and
Back-fire bombers in Europe, the Soviet Union has gained nuclear superiority in the
‘European theatre. Now, with the production of neutron bombs by the United States,
the nuclear balance between the two sides is bound to be affected.

”he production of neutron bombs by the United States will offset the "tank
edvantage" enjoyed by the Soviet Union in the European theatre. It is reported that
the Soviet Union and other Warsaw.Treaty States have deployed as many as 47,000 tanks
in Burope, whereas the Western counterpart has but 12,000. As we all know, the
neutron bomb is an effective anti-tank weapon.

. The United States decision to produce neutron bombs was made at a time when
the United States is preparing to conduct negotiatione with the Soviet Union in
1981 on theatre nuclear weapons. This shows that the United States is trying to
strengthen its military capabilities so that it may stand in a relatively
Sfavourable position in future disarmament negotiations, i.e. from a position of
strength.

It seems that the above points are precisely the reasons why Moscow is so
disturbed and panic--stricken by the production of neutron bombs by the United States,
and so furious about the objective reporting in the Chinese newspapers. In the .
final analysis, the production of neutron bombs is in fact a product of the nuclear
arms race between the two superpowers, +the United Siates aud the Soviet Union.

China has all alcng been against the nuclear arms race and 1wolds that the two
superpowers should take the lead in carrying out miclear disarmament The Soviet
vilification against China's clearcut position on dicarmsment is utterly futile.

‘Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): I just wanted to clear up one
point of fact. During his remarks a moment ago, the representative of the Soviet
Union suggested that I had not acted like the representative of a responsible
delegation in saying that only the members of the Warsaw Pact supported the propcsal
or had certain views on the desirability or the undesirebility of the neutron
weapon. I will give the Soviet representative the benefit of the doubt. I would
like to read what I actuslly said, and that is that "the answer to the question of
why this proposal is being pressed by the sponsors of CD/219, nearly all of whom are
members of the Warsaw Pact ..." I did not say that other delegations had not spoken
out against the neutron weapon, as they call it. I had simply said the sponsors of
CD/219 were nearly all members of the Warsaw Pact. I did not appreciate being
mlsquoted on that point.

. if lt is not true that nearly all the sponsors of CD/ZlO are members of the
Warsaw Pact, I would appreciste that information.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (franslated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, forgive me -for taking the floor a second time, but I should like to
reply to some comments that have been made here including some comments about my
country. )

I must say that speculation about tanks is one of the favourite hobby-horses
of Western propaganda. Various figures are quoted in an attempt to create an
impression of some kind of nightmarish and terrible superiority of Soviet tanks;
and the figures quoted vary considerably. It is typical, Mr. Chairmen, that
today, even with the increasing military co-—operation between the United States
and China, the United States mentioned one set of figures —- saying, I believe,
that we have 40,000 tanks while NATO has, I think he said, 11,000 tanks —— but
the representative of China decided, so to speek, to arouse some emotion and
said that we have 47,000 tanks while NATO has 13,000 tanks. This is an altogether
unfortunate fact because, I repeat, in view of their growing military co-operation
it should certainly be possible for them to share their information more
systematically and more accurately.

With regard to superiority in tanks, we do indeed have a superiority in tanks
and we have repeatedly said so., Indeed, I even mentioned in the Committee on
Disarmament, in my statement on 26 March, that in order to counterbalance this
tank advantage, NATO has —— in addition to other types of weapons, including such
redoubtable weapons as aircraft carriers -- NATO has a great superiority in
anti-tank weapons, with which the NATO countries seek to offset or counterbalance
the difference.in types of weapons between the Warsaw Pact countries and the
NATO countries. Thus, this excuse that neutron weapons are being developed to
counter Soviet tanks is without foundation. I am bound to recall today's statement
by Ambassador Sujka who quite rightly asked how. the United States would combat
Soviet tanks with neutron weapons if it did not intend to bring such weapons to
Burope. But that is another question.

: With regard to the statement by the representative of China, in the beginning
I found it rather pleasing. It seemed to me that he really wanted to base himself
on an objective appraisal of the situation; but where is the objectivity, when
everything which the representative of China said concerning military balance was
word for word the same as what our NATO colleagues have been telling us?
Consequently, we heard nothing new or objective. We heard the NATO interpretation
_in the statement by the representative of China. Thank you; and I think that
with these remarks I have finished the discuscion of this matter.
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Mr., AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairmen, my delegation -~ 28, I am sure, “the -
majority of the members of this Committee -- has listened with great interest and,
I am sure, with no smell measure of concern o the exchange of views which has taken
place both this afterncon and earlier, in our Committes. In response to the
question. that has been reised here about the enhanced rediztion weapon, I think
Mr. Cheirman, that this occasicn mey be sn sppropriate cne for my delegation to
express its own views and suggestions on this situetion which presents itself to the

Committee.

I would like to recall, and I believe that the distinguished Ambassador of the
Soviet Union mentioned this point earlier on, the remerks which were made by the
head of the Pskistan delegation in his intervention yesterday, when he stated, and I
gquote, "that the current climete of confrontation" -- and we have seen evidence of
this .this afternoon -- "that the current climate of confrontation should not be
allowed to lead to an unbridled escalation in the amms race, especially in nuclear
weapons. Our concern is arcused whether such escelation in the arms race is
gquantitative or quslitetive in nature, whether it involves the deployment of the
55-20 mobile misgile, or the production of the enhanced rasdiztion weapon'. The head
of my delegation added that "the present was not the time for self-serving postures
or proposals, it was time for resolute and wide statesmanship".

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the exchange of views which we have had on the
proposal contained in document CD/219’has; at least for my delegation —— and I believe
this to be true of other members of the Group of 21 also -- reinforced our view that
the Committee on Dissrmament should béfénabled, at a very early date, to establish an
ad hoc working group which cen deal with the whole question of nuclesr disarmenment
and "in the first instance with measures to halt the qualitative and quantitative
escalation in the nuclesr arms rece. We hope that a positive decision on this
proposal of the Group of 21, which is still on the table, will becnme possible in the
near future, perhaps es socn 2s we resume our work next year. At the seme time
Mr. Chairmen, my delegation believes thet the Committee ought not to remain completely
silent about the present situstion. I think we must note the current snd prospective
escaletion in the nuclear arms race, in both its quantitetive and quslitative aspects,
and the fact thet this escalation is teking place mainly between the United States and
the Soviet Union. I believe, Sir, that it would be in keeping with the high
responsibilities of this Committee and with its important mendate if we could at least
issue an appeasl -- phrased in very objective language -- to the United States and the
Soviet Union to open esrly negotiations with a view to halting and diverting the
present and potential escalation in the nuclear arms race between the two Powers in
its quantitetive and qualitative aspects. I believe Sir, that this is something that
we could do, and that we could, I hope, reach agrcement on; and I believe that this is
something that would bring credit +to this Committee and tn the 40 members who have sat
eround this table during this year, watching with some consternation the developments
taking plece in the world around us.

The CHATRMAN: Moy I now go on to the mext item on this afternocon's agenda, In
accordance with the practice followed by the Committee in previous years, I would like
now to put before the Committee for adoption the reports of the four Working Groups,
re-established during the present session. Those reports are contained in
documents CD/215, €D/217 and Corr.1, CD/218 and CD/220.
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(The Chairmen)

If there is no objection, T will teke it thet the Committee wishes to sdopt the
report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Effective International Arrangements to Assurc
Non-Nuclear-Weaprn States against the Use or Threat of Use nf Nuclear Weapons (CD/215).

It was 50 decided.

The CHAIRMAN: May I now turn to document CD/217 and Corr. 1 contsining the
report of the Ad Hoc Wnrking Group on the Comprehensive Prograrme of Disarmament. In
particular, ney I draw the attention to the recommendation contsined in paragraph 17
of the report which recommends to the Committee that the Group should resume its work
on 11 Jenuary 1982. If there is no objection, I will take it that the Committee
wishes tn adopt the report of the Working Group.

1t was so decided,

The CHATRMAN: T put now before the Committee for adoption document CD/218
containing the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons. In
peragraph 23 of its report the Working Group sgreed to recommend to the Committee that
it consider whether the Group should resume its work on 18 January 1982. In
connection with this report, may I also drew attention to paragreph 11 of the report
of the Working Group and to the communicetion addressed to me by the Chairman of the
Ad Hnc Working Group on Radinlogical Weapons deted 10 August 1981 by which I am
informed that, subject to the Committee's agreement, it would be appreciated if I
could invite the Director-General of the IAEA to provide the informetion described in
that letter, Before we adopt the report, I wish to ask the Committee, firstly,
whether there is any objection to the proposel that the Cheirman invite the
Director-General of the IABA to provide the informetion concerning the draft convention
which has been requested by the Choirmen of the Working Group. Is there any
objectinn?

Mr, VENKATESWARAN (India): M. Chairmen, during the mecting of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Hadinlogical Weapons, my delegation had slresdy expressed some
serious reservations concerning a reference to the Director-Genersl of the IAEA.
However, we did not stend in the wey of Ambessador Kémives, Chairmen of the
Working Group, holding further consultations nn this metter with members of the
Committee.

In the meantime, we have reflected further on this, end -have had on opportunity
also to consult our authorities. We heve come tn the conclusicn thet, st 2 time when
neither the definition of radinlngical weepons mor the scope of spplicatinn of the
future treaty hes been settled, a reference tn the Director-Cenersl of the IAEA would
be premature. We therefore request that the proposal be drepped for the present.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Cheirmen, it will be noted that in paregraph 11 of
dncument CD/218. it is stated that some delegations had expressed their rescrvations on
the proposal to invite the Director-General of the IAEA tn express some views nn the
question referred to in that paragraph. My delegatinn was one of those. We, like
the Indien delegation, have had an opportunity to reflect further on this metter, and
we do believe, Sir, thet at the present time it is somewhat premature to address this
invitation to the Director-General of the IARA.
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(Mr. Akram, Pakistan)

. Inter alia, we have studied the scope of the Vienna Conventinn eon the Physical
Protection of Nuclear Materisl, and it would appesr from that Convention thet the
activities which are of concern to the IAEA under that Conventinn relating to the
protection of specisl fissionable materiel, under certain perticuler situations, ere
considerably narrower than the responsibilities that would arise in relation to the
proposed action tn prevent diversion of radicactive substsnces under the propesed
convention on radinlogical weapnns. We would think that the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons would need to exomine, first of 211, what precisely it wishes 4o
do in terms of safeguard activities with reletion to this action before it could
invite any views either from the Director-Generel of the IAEA or from some other
technical body about the methods for preventing the diversion that is referred to in
the proposed RW convention.

For these ressons, Sir, we believe that this decision should be pnstponed to our
sessinn in 1982 when we would like to study this metter further and then seek very
clear ond precise guidance from the Director~General of the IAEA, or from any other
agency, on this end any other relevant question.

Mr. WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): At the time the Netherlands delegation welcomed
the spirit of accommndation that led the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons
to 2gree that it would benefit the work of the Group if, in conformity with rule 41
of the rules of procedure of the Committee on Disarmament, the Director-General of
TAEA could be invited to provide informetion on the possible relationship between a-
draft conventicn prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of
RW on the one hend and the Vienna Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear
Material as well as the Guidelines for Physical Protection of Nuclear Material on the
other hand. We are grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for the consultetions you have’
initiated on this request. ‘ ’

The Netherlsnds delegstinn regrets that a request wes made that this proposal
be dropped.

It does not augur well that no consensus could be reached, Mr. Chairman, on your
sending a letter to the Director-General of IAEA inviting him to provide the
information indiceted above. We zre perturbed by this lack of cnnsensus since it had
been clearly understond that the informstion sought would be technical and in the
nature of providing relevant facts to delegstions. It would have no bearing on the
process of negotistion. In this context let me quote from the Netherlands Statcement
in the plenary meeting of the Committee on Disermament held on 14 July 1981:

"Our sole aim is to try to estsblish maximum congruence beétween the work
done in verious fora, in casu located in CGeneve end Vienna respectively, where
new instruments of internaticnsl lew are being created. It goes without saying
that the possible futurc advice of the Director-General ~f TARA will in no way
prejudge the decisinn the Ad Hoc Working Group will finally tske as regards the
wording of the article IV ~f the consnlidated text. The Ad Hoc Working Group
works under the mandate given to it by the Committee on Disarmement, and this
Committee is of course the only instance vhich de jure is empowered to draw up
the radiolngical weapons convention. All the same, we deem it the duty of »ll
States t0 see to it thot cgreements dealing with the handling of radic-zctive
materisls —- be these texts drawn up in Geneva or in Vienna —- form, between then,
a formidable and coherent nbstacle to unauthorized or illegel use of these
dangerous materisls".
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(Mr. Wagenmakers, Netherlands)

In this 1ight, the inability of the Committee on Dissrmement to empower you to
send the letter under reference dnes nnt augur well for our future negntiations. It
facts sre going %5 be barred from being provided, what is t~ come »f the much vaunted
"business-like" negotisrtimms? It seems thet six precicus months for bringing factual
information tngether will be lost.,

We deplore this feilure.

The CHATRMAN: As there is non consensus, the propnsal that the Chairmen invite
the Director-General of the IAERA is drsppéd.” Scéenily, I would like tn know whether
there is any abjection to the Working Group resuming its work on 18 Jsnuary 1982.

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Cholrm_n, T have a comment rother then an
objectinn. My delegetion is one of those which tnnk the view that we should postpone
teking a decisinn about the date until we had considered the metter further at this
meeting.

The essential point, as we see it, is that we have tn establish whether we would
be able to embark on the next round of discussions in Jenuary, with a genuine hope of
making early progress. In the view of my delegation, there would not be any virtue
in celling o special esrly meeting of the RW Group unless the prospect of substantive
progress was well demonstreted; and so perhaps we 21l need to go back a2nd think about
our negotiating positinns. If by the beginning of next year, it does beconme
apparent that a meeting »n 18 Januery would be fruitful end justified, then we would
be very much in favour »f it. But we suggest thet it might be appropriate for the
Chairman to consult, perhaps smong 2 fow delegations who are porticularly cdncerned nn
the central points, to make certain thet the way forward hesg been unblnocked before we
actually get down to that new round of meetings at an early dete in January.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Cheirmsn, ny delegation unfortunetely has snme
difficulties with endorsing the view tha* the Ad Hoc Vorkir: Group on Redinlogicsl
Weapnns should resume on 18 Jonuery next yesr. Our difficulties a2re bnth
constituticnal, and substantive in nature.

As far s the procedursl qunsmlons are cnncerned, there is, as you know,

Mr. ChalrMWn, a distinction between the 4Ad Hoc Working Group on thoe Comprohensive
Programme snd the other three Working Groups which we have set up. The Working Group
on the Comprehensive Programme has been established up to the time wher it would

submit the progremme for adoption at the second special sessinn devoted to disermement,
wherezs the nther three Working Groups ere set up on an annusl besis .with snnuel
mandates. Therefore, Sir, the problem of reconvening the Rediolngical Wespons Group
before the fourth annusl sessinon of the Committee ~n Disermament resumes would be one
of constitutinnelity because that Working Group, as far as the proceduresl queéestion is
concerned, ceases to exist with the completion nf the present session of the Committee;
and we would have to re-establish that Group, by deciding snew on its mandate,
apprinting its Cheirmen, and so forth, when we resume our work in 1982, That is, Sir,
the constitutional positinn. o -

With regerd to the substance, we see that there sre crnsiderable difficulties
within the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radioclogical Weapons, on the guestions of definition
scope, peaceful uses, the question of the prohibition of attacks ageinst nuclesr
facilities and other questions. What is required basically is nnt more time for
negotiations, but substantive political decisions on the part of the negntiating
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perties with a view tn reeching on agreement. We hope, Sir, that these pnlitical
decisions will be taken and that once they are taken, we think thet the Ad Hoc
Working Group cculd, within the time aveilable after the resumption of the 1982
session, achieve agreement on an RW convention. Therefore, Sir, we believe that
the work of the Working Group should be resumed when the Committee itself meets in
1982.

Mr. CARASATES (Argentiny) (translated from Spanisgh): Mr. Chairmen, with regard
to this question my delegation just wishes to sey that the decision whether the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiclogical Weapons should meet on 18 Januery or not ig a
decigion exclusively for this Committee. T am making this explanation beceuse I do
not know whether I correctly understcod the remarks of the representative of the
United Kingdom, who mentioned the possibility that there might be consultations
between the Cheirman ond a group of delegetions perticularly concerned with -this
matter on the question whether or not this Group would meet on the date envisaged.

If that was the meaning of his remarks, my delegation would like to soy that it
cannot agree that decisinns of this type should be teken between the Chairman and a
certain group of delegations particulerly concerned, because the interest of all the
members of the Committee in this matter is the seme and has the same value. Thus I
repeat that sny decision taken on this matter, either one way or the other, should be
taken exclusively within this Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: In view of the statements which have been made, I conclude that
there is at present nn consensus on the question of convening the Working Group on
Radiological Weapons on 18 January 1982. In the absence »f objections, I shell take
it thet the Committee wishes tn adopt the report of the Wnrking Group on Rediologicel
Weapons.

It was sn decided.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall proceed now to take up document CD/220 containing the
report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemicel Weapons. If there is no objection, T
will consider that the Committee wishes to adopt the report of the Working Group.

It wes g0 decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Thet concludes nur business in the plenery meeting for today.
Pepers on the concluding peragraphs under certain sections of the annuel repcrt have
been circulated to the members under the symbol Working Peper No. 44/hdd.1/Rev.2 in
ali lengusges. Members need some time 40 read these papers and sc the informal
meeting will convene at 8 p.m. this evening.

Mr. HASSAN (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. Chairmen, my country's
delegation has no objectinm 1o the approval of the reports that have just been
adnpted. However, we would like to state that we heve some comments on the Arabic
translation of those reports. Since this may not be the appropriste time to raise
such questions, we reserve the right to transmit these comments tc the secretoriat et a
future time in order to ensure that the Arabic version is in conformity with the -
English text of the reports. Thank you.
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Mr., LIDGARD (Sweden)s I understood that you suggested ending our deliberations
nov and reconvening ot eight o'clock. Is that correct? As we heve very little time
left for cur future deliberations, I wonder if there is nothing we cen take up right
novw as there is still one hour until six o'clock, which I think it would be o pity to
lose., I have no specific proposals. There gre otherg who have pzriicipated mnre
assiduously then I have in the informel negotistions.

The CHAIRMAN: The drafting group could actually convene now to draft a
peragraph on the issue of neutron bombs. 8o, T hope that the members of this open~
ended drafting group will be available for a meeting immedistely after this mecting
ad journs. :

Mr, de la GORCE (Frence) (translated from French): T should like in my turn %o
express the thanks of my delegation to our colleague, Ambassador Issraelysn, who has
described very clesrly the orgenizational problems to which we must certeinly give
particular attention this year, since we are zpproaching the end of this third session
and the experience we have accumulasted mekes it possible for us to reflect on the
conclusions which we cen derive from it.

We oo are in agreement with much of what has been sa2id by our distinguished
cnlleague from the S-oviet Union. We consider that it would be highly desirable 4o be
able to work for long periods, snd that it would alsc be highly desirable for
delegations to have the necessary resources and the autonomy to be sble to devote
thenselves entirely to the work of ~ur Committee. We e2lsn agree, of course, on the
fundamental nature of the work which is performed in the subsidiary bodies,
basicelly the working groups. With regard to the prectical solutinns which can be
arrived at, we esre, of course, bound to recogmize certsin limits.

First of all, with regard to the status and the size of delegations, on which
nearly everything depends. We ourselves consider that the means availshle to
delegations -- and I include in this comment, the case of myv own delegatinn -~ are
inadequate in the light »f the mass of work with which we have to deal. We would be
heppy if a lerger number of the participent countries were able to esteblish
sepasrate missionsg headed by smbassadors responsiﬁle exclusively for disarmament
matters. In expressing this wish we are of course awere of the difficulties which
this transformation might raise for a number of participants in the Comnittee. Ve
are therefore being rather gusrded in cur opinicns on this metiter, though we very much
hope that 2 great deal of attention will be given by 21l tn these requirements with
respect to the resources availeble to delegetions. ‘

I am referring, of course, both tn permenent staff and to the experts required
for some of the work conducted here. With regard tc the length of nur sessicns, our
Soviet colleague has very properly distinguished —- and our cnlleagues from Mexico
and the Federal Republic of Germany have done the same ~~ between sassions of the
Committee itself and the work of the Working Groups which could possibly be extended
beyond. the time when the Committee is in formsl session. We believe that this is o
useful distinction. My delegation entirely shares the opininn expressed by
Ambassador Garcia-Robles end Ambassador Pfeiffer thot it is very useful, snd indeed
necessary, for heads of delegations whose Governments .so wish to participate in the
work of the First Committee of the General Assembly and also in the work of the
Disarmament Commission. There is 2 unity in all the multilatersl disarmament
endeavours conducted within the internstional community =g e whole, even if this
Crmmittee is net very formally pert of the United Nations system for many of those
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here present. We consider that the advantages we derive from our personel
participation in the work of the Pirst Committee sre invelusble and the link thus
established betwcon the negntisting body ~nd the deliberative bodies is on extrencly
valuable one at the pnlitical level both for the COommittee on Disarmament snd for the
General Assombly and the Dissrmoment Cormission.

It should be possible both to take into account the constraints thus imposed
with regard o the celender of meetings and at the seme time to schedule a session for
the Committee which might be a little longer. We would have no objecticon 1o
reconsideration of the provision in our rules of procedure which stetes that t
session shall begin on the first Tuesdsy in February »f each year; and we think
that it might be possible to gain two or three weeks by comvening the Committee, for
examnple, nn 10 or 15 January. This is en ides I am expressing; I d2 not know how it
may be received, but I observe that nur Soviet colleague has already proposed a
formula of this kind for next year if, as is probable, the constraints relating to
the preperation of the second special session oblige us to conclude our spring session
next year earlier than usual,

’)“ DY)

e

Ambassador Gercias-Robles has mede o very useful calculotion which ensbles us to
conclude that there are in fact 30 working weeks between the beginning of February
and the beginning of September; and this would, I think, be sufficient for the
Working Groups. The Groups could perhaps be 1eft to c“ntlnuc their meetings during the
four weeks nf the DlSFTWoH“ﬁt Cormission's session if heads of delegetions wished to
go to New York on that occasion. It would no doubt be desirable for the work to be
completed ot latest by early September unless the groups went on until early
October, i.e. after the epproval of the report on the session. It would be
perfectly possible to arrange for the repcrt on the session to review the state of
the work of the groups, for example up to 15 August; they could then continue their
work, after devoting about 2 week —— 25 they do now —- 5 the preparation of their
reports for the nver-all report by the Committee on Disarmament to the Ceneral Lssembly,
which must be ready by the end of August,

These sre tl: comments which I wish to submit at this stage. It is obvinug that
the requirements we are referring to, and which will certainly call for a mojor effort,
depend substantislly on the prssibilities for negotiation open to us. We hope thot
these will be 28 extensive 2s possible. There is » pnlitical factor in the practical
prospects for negotintion, snd then of course there is the international situations
and we are among those who believe thet this situstinn hes inevitable effects. But
we Aalso think that this is not o reason for relexing our efforts in continuing the
negotiations on disarmement. ’

These are the thoughts which I wished %o submit »t the present stage on the
matter with which we sre concerned.

The CEAIRMAN: I think it is necessary for the drafting group at least to spend
some time looking into the draeft for e paragrsph on our discussion about the neutron
bomb.

The meeting rose 2t 5 n.m.
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The CHATRMAH: T would like to inform members from the very begimning that we
should try to finish our work in three hours at the most. Therealfter, it is not
certain that techizical services will be available. As we approved the annual report
only last night at an informal mecting, I would expect its formal adopiion this
evening without undue delay or complication although therc are bound to be mistakes
of one kind or ancther in typing, translation or placement. Such matters should
e brought directly to the notice of the appropriate person in the secretariat.

Any temptation to reopen old points or bring up new points at this late siage should
be resisted, and I trust members vill exercise the necessary degree of self-restraint
and display a spirit of compromise. ' o

The Committee hes before it two documents ~- Vorking Paper Ho, A4/ Rev.l being
the main report and Uorking Paper Ho. 44/hdd.1/Rev.3 containing certain concluding
paragraphs. Ve shall deal with them togethewr. I uhall go through the main report

section by sectiion and, when we come to places where additions or insertions have
to be made, I shall draw the attention of the Committee to relevant parts of the
other paper, that is, Vorking Paper llo. Aﬂ/Ado 1/lev.’; and, as I sald earlier,
please inform the secretariat of errors, omissions or translation mistalkes. The
plenary meeting need not be troubled with them.

I should also like to suggest that when a delegation objects to something
strongly enough to want a deletion, it should speak out and say so clearly and I
will declare that there is no consensus; but where the degree of opposition is
not so strong, lkindly exwvress your reservations briefly for the record. It 'is niuch
too late at this stage to try to improve the grammar or expressions of form or
structure. The report, you will agree with me, i not a piece of literature
competing for an international prize. Jow let us proceed section by section.

The introduction — Ithinlt there w111 be nc problems in accepting the
introduction, I do not see any.

The introduction was adopted.

The CHAINIAN: The second chapter entitled '"Organization of the Committee"
chapler 11, section & — arethere any difficuliies?

Mr, FLOVERIEE (United States of America): Bxcuse me, lir. Chairmen, I wvould
like to make a supgestion. then you %take a section for consideration, would you
give us the inclusive paragraphs please? I think that might help us to make™ sure
we know what we are discussing,

The CHATRUAN: Ve are now taking section £, paragraphs 2 to 4. I hope that
there are no diffiicult{ies. There are none.

Section A was adonted.

i,

The CHAITMAN: Section B — "Participants in the work of Committee".  Only one
paragraph — paragraph 5. Yo difficulties?

i

section B was adopbed.
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- The CHATRMAN: Section C ~— "Agenda for the 1901 Session and Programme of Work
for the First and Second Parts of the session". Paragraphs 6 to 11. Are there
any problems? “here are none.

Section C was adopted. ~

The CIATRIIAI: Section D —~ "Participation by States not members of the Committeef
That is, paragraphs 12 and 13. Ho difficulties?

Section D was adonted.

The CEAIRMAN: Section E ~- "Proposal for an addition to rule 25 of the rules

L

of procedure'. Paragrenh 14, o provlems?
L) o

Section [ was adopted.

The CHAIRMAIl: Section F —- "Consideration of the modalities of the review of
the membership of the Committee. Ve will take paragraphs 15, 16 and 17 first.
Ho problems? ‘ 4 N .

Paragraphs 15, 16 and 17 were adopted.

The CHATRMAIT: Wow I would like to request you to look at the other paper —--
that is, Working Paper io. 44/Add.1/Rev.3, page 17. The heading is "Dralt of
concluding paragraphs concerning the question of the review of membership'. There
are three paragraphs thers. Are there difficulties? I see none.

The three paragrachs were adopted.

The CHAIRIAL: Ve look now at paragraph 18, on page 10 of
Working Paper Ho. 44/Nev.l. No problems?

Paragraph 18 was adonted.

The CHATAAIT: Section G —— "Communications from Hon-Governhmental Organizations'.

Mr. SARATY (India): lir. Chairman, with respect to paragraph 16, I recall that
we had agreed at an informal meeting to a draft recommendation concerning consultatior
to be conducted by the Chairman two weeks before the 1902 session on the programme
of work and agenda; and it was also indicated to the Secretariat that this should
be inserted at an appropriate place. Perhaps note should be taken of that.

The CHAIRINIAIT: Ve take note of that.

Let ve nov consider section & — "Communications from Non-Goverrmental
Organizations'". Mo difficulties?

Section G vas adopted,
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The CHATRMAN: Ve have arrived now at chapter III -- "Worlt of the Commiviee
during its 1901 session',.

My, ERDEIMBIIEG (Mongelia):(iranslated from Russian)s Hr. Chairman, I would
like to request on behalf of my delegation that, starting with this section of
the report, we proceed paragravh by paragraph.

The CHAITTALT: Then we shall go on from here, paragraph by varagraph.
Paragraph 20 ~— are thers any difficulties with paragreph 207  Hone.

Paragravh 20 was sdopted.

The CHAITTL.IT: Paragraph 21 — I do not see any problems.

Paragraph 21 was adopted.

The CHATIRMAN: Paragraph 22 -— no difficultics?

Paragraph 22 was adonted.

The CIAIRVANT: Paragraph 23 —-— no problems? -

Paragraph 275 was adopted.

The CHAILIAI: Paragraph 24 —— no gi7 cultics?

Parasranh 24 was adopted.

The CHAIIMAN: Paragraph 25 -- no nroblems? Just a listing of documents.

Paragraph 25 was adopted,

The CHAIDMAN: Ve go now to section A -~ "Muclear Test Ban'., Paragraph 26 ——
no provlems?

Paragraph 26 was adopted.

The CHAIIMAN: Paragraph 277

Paragraph 27 was adopted.

The CHATRFMAN: Paragraph 287

Paragraph 28 was adopled.

The CHATRIAY: Parasraph 297

Paragranh 29 was adopted.
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The CHAIMMAN: Paragraph 307

Paracravh 30 was adopted.

The CHAITIAN: Paragraph 317

Pararraph 31 wvas adopted.

The CHAINIAN: Paragraph 327

Parapraph 32 vas adopted.

The CHAIRIIAIl: Paragraph 337

lir. PLOVERDEE (United States of America): 1lr. Chairman, my delegation has an
objection to the inclusion of this paragraph as well as a related paragraph,
paragraph 42, because of the reference to a document which vasc intended to be of
assistance to the members of the Committee only and is an unofficial document.
Attention should not be called to that document in a public document such as thig,
which will be widely circulated.

lir. de la CORCE (Trance) (translated from French): Ir. Chairman, for the
same reasons ve believe it is preferable not to mention in our report to the
Ceneral Assembly the distribution of the unofficial document in question.

v

lr. UACGDIIIAKERS (Netherlands): lMr. Chairmen, I wish to associate the Netherland:
delegation with the observations made by the delegations of the United States and
of I'rance, for the same reason.

The CHATRIIANT: That means that these delegations would like the paragfaph to
be deleted? I am correct. In that sense, as there is opposition to this
paragraph ... o

lIr, de »OUZA e SILVA (Brazil): Ifr, Chairman, we hod a discussion on this in our
informal meetings yesterday. This paragraph reflects exactly what happened in the
Committee; and my delegation thought that it should go further than it does and
should include also a precise reference to the document. DBut nov, Sir, three member:
of the Committee think that the Ceneral Assembly should not be informed of what
factually and actually happened in this Committee. I am curpriced by this attitude,
because these paragraphs have been approved and endorsed by those same delemations
on two different occasions -— when bhey approve! thew and endorsed them in the
informal meeting and before in the drafting group. I thereiore should insist that
those paragraphs, as they are drafted here, should remain; othervise, those
delegations are withdrawing the endorsement bthey gave.

Now, Sir, when it was agreed that the document prepared by the secretariat
should not ve circulated as an official document, there was a kind of gentleman's
agreement that it was only for the use of the members of the Committee. Yesterday
I made the proposal that a precise reference shculd be made to that document. But,
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on second thoughts, as there was a kind of gentleman's agreement, my delegation

was and 1s prepared to drop the sugpestions I made. But if those delegations do not
stick to the endorsement they gave to the approval of these paragraphs, I should
consider that my delegation misht request the circulation of the document in question
as an official document of the Committee on Disarmament on behalf of the Brazilian
delegation. It is therefore for them to decide: either they stick to the
endorsement already given, if they do not want the document to be circulated as an
official document of the Committee on Disarmament; or, if thej want the document

to be circulated as an official document of the Cormmittee, then they propo e the
amendment or withdrawal of this paragraph.

The CHATRMAN: I think that the three delegations have heard the‘request
made by our colleague from Brazil, I would like to ask them whether they malntaln
their objections to the inclusion of this paragraph in our report.”

Ir, de la GORCE (France) (translated from Trench): IHr. Chairman, the
French delegation's position was expressed quite clearly at yesterday's informal
meeting, Ve’ ‘objected to the mention of the unofficial document. The existence

of the unofficial document is of no importance to the General Assembly. Vhat is
of importance to the General Assembly is the fact that we have had discussions on
these items, and these discussions are indeed reflected in the report itself. We
do not see any need whatsoever to mention the document. Such a mention will give
rise to requests for the distribution of the document. This is precisely vhat my
delegation does not want, and we would be alto”ether opposed to the circulation of
the document as a Commlttee document under the auspices of the delegation of Brazil,
because it is not a document of the delegation of Brazil, Once again, there is a
danger that the whole spirit of our informal discussions on questions of substance
may be spoilt if the document is given official distribution; or we would in that
case have to reach an understanding on this document.

Mr. FLOVERREE (United States of America): Ir. Chairman, I simply wish to state
that, having heard the intervention of the distinguished representatives of Brazil
and. the comments on it made by the distinguished representatlve of France, I agree
thoroughly with what the distinguished representative of TFrance has said and maintain
my wish to see this paragraph dropped., I would also recall that there is another
paragraph, paragraph 42, which poses the same problem.

lir. ERDENBIIEG (longolia) (translated from Russian): lir. Chairman, if e are
taking this decision in the Commitiee on Disarmament —- since it is the Committee
which will talie the decision -- and if two representatives of a single State
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are seated at the Committee table, how are ve going to settle this matter in such
a situvation? I first wanted to ask you this, .Ir. Chairman. -

The CHAIRIAIl: T thinl: that, with regard to the inclusion of this paragraph 33,
there is clearly no consensus, so paragraph 3%.is dropped. Vith regard to the
question of the circulation of this document as ... Point of order from Mongolia,

1ir. DRDEIBIIEG (llongolia) (translated from Rus sian): I asked you a question =~
namely, hov are we going to settle this matter if one delegation is occupying
two places at the negotiating table? Ilow will we settle the question in such

e situation? I asked you this question, but you have not ancwered . I should
like clarification on this noint,

The CHAIRIAN: I would like to ask our distinglhished colleague from
liongolia to clarify his intervention.

llr. ERDEIBIING (llongolia) (translated [rom Russcian): My question vas
settled immediately after my second statement. Thank you.

The CHAIRIIAIl: Thanlt you. If fthat question is settled, then I give the
floor -to our distinguished colleasue from Drazil.

Ilr, de SOUZi e SILVA (brazil) IIr. Chairman, I am still puzzled about this
proposal because in paragraph 33 we refcr to the 126th plenary meeting on 21 April.
It was an official meeting of +the Committece. It was a public meeting of the
Comuittee with verbatim records; and how can we nov hide this Trom the
General Assembly and delete any refercnce to what was done in that meeting?

I think, Sir, that no delegation has the intention of doing so; but the result
of the proposal made by the delegations of +the United States and France would
amount to the same -- to avoid giving information to the General issembly as to
what actually happened in this Committee —- and it is very difficult for my
delegation to accept that, Sir.
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Mr. de la GORCE (France) (tramslated from French): Ifr. Chairman, I fully
agree with our colleague, the distinguished Ambassador of Brazil. TFor us there
is no question of hiding something from the General Assembly. The question is
whether everything which appears in the verbatim records of plenary meetings of
the Committee should be put into the report (and we would remind our colleague from
.Brazil that the verbatim records are in fact annexed to the report, and can
therefore be consulted). It would in our view be inappropriate to mention in this
consolidated document, which is intended for the Assembly, a purely internal
document to which we would thereby be giving a prominence and an official
consecration which it does not have,

Mir, de SOUZA e SILVA (Brazil): I am sorry to take the floor again, but this
discussion and this proposal reminds me of a well-known book, 1984, where history
vas written and now ve are re-writing it. But, as I said before, we are
withdrawing the endorsement of this paragraph vhich has been adopted twice in our
informal meetings; and I also state that my delegation does not feel committed to
restrict a document prepared by the secretariat for its divulgation whenever it
thinks i+, T o

The CHATRMAN: As there is no consensus with regard to the inclusion of this
paragraph, the Chair is compelled to declare that this paragraph is dropped.

Paragzraph 33 was deleted.

The CHATRVMAN: Paragraph 34. I do not see any difficulties with 34.

Paragraph 34 was adopted.

The CHATRMAN: Paragraph 357 No difficulties?

Paragraph 35 was adonted.

The CHATRMAN: Paragraph 367 No difficulties with regard to 367

Paragraph 36 wvas adopted.

The CHATRMAN: Now we go to our other paper, the first page of
Working Paper No. 44/Add.1/Rev.3, and ve shall go through this part paragraph by
paragraph. The first paragraph on the first page. Arc there any difficulties?
If not, the paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIMMAN: The second paragraph? Mo problems either. The second
paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Page 2, the first paragraph on page 2 starting with "A number
of delegations". Are there difficulties with that paragraph? If none, it is
adopted.

It was so decided,
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The CHAIRMAN: Second paragraph on page 27 No difficulties. The
paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRIAN: The third paragraph on page 2. No difficulties? The
paragraph is adopted,

It was so decided.

The CHAIRIMAN: The paragraph continues to page 3 and I hope that, of course,
the rest of the paragraph will be acceptable to the Committee too.

The entire paragraph was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: UNext paragraph on page 37

Mr. FLOWERRGE (United States of America): lir. Chairman, I apologize for
adding an editorial comment, but it seems to us that this paragraph that begins on
the bottom of page 2 and continues on to page 3 should b€ broKen at the point in
the first line on page % where it says: "The proposal of the Group of 21 for the
establishment of an ad hoc working group ... was put to the Committee on
14 July." The ertire subject matter changes at that poini and we would like
to make that suggestion. I do not want to hold up our work any further to
discuss 1it.

The CHAIRMANl: I have been informed by the Secretary that this has already
been taken care of, Thank you very much, So the paragraph, now divided into
two, has been adopted.

1t was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, starting with the words "The third
participant" and ending with the words "resume them immediately". Are there any
difficulties with regard to that paragraph? There is none. The paragraph is
adopted,

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, beginning with the words "Some members",
is a one-sentence paragraph., No difficulties? :

The paragraph was adopted.

The CHAIRIAN: The last paragraph on page 3. Are there problems with that
paragraph? There are none.

The last paragraph on page 3 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: We turn now to page 4, the first paragraph. Are there
difficulties with that paragraph? HNone.

The first paragraph on pase 4 was adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: The second paragraph on page 4, starting with "The Group of 21"
and ending with "the provisions of rule 23". Any problems? There are none.

The second paragraph on page 4 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph begimming with "The sponsors of the
proposal" and ending with "session by the Committee". Does that create
difficulties? None.

The paragraph was adopted.

" The CHATRMAN: The next paragraph starting "At the 140th plenary meeting”,
a one-sentence paragraph. Would that create difficulties? None.

The paragraph was adopnted.

The CHAIRMAN: The next is also a one-sentence paragraph. Are there any
difficulties? None.

The paragraph was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: The last paragraph. Are there any difficulties? lone?

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): MNMr. Chairman, this paragraph was
discussed at great length last night, and our representative gave a detailed
explanation of why it caused my delegation some difficulties. I neither wish to
take up the Committee's time this afternoon discussing the details, nor to interfere
with the consensus on the adoption of this document. I would therefore appreciate
it if the Secretary would accept a foot-note which I will read out, to be placed
relevant to this paragraph, either by an asterisk or whatever the appropriate means
of indicating a foot-note may be. The foot-note would read as follows:

"The delegation of the United States pointed out that it was not in a
position to state vhat the United States intentions might be regarding
this issue at the beginning of the Committee's next session, and therefore
it reserved its-position on paragraph ..." vwhatever this number is.

The secretariat has copies of this foot-note which, if anyone should wish
to see it, can be circulated.

Mr, GARCIA ROBIES (lMexico) (tranmslated from Spanish): On occasions, much
more solemn than this one, for example when the Iinal Document was adopted, a
number of delegations had observations of this kind to make, and thought it
sufficient for these observations to be noted in the record of the meeting. I
would venture to ask the distinguished representative of the United States whether
it would be sufficient for him if this position were noted in the records because,
if we begin to include foot-notes in our report I am afraid that its value, which
is not very great as it is, will be still further diminished.

The CHATRMAN: Vould the disbtinguished representative of the United States
be able to accept the suggestion by our distinguished colleague from lMexico?
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Mr, FLOWERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the
comments that were just made by the dlstlnﬁulshed representative of Hexico, but I
believe that, under the circumstances which prevail in this particular instance,
it is appropriate for the United States to assert their position, since otherwise
I think that those reading the document might not fully appreciate it.

I do not think that the foct-note would be a signal for many others to place
foot-notes. I hope it would not be, and I do believe -that the intention here was
to be as co-operative as possible. We recognize, of course, that the proponderant
views in this Committee are expressed in that paragraph, and we are not prejudging
one way or the other what the United States position might be in-1982. --Therefore,
we thought that this would be the most simple way of clarifying for all those who
read this document what the actual situation is. '

, The CHAIRMAN: If there is no objection, I consider the paragraph with a
foot-note adopted. )

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): lNr, Chairman, if there is no objection to this mode
of action, my delegation would, of course, not stand in the way of putting a
foot-note to the effect proposed by fmbassador Flowerree,

- . I would like, however, at t]lS Stage to note that this is perhaps ‘the first
instanoe in which we have interpreted the rule of consensus in a way which makes it
possible for a delegation- to make a reservation in a foot-note; .and perhaps this
is something that we all ought to note for future reference. '

Mr. CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): MMy delegation would like
to express an opinion similar to that presented by the delegation of Pakistan.
Without going into the. details of the matter, my delegation believes that a precedent
is belng created, a precedent of ‘much greater importance than we perhaps realize.
There is a tradltlon of not nentlonlnb delegations by name. In the drafting of
this report, resort has been made to various devices —- which some might almost
describe as ridiculous -- in order to avoid naming delegations; and, if we start
the practice of including reservations of position in the report, I am genuinely
afraid that we are embarking on a path that is full of problems since other
delegations will inevitably be tempted, perhans not this year but in the future, to
ask for their positions to be duly recorded in foot-notes

I repeat that I do not object to the consensus if this is the feeling of the
Committee; but I do believe that, apart from the, specific matter we are dealing
with, we should reflect more deepIJ on the significance of the precedent we are
establlshlng.

Mr, FLOWERREE (United States of ! America): Mr. Chairman, I was hoping not to
create difficulties for the Committee by this course of action. I have taken note
of the comments that have been made by some of our distinguished colleagues, and
can think of alternative ways of solving this problem -- one of which would be to
accept the convention that we say:

"One delegation pointed out that it was not in a position to state what its
intention might be regarding the issue at the beginning of the Committee's
next session" and so forth.
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(1. IMowerree, United States)

And put'a period "after that point,  That would be one way of solving the -
problem without having a foot-note and without mentioning a dele@atlon by name.
I could. then, 1n a later statement, make my delegation's position clear.

Another solution to the problem would be to drop the paragraph, but I do not
think that would be acceptable to the majority of the Committee, and that is why we
were looking for alternative solutions to a problem which I am’ afrald is one of
serious concern to my delegation and to my Government.

: . The CHATRMAN: If I am not mistaken, I have asked if there are any objections
to the adoption of this paragraph with the addition of a foot-note as proposed by
our colleague from the United States. At that time, T did not see any objection;
but two delegations explained their positions in reminding this Committee of the
grave consequences of the decision to accept, as normal practice, the inclusion of
foot-notes to reserve our positions’ with regard to certain facts in our report.

If this is correct, may I take it that -~ taking note of the remarks that
have been made -~ -the paragraph can be adopted with the foot-note as proposed by
our colleague from the United States?

Mr, CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Without wishing to
prolong this discussion I would say that, as far as my delegation is concerned, it
would prefer the other alternative given by the representative of the -
United States, == i.e. a statement that one delegation had pointed out that it was
not in a position to say what its Government's intention might be, or something
along those lines -~ rather than the introduction of a foot-note, which I believe
~ would set a much more important precedent. That is the view of my delegation.

The CHAIRMAN: I see that Argentina has proposed an additional paragraph
reflecting his position. Starting with "One delegation..." Would that be more
acceptable? '

Mr, BRIMAH (Nigeria): Mr. Chairman, my delegation would like to appeal to
the United States delegate that this paragraph reflects the relevant United Nations
General Assembly resolution declaring the question of a nuclear tegt ban to be a
matter of high priority. My delegation would like the concluding'part of +this
paragraph to remain as it is, without a foot-note.

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to
accept the proposal of the distinguished representative of Ar@entlna.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (transiated from Spanish): I apologize for
.Speaklng a third time. My delegation has not made any proposal; it-stated that
it regarded the alternative proposed by the representative of the United States as
preferable to the inclusion of a foot-note. . I referred to the alternative proposed
by the representative of the United States; it was not a proposal by the
Argentine delegation. '
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The CHAIRMAN: May I remind my colleagues again that I have put the question
whether there is any objection to the acceptance of this paragraph with the
addition of the foot-note proposed by the United States. I remember that there
was no objection to this., Remarks were made, but I had concluded at that time
that we had accepted the paragraph as no objections were expressed. It has
therefore become a decision of this Committee and, in the course of discussion,
gseveral other delegations have requested the floor. As usual, inborne courtesy
cannot deny them their request. May I now take it that the paragraph, with the
request by the United States to add a foot-note to it, has been accepted by this
Committee? There were reservations and the remarks, since this is a plenary
meeting, are recorded.

The last paragraph on page 4 of Working Paper No, 44/Add.1/Rev.3z with the
addition of the foot-note proposed by the United States, was adopted.

The CHATRMAN: We go back now and return to our first paper, Uorking Paper
No. 44/Rev.1, to start with "B. Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear
Disarmament", paragraph 37. Are there any problems? If none, may 1 consider
that the paragraph is adopted?

Paragraph 37 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 38 runs from page 20 to 21. Can this paragraph
be accepted by the Committee?

Paragraph 38 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 39 —- are there any problems with this paragraph?
If there are none, then the paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 40 —- if there are no difficulties with regard to
this paragraph, it is adopted.

It waé so decided.

The CHATRMAN: Paragraph 41—— are there any diffioulties? If there are
none, paragraph 41 is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 42 —- are there any problems with paragraph 427?

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): Ifr, Chairman, I called attention
carlier to the fact that this paragraph was comnected with paragraph 33, which we
have dropped, and we suggest it also be dropped.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think that we have to repeat the discussions which
were held before with regard to the earlier paragraph. But, as there is no
consensus to keep this paragraph in our report, I have to decide whether the
paragraph should be dropped. The paragraph is dropped.

Paragraph 42 was deleted.
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The CHA;B@QE: Paragraph 43 ——jdoes hat paragraph have difficulties?  HNone.
Paragraph 45 1s adopted, :

It was sc _decided.

The CEHAIRMAN:  Paragraph 44 -- arc there any difficulties with 44%  If there
ere none, il is adopted.

I+t was so decided.

The CHAIRIMAN: Paragraph 45. If there are no problems with paragraph 45,
it is adoptéed, ' ' ' “

It was so decided.

. The. CHATRMAN: Néy I invite my colleagues to turn again to Working Paper 7
No. 44/Add.1/Rev.3? Page 5 —- the first paragraph on page 5 starting "Several
delegations" and ending "the Committee as a whole". Does that paragraph pose’
difficulties? If none, it is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph on page 57 Would that paragraph be
acceptable to the Committee? I see no objection. It is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph on page 5 starting "As this proposal" and
ending "on nuclear disarmament". Are there any difficulties with this paragraph?
If none, the paragraph is adopted. ’ » e

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, at the bottom of page 5 and going on to
page 6, starting with "At the informal meetings" and ending '"the non-use of nuclear
weapons". Are there any difficulties with that paragraph? None. The paragraph
is adopted. . : -

It was so decided.

The CHAIRWAN: The next paragraph on page 6, starting with "Certain nuclear-
weapon States” and ending. 'on a global scale". Would that paragraph lead to
difficulties? None. The paragraph is adopted. ‘

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, beginning with "A nuclear-weapon State"
and ending "for all time". Does that paragraph lead to difficulties? None.
The paragraph is adopted. :

It was so decided.
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The CHAIRMAN: And then there is a one-sentence paragraph following that. Does
that paragraph have any difficulties? None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATIRMAN: The next paragraph, starting at the bottom of page 6 and continuing
on to page T, starting "Attention came" and ending "on nuclear disarmament". That
paragr@ph can be adopted. Thank you. This paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph on page 7, starting with "The Group of 21" and
ending with '"nuclear-weapon States". That paragraph can be adopted. Thank you very
much., That paragraph is adopted. ’

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, starting with "In the opinion of the Group
of 21" and ending with "appropriate forum for this purpose". Would.that paragraph
create difficulties? There are none, and so the paragraph is accepted.

It was so decided,

. The CHAIRMAN: We have arrived at the paragraph at the bottom of page 7 and
going on to page 8, starting with "A group of socialist States" and ending .. -
"concerning nuclear disarmament'. ‘Is that paragraph acceptable to the Committee?
It is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The last paragraph on pége 8, starting "The delegation of“a
nuclear-weapon State! and ending "the reduction of their own armaments" on page 9.
Would that paragraph create difficulties? None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided,

The CHAIRMAN: We come to the next paragraph, starting with "Other deiégétions"
and ending with "weapons in other regions of the world". Does that paragraph create
difficulties? None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragreph, starting with "A group of socialist countries”
" and ending with "by limiting it". Any problems with that paragraph? None. The
paragraph is adopted, ‘ ‘

It wes so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: At the bottom of page 9, there is a one—senteﬁceiﬁéragréph.
Can that paragraph be adopted? Thank you. That paragraph is adopted.

It wos so decided.
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The CHATRMAN: We turn now to page 10, the first parsgraph. Does that paragraph
create difficuities? DNone. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: The next parngraph on page 10, starting with "In neking an '
assessment” and ending with "field of dlsermmment” Would that create difficulties?
None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: The next paragraph is a one-sentence paragraph, stérting with
"The substentive". Would that create difficulties? None. It is adopted.

It was so decided.

. The. CHAIRMAN: The last paragraph on page 10, starting with "The Cotmittee" and
ending with "working group". No problems with that paragraph? This paragraph is
adopted. ' ‘

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: Wé turn now to page 11, the first paragraph. Any problems with
that paragraph? None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATIRMAN: The next paragraph, starting with "Some delegations" and ending
with "nuclear-weapon States". 4ny difficulty with that paragraph? None. The
paragraph is adoyued. : ' S -

It was so decided.,

The CHAIRMiN: Now we come to consider the next parasgraph, starting with
"At the request of a group of socialist States" and ending with "appropriately used".

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, this paragraph at the present
time is followed by a paragraph which proceeds to the question of nuclear neutron
weapons. In order to get a better ordering of the sense of these materials, I believe
that it would be right %o take the paragraph which is now the penultlmate one in the
section on nuclear disarmament on page 13, and which starts "It was stressed by all
members that acts of aggression, expansion ..." and to put it more:suitably-at the end
of the paragraph which we are dealing with, béfore passing on to the neutron weapon
section to which it does not relate. I am suggesting a change merely in the oxder.

The CHLIRMAN: I thank the representative of the United'Kingﬁdﬁ:‘hWbuld that
suggestion by our colleague from the United Kingdom be acceptable to the Committee?




CD/PV.149
21

Mr., AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairmen, I must confess that we are quite happy with
the place of this paragraph referred to by the Ambassador of the United Kingdom: but,
if there is a suggestion to move it, I would submit that we should perhaps move both
of the last two paregraphs in this section to the new place, and then start with the
question of the nuclear neutron weapon.

The CHAIRMAN: I sece at least my distinguished colleague from the United Kingdon
nodding at the proposal by our distinguished colleague from Pakista « Moy I take it
that the Committee can go 2long with this proposal?

Mr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics) ($ranslated from Russian):
Thank you Mr. Chairman, I have not altogether understood the reason ' wly it is
necessary to move the third paragraph on page 11 of the English text to some other
place; and I would prefer to leave it in the place proposed by the secretariat.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank our distinguished colleague from the Soviet Union, but
I think the proposal was to put the last two paragraphs on page 13 of the English
text after the paragraph which starts "At the request of a group of socialist
States" -- not to wove the parsgraph which started "At the request of a group. of
sqcialiét States", but to move up the two paragraphs on page 13 after this paragraph.

Mr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socizlist Republics) (franslated from Russian):
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My neighbour has explained his proposal more precisely,
and T now have no objection to it.

The CHATRMAN: So this ié’agreed? The paragreph is adopted, and we move the
last two paragraphs on page 13 of the English text to page 11 after the paragraph
which we have just adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHALIRMAN: May I continue with the et paragraﬁh starting with "The question
of the nucleer neutron weapon", which is at the bottom of page 11 going on to page 127
Would that paragraph create difficultics? If none, the paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMLE: The next
and ending with "nuclear wea
paragraph is adopied.

paragfaph en page 12, starting with "Some delegations"
e} . Would that be agrecable to this Committee? The

It was so decided.

The CHLIRMAN: Then a one-sentence paragraph starting with "One delegation',
Are there any difficulties with that paragreph? If noney the parvagraph is adopted.

It was so decided.,
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The CHATRMAN: We come to the next paragraph starting with "Some dclegations"
and cnding "subject appcared unjustiified". Would that paragraph raise any
difficulties? If none, that paragraph is edopted. too.

It wes so decided.

The CHLIRMMLN: The next paragraph storts with "One delegotion" and ends with
"gualitative terps". Would that paragraph be acceptable fto the Committec? Thank you.
The paragrach is adopted.

It wes so decided.

The CHLIRMiNl: We have arrived at the paragraph et the bottom of pege 12 running
on to page 13. Is that paragraph acceptable to the Committee? The parograph is
accepted.

It was so decided.

-

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph, which starts "Some delepgations" and ends with
"particular nuclear wecapon". Con I take it that we edopt the paragraph? Thank you.
The paragreph is adopted.

It was_so.decided. -

The CHLIRMAIT: The next paragroph starting .. groun of socialist countries".
It is a one-sontence paragraph. Are there any difficulties with that? None. The
paragraph is adopted. -

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Then the next parsgraph, which is alsc a one-sentence paragraph
starting "At the 148th plenary necting". Would that create any problems? Nene.
The parogreph is adopted. -

It was so decided.

The CH.LIRM:N: We have decided to move up the last two paragraphs on this page,
which has becn proposed and agreed upon by the Cormittec. I think that those two
paragrephs have been adopted also. I thank you very ruch,

We now go back to Working Paper No. 44/Rev.1, noge 25, "C, Effective
International -.rrangements to .ssure Non-Muclear-Weapon States igainst the Use or
Threat of Use of Muclear Weapons". Paragraph 45 —— would that paragraph create any
difficulties?

Parasraph 46 was adopted.

The CH.LIRMAN: Paragraph 47 ~- arce therc any difficulties with that paragraph?
Yonc.

Poragraph 47 was adopted.
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The CHATIRMAN: Paragraph 48 —~- no problems with that paragraph, either.

Paragraph 48 uas adopted.

The CHATRMAN: The last paragraph on page 23, paragraph 49, a one-sentence
paragraph. Is it agreed?

Paragraph 49 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: We turn nou to page 24. Paragraph 50 -~ a one-sentence
paragraph. No problems?

Paragraph 50 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 51 —— no problems, either?

Paragraph 51 uvas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Then paragraph 52, The insert will follou, that is, GD/215.
Do uve have difficulty vith that? That is a vorking group report which we have
adopted already.

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make a
suggestion not about the working group report itself which of course we have adopted
but, in using the report last year, I —- and I think others ~- found it rather
inconvenient to have the working group reports inserted in sections in the main
report with paragraphing vhich did not follow in order. I must say that we found
it much more logical and convenient to have the working group reports perhaps
referred to at this point but actually placed somewhere else, so that the numbering
sequence vas not complicated. I wonder vhether this vould not be an improvement
in the wvhole layout of the report.

The CHAIRMAN: If this is just a suggestion, perhaps we could deal with it
at our next session because we do not want to reopen discussion. I think that we
should have a look at it for ocur next report and follow now the practice of previous
reports? May I plead with our colleague from the United Kingdom at this stage?

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, it was just a proposal which
I do not insist upon. I will bring it up again next year.

The CHATRMAN: May I continue with 'D. Chemical weapons"? Paragraph 53 -- do
uve have problems? None.

Paragraph 53 uas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 54 ~~ have we problems with-paragraph 547 None.

Paragraph 54 was adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: —Paragraph 55 any difficulties with paragraph 557 None.

Paragraph 55 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 56 -- none. It is then adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: DParagraph 57 == no problens?

Paragraph 57 vas adopted.

The CHATIRMAN: Paragraph 58 no difficulties?

Paragraph 53 uas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 59 -- no problems?

Parégraph 59 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 607

Paragraph 60 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 617

Paragraph 61 vas adqpted:

The CHATRMAN: Ve go now to "E. MNeu types of vweapons of mass destruction and
nevw systems of such weapons; radiological weapons". Paragraph 62 -- would that
create difficulties? DNone.

Paragraph 62 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 63 -- are there problems with 63? DNone.

Paragraph 63 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 647

Paragraph 64 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 657

Paragraph 65 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 667

Paragraph 66 uas adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 677

Paragraph 67 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 687

Paragraph 68 vas adopted,

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 69? We have to look at Working Paper No. 44/Add.l/hev.f
page 14. The first paragraph on page 14 —— uould that create difficulties? If none,
the paragraph is adopted.

It vas so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph starting with "The attention of the Committee"
and ending with "in these fields". No problems with this paragraph? This paragraph
is adopted.

It was so decided,

The CHAIRMAN: The last paragraph on page 14, starting with "The view was" and
ending '"under continuing review". Would that create difficulties? None. Then the
paragraph is adopted.

It vas so decided,

The CHAIRMAN: Nou we have arrived at "F, Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament'", paragraph 70 in Working Paper No. 44/Rev.1. No problems?

Paragcraph 70 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 71 —- no problems?

Paragraph 71 vas adopted.

The CHATRIAN: Paragraph 72 —-— no difficulties?

Paragraph 72 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 73 — no problems, either?

Paragraph 7% was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 747

Paragraph 74 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 757

Paragraph 75 vas adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: Paragraph 767

Paragraph 75 vas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: We have arrzived at page 29 —~ "G. Consideration of other areas
dealing with the cessation of the arms race and disarmament and other relevant
measures", Paragraph 77 -- any problems? DNone.

Paragraph 77 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: "H. Israeli air attack of 7 June 1981 on the Tammuz nuclear
research centre near Baghdad", paragraph 78; and the concluding paragraphs are on
page 15 of Vorlking Paper No. 44/Add.l/Rev.3. Yould the first paragraph on page 15
be acceptable? It is adopted.

It vas so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph starting with "The Group of 21" and ending
"other members supported these views". Are there difficulties with this paragraph?
None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph starting with '"One member" and ending "has
imposed on Iran". Does that paragraph create problems? None. It is adopted.

It vas so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: Let us turn Yo page 16, the first paragraph. Does that create
problems? None. The paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next paragraph starting with "Some members" and ending with
"developing countries". WNo problems? The paragraph is adopted.

It vias so decided,

The CHATRMAN: The following paragraph beginning "4 group of socialist countries"
and ending "to that instrument". Would that paragraph create difficulties? No. The
paragraph is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The paragraph at the bottom of page 16, starting "In that
connection' and ending "against military attacks". Would that create problems?
None. It is adopted.

It vas so decided.

The CHATRMAN: Ve now go to page 17 ~-~ the last paragraph of this section.
Would that create problems? None. Then the paragraph is adopted.

It vas so decided.




CD/PV.149
27

The CHAIRMAN: We nou go back to our first paper, Working Paper No. 44/Rev.l.
Paragraph 79 is a one-sentence paragraph starting with "At the 110th plenary meeting".
No problems with that paragraph?

Paragraph 79 vas adopted.

The CIHATRMAN: DParagraph 80, at the bottom of page 297

Paragraph 80 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: ©Page %0, "J. Consideration and adoption of the annual report and
any other report as appropriate to the General Assembly of the United Nations",
paragraph 81, No problems?

Paragraph 81 was adopted.

The CHATRMAN: Paragraph 82 —- no problems?

Paragraph 82 was adopted.

The CHATRMAN: Paragraph 83 —- no difficulties?

Paragraph 83 vas adopted.

The CHATRMAN: T have a request here from the distinguished representative of
Brazil to speak before the adoption of our report.

Mr. de SOUZA e SIIVA (Brazil): Before giving the approval of my delegation to
this-report, I should like to make the following statement for the record:

The delegation of Brazil deeply regrets the fact that three delegations have
objected to the inclusion, in the final report of the Committee on Disarmament, of the
factual reference to the decision adopted by the Committee at its 126th meeting on
21 April 1981. Those objections amount in fact to an attempt to hide, from the
membership of the United Nations, a document to which public mention has been made in
this Committee in more than one respect. It would seem to us utterly pointless to
try to rewrite history by way of impeding the objective description of a fact. The
delegation of Brazil sees no reason for denying the United Nations access to
document CD/UN/SUMM/1 dated 29 May 1981. That document contains a synthesis prepared
by the Secretariat of the discussions in the Committee on Disarmament on agenda
items 1 and 2 during the informal meetings devoted to both items and held on
6 and 30 April and 23 and 30 March, respectively. We believe that both subjects —-
namely, the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests and the question of nuclear
disarmament -- are of vital interest to all members of international community and
not for a handful of States alone.

Mr, ISSRARLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, I should merely like to point out that the Russian text of the report
contains many errors, omissions, inaccurate numbering and in some cases even
substantive misrepresentations. In approving the report, we therefore reserve the
right to introduce appropriate changes in the final version of the report in
Russian,
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Mr., BRIMAH (Wigeria): As the 1981 scssion draws to a close, let me first of all
stress the admiration of wy delogotion to you, Sir, for the most efficient way in
which you have conducted the work of thic Cowmmittee this month. Your competence,
petience and wealth of experience in the field of multilateral diplomacy, we are sure,
would ensble this Committee to wind up its werk successfully.

My brief intervention today is merely to comment on some aspects of the
Committee's work as the annual session is about to end; Dbut, in commenting on sorme
of these issues, let me slress at the onset that my delegetion is not adopting any
"high moral tone" nor indecd "preaching about the evils of deterrence". Like other
delegations, we feel justified in placing on record our position on the guestion of
deterrence. In the recent weeks, the controversy over the development of the neutron
bomb has reared its ugly hes dlwgain. The recent decision of a nuclear-weapon State
to :develop and stockpile the neutron bhowmb or the so-called enhanced radiation
weapon (ERW) has further demonstrated the inexplicable éscalation of the arms race
and the dangers it poses to the very existence of mankind. The main justification
for such a nuclear weapon, as we have been told, was that the weapon would kill
living beings by its enhanced radiation, but will spare objects by its reduced heat
and blast, as well as its deterrent effect on the superiority of one military
alliance over the other in conventional weapons, particularly in tanks. The
immediate problem is that by blurring the threshold between nuclear and conventional
weapons technology, the threshold for the use of nuclear weapons is dramatically
lowered, and makes nuclcar war the more conceivable. Purthermore, the other side will,
I stress, build and depley its own neutron bowb. '

Ls far back as the CCD's spring scssion of 1973, the Soviet delegation quoted
the following statement by Mr. Leonid Brezhnev, Gencral Secretary of the Central
Committee of the. Cotmmunist Party of the Soviet Union and President of the Presidium
of the Supreme Soviet cf the USSR: '

"The Soviet Union is decisively against the development of a ncutron
borb ... but if this bowmb is developnd in the West -- daveloped against us,
which no one even attempts to conceal, then it should be clearly understood
that the USSR will not stand by as a passive observer. We shall be faced with
the necessity of meeting this challenge ..."

Also, as indicated in the recent document GD/216 dated 17 August 1981, a statement
by TASS notes that: ' ’

"In light of the steps taken by the United States of Lmerica, the
Boviet Union will appropriately cvaluate the situation as it cvolves and will
take the nccessary measures to safeguard its security and that of its friends
and allies."” -

My delegation has had the opportunity to state that the present level of nuclear
armanents on both sides is more than sufficient to cope with the unacceptable
retaliation of o first striker. What nceds to be siressed over and over again is that
both sides have becone captives to an uncontrollable technological advance in wecaponry,
whereby a new systen developed and deployed by one has to be matched by the other.
This situation, to ny delegation, is like o competition for its own sake; and this
is what: makes the nucledr arms race particulerly irrational. Having been trapped in
the doctring of detérrence which is based on the perception by cach of the nuclear-
weapon States (particulerly the superpowers) of thce capability of the other, their

ssessment of parity or balance keeps on changing., Each side continues to acquire
weapons not on the basis of need but as a re%ctlon to presunmed superiority of the
other side. Thus, security for the nuclear-weapon States is based on ever higher
levels of nuclear arsenoals with the consequent uncertainty and denger. The situation
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is further Eompoinded by the theory of flexible response, of limited and survivable
nuclear war. The fallacy of a linited nuclear war is even nore dangerous then the
concept of the mcintenance of world peacs, stability and bezlance through the process -
of deterrence. - ' :

We agree fully with the delegation of India on the denger of nations basing their
security on doctrines of nuclear deterrence, because we also desire to survive, My
delegation often has stated, and will continue to hold the view, that the doctrines of
deterrence, strategic balance and parity are all hased on the narrow security interests
of the nuclear-weapon States which refuse to take into consideration the vital security
interests of third States. It is a fact that, the greater the quality and quantity of
nuclear weapons, the greater the risk of nuclear war either by deliberate calculation
or by accident., It is in this respect that my delegation refutes the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence,

As regards the proposal by a group of socielist countries contained in
docunent CD/219 on the neced for the urgent establishment of an ad hoc working group on
the prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of neutron weapons,
ny delegation conmends the principle behind this concrete proposal but we believe that
any prohibition should be in the context of the achievement of nuclear disarmanent,
which requires urgent negotiation of sgreenments at appropriate stages -- particularly
the cessation of the qualitative improvement and developrment of nuclear weapon systens.
My delegation therefore sces the development of the neutron weaepon in the context of
the mad race for armaments —~ o situation which underlincs once again the urgency of
the need to set up an ad hoc working group on the cessation of the nuclear arms race-
and nuclear disarmement. We therefore share the views already expressed in this regard
by the Indien, Pakistan and Romenian delegations-at the informal mecting last Wednesday.

In the Committec on Disarmanent, the sole multilateral negotiating organ, an
attempt must be made to de-link national sccurity fron armanents, especially nuclear
arnarients; and to proceed towards a frecze, reduction, and total elimination of these
weapons. What nceds to be borne in nind is paragraph 13 of the consensus Final
Docunent of the first special session devoted to digormanent which stated that:

_ "Genuine end lasting peace can only be created through the effective
inpletientation of the security systen provided for in the Charter of the
United Nations and the speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forceg,
by international agreement and wmutual exanple, leading ultimately to gencral and
conplete disarmament under effective international control."

Before proceeding to some other issues, I merely wish to state that, while ny
country respects the prerogative of every State to ensure its self-defence, this fact
tekes on a different characteristic when nuclear weapons are involved. Much has
alrcady been stated in this Committee about the "rapid development of forces",
especially those armed with the so-called tacticel nuclear warheeds. My Government
does not favour the proliferation of militory alliances with foreign Powers, which
will threaten the stability of our subregion and Africa as a whole,

On the work done by the various Working Groups, my delegation would like to
congratulete the distinguished Ambassadors Lidgard of Sweden, Garcia Robles of Mexico,
Kémives of Hungery, as well as Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, for their tireless efforts
in advancing the work of the various id Hoc Working Groups. The modest achievement so
far points to the greater work that still remains fo be done next session, if the
Committee is fto meet the anxiety of the international community in concluding concrete
disarnament egreements. The Ad Hoc Working Group on the Couprchensive Prograrme of
Digarnament, for example, has continued to meke some progress by concentrating on the
neasures to be included in the programme. By so doing, the Ad Hoc Working Group has



CD/PV.149

(Mr. Brimah, Nigeria)

quite rightly devoted itself to the wost important area of its work. Much work,
however, remeins to be done, and the political will to compromise and negotiate by all
States, especially the nuclear-weapon States, will be most crucial for the successful
conpletion of the elaboration of the programme. Many delegations have strcssed the
inportance of the nature of the programme. In this connection, ny delegation has had
the opportunity tc state in document CD/CPD/WP.lS of the Working Group on the
Conprehensive Programme of Disarmanent that the programme rust be more than just a
framework for negotiations. It should create full commitnents for all States to
inplement the measures contained in the progranmc.

With regard to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security fssurances, to date, the
security perceptions of certain nuclear-weapon States have continued to cast a shadow
on the work of the Group. DNevertheless, substantive discussions werc held on the
question of finding a "common approach" or "formule". In trying to achicve a

"comon formula', the tendency to look for yet another interin measurc to assure
non-nuclear-wveapon States that nuclear weapons should nct be threatened or used against

then pending nuclear disarmement should be resisted.

In the sane vein, the other two Ad Hoc Working Groups, on cheuical weapons and
rediological weapons, require further offorts on the part of delegations to harmionize
their various positions to permit the conclusion of agrcements before the second
‘special sossion of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

My delegation, however, deeply regrets that, contrary to the hope of the
international community, the Cormititce on Disarmament has not been able to e¢steblish
additional subsidiary bodies in its current scssion to initiate substantive
negotiations on items 1 and 2 on its agenda, nanely the high priority issues of a
nuclear test ban, end the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmanent.
The obvious reason is that two nuclear-weecpon States have found it politically
incxpedient to Jjoin the consensus existing among the remaining 38 nerbers of this
Committee -~ a situation which would have cnabled this sole mmltileteral negotiating
organ to discharge its responsibilitics. My dclegation recognizes the tensc
international clinate but docs not share the view that disarmanent negotiations on a
global scale should be made conditional on the "good or bad humour" of the superpowers.
It is the hope of my delegation that the recess would afford opportunities for sombre
reflections and "a change of heart" that would bring sbout the much-desired progress
in the 1982 secssion.

In conclusion, ny delcegaticn has always urged that disarmament negotiations ought
to be undertoken at this time of international tension as we firmly believe that such
negotiations can make an effcctive contribution to improving the international climate,
and that  the Committee on Disarmament can pley a crucial role in this respcct. What
is required is not only the political will but also the need for members of this
Jotmittee to interpret flexibly the Committee's rules of procedure in order to ensure
that negotiations on priority itens are not unnecessarily blocked. Progress in
lisarmanént negotiations in the Committee should enable this sole wultilateral
regotiating body to retain its credibility, and should also contribute significantly
to the lessening of international tension.

The CHATRMAN: I thank our distinguished collcaguc frouw HMigeria for his statement
wmd for the kind references made to the Chair. ‘

I intend now to adopt the report. May I take it that the report as a whole is
wdopted? :

The report as a whole was adopted.
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Mr. Chairman, the current session of the Committce on Disermement is now. draving
to a close. We have already recched tiie finishing line; and very shortly, with
a bang of your gavel, you will declare that our work is concluded. According to
the established tradition, delegations are nouv summing up the results of the
negotiations which have taken place in the Committee during the sescion whlch
is now ending.

The representative of the Mongolian People's Republic, Ambassador Erdembileg,
speaking on behalf of a group of socialist countries including the Soviet Union,
made a statement on this question at the Committee's last meeting. In our brief
statement today, we would like merely to mention a few points.

What -can one say, from a close-up view, concerning the nature, and results
of the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament? As in the past, the work
of ouxr Commlttee has proceeded in circumstances of conflict betucen two lines,
two approaches to the problem of halting the arms race and achieving disarmament.
On the one hand, there is the line aimed at stopping and reversing the race of
wvarlike preparations.in the world, a race which is assuming ever larger and
more dangerous proportions; and on the other hand, there is the line aimed -- to
speak frankly -- at blocking progress in disarmement negotiations.

The position of the Soviet Union on the disarmament question is clear and
understandable. It is not subject to any considerations or temporary
manoeuvrings related to particular political situations. It is determined by
the dictum of the founder of our State, V.I, Lenin that ‘"Disarmament is the ideal
of socilalism',

This year, the political will of the Scoviet State for peace and for
disarmament has, as you lmow, once again been expressed at the most authoritative
level, in the highest forum of our Party, the Twenty-Sixth Congress of the
Communlst Party of the Soviet Union. ‘e have in mind a whole series of new
initiatives and proposals in the field of disarmament contained in the foreign
policy programme of the Congress put forward by the Head of the Soviet State,

Mr. L.I. Drezhnev. These proposals are known to participents in the negotiations.
As you know, the material relating thereto has been circulated as a Committee
document. The interest displayed in the documentation of the Congress, which

sets forth the long-term policy of the USSR on cardinal questions of disarmament,
testifies to the urgency and constructiveness of the proposals contained Lhereln.
Ve intend to continue resolutely, persistently and systematically to advocate

the implementation of those proposals.

In order to achieve any real progress in the matter of disarmament, it is of
course essential that all States should be interested in this. Ve have a saying
which goes: ‘'You can't clap with one hand'y and this is really so. The
results of the session of the Committee that is now coming to an end, when viewed
from the standpoint of actual achievements, can hardly give grounds for satisfaction.
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‘Indeed, have we really crossed any new boundaries in solving disarmament
questions? Unfortunately, no. - It must be recognized that in essence the
Committee has not succeeded in making progress on any single one of the items
on the session's full agenda, be.it a nuclear test ban, cessation of the nuclear
arms race -and nuclear disarmament or the elaboration of international conventions
on new types of weapons of mass destruction and nev systems of such weapons.
Despite the considerable intensity of the Committee's work and the participation
of a large number of States and of highly qualified experts, the Committee has
not even got down to actual negotiations on fthe most urgent probleng of
limiting the arms race —- the prohibition of nuclear veapons . and a nuclear
test ban.

As regards radiological weapons, it seems to us that these could have been
banned as long ago as 1979. A large group of States was ready, in principle, .
to assume an obligation to prohibit this type of weapon. However, agreement
on this question hag been long delayed in the Committee -- due mainly, in our
opinion, to the fact that some delegations consider the golution of this question
to be "premature’ since radiological weapons do not yet exist.

In this connection, the Soviet delegation would like to point out that
similar sentiments existed three years ago, vhen a group of socialist countries
submitted to the Committee a draft convention on the prohibition of the '
production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. 4(CCD/559).
At that time, also, there vas talk of the solution of this question being
Jpremature’. But now the Govermment of the United States of America has taken
a decision to produce this barbarous weapon. The Soviet delegation, like
those of many other countries, decisively condemns this step and considers that
it not only represents a uerloub threat to the cause of peace, but complicates
even further the solution of urgent disarmament questions.

Owing to the opposition of those seme States which blocked the establishment
of working groups on a nuclear test bhan and the limitation of the nuclear
arms race, the Committee did not succeed in starting negotiaticns on the
question of banning nev types of weapons of mass destruction and a. number of.
other questions. -

What does all this imply? I% implies that the lack of readiness for
serious disarmament negotiations in the capitals of .some States is the main reason
why ve have becn unable to make any concrete prog:esw tovards solving the
guestions on the Committee's agenda. :

The discussions in the Committee have shoun convincingly that there are
no twe opinions about the fact that the international situation has become
more complex in recent times, and that it is nouv urgently necessary to make
every effort to reduce the tension which has arisen, and to give a new impetus
to the negotiations on their limitation and cessation of the arms race. The
Soviet Union is consistently speaking out against the policy of foreign
interference in internal affairs, against plunder and aggression in international
relations in all its manifestations, and for the settlement of intermational
conflicts through negotiations. Our course has been and still is the course of
co-operation and mutual aid, and not the course of confrontation. Our entire
peace~loving foreign policy is aimed at delivering mankind from the threat of war,
particularly nuclear war. Moreover, this is reflected in our concrete actions
and in our concrete initiatives.
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In spite of the complication of-+$he- international situation; we do ndt in any
vay intend to become pessimistic. Ve are deeply convinced that peace and - N
" disarmament in our time are not just fine words, but are the objective and thé sole
conditions for the existence for mankind, conditions for vhich there is'rio
alternative. And ve believe that mankind's vill for peace will prevail, @

With regard to the Committee, despite the fact that a great deal of time has
been "lost, we are convinced that it is still possible for it to make up for lost
ground and fulfil its primary duty, vhich is to carry out —-- if only in part —- -
. the measures comnected with the preparation of the second gpecial session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. ‘ '

Ye are now leaving one another after intensive work which demanded considerable
efforts and energy both from delegations and from the secretariat, to which our
delegation would like to take this opportunity of expressing its appreciation for
- the commendable technical servicing of our work. DBut as we leave Geneva, we
cannot, if we have an honest attitude to our task, banish from our thoughts a
groving anxiety for ‘the fate of the world.

The Soviet delegation is not saying this because we over-estimate the role
of the Committee on Disarmament. No. Ve have no illusions. We have a clear
idea of the nature of the political decision-making machinery in different countries,
and of the cdmparatively modest pért'played in this machinery by the Committee
on Disarmament. ‘ S

But it would be an even greater mistake to underestimate the Committee's
role and to overlook the possibilities which exist in it for curbing the arms race
and improving the international situation as a whole. The Soviet delegation
considers that the Committee on Disarmament, in its present form and composition, is
the offepring of the détente of the 1970s. Its structure and rules of procedure
are aimed at the elaboration of concrete agreements on limitation, binding on
all States parties.

It is understandable that the views of individual delegations on the efficiency
and' future prospécts of the Committee's work may differ, The Soviet delegation is
also far from considering that the Committee's machinery is perfect and cannot be
improved. As you know, we have put forward proposals on this matter, which have
aroused a great deal of interest on the part of delegations.

Mr. Chairman, vhat is important is not only vhat we, the delegations in the
Committee on Disarmament, think of ourselves. Iar more important are the hopes
" -which millions of people ‘throughout the world place in the Committee's work. That
is cerfainly so. By the beginning of August, the secretariat has registered more
than 7,000 letters from private individuals addressed to the Committee from various
countries in the world, from all continents. Most of the envelopes bore the
mark 'Barth for Life".

These words -- Barth for Life -~ are a direct appeal to the delegations. of the
countries represented in the Committee to improve the efficiency of its work and to
perform the duty entrusted to them. As far as the Soviet delegation is concerned,
ve are ready, as ever, to take a most active part in the constructive work of the
Committee and to contribute to the accomplishment of the tasks entrusted to it by
the world community. - :
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Ir, de la GORCE (France) (translated from French): I should like to begin by
extending to you our warm congratulations on the masterly way in which you have
directed the exercise —- which ig always difficult and seems to be becoming more and
more complex -~- of cstablishing our report. Ve are most grateful to you for your
efforts, your patience, your courtesy and your authority.

The time has now come to toke stocl, The Committee has already heard assessments,
expressed individually or collectively, by the great majority of delegations, Broadly
speaking, they reflect a feeling of disappointment.

To a large extent, the French delegation shares this feeling. At the same time,
it would like today to participate very briefly in an analysis of the results which
may lead to certain conclusions concerning the conditions for progress and future
prospects, at least for the next session.

This session which is drawing to a close is in many rcspects our first normal
working session since, for the first timc, the Commititee has been able to devote the
major part of its time to the consideration of questions of substance in the Working
Groups.

This was a favourable aspect, which at the outset gave us a feeling of confidence.
At the same time, the approach of the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament encourazed us to aspire to achieve results sufficiently
significant to bear witness to the efficiency and credibility of the Committee at next
year's great debate on the situation of the disarmament endeavour as scen four years
after the new impetus it received in 1978.

We have, however, encountered the negative effects of the prcsent state of
international relations on the feelings of trust and security which arc essential for
progress in the field of disarmament. That is doubtless the reason why the
considerable efforts deployed in the Committee have not led to the results for which we
had hoped.

The Working Groups have accomplished a considerable amount of work, guided with
great method, compctence and conviction by their respective Chairmen. We extend to
them our whole~hearted congratulations on the remarkable manner in which they have
discharged their responsibilities.

With regard to negative security assurances, lir. Ciarrapico has patiently and
skilfully conducted a detailed review of the elements of existing declarations, and of
the variants which could contribute to progress towards a common approach. These
discussions have illustrated once again the difficulty of the endeavour, in the light
of existing positions. The French delegation will continue to participate in this
difficult search, .

The Working Group on Chemical Weapons has managed, on the basis of inadequate
and indeed outdated terms of reference, to continue negotiations on the elements of
a future convention prepared by its Chairman, Ambassador Lidgard, whose energy and
efficiency deserve our admiration.

TFor the French delegation, thig is one of the basic and priority tasks of the
Committee. Our delegation is gratified to note that therc is agreement in the
Working Group on the principle of a suitable revision of its terms of reference at the
beginning of the next sesszion.
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Virtually complete agreement has been established on the problem of definitions.
This is not the case with the problems of scope and verification. The answers which
will be given to these two questions arc mutually interdependent. It would therefore
be wrong to wait until agreement has been reached on the problem of scope before
starting negotiations on provisions relating to verification.

The question of radiological weapons is not regarded as a priority issue by
soveral members of the Committee; but the Committee cannot renounce its negotiating
role with respect to such weapons. The French delegation, like other delegations,
had hoped that a draft convention could be adopted before the second epecial session
of the General Assembly devoted to.disarmament.

However, despite the praiscworthy efforts of Ambassador Kdmives, Chairman of the
Working Group on Radiological Weapons, who guided the Group most authoritatively and
competently, progress was blocked by differences of opinion on the most important
questions.

We consider that the Group should adhere to its precise terms of reference. The
hegotiations in progress should not be used for the purpose of prejudging the solution
of other problems -- the use of nuclear weapons and nuclear disarmament -- or of
solving problems which belong to a different area of internatiocnal law, e.g. the
prohibition of attacks on civilian nuclear installations.

The I'rench delegation has no doubts as to the importance of these issues; and it
hopes that the proposals which have been made for getting out of the deadlock will
enable the Group to make rapid progress towards a conclusion.

The Worling Group on the Comprehensive Progiramme of Disarmament has tackled its
difficult task under the guidance of the distinguished Ambassador of IHexico,
Mr. Garcia Robles, whose skill and extensive experience will certainly be required to
bring the work to a successful conclusion. We attach particular importance to this
endeavour, in view of the place it is to occupy in the work of the second special
session devoted to digsarmament.

I ghould like very briefly *to state again here certain views held by the T'rench
delegation with regard to the comprchengive programme.

In our opinion, it should essentially be based on agreed texts: the Final Document
the elements defined by the Disarmament Commission and the Declaration on the
Second Disarmament Decade.

We are, of course, prepared to consider other appropriate elements, as well as
more elaborate formulations for the elements already agreed upon; but further
discussion should be avoided on subjects on which we know that agreement cannot be
reached.

With regard to the general aspects of the programme, its principles and objectives,
the French delegation has made known its views in a document of which. it is one of the
SPONSOrs (CD/198). We attach great importance to these general aspects, and
particularly to the principles, sincc it is the principles in fact which orient the
whole endeavour and which must ultimately determine to a large extent what we are to
decide upon with regard to the content of the programme itself and the organization of
its stages.
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With regard to the nmature of the programme, we consider that it must be a commitment
of a political nature relating to a series of negotiations each of which will have a
bearing upon the other. '

It will not be the treaty on general and complete disarmament referred to in
article 38 of the Final Document -- a treaty which, according to that article, is to be
negotiated following the negotiations on partial measures and more comprehensive
measures. S

With regard to the question of atime frame, we do not think that any Government
would be able to guarantee observance of a pre-established timetable; and besgides,
there is no objective criterion for establishing such a timetable. The political
will of States can be expressed through the adoption of a comprehensive programme of
disarmement; but an expression of intent tc observe time-limits for implementation
would not have much credibility. ) '

Finally, with regard to the stages of the programme, we consider that these should
be defined and arranged with the necessary flexibility, in the light of the varying
conditions in which the negotiations are to be held, which are difficult to foresee.

We steadfastly hope that the work of the Group will rapidly lead to the
elaboration of a balanced text that is well adjusted to the conditions of the disarmament
endeavour, the most anbitious but also the most difficult of 2ll the endeavours to be
undertaken by the international community.

Our attention has also focused on other major questions -- thoge appearing under
agenda items 1 and 2. On these matters we have had uscful and serious discussions
which are reflected in our report. These discussions have illustrated the complexity
of the problems and the diversity of the positions regarding the prospecits of
negotiation, and also regarding the organization of the negotiations. The discussions
should be continued on the substance of the issues, in order to explore the
possibilities of progress. The Trench delegation hopes that the forthcoming session
will be a landmark in that search.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should like once again to express my congratulations
to you and also to extend them to the Secretary of the Committee, Ambassador Jaipal,
and to the Deputy Secretary, lir. Berasategui, to all their collaborators in the
secretariat, to the interpreters and translators, and to all those who have helped us
in the painstaking and difficult work which we have carried out this yeara. Also, as
we are now going our different ways, I should like to express to all my colleagues my
<ind regards and best wishes, and my hope that they will be able to enjoy some rest.

The CHAIRIAT: T thank the distinguished representative of France for the kind
words he addressed to the Chair.

Hr. GARCTA ROBIBS (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): In the period of barely
six months for which our deliberastions have lasted, my delegation has already had an
opportunity to express its views on all the items on our agenda; and we believe it
would be superfluous to try to recapitulate today, even in summary form, the content
of our statements. The systematic index which is fortunately included in the
Committee's report will moke for easy consultation of the records by delegations, eilther
in Geneva or New York, which might bec interested in the content of these statements.
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I would merely like to say that the principal elements in the position of our
delegation on the two items which, apart from the elaboration of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament, concerning which I had occasion t6- speak yesterday when I
introduced the report of the Working Group over which I have the honour to presidec —-

I repeat, the principal elements in our position on the other two items, apart from

that item, to which my delegation attaches the preatest importance and the highest
priority, i.e. a nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament are swmmarized principally in two records, the record of the Committee's
134th meeting which took place on 2 July and the record of the 147th meeting, which

was held on 18 August.

Rather than repeat what I have already said, I would like, in concluding the
substantive part of my intervention at this late hour, to quote two statements from
the Final Document of the 1976 Assembly, which I venture to recall on this occasion.
The first is taken from paragraph 13; and it is the one in which the Assembly told us —-
and by consensus, as we all know —— thats

"Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the accumulation
of weaponry by military alliances nor be sustained by a precarious balance
of deterrence or doctrines of strategic superiority".

The second statement, also taken from the Final Document, is that in which the Assembly
told us in paragraph 18 that: "Removing the threat of a world war -- a nuclear war —-
is the most acute and urgent task of the present day" and immediately afterwards
concluded that:

"Mankind is confronted with a choice: we must halt the arms racde and proceed
to disarmament or face annihilation.”

We are now within a few minutes of parting company, after this last week in which
you, Mr, Chairmari, have ghided our work with particular skill. In consequence you
may find it appropriate for ug, albeit with the brevity of which you have given us s0
many examples during the last few days, yet nevertheless, with the very greatest
sincerity, to offer you our warmest congratulations and thanks. I would also like to
thank the distinguished Secretary of the Committee and Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General, Ambassador Jaipal, and his alternate, ir. Berasategui, the Deputy
Secretary; and, as is the custom on such occasions, I would like to thank all the
members of Secretariat, both visible and invisible, for their invaluable collaboration
for the more effective nerformance of our tasks.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the-distinguished Lmbassador of llexico for his statement:
and for the very kind words he has addressed to me.




CD/PV.149

32

Mr, DESIMONE (United States of America): The United States delegation has
been pleased to be able to participate in the consensus adoption of the Committee!'s
report of its 1931 activities. However, the particular poecition in which my
delegation has found itself during this session makes it necessary for us to make
a comment concerning those elements' of the report dealing with the future. '

In this respect, we note that the final report of the Committee, which includes"
the reports of the various Working Groups, makes recommendations and comments about -
the future activities of the Committee. As we believe is generally recognized, the
questions of how the Committee will organize itself and what its programme of work
will be in 1982 can be decided only at the beginning of the 1982 session.

Delegations will recall that the United States Government is reviewing its arms
control policies, many of which touch directly on the. work of this Committee. TFor
that reason, United States participation in the consensus adoption of the report
should not be interpreted as a commitment regarding specific aspects of the
Committee's future activities. - -

In spite of the many difficulties we have encountered during this session, the
Committee has managed to accomplish useful work through the Working Groups, in
vhich the United States delegation has been pleased to participate. This record
does give us some cause for satisfaction and some hope for the future, and we
congratulate the Chairmen of the Working Groups who have rendered such yeomen
service to all of us during the 1981 session: Ambassador Lidgard for chemical weapons,
Ambassador Garcia Robles for the comprehensive programme of disarmament,
Ambassador Komives for radiological weapons and Minister Ciarrapico for negative
security assurances.

We have also been blessed with a series of outstanding Committee Chairmen during
this session; and you, Mr. Chairman, have showed yourself to be cast in the same
mould as your predecessors, especially in these extremely difficult days -- and,iI
might add, evenings —— devoted to writing our final report. Without your hard
driving but fair leadership, and the skill and hard work displayed by our Secretary,
Ambassador Jaipal, and his deputy, Mr. Berasategui, ve might not have managed to
finish the session by our target date. : :

On behalf of my delegation, may I extend our thanks to the members of the
Secretariat staff for their assistance and many kindnesses to us that went beyond
the call of duty. And finally, may I express our gratitude to those with whom we
rarely have contact -- except as disembodied voices travelling over the wires in
this room -~ the interpreters sitting in their glass compartments who somehow manage
to make our most routine interventions sound both fresh and profound.,

The CHATRMAN: I thank our distinguished colleague from the United States
for his statement and for the kind references he made to the Chair.

Mr. BRDEMBIIEG (Mongolia)(translated from Russian): On behalf of the delegation
>f the Mongolian People's Republic I should like to make some remarks on the report
that has just been adopted on the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament.

First of all, I should like to note with satisfacition the major contribution
thich you, Mr. Chairman, have made to the breparation of the Committee's present
report. Under your able guidance, the Committee has done a great deal of work in
‘he concluding stage of the session.
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I should like to point out that, in the drafting group established by decision
of the Committee, painstaking work was undertaken in order to achieve agreement-on
important sectionsiqf the report relating to items 1 and 2 on the Committee's agenda.

In our opinion, the present report of the Committee to the United Nations
General Assembly basically reflects the essence of the negotiations in the Committee.,
This does not mean, however, that the Mongolian delegation shares the views
contained in certain parts or paragraphs of particular sections of the report, or
that it agrees with the positions of individual delegations as reflected in those
paragraphs., This comment applies, for example, to a number of paragraphs of the
report relating to the question of nuclear neutron weapons. In this connection,

I should like to state once.again that my delegation greatly regrets the’fact that
the socialist countries! proposal for the urgent establishment of an ad hoc working
group for the preparation of an international convention on the prohibition. of the
production, stockpiling, deployment and use of neutron weapons was not approved in
the Committee because of the position taken by the delegations of certain States
members of the Committee. ' '

Also, we were absolutely astonished when, yesterday evening in this room during
the informal meeting of the Committee, we heard the representative of one country, who"
vag gpealing authoritatively on behalf of his Government ~—- we have no serious doubts
chout this =~ but vho arbitrarily stated that he could not accept cven the inclusion,
in this report of the Committee of a section on nucloar neutron veapons.

The fact is that the Committee has adopted by consensus the entire report
including that part, in spite of the opposition of those vho would have liked to
create an undesirable situation in this body and impose their will on it.

Another comment. A% yesterday's informal meeting the distinguished representative
of Zaire expressed the opinion that the socialist countries had not, he said,
supported the initiative of the Group of 21 for the establishment of an ad hoc
working group on agenda items 1 and 2. I would frankly like to ask the distinguished
representative of Zaire to look once again, and in greater detail, at the statements
by delegations of socialist countries, including Mongolia, and also at
documents €D/193, CD/224 and others.

The delegation of the Mongolian People's Republic wishes once again to. express
its readiness to continue, by its constructive participation, to further the work
of the Committee with a view to achieving practical results in our activities.

Finally, on behalf of a group of socialist countries I should like to convey
our sincere thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, and also to ‘the Chairmen of .the Ad Hoc
Working Groups, Ambassador Garcfa Robles of Mexico, Ambassador C. Lidgard of Sweden,
Ambassador Kémives of Hungary and Minister Ciarrapico of Italy. I would also like
to expregsuourlthana.to the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General
of the .United Nations and Secretary of our Committee, Ambassador Jaipal; to the
Deputy Secretary, IMr. V. Berasategui, and to all the officials of the secretariat,
the interpreters and translators and the servicing staff, for their conscientious
efforts in our common cause, : '

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Mongolia for his statement and for
the kind references he made to the Chair.
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Mr. WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): The Netherlands delegation cannot agree with the
statement made earlier this evening, before the adoption of the 1981 report of the
Committee that cerfain facts re@ard*ng our discussions on agenda item 1 (Nuclear

. test ban) and agenda item 2 (Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
alnarmament) are going to be ooncealed from the world oommunity

Our obgectlon to mentlunlnb the synthesis dOuument in the report of the
Committee is one of principle.

Let me briefly resume the background.

On 19 March 1981 the Committee on Disarmament decided that we would have
informal meetings on agenda 1tems 1 and 2 so as to fa01l¢tate a frank exchange
of views.

Only afterwards, on 21 April 1981, a month later, at the request of certain
delegations, the Committee decided to request the secretariat to prepare the said
unofficial document containing the synthesis under reference.

~ But it was agreed. by-all members that this was to be a confidential document,
drawn up for assistance of the members of the Committee on Disarmament only. In
fact this reference is clearly printed on the document itself.

If now, by a sudden retrograde decision, we were to decide to change the
character of that confidential document, we would risk tc prejudge in a negative wvay
any informal exchanges we may have in the future on these two priority items on the
Committee's agenda. It is the understanding of my delegation that it is only a
matter of fair play that a delegation should know in advance vhether a particular
statement it makes will be put on record or net.

If in 1982 a request would be made to divulge the informal transactions of the
Committee on agenda items 1 and 2, well, ve may decide to do so. However, such a
decision should be taken in advance, so that all members of the Committee are well
aware of the nature of these particular informal meetings.

Turning now to paragraph 68 of the Committee's report dealing with the report
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons (CD/218), in particular
paragraph 11 of the latter report, I wish to put on record the regret of the
Netherlands delegation that the Committee could not agree as yet to empower you,
Mr. Chairman, to send a letter to the Director-General of IAEA inviting him to
provide certain information which might be relevant for the elaboration of the
future convention on radiological weapons.

Yesterday, at the Committee's 148th meeting, I stated the reasons why the
Netherlands think that .asking such information from the Director-General of IAEA
would be useful. T shall not tax the endurance of the Committee on Disarmament
at this late hour with a full exposé of our reasoning. We outlined our approach in
our statement at the 137th plenary meeting of the Commlttee on Dlsarmament on
14 July 1981,
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At this juncture I simply want to place on record our regret:-at the
inability of the Committee on Disarmament to agree as yet on'a modality for
providinig certain factual information which we deem to be of high potential
relévance t0 the fuﬁure convention on the prohibition, development, production,. .
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.,

Mr. Chairman, how could I wind up my statement otherwise than by stating the
pleasure my delegation has felt in seeing you, the representative of Indonesia,
with which my country is linked through close brotherly ties, preside over our
meetings in the month of August 1981, This pleasure of ours was increased by
the leadership you displayed irn the discharge of your functions. In fact, -

Mr, Chairman, weowe it to your skill and dynamism that we vere able to finish this
session at the agreed date and time. Allow me, Mr. Chairman, to express the .
thanks and appreciation of my delegation to the Personal Representative of the
Secretary~General of the United Nations and head of theé Secretariat of the
Committee, Ambassador Jaipal, to his deputy, Mr. Berasategui, and to all the other
members of* the Secretariat. Our thanks also goes to the interpreters. Finally

I want to thank all my colleagues for the friendship they showed this year

and for the way in which we were able to do our business.

The CHATRMAN:- I thank the distinguished representative of the Netherlands
for his statement and for the very kind reference he made to the Chair.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, my delegation regrets the fact that the
serenity and solemnity of this final meeting of our Committee during 1981 has
been disturbed because of a rather provocative statement which was made by the
distinguished Ambassador of Mongolia. The distinguished Ambassador of Mongolia
has taken it upon himself to refer, in an exiremely partial way, to a rather
heated debate which occurred at the informal meeting of the Committee las®
night when we were in the process of considering our report. I am not against
a reflection of anything that happens in the informal Committee because
there is nothing that my delegation wishes to hide; but I think that, vhenever
gsomething of that nature is stated, perhaps the whole truth should be exposed and
that is my purpose in taking the floor.

During the discussion we had last night on the paragraphs relating to the
section on nuclear disarmement in our report, one delegation -- the delegation
of a nuclear-wveapon State -— opposed the inclusion of a paragraph in the report
regarding the need to -end foreign occupation and intervention as_ a means to.
promote disarmament. It was in response to this arbitrary position which related
to a paragraph that had been agreed upon in the informal consultations which you
held, that my delegation stated that the procedures of the Committee are based on
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give-and-take and that, if certain delegations would reject the inclusion of
paragraphs of interest to my delegation -- and naturally a naragraph relating

to the elimination of foreign occupation-and intervention, you will understand,

Mrs Chairman, is of interest to my delegation particularly -- if certain delegations
vould oppose the inclusion of this paragraph, my delegation too could under the rules
of procedure prevent the adoption of other paragraphs in the report which were

of interest to other delegations, such as the paragraph relating to the nuclear
neutron weapons. : '

We had a heated exchange after that and I do not wish tc go into that again;
but I would like to note, Mr. Chairman, that we have no dlffloulty in substance
with the section on nuclear neutron weapons and we have made our position clear
on that. I 'am glad, Mr. Chairman, that the report has by consensus included
a section on the nuclear neutron weapons; and I am even more glad, Mr. Chairman,
that the report we have adopted includes a paragraph which reads as follows:

"It vas stressed by all members that acts of aggression, expansion) -
foreign occupation and other vioclations of the Charter of the United Nations
have an adverse impact on negotiations on disarmament, including nuclear
disarmament. In the context of promoting the goals of disarmament, the
necessity of eliminating such manifestations and of resolving ex1st1ng
international disputes through negotiations was underlined",

This text has been included; and I would like to express my gratitude to all
concerned, including the distinguished Ambassador of Mongolia who apparently
had some difficulties, for accepting the inclusion of this text.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, may I express to you, Sir, my deep appreciation of -
the manner in which you have conducted the very long and arduous negotiations
that wehave had at informal meetings and in this Committee during this month; and
also may I take this opportunity to thank Ambassador Jaipal, Mr. Berasategui and
the rest of the very able staff of the Secretariat for the excellent work they
have done and which has made it possible for the Committee to adopt its report
schedule., ,

The CHATIRMAN: I thank our distinguished colleague from Pakistan for his
statement and the kind references he made to the Chair.

Mr., BERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): I ohall be very brief,
Mr. Chairman. I am the representative of Mongolia. As you know, this is
a beautiful country which includes in the southern part of its territory the-
vast Gobi desert. And among my people there is a very vise saying, vhich is -
shared by all peoples of the Bast: '"Come what may, the caravan must move forward'.
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Mr, NZENGEYA (Zaire) (4ranslated from French): Before replying briefly to the
observation by the representative of Mongolia, may I, on behalf of my delegation,
warmly congratulate tiie Chalrman of our Committee during this concluding month of our
Wwork:,

Mlow me. alsc to express my singere thanks to the Secretary ¢f ocur Committee,
Anbassador Jaipal, and to all his staff for their valuable asgistance, for the gquality

of the docunents, and alsc for thelr total dedication to the success of our work,

Mr. Chairman, when my delegstion spcke at yesterday's informal meeting on the
preposal submltted by the group of socialist countries, our concern was purely one of
principle. The principal objective of the Group of 21 is fo comply with the mandate

entrusted to the Committee on Disarmament -- namely, to try to promote the
achievement of general and conplete disarmament under effective international control.
The Group of 21 is largely —- I would say almost entirely -- composed of non-nuclear-

weapon States. Consequently, it is above the wrangling of the nuclear Powers,
whether of the East or the West.

The Group of 21 proposed, in documents CD/180 and (D/181, the setting up of an
ad hoc working group to consider the agenda item concerning a nuclear test ban, the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmamenit. When those proposals
werc submitted, the nuclear Powers situated, let us say, to the East did not support
the establishment of such a group; and, in my delegation's view, the Group of 21
could not, on account of a decision by a nuclear-weapon State to manufacture and
stockpile neutron weapons, agree to associate itself with a particular action
initiated by a group of countries in comnection with a particular situation.

Thus, my delegation wag anxious not to see the Group of 21 being iniluenced by
he group of socialist countries. Moreover, its position was understood by the
Group of 21 as a whole, as is clear from the paragraph which may be read in the report
just adopted -- in Working Paper No. 44/Add.l/Rev.3, page 12 -- and which reads:

"Some delegations stated that the exchange of views on the proposal in
documeny CD/219 had reinforced their view ol the necessity of establishing an
ad hoc¢ working group to negotiate on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, as proposed by the Group of 21 (¢D/116 and CD/181), in the
first instance on measures to halt and reverse the qualitative and quantitative
development of nuclear weapons'.

There is no mention here of neutron weapons; no mention whatsoever is made of
neutron weapons, and such was ny delegation's proposal. We did not want the proposals
concerning neutron weapons to embrace in any way the proposal of the Group of 21 for
the establishment of an ad hoc working group on item 2 -- namely, the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament as a whcole -~ since we congider that neutron
weapons constitute one type of nuclear weapon.

In view of the comprehension displayed ftowards my delegation by the Group of 21
as a whole -- which explains why in the late hours of yesterday evening we were
happily able to reach agreement, and why this report, which was submitted to us all,
has been adopted by consensus -- I helieve that my attitude was fully understood by
the Group of 21 and my delegation is satigfied that its concern has been taken into
consideration by the Group of 21, If my distinguished colleague from Mongolia thinks
that my view was not, perhaps, shared by his delegation, I respect his.opinion and
would ask him to resgpect mine ag well.,
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank our distinguighed colleague from Zaire for his statement
and for his kind reference to the Chair.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): I should like to express
my sincere thanks to my distinguished colleague from Zaire for his explanation. I do
not wish to engage in polemics with the distinguished representative of Zaire. We are
profoundly convinced that we shall find a common language in the course of our future
work. We should like our "caravan" -- and I have in mind the Committee on
Di sarmament -- always to move forvard regardless of any difficulties.

U NGWE WIN (Burma): Mr. Chairmen, may I be the last speaker on your list to
conclude the session of this Committee on a happy note. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of
the members of the Group of 21, on behalf of the leader of the delegation of Burma who
was obliged to leave this Council Chamber for an urgent call of duty, and in the name
of the delegation of Burma, I would like to express to you, our deep appreciation and
thenks for bringing the cxiremely complex and delicate work of this Committee, in its
last stage, to a successful conclusion. We feel particularly proud of the way you
handled our difficult work with such efficiency, pliancy and courtesy, as well as with
{irmness, and guidance where necessary, and with a wisdom which ig so evident. I
consider that a big tribute not only to the delegation of Indonesia but also to the
Group of 21, to which you belong. '

I would also like to express our thanks to the four Chairmen of the Ad Hoc
Working Groups, Ambassador Garcfa Robles of Mexico, Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden,
Mnbassador Kémives of Hungary and Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, for their excellent
contributions and guidance. I would be amiss, Sir, if I did not express our deep
thanks and appreciation also to Ambassador Jaipal, Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General and Secretary of our Committee, and to the members of the Secretariat
for their excellent work. I would like also to express our thanks to those vwho are
less visible. In particular I would like to pay special tribute to the interpreters
vhose patience and understanding mekes our work casy and efficient.

The CHATRMAN: T thank our distinguished colleague from Burma for his statement
and for the very kind reference he has made to the Chair.

Mr. AGUILAR (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): I would like to state that
my delegation has listened with interest to the statement by the distinguished
Mmbassador of the Soviet UTnion, and would not like its silence to be interpreted as
acceptance of what has been said. At the next session, my delegation will give a
suitable response to his intervention.

Mr. JAIPAL (Secretary of the Committeec and. Personal Representative of the
Secrctary-General): Mr, Chairman, to borrow the language of the distinguished
Mmbagsador of Mongolia who has happily described the Committee on Disarmament as the
caravan of disarmament -- if the caravan is to move on, may the camel speak?

The Secretariat has prepared and circulated today a draft of the index of the
statements made by the member States. The index is chronoclogical and tentative at the
nmoment. The Secretariat would like delegations to kindly check the index and send us
their corrections as early as Wednesday, 26 August, at 12 p.m. Thereafter, the index
will be recast in the form in which it will appear eventually as an appendix to the
report.
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(¥, Jaipal, Secretary of the Committee and Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General )

We have alsc circulated today a comparative statement showing the number of
neetings held during the last five years., Members will have observed that this year
we had 103 meetings more than we had in 1979, without any increase in staff. s a
consequence, the strain has been guite comsiderable, on the interpreters, the
translators, the stenographers and typists, not to speak of the professional and
general stafl who had tc perform more than their normal share of work. I would
expect that, with increasing experience, this "caravan" of disarmanment is likely to
be used with greater confidence and frequency as a negotiating and a pre-negotiating
body. I feel sure that the quentum of work and the respornsibility given to the
Secretariat shows that it is somewhet understaffed. I intend therefore to request
the eppropriate authorities of the United Nations Secretariat in New York to examine
our workload and to apply established norms and standards for providing adequate
gtaff to service this Committee. :

i
-
L.

_The CHATRMAN: Distinguished colleagues, now that the 1981 sessica of the
Committee is drawing to an end, allow me to say a few words before closing our
ceting.

This year's session of the Committee was held under an international climate
marked by tensions and an escalating arms race, the nuclear arms race in partiocular,
o situation vhich is not conducive to the achievement of tangible progress in
multilateral disarmament negotiations. With regard to nuclear disarmament, actual
negotiations have not even been started, in spite of the fact that the Final Document
of the first gpecial session deveted to disarmament accorded the highest priority to
this question. In our efforts to draft internmational arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, the
Committec has not gone beyond the pre-nepotiating stage. In the field of chemical
weapons, .although significant progress has been made, the Committee has not yet
entered the stage of actually dvaiting a legaelly binding international instrument on
the total elimination and prohibiticn of such weapons, vhich were considered by the
Final Document as belonging to the category of weapons of mass destruction and were
supposed to be treated as a matter of high priority.

While progress has also been nade in the drafting of a text of a convention
prohibiting radiological weapons, intensive negotiations continue to be required to
narrcow down differences on the important elements of a future convention. Despite
the tinmeless efforts exerted by the members of the Committee, the drafting of a
comprehensive programme of disarmament iy still far from its conclusion. It is
therefore to be hoped that the contemplated resumed session of the relevant Ad Hoc
Working Group early next year will yield fruitful results, thereby enabling the
Committec to present its final report on this item to the second special session on
disarmament.,

The very meagre achievements, not to say the failure, of our Committce in the
discharge of the task entrusted to it by the Final Document as the sole rmultilateral
negotiating forun in the field of disarmament do not respond to the expectations of
the international community which had high hopes of this body. Vhile recognizing
that improvements in the organizational and procedural aspects would contribute to a
more effective functioning of the Committee, I continue to hold the view that a
genuine will to negotiate and arrive at an agreement remains the key to its successful



CD/PV.149
46

(The Chairman)

performance, -The Committee finds itself. in the.unenviable position that it has to go
to the thirty-sixth session of the General Asscembly and later to the second special
session devoted to disarmament with only such meagre rcsults to show for its

three years of work.

In the absence of concrete achicevements, the international cormunity may question
the effectiveness of the Committec as a multilateral negotiating machinery in the
field of disarmamentc. The Committece rmust make the utnost of the remaining time until
the convening of the second special session devoted to disarmament to achieve some
concrete results. It is ny hope thercefore that, during the recess, it may be possible
for the members of the Committee to reassess seriously their respective positions and
that we would neet again next year with a strong determination to achieve concrete
results on one or more of the priority items. I think that sone serious introspection
is badly needed, to scrutinize ourselves in the first place and to see whether our own
policies and actions are not preventing the Committee from achieving the results
expected of it. Hopefully, a breakthrough will be forthcoming before the conclusion
of the spring session of the Committee noxt year, so that the Committee will be able

to report some success to the second special session devoted to disarmanedt. 7~ -

At the beginning of the assumption of my duty as Chairman of the Committee, T
stated that I was bound to make mistakes with regard to procedure as well as
substance, and that I would rely very much upon the indulgence, the co-operation and
counsel of all my cclleagucs. I am now most happy to state that during the period of
my Chairmanship, I have been granted what I asked for by all the menbers of the
Committec without exception and by riy old friend fmbassador Jaipal, Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General and Secretary of the Committee, and by his
deputy, Mr. Berasategui. I should alsc like, on behalf of all the members of the
Committee, on behalf of the non-nenbers participating in the work of the Comnittee
this ycar and on my own bechalf, to express our deepest gratitude to the Secretary and
his dedicated staff, to the interpreters and translators, and to all others, known
or unknovwn, visible or invisible, whose assistance, paticnce and courtesy have enabled
the Committee to complete its work as originally scheduled. I wish "Bon voyage" to
those colleagues who will return to their respective capitals or posts, or join their
families for a well-carned holiday, and to all "Au revoizr',

Thank you.

The meeting rose at 9.10 p.n.
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