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The CIATRLAN: T yould like to extend a worm trelcoue.in the Commitvitec. to
His Ixcelloncy imbassaloer Imrigue Hos, Vice—tlinister fox Foreign Affairs of
Argentina.. Ambassador Ros was appointed Vice=lMinister for Toreign Affairs at the -
beginning of last April, He is a career diplomat who served in the Organization
of American States, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the People's Republic
of China and twicé in the United Nations, lately as Permanent Representative in
New York. Before being appointed to his present position, he was Director~General
for Political Affalrs of the Foreign MHinistry. He is listed to speak today and it
will be my pleasure to give him the floor as second speaker.

Mr, D SOUZL I STIVA (Drazil): I, Cheiroan, allow me to second you in
extending my warmest welcome to Ambassador Ros, representative of the great country
so close to mine. Permit me also, on behalf of the Brazilian delegation, to
express our pleasure on your assumption of the Chairmanship for the month of June
and to assure you of our continuing co-operation in order to facilitate your
difficult task.

Last Tuesday the Committee adopted the programme of its work for the
second part of the 1981 session. In this connection, the delegation of Brazil
would like to put forward some thoughts regarding our taslk, for we believe that the
Committee should step up its efforts to ensure a positive contribution to the
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. We are
convinced that the limited results of the Committee's work during the first part
of its 1981 session laid a modest basis for some substantive progress. The
international community, represented in its entirety at the next special session
of the General Assembly, will undoubtedly expect the Committee to present, four years
after its establishment, concrete achievements in at least some of the areas to which
it has devoted its efforts, and particularly on priority questions.

The outcome of our endeavours must be commensurate with the mandate given by
the international community to this negotiating body at its inception. We all
recognized, in drawing up the Final Document of the first special session, the
difficulties that lay ahead. Nevertheless, we have all agreed, in June 1978, that
there were priority questions to which the Committee should devote special attention.
The Programme of Action embodied in the Final Document represents a commitment by
the entire membership of the United Nations to work constructively towards the
achievement of progress mainly on those priority issues. It is the hope of my
delegation that in this, the second part of our 1981 session, it will be possible
to build upon the work accomplished during the past two and a half years. The
areas on which the Committee has worked are clearly defined in the six substantive
items of its agenda. Let me examine briefly the possibilities for progress in
those specific areas. :

Pirst and foremost among the issues under consideration is the question of the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, of which the ban on the
testing of nuclear weapons would constitute a significant first step. On the
initiative of the Group of 21, the Coumittee held this year a number of informal
meetings on some substantive aspects of both questions, at the end of which the
Group issued two separate documents. The first one, CD/180, presents an assessment
of the informal discussions on item 2 of the agenda and renews the Group's call
for the establishment of a working group, whose mandate would be based on the
elements set forth in that paper and on paragraph 50 of the Iinal Document. The
second one, CD/181, puts direct questions to the three parties that until late
last year were engaged in private talks on the cessation of their own tests of
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nuclear weapons, and suggests specific wording for the mandate of = working group.
Furthermore, at the request of the Group of 21, the secretariat circulated a
summary of the informal meetings held on those two items (CD/UN.SUIEY/1). At this
point I should like to put on record a wced of praise for tae secretariat, more
specifically its documentation service, for the preparation and distribution of
this excellent paper in time for our summer session, as requested by the Committee
at its spring session.

The Bragzilian delegation expects that the irilateral negotiators of a
nuclear~test ban will have had ample time to consider the substantive points
raised with regard to the matter and will be at long last in a position to respond,
Jointly or separately, to the important concerns of a significant number of
delegations. It secems now reascnable to expect from the nuclear-weapon Powers a
constructive attitude to the suggestions and proposals contained in both documents
of the Group of 21.

The recent Israeli attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities of Iraqg, a State
which had accepted IALA safeguards and which adhered to an international instrument
whose non-nuclear-weapon parties renounced the acquisition of nuclear wéapons and
at the same time accepted that a handful of nations had the right to possess such
weapons, adds to the complexity of the issues of nuclear disarmament and lends
weight to the often-repeated argument that nuclear disarmament is of vital concern
to all States, nuclear and non-nuclear alike. And in this respect may I also state
for the record that my Government, on two occasions, in DBrasilia and in the
Security Council of the United Nations, this week had the opportunity of expressing
its views against this unjusitified attack. No longer can we simply say that the
whole world -is held hostage to a situation in which the existence of nuclear
weapons in the arsenals of a few Powers directly and fundamentally threatens the
security of all States. It seems that individual States now feel entitled to decide
unilaterally on the intentions of other States concerning their peaceful nuclear
activities and thus to utilize whatever means are at their disposal to prouote
their security as they perceive it. Isn't this the same basic arzument of the
theories of nuclear deterrence? If individual States, or alliances of States,
continue to claim their right to rely on nuclear armament +to maintain and expand
their capacity to deter any outside threat to their security, and accept no
commitments to nuclear disarmament, wouldn't other States feel justified to
acquire the means with which to wipe out, at whatever cost, any perceived threat
to their security? It seems obvious that the possession of nuclear weapons does
not necessarily entail the possession of wisdom or the monopoly of responsible
international behaviour; if it did, the nuclear-weapon Powers would have realized
long ago that there can be no stable security based upon the maintenance and
perpetuation of a discriminatory situation. Discrimination and inequality do not

t¢ a sound foundation for lasting and equitable international instruments, either.
It is only through the constructive participation of nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear—
weapon States in meaningful international negotiations that permanent and just
solutions can be found to the ever-increasing dangers inherent in the existence of
nuclear weapons. lly delegation urges the Committee, and in particular those Powers
which have hitherto opposed the start of concrete multilateral negotiations on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, carefully to ponder



CD/PV.130
9

(IIr. de Souza e Silva, Brazil)

the consequences of the continued lack of progress in this field. Brazil, for its
part, continues to believe that nuclear disarmament is the most pressing problem
facing the international community and that it must find agreed multilateral
answers to a threat that puts in jeovardy the vital security interests of all
nations alike.

The Commitiee must also continue its worlt on the other substantive items on
its agenda through the subsidiary bodies entrusted with specific tasks. Ily
delegation believes that the time has come to revise the mandate of the Working Group
on Chemical Weapons, so as to enable it to build upon the work accomplished during
the firet part of the session. The new mandate should contain specific directions
to start negotiations on the text of a convention on the destruction of chemical
weapons and on the prohibition of their manufacture, stockpiling and development,
and we trust that those vho already possess a chemical warfare capability will not
stand in the way of a consensus on the revision of the mandate, so as to enable
the Committee to proceed towards the discharge of its negotiating function with
regard to chemical weapons, in time to present the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament with concrete results, and preferably with
a final negotiated text.

The Committee must also present the General Assembly at its second special
session with a comprehensive.:programme of disarmament, the final text of which
is to be adopted by the special session itself. My delegation will continue to
co-operate in the effort to achieve formulations that can reflect the coumitment
of the intermational community to the goals expressed in the Final Document and
vhich will represent a blueprint for action.

Much work remains to be done on the question of effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons. We trust that the Working Group charged with this
question will be able to do further work along the lines of its current
deliberations. The question of the non-use of nuclear weapons, pending nuclear
disarmament, shouid also be given serious consideration.

Finally, the Committee will resume negotiations.on the so-called
"radiological weapons'". The low priority assigned to this item of its agenda
should not deter the Working Group from its ‘task. Several basic questions are
still open, including the scope of an eventual convention. The recent
developments I mentioned above have brouzht to the forefront the question of the
dangers inherent in a direct attack on peaceful nuclear facilities. In view of
the many technical and practical difficulties involved in assembling »nd putting
to actual military use a device that would qualify as a "radiological weapon", it
seems to my delegation that for the current negotiations to have meaning and
substance it is imperative that the Working Group looks in depth at three main
points, besides the actual definition of whatever specific weapons or groups of
weapons are to be prohibited under the proposed conventiont first, the relationship
of such a convention to actual measures of nuclear disarmament; secondly, the
promotion of the peaceful uses of sources of radiation; and thirdly, the ways to
prevent peaceful nuclear facilities from being converted into agents of dpath
through an attack, even by means of conventional warfare. ‘ :
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This brief summary of the tasks that lie before this. Committee underscores the
need to utilize the scarce time available in the most constructive ways p0331b1e.
1y delegation is certainly 1nterosted in the discussions that may emerge -out.of
the concerns expressed -for. the efficiency of the work of the Comﬂlutee. We believe
that its negotiating functlon should be enhanced through approprlate procedaral
decisions, and we look forward tc listening to concrete proposals that will promote
that objective. In our view, the substantive aspects of the Commitiee's work are
contained in the specific items of the agenda; on all but two of them, which are
also these to which the highest priority has been assigned, the Cb has established
adequate subsioiarJ organs. Iy delegation urges, therefore, that orgwnlzatlonal
discussions concentrate on the arrangements to deal with those two priority questlons,
and that the Committee does not lose sight of its negotiating function. As an .
illustration of this point, I might recall the very interesting document presented
last week by the delegation of Canada on the general question of verification, and
vhich my delegation referred to the appropriate Brazilian authorities for
examination. As a preliminary reaction, I would say that this Committee is not
the appropriate forum to discuss, in abstracto, the nroblem of verification. - It
would be adequate, of course,. for the Committee to negotiate on the actual
verification provisions of specific agreements. If a question such as verification
is taken in its general terms, my delegation would believe that it is up to the
deliberative body to discuss it. The Committee on Disarmament is not the place
for debates on general issues, that could distract it from the specific tasks and
from the priorities reflected in its agenda. The United Nations Disarmament
Commission, for its part, might hold a very interesting and perhaps useful debate
on the general question of verification or other related issues, and make
recommendations through the General Assemblj.

In this context, may I be allowed to say a word on the recent session of the
Disarmament Commission, just ended in New Yorl:. We consider the results of the
session much below what could be reascnably expected. It is worth while to notice,
however, that the only item of ite agenda on which a sulstantive report could be
reached was the one dealing with nuclear weapons, a fact that shows the continuing
and overwhelming concern of the international community with the nuclear arms ra ace
and nuclear disarmament. Unfortunately, after lengthy consultations and
negotiations on a text for the report on that item, one of the major nuclear-weapon
Powers found it necessary to make a formal reservation on it. The Commission was
thus unable to come up with specific recommendations on the questions related to
nuclear disarmament, a subject which still awaits adequate multilateral treatment.
We still dare to hope that those who bear special responsibilities and who profess
to recognize the profound concerns of non~-nuclear-weapon nations will eventually
find it in their interest to enable the international community to discuss in depth
the issues that affect so deeply the security and the very possibilities for
survival of mankind,

Those were the points that my delegmation wanted to bring today to the attention
of the Committee., Ve trust that a constructive and responsible attitude will’
prevail at this second part of our 1981 session and that the Committee will be
able to build upon the work accomplished during the first part of the session, w1th
due regard for the priorities established and with due respect for the asplratlons,
and interests of the world community at large.

The CHAIRIMAN: I would like to thanlk Ambassador de Souza e Silva for his
statement and Lkind words addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. ROS (Argentina) (franslated from Spanish): Mr. Chairmen, presiding over
the work of the Committee con Disarmament is probably one of the most difficult .
tasks with which a diplomat.may ‘be faceds Knowing how difficult this body's task
is politically and how complicated it is 'technically, I would like to congratulate
you on behalf of my delegation and to express our sincere determination to
contribute to the success of your term of office.

The international situation is still marked by the persistence of centres of
tension in Asia, the Middle East, southern Africa and central America. For my '
country it is clear that this neither promotes the disarmament process nor
.facilitates the task of this Committee. Nevertheless, we must renew our efforts
in order to achieve meaningful results.

In the past decade, the members of the international community have observed,
in most cases as simple witnesses, the inordinate acceleration of the world arms
race. The more than $500,000 million wasted in 1980 —— a figure alarming in itself —-
" gymbolizes a trend which seems to worsen day by day.

We all know where the principal responsibility for this situation lies:
analysis of the percentages that go to make up this waste of resources makes further
clarification unnecessary. It -is necessary, however, to stress that the basis and
cause of this trend are not to be found sclely in the accentuation of differences
between the major military alliances or the emergence of new international problems.
On the contrary, we think that this trend is stimulated almost mechanically by the
- combination of doctrines on the use of force and the development of advanced
military technolcgy. 'In this connection, we share one of the conclusions reached
in the United Nations "Comprehensive study on nuclear weapons" that: "It is clear
that in many cases technology dictates policy instead of gerving it and that new
weapons systems frequently emerge not because of any military or security
_requirement but because of the sheer momentum of the technological process ...

In this situation it is imperative that .tatesmen'and political leaders accept their
responsibility. If they do not, the arms race is certain to go out of control."

(Document 4/35/392, para. 493).

It also seems clear to us that the doctrines of deterrence or strategic
superiority contain within themselves the seed of disequilibrium and danger that
could plunge the world into catastrophe. In fact, the experience of the vast
30 years proves that the originally defensive concept of nuclear deterrence has
‘served as a smoke-screen for the investigation and development of weapons systems
with a clearly offensive capability, and that the security of the States involved
has in no way been strengthened, owing to the error of claiming to strengthen that
gecurity through quantitative and qualitative increases which only move the
potentlal adversary to follow suit and keep pece.

These facts and oon31deratlons, which are applicable $0 any of the super-Powers
and their military alliances, have a consequence to which my country attaches the
greatest importance. I am referring to the fact that the security of third States
‘and of all mankind has been undermined and compromised by the existence and constant
_development of nuclear arsenals, A technical or human error in the unreliable
‘control, communications and-command systems, a preventive attack or an over-stepping
of the fine line between conventional and nuclear warfare, would produce a-
catastrophe whose conseglhences would make no distinction between friends and enemies
or neutrals and belligerents. : -



6L/5V.150

12

(Mr. Ros, Argentina)

The ‘situation I have described means. that nuclear disarmament is.a.wital
imperative of our time, not only for the very pragmatic reason that the arms race
does not increase the security of the States involved, hut above all, because of our
duty to ens ure tﬂe survival of 01v1llzatlon and of mankind.

These are the reasons that impel the Republic of Argentina to make aii-‘éarnest
appeal in this forum to the nuclear-weapon States, and especially the United States
and the Soviet -Union, to exercise the prudence which their respon51b111ty 1mpooes
on them and to. negotiate meaningful measures to halt and reverse -the vertlcal
proliferation. of nuclear weapons.

The Programme of Action adopted by the General Assembly at its first special
session devoted to disarmament, particularly in paragraphs 49-53, indicates the
+most urgent and appropriate steps to achieve this objective. My country is fully
aware of the difficulties implicit in the development of these negotiations but -it
is also aware of the political commitment undertaken by those States by virtue of
their participation in that body and of their agreement to the measures outlined.

Those measures include several to which I would like to refer specifically.
The SALT' process, even though bilateral, has always been linked to the possibility
of progress in the sphere of multilateral disarmament. - If that link is assured,
if the resumption and successful conclusion of strategic arms limitation talks is
the precondition for progress in other, more important areas, then we must urge the
Governments involved to resume their contacts. They would thus contribute not only
to the process of disarmament but alsc to the relaxation of tension and the creation
of a political climate making it possible to negotiate existing differences.

On the other hand, the urgent need to conclude a comprehensive nuclear test ban
treaty and the lack of significant results in the trilateral negotiations on this
matter confirm us in our conviction that this Committee must fully assume its
' ‘responsibilities as'a negotiating body. - The appronrlate means for achievink this
objective is the establishment of a working group on the subject in accordance with
the mandate suggested by the Group of 21 in document CD/181.

Ve believe that such a treaty must include a number of features which will
enable it to secure universal adherence. Among them I think ‘it is sufficient to
mention the protection of the interests of non-nuclear-weapon-States, the absence
of discriminatory features, a comprehensive and lasting character, and the necessary
safeguards for the right of the developlng countries to make full use of nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes.

In order to ensure these {eatures through formulations providing for a proper
balance between obligations and duties, the instrument must be the subject of
multilateral negotiation. Otherwise we shall see a repetition of what has happened
with other treaties, whose ineffectiveness is painfully obvious.

My country .also thinlis it necessary for the Committee on -Disarmament to'app:ove
the establishment of an ad hoc working group to deal with item 2 of the agenda,
"Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament'. We believe that
no one should fear a frank discussion of these matters in what is the international
community's most competent body for that purpose. The Group of 21 has already put
forward some sound suggestions in document CD/loO, whlch might serve as a basis
for guiding our action in this matter.
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My ‘country ‘attaches importance to-the need to avoid horlzontal prollferatlon and
is opposed to the Very existence of nuclear weapons, ‘ho matter what State possesses |
them. The halting of ‘the proliferation of nuclear weapons, both vertically and '
horizontally descrves the support of the entire international community. However, in
the judgement of the Argentine Government, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons is not adequate to achieve this objective. We believe that it is
necessary to achieve international consensus-—-whlch does not yet exist —- based on
universal and non-discriminatcry principles, to ensure a balance of reciprocal
obllgatlons between nuclear—weapon—states and non-nuclear-weapon States.

Pending the emergence of this, consensus, Latin America continues to set the
world an example reflecting its historical calling for peace and development in the
form of the Treaty for the Prohibiticn of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. My
Government, which is a signatory of this instrument, recently participated in the
seventh General Conference of OPANAL, the body responslble for supervision of .
compliance with the Treaty of llatelolco. Ve take this occasion to renew explicitly
Argentina's commitment to the spirit and letter of this Latin American Treaty, a .
position that was noted by the General Conference in a resolution which mentioned
the positive attitude and adherence of Argentina to the provisions and principles of
the treaty. : : :

In conformlty with this pollcy, my -country has, since June 1979, been
negotiating with the International Atomic Energy Agency regarding the scope of the
agreement on safeguards provided for in article 13 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco in
order to be able to establish its eventual obligations and rights in this matter.

At present we are concentrating our efforts on persuading the Secretariat of IAEA to
prepare a text which is in conformity with the provisions of that Treaty.
Unfortunately, the IAEA Secretariat has so far confined itself to modifying: slightly
the model agreement on safeguards for the non-proliferation Treaty and presenting it -
as suitable for the Treaty of Tlatelolco. My Government hopes that the Secretariat
of that body in Vienna- w1ll change its attitude in the near future.

On- the other hand, we believe that offorts towards the establishment and
perfection of nuclear—weapon—free zones in.the various reglons of the world are
positive. = Nevertheless, we are convinced that this type of regional agreement cannot
be a substitute for nor should it delay the adoption of efiectlve measures to reduce
ex1st1ng nuclear arsenals.

I should now dike to refer brlefly to the question of chemical weapons.’ I&y
country favours prohibition of the use, development, production, stockpiling and
storage of these weapons, with reasonable exceptions .to meet the needs of protection
and defence. ' '

In supportlng the prohlbltlon of the use of ohemlcal weapons within the framework
of a multilateral conventlon we have no intention of in any way undermlnlng the
validity of the Geheva Protocol of 1925, since it should not be very dlfflcult for
this Committee to find a formula to llnx the two instruments without weaLenlng either,

Furthermore, we feel that the verification system is a more difficult question
here than in most disarmament treaties. We are in favour of a system commensurate
with the scope of the convention, with a combination of national and international
measures and a predominant- role for the advisory .committee, the nature of which was
the subject of much of the discussion in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
We also wish to state again that this Group's  mandate should be modified to enable it
to negotiate the text of a treaty. If necessary, it could also continue to consider
pending technical questions or it could delegate them to experts.

My Government wishes to express its satlsfactlon at the progress achieved in the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weanons. Althoubh we have reservations regarding
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sone - f-the ~texXts-which are being considered, we feel that the general balance is
positive. The prohlbltlon of this category of hypothetical weapons.has. low priority,
but en agreement on & draft txeaty would.relieve the Committee's ‘agenda.of this item
and so fa0111tato the oon51d°ratlon of th:e truly 1mportant topilcs.

-1t has also been suggested in this Commlttee that the treaty on’ radlologloal
weapons should also include prohibition of attacks on non-military nuclear installations.
This proposal has become more pertinent olnoe the recent Israeli attack on nuclear
installations in Iraq. My Government, which has alreaoy expressed - its profound
disapproval of this attack —- this subject has been discussed amcng the Group of 21 and
the Group's views will be brought to the Committee's attention in the course of this’
very morning-- considers that this action once again demonsirates the fragility of the
nuclear-non-proliferation Treaty. The Iraqi installations were subject to the
safeguards of this international instrument, whose reliability as an effective way of
promoting the development of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes has now been
further eroded.‘_We believe that this incident merely confirms the rightness of our
constant objections to the non-proliferation Treaty, following, as it does, the failure
of the two conferences for the rev1ew of the Treaty and the views expressed by many
States parties. :

Ve consider that, in order to avoid so far as is poesible a repetition of. such
actions, the international community should agree to the prohibition of attacks on
non-military nuclear installations through legally binding multilateral norms, either
in the convention on radlologlcal weapons or in a geparate instrument.

My country considers that the results achieved in 1978 at the first spe01al
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament were extremely positive. The
Final Document embodying the consensus achieved by the international community at- that
time must be implemented with full respect for its Programme of Action, priorities and
principles. The second specidl session of the General Assembly to be held in 1982,
will give us the opportunity to evaluate -this implementation, in which the Commitiee on
Disarmament plays an important part. Ve hope .that this body can count on sufficient
political will on the part of its members to contribute significantly .to the success of
the 1982 special session of the General “ssembly through the preoaratlon of the texts
of the treaties uentioned in its mandate and the reaching of meaningful agreement on a
comprehensive programme of disarmament.  Argentina promises its co-operation and will
take the measures necessary to ensure that the nrovisions of the Final Document of 1978
do not remain a dead letter as far as it is concerned. In this context, we haveé
initiated the process which will shortly result in our signing the Convention on
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be
Deemed to Be Excessively InJuxlous or to Have Indiscriminate Bffects, and its three
Protocols.' -

‘Argentina's foreign nollcv with respect to disarmsment and the limitation and
control of armaments is the result of a careful evaluation of the present international
situation. It was formulated mainly in the light of the following factors: The
legitimate defence interests of States, the need to strengthen international peace and
security, the global 1nterdependence that exists between disarmament, security and
development, and the direct negative impact of the arms race between the great Powers and
the military blocs on the security of third States.

As a result of its analysis of these.factors, Argentina is participating actively
in all efforts designed to achieve "a world in which peace is secured through the ,
negotiated solution of conflicts and differences rather than through reliance on the
precarious balance offered by doctrines of deterrence or military superiority. In this
context my country has for deoadeé'@gnegetently advocated the conclusion of internationa’
agreements whereby the global arms.race may be halted and reversed. :

We believe that Argentina's-foreign-policy in these matters should be interpreted
as a positive contribu%ion—u-a policy based on a balance of rights and cbligations while
taking account of the needs of defence, one which will not jeopardize our efforts toward:

economic and ‘social development but will help to strengthen international peace. and
security.
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The CHATMEAT: T thank the 44 stinguished reprosentotive of Arxgeontine,
His Excellency the Vice-linister for Foreign Affalr fmbassador Ros, for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chqlr.

M, ST*JLI Corocen) (tronslated £ Trench): i, Cta;rman, allor ne
first of all to perform the pleasant task of offering you the Horoccan delegation's
warmest congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on
Disarmament for the month of June, and to express to you our best wishes for your
success in the accomplishment of your heavy responsibilities. We are convinced
that, thanks to the exemplary competence, wisdom and devotion to duty which you
have amply demonstrated, particularly as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons, the Committee will be able to make substantial progress in
its work during the summer session this year

We also wish to congratulate and thank your predecessor, Ambassador Pfeiffer,
the ‘distinguished representative of the TFederal Republic of Germany, for the
brilliant and effective way in which he guided the work of our Committee during
the month of April.

I would also like to take this opportunity to welcome our new colleagues,
the distinguished representatives of Argentina and Sri Lanka, and to agsure them
of our full co-~operation.

The resumpiion of the Committee's work has been marked by an extremely sad
event, the seriousness and the consequences of which have been emphasized by all.

I am speaking of the attack by the Israeli air force on 7 June on the Iraqi
nuclear research centre.

In a message to the President of Iraq, His Majesty the King of ilorocco
stated: "We learncd with distress and great indignation of the odious attack
by the Israeli air force against one of your important industrial installations
and of the damage resulting from this treacherous and preomediteted attack. This
barbarous and unarranted act flouts all international rules, wll 01v1llaed
values and the moral principles of humanity, and constitutes an attempt irreparably
to compromise the sincere efforts that have been made towards the cstablishment of
peace and security in the 1iddle Last...".

Morocco, like all countries vhich love peace and justice, cannot tolerate
this irresponsible act and strongly condemns it. By committing this base and
ingolent crime, Israel has once more shown that it intends to remain outside the
law and to continue to ignore and to flout universally recognized and respected
principles.

There is no doubt that this criminal enterprise represents a challenge to
the sovereign and inalienable right of all States to acquire and develop nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes.

Irag, by acceding to the Treaty on the Ilon-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
and by signing a safcguard agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency,
has clearly shown its intention and will to use nuclear energy for strictly
peaceful purposes and thus to abide by the principles governing international
co—operation in this sphere.
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By destroying the nuclear research centre ot Wammus,  Israel. which,
moreover, has not signed the non-proliferation Treaty, refuses to allow
inspections by the IAEA and has ccquired o nuclear capability, is deliberately
attempting to disrupt the non-proliferation rdgime and to endanger the safeguards
system of the International Atomic Dnergy Agency. The Zionisi State is thus
attempting seriously to compromise the efforts being made by all those of goodwill
throughout the world, whether govermmental or non-govermmentol, effectively and
sincerely to initiate the disarmament process.

Faced with this unprecedented act of vendslism, which has provoked the
unanimous disapproval and indignation of the entirc world, we in the Committee on
Disarmament must zo beyond verbal condemnation and take all measures necessary
to prevent the repetition of any action of this kind.

The attack by the Israeli air force against the Iraqi nuclear centre was —-
alas —= only too well timed to prove how right and how necessary was the Swedish
proposal that the convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons, which we
are in the process of negotiating, should contain provisions prohibiting attaclks
against civilian nuclear installations.

Our Committee would therefore be extremely well-advised seriously to
consider the Swedish proposal, which my delegation warmly welcomes.

In any case, lorocco would like to take this opportunity to condemn the
Israeli attack, which represents o new chollenge to international order and
Jeopardizes all the efforts being made to secure peace in the Middle East.

The CHATAUAN: I thanit Ambaussador 2lli of Horoceo for hiszs stotoment

LW 1
and for the kind words he addresscd to the Chair.

Mr, MALITPA (Romenia) (translated from Feench):  r. Chairman, I should

like first of all to congratulate you on your assumption of the chairmanship of
the Committee for the month of June. For me there is the pleasure of seeing in
the chair not only the representative of a country that is a neighbour and friend
of Romania but also a long-time colleague and friend whose competence and
avthority in United MNations matters have never ceased to increase. Allow me to
wish you all success in your important activities and to assure you of our fullest
support. ‘

We ' should also like to offer our congratulations to your predecessor,
Ambassador Pfeiffer, the distinguished representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany, for the competence and industry he displayed in carrying out his tasks.

I should also like to take this opportunity to welcome to the Committce the

distinguished representatives of Argentina —— I, Julio Carasales, of Iran —-
Mr. Ahmad Jalali, and of Svi lLanka —-- Ir. Tigse Jayaltoddy, and I look forward to

co~-operation between our delegations, which I hope will be both friendly and
fruitful, ’
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As the Committee on Disarmament resumes its work, the Romanian delegation
shares the conviction that the present stage of our activity can and must be
marked by intensive and conscientious efforts to .achieve tangible results on all
the agenda items, including in particular the completion of the drafting of certain
specific texts which are to be put before the Genéral Assembly at its special
session next year. The inclusion of particular items on the Committee!'s agenda
reflects a broad consensus that they offer the best chance for the achievement of
practical results. The meeting of the Preparatory Commuittee for the special
session which was held recently in Hew York urgently reminds us that our deadline
for producing results in our negotiations is very close. at hand. The Romanian
delegation is therefore in favour of any practical organizational approach which
will expedite our work and render the Committee's negotiations more effective.

We believe that that end is served by the proposals to amend the mandate of the

Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons so as to permit it to undertake the
drafting, through negotiation, of a convention on the pronibition of chemical
weapons, as also the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons.

We are also in favour of immediate and accelerated negotiations to prepare the

draft comprehensive programme of disarmament, whose central importance for the
forthcoming special session devoted to disarmament was gtressed by the representative
of liexico, Ambassador Alfonso Garcia-Robles. Similarly important is the

continuation and intensification of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on

Security Assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States.

At the same time it would be appropriate and wise for the Committee to respond
during this part of its session to the General Assembly's urgent and well-founded
appeals to it to start negotiations on nuclear disarmament —- an item which has been
on the Committce's agenda since it was established -- by setting up a working group
for that purpose. The initiative to that effect of the Group of 21, contained in
document CD/iSO of 24 April 1981; which was presented by Ambassador Sallah-Bey,
the distinguished representative of Algeria, is of pressing urgency. 1t
represents what we hope will prove to be a unanimously acceptable basis for action
which is in fact aimed at facilitating the elaboration and clarification of the
stages of nuclear disarmament envisaged in paragraph 50 or the Final Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

The informal discussions on nuclear topics that took place during the first
part of the Committec's seszion, the conclusions of the.United Hations .
comprehensive study on nuclear weapons (document A/55/392) and the recent Yearbook
of the Stockholm Internationsl Peace Research Institute (SIPRI, Yearbook, 1931)
show that such a debate would be useful and timely.

The fact is that nuclear weapons and the strategic concepts underlying their
development and use are the primary cause of insecurity in the world today. The
so-called progress in the development of these wecpons, which are being improved
in geometric progression, as well as the related strategic theories, have
generated a current of cnxiety of unprecedented proportions. In practice the
experts seem to be trying to divest the atomic bomb of its aura of horror so as
to endow it with a virtuc previously denied it, namely, that of an instrument

esigned to be used. Of course, the erosion of doctrines oi deterrence goes
hand-in-hand with technological refinements. The range of atomic mini-products
which can be used in a variety of situations is widening. The danger of such a
development is obvious because it foreshadows the ultimate development of a
veritable detonator of nuclear-wor, capable of unleashing a devastating conflict
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with incalculable consequences. Reflecting this concern of the Luropean countries,
Romania and Austria, in the final communiqué issued after the rccent visit of the
President of the Socialist Republic of Romania, Nicolae Ceaugescu, to Austria,
stressed that '"tiie cessation of the arms race, particularl; in the field of
weapons of mass destruction, is of the greatest imporitance. Romania and Austria
are in favour of the initiation of comprehensive negotiations with a view to the
adoption of specific measures to achisve this objective. The balance of forces
should be achieved, not through the acceleration of the arms race but through

the progressive reducticn of armed forces and armaments”.

Referring to the situation with respect to the nuclear area in general, the
SIPRI Yearbook stressed that even if the disarmament negotiations had scored no
practical results, they still hed one positive and encouraging element, which
was to-increase the concern of all pecople in the face of the danger of a world
conflict. The popular movements which have cmerged in recent years against the
increase of military expenditures in general and those on nuclear weapons in
particular are a hopeful sign (SIPRI Yearbook 1981, p.18).

We would particularly like to draw attention to the real danger of the
outbreak of a nuclear war by accident, to which Ambassador A.P. Venkateswaran, the
head of the Indian delegation, referred in his statement of 11 June 1981,

The prevention of the outbreal of nuclear conflict through miscalculation or
accident was already among the concerns of the predecessors of the Committee on
Disarmament. There are also bilateral arrangements in this connection between
certain nuclear-weapon countries. DBut all States, including small and medium-sized
ones, developing and non-aligned States, are entitled to expect a multilateral
control and guarantee system capable of preventing an accident which might cause
a war that would instantly involve those countries, without their agreement, purely
inadvertently. The impressive number of accidents involving nuclear weapons, 125 in
the past 30 years, shows that the question is not a purely academic one., The self-
operating nature of atomic war techniques and the increasing use of computers and
automatic retaliction systems, mean that the fate of mankird depends more and more
on the proper functioning of complicated electronic systems which are nevertheless
themselves subject to failure.

These trends increase the possibility of nuclear war by accident, particularly
in a climate in which political efforts to create confidence between States have
reached a sorry pass, as we all know.
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At the same time, things are happening which reveal the fragility of
existing international arrangements. I am referring to the very serious act
of aggression —— the bombing by Israeli planes of nuclear installations
situated near Baghdad. The Romanian people learned with deep concern and
indtgnation ef the air raid by Israeli military planes on the territory of
the Republic of Irag. The Romanian Govermment and people strongly condemn
this totally unwarranted act of aggression which constitutes a serious
violation of the elementary norms governing relations between States and of
the sacred principles of national indepcndence and sovercignty, non-interference
in the internal affairs of States, territorial infegrity and the non-usc or
threat of use of force. It is absolutely necessary that it should be understood,
with the utmost clarity, that no one, under any pretext or circumstance, can
presume to violate the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of
another State and that the security of one Htate cannot justifiably be defended
by. flagrantly violating the security of other States.

In international events, the Committee on Disarmament occupies a unique’
position. It has a precise mandate, conferred upon it by the General Assembly
at its first special session devoted to disarmement —- that of negotiating
multilateral disarmament agreements, and in the first instance agreements on.
nuclear disarmament. The basic premise of its work is that all States wish to
put an end to the arms race and to agrec on concrete neasures of disarmament
with the guaranteeing. of their security at progressively lower levels of
military forces and armament. Our failure to reach agreement on such precise
and practical measures is used as an argument for the intensification of the
arms race, and first and. foremost the nuclear arms race. The monstrous size
of military budgets eloquently illustrates the consequences of this viecious
circle. As the Romanian delegation has already stated during the Committee's
discussions, any progress we may make in our negotistions will have favourable
repercussions on the international situation as a whole. A%t its session next
autumn, the General fAsgembly will once again have on its agenda dozens of
items relating to disaymament. In the debates which teke place delegations
will be at pains to seek out the very smallest indicaticn of the Committee's
contribution. The forces that are in Tavour of disarmament —- the popular
movements in various countries, the efforts of men of science and progressive
political personalities —— are obviously outside the sphere of our Committee.
However, we are convinced that their exzistence is an encouraging factor which
can but have a positive influence on our work,
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The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador Malita of Romania for his statement and the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr, ISSRABLYAMN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Comrade Chairman, first of all, allow me to welcome you, the representative of a
fraternal socialist country -~ the Hunparian People's Republic —— in the office of
Chairman of the Committec on Disarmament.

You are confronted with a difficult task —- to set in operation the complex
multilateral machinery of negotiations in the Committee as quickly as possible and
to its full capacity. Various organizational problems facing us should not take much
of our time, although their-effective solution to a certain extent determines also the
final outcome of our work. The Soviet delegation wishes you every success.

‘We also express our appreciation to the representative of the Federal Republic
of Germany, Ambassador Pfeiffer, who chaired the Committee last April.

We welcome the presence at today's meeting of the Vice-linister for Foreign
Affairs of Argentina, Ambassador Ros, with whom we are all acquainted because of his
vork in the United Natidns. We are also happy to greet the new representatives in the
Committee -- the Ambassador of Argentina, Mr. Carasales, the Ambassador of the friendly
nation of Iran, Mr. Ahmad Jalali and the Ambassador of Sri Lanka, Mr. Tissa Jayakoddy.

Comrade Chairmen, a number of delegations in this Committee have already touched
upon the question of the gangster-like Israeli action against Irag. The position of
the Soviet Union on this subject is clearly defined in the TASS statement published
by the Soviet press on 10 June last.

In escalating its criminal war against the Arab peoples, Israel has committed
another act of armed aggression, this time against Iraq. Israeli aircraft carried out
a raid on Baghdad in order to destroy the nuclear research centre there. ‘

Howvever, it is well known that Irag is a party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and consequently, all its nuclear activities’
are subject to control by the TAEA., In contrast Israel, which has been long striving
to develop nuclear weapons, flatly refuses %o accede to this Treaty.

The Soviet leadership resolutely condemns the barbarous attack by the Israeli
air force on the capital city of Iraq and considers that the respongibility for this
act rests with Israel and with the United States of America which arms the aggressor
and renders it every possible assistance and suppors.

The Committee on Disarmament has resumed its work against the background of a
considerably aggravated international situation in which the opponents of détente are
endeavouring seriously to undermine it. They have embarked on a course of further
whipping up the arms race, the result being that the pace of accumulating armaments,
including the most dangerous types, is outstripping efforts aimed at curbing the arms
race. Negotiations on a number of specific issues relating to the limitation and
restraining of the process of the qualitative and quantitative build-up of arms have
been broken off or suspended. :
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In these circumstances the task of bridling the arms race is becoming ever more
urgent, ever more pressing, and the responsibility placed on the work of the Committee
- on Disarmament ever greater, and filled with a new meaning., Indeed, our Committee,
whose purpose is to work out realistic disarmament measures, has been expected and is
expected to be capable of making a definite contribution to the consolidation of the
process of détente and to the attainment of concrete disarmament agreements.

A number of events of recent years have created quite favourable conditions for
the successful advancement of negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament. They
include the series of important international agreements concluded in the 1960s and
1970s in the sphere of the limitation of armaments and disarmament. They also include
numerous proposals and initiatives on disarmament questions put forward by the
Soviet Union, by socialist countries and by other States. In addition, a number of
useful disarmament decisions have been adopted by the United Nations.

Certain changes made in recent years in the composition and in the character of
the work of the Geneva Committee could also have had a positive impact on the '_
negotiations. The Committee's membership has been increased with the admittence of
a new group of SBtates. TFor the first time, all five nuclear-weapon Powers and the
militarily most advanced States are participating in multilateral disarmament
negotiations. It is also important to note that the major groups of States —-
socialist, capitalist, non-aligned and neutral —-- are represented in the Committee
on the whole in a balanced way.

New elements have also appeared in the very character of this Committee!s
activities. Vhile in the past this body confined itself to general discussions on
disarmament issues, the Committee has now acquired the character of a multilateral
organ negotiating a wide range of disarmament problems. The main purpose of the
activities of the Committee on Disarmament is that all the States participating in
1ts work on an equal basis should work out important international disarmament
instruments, such as agreements, conventions and treaties, of a legally binding
nature. ‘

A certain organizational restructuring of the Committee's work effected in
recent years could have facilitated a transition from wishes and recommendations —-
and the United Nations has adopted a plethora of those —- +o agreements and accords.
The emphasis in the Committee's activities is now laid on the worlk of its ad hoc
subsidiary bodies -- the working groups, each of which is engaged in business-~like
" negotiations with a view to elaborating this or that concrete agreement in the sphere
of disarmament.

Of course, the Committee could have initiated negotiations on other topics, too.
Indeed, its agenda encompasses virtually the entire broad spectrum of problems rela§éd
to the limitation of the arms race and disarmament. The Committee's rules of
procedure devised and adopted two years ago are designed to help enhance the
effectiveness of its work. I+t should be noted that many of the above-mentioned
changes in the Committee's work reflect ideas and observations put forward by the
Soviet Union in connection with its proposal concerning a world disarmament
conference. :
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However, despite all these positive developments, the Committee on Disarmament
has no positive achievement to show for these years; it has merely been marking time.
How can this situation be accounted for? Its root cause, first and foremost, is the
policies of certain States members of the Committee, which hamper its work. The
activities of the Committee on Disarmement clearly demonsirate that it is an arena
of acute confrontation between two major directions in world politics, between two
approaches to disarmament ncgotiations: on the one hand, the course towards curbing
the arms race and attaining real results in the sphere of disarmament and, on the
other, the course towards proiracting or torpedoing negotiations. It is towards this
end that the advocates of the latter course undertake attempts to prevent the
-Committee from conducting negotiations on the most pressing disarmament problems, -
unwarrantedly to reduce the time period of its work, and so on.

For example, who would deny that the most urgent disarmament problem is the
cessation of the nuclear arms race? Over three years ago the Soviet Union, supported
by other socialist countries, put forward a proposal concerning the cessation of the
production of all types of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduction of stockpiles of
such weapons until they have been completely eliminated. A document to this effect
(CD/4) was tabled in the Committee on Disarmament by socialist countries as early as -
1979, and they were actively backed up by non-aligned and neutral States. Furthermore,
a number of decisions have been adopted by the United Nations and in particular by the
General Assembly at its first special session devoted to disarmament, calling upon the
Committee to undertake negotiations forthwith on the cessation of the nuclear arms
race. And yet, no such negotiations are under way in the Committee. What is the
reason for this? The opposition of those countries whose representatives contend
that negotiations of this kind would be, as they put it, "premature". This is an
utterly false pretext. ,

The Soviet delegation believes that.the exchange of views on the agenda item
entitled "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament" held during the
first part of the current session of the Committee was useful. However, this is not
what the world community expects from us. It is time -- it is high time to start
within the Committee negotiations on nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet delegation once again draws the attention of all delegations to the
considerations and ideas contained in working paper CD/4 and urges that concrete
negotiations on that subject should be initiated immediately in the Committee on
Disarmament within the framework of any acceptable procedures and organizational forms.

To take another question -- that of the complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests. Quite auspicious conditions now seem to exist in the Committee
for making headway in the solution of this issue —- for its membership includes all
five nuclear-weapon Powers which could, together with the non-nuclear-weapon States
members of the Committee, make a constructive coantribution to the elaboration of an
appropriate agreement. The group of noutral and non-alisned States has put forward a
specific proposal -- to set up an ad hoc working group within the Committee and to
commence forthwith negotiations on this urgent disarmament issue. Naturally,
consideration of the question of a nuclear test ban in all its aspects with a view
to the earliest possible conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests, with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon Powers,
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should not complicate the USSR-United States-United Kingdom negotiations on this
subject which, by the way, were suspended through no fault of ours at the end of last
year. In this matter as well the Committee is facing an impasse. The United States
and the United Kingdom are stubbornly opposed to the establishment of a working group
on a miclear test ban, while the representatives of China and France state that they
have nothing against setting up such a group, but they vromptly add that they are

not ready to end nuclear tests, at least at the present stage.

The Soviet delegation supports the proposal of the group of non-aligned countries
for the establishment of an ad hoc working group with the participation of all the
nuclear-weapon Powers for the consideration of the problem of nuclear tests in all of
its agpects with a vieuv to the speediest possible conclusion of a treaty on a ftotal
and comprehensive prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

Let us take the question of strengthening security guarantees for non-nuclear-
weapon States, a highly important question in world policy. The position of the
Soviet Union on this question was rccently once again confirmed by President Brezhnev
in his answer to the question of the Greek newspaper "Ta Nea". = The Committee has
before it a draft internetional couvention on strengthening security fuarantees for
non-nuclear-wveapon States submitted by the Soviet Union together with other socialist
countries. Some non-aligned countries have .also tabled their own draft convention.
There are also quite a number of General Assembly decisions on that subject which
speak in favour of concluding an international coavention. Yet, despite all that,
the work in the Committee ou Disarmament on a draft convention is practically at a
standstill. What is the reason for this? Once again it is the resistance on the part
of those who maintain that the elaboration of an international convention on
strengthening security guaranitees for non-nuclear-weapon States is an "unrealistic"
enterprise.

In our view, there are favourable conditiong for achieving progress in the
negotiations on this subject in the Committee on Disarmament. We could at least take
the first joint steps in the right direction, but here toc what is required is the
good will of all participants in the negotiations and, in the first place, of the
nuclear-wveapon States. The Soviet Union has already more than once manifested such
readiness.

An utterly contrived pretext is put forvard to prevent the Committee on Disarmament
from considering the proposal on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of
new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction and a draft treaty on this
subject. The long-winded arguments of some representatives in the Committee about the
"non-urgent nature" of this issue are accompanied, according to press reports, by an
intensive development in various western States of new lethal types of weapons of mass
destruction.

It may well be asked vhether it is not the primary duty of the Committee to follow
closely the evolution of this matter and to take the necessary concrete measures to
prevent the emergence of new types of such weapons. This purpose could be served by
the cstablishment of an ad hoc group of experts.

The Soviet delegation welcomes the Hungarian proposal for the holding of special
informal meetings on the question of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons, with the participation of cxperts.
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.. It is'not the first year that the world community is insistently demanding the
prohibition of neutron vreapons. As early as 1978, the Soviet Union together with
other socialist countries submitted a draft treaty on this subject to the Committee

on Disarmement. In view of the revival of plans for the production.of neutron weapons
and their deployment in western Europe, this issue has acquired special urgency, as
has repeatedly been stated in the Committee by representatives both of socialist and
of non-aligned countries. However, here again, the "veto" of the NATO countries
prevents the Committee from working out measures aimed at the banning of neutron
weapons. : ) '

From time. to time one may hear arguments to the effect that in the present
difficult interrational situation it is hardly possible to conduct negotiations on
disarmament matters.  But nobody has yet devised a more effective way of settling
questions in dispute than by an exchange of views, discussions and-negotiations at
various levels, provided, of course, that the parties want peace and not war.

‘The Soviet Union has been and continues to be & staunch and steadfast champion
of the cause of disarmement. This was again emphatically reitecrated by
President Brezhnev on 12 June of this year during his meeting vith Mr. Palme,
Chairman of thé Independent Commission on Disarmement and Security Issues, vhich is -
a non-governmental international organization. Mr. Drezhnev stressed that '"we are in
favour of immediate constructive negotiations, honest agreement, the lowering of the
level of military confrontation both in Europe and on a global scale. The limitation
of armaments and real disarmament —— thése are the true guarantees of peace and a
tranquil future for all peoples". Mr. Brezhnev also pointed out the need for all
States and .all social forces to exert their efforts to secure the intensification of
negotiations with a view to achieving a firmer and more lasting peace on our planet.
He affirmed that the USSR is always ready to co-operate towards the curbing of the .
arms ‘race and the strengthening of peace with the representatives of all political and
religious trends. These are precisely the principles that guide the Soviet delegation
in the Committee on Disarmament. '

‘We believe that there neither has been nor is a fatal inevitability of a military
clash, or of a return to the cold war. The Soviet Union proceeds from the belief that
there is no controversial question in relations among States vhich could not be
resolved at the negotiating table. Likewise there is no type of armaments which the
USSE would not be ready to limit or to prohibit on a wreciprocal basis by agrecement
with other States.

The current session of the Committee on Disarmament has a particular significance.
Ve arc ‘closc to the completion of the first cycle of the work of the enlarged.
multilateral disarmament negotiating body with the participation of all five
nuclear-weapon Povers., The Committee in its new composition has been working for:
three years. Scores of meetings have been held, imndreds of statements have been.
delivered and large numbers of documents have been circulated. Ve would like to see
the efforts of all genuine chempions of disarmament crowned with success, the wishes
expressed at the first special session of the General Assembly on disarmament in
connection with the expansion of the Committee's membership translated into life, the
results of its work —- both in number and in nature -- surpassing the achievements of
the Committee on Disarmament in previous periods of its activity. We would like the
Committee's work —-- and this is the most important thing —- .to live up to the
expectations of all ordinary people all over the world, thousands of whom write letters
to us every day requesting, demanding that for the sake of the lives of the present and
future generations we should turn from words to deeds. The Soviet delegation believes
that the Committee should not come cmpty-handed to the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmement. Ve for our part will do our utmost to help
achieve positive results.
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The CHATRMAIN: I thank Ambassador Issraelyan of the Soviet Union for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

HMr. de 1la GORCE (Traonce) (translated from Irench): Hr. Chairman, the
French delegation is happy to extend to you . its congratulations and best wishes
for your term ag Chairman. It has often had occasion to appreciate your
diplomatic talents, your experience and your courtesy.

You have already contributed most effectively to the organization of our work
for this second part of our session. We are convinced that under your guidance
our Committee will moke as much progress in its wori as is possible, The
French delegation wishes to assure you of its uholehesrted collaboration.

It also wishes to express its thanks and congratulations to our distinguished
colleague from the Federal Republic of Germany, Ambassador Pfeiffer, who presided
in such a distinguished and efficient manner over our work during the month of
April, '

I am also pleased to welcome today Ambassador Ros, Vice-lMinister for
Poreign Affairs of Argentina, a great country in vhich I had the honour to
represent France, as well ag our new colleagucs, Ambassador Carasales, the
repregentative of Argentina, whom I am particularly happy to see herée once again,
Anbassador Jalali, the representative of Iran, and Ambassador Jayakoddy, the
representative of Sri Lenka. I extend to them ny congratulations and my best
wishes. for the success of their mission.

Several of our colleagues have made statements here expressing the reactions
f R A . ~t i . . . 1 m -~
of their respective Govermments to the Israeli attack on the Tammuz nuclear reactor.

I, too, feel compelled at this Juncture to state the position of the
French Government with regard to this incident, in the first place because of the
gravity of the incident itself, and secondly because French industry participated
in the construction of the Iraqi muclear centre and the Prench Government is
therefore in a better position than others to judge the nature of these facilities
and the possible effects of their operation from the standpoint of the
non~proliferation régime.

The Israelil attack brought a clear and immediate responge from the
French Govermment. In o statement published on 8 June, the Prime Ilinister
described the bombardment as "an unacceptable act which the Government condemns
and which only increases the tension in the region". On 15 June, in the
Security Council, the representative of France condemned the Israeli attack as a
"violation of the fundamental principles to which all States signatories of cur
Charter have subscribed, and especially of the right of every State to respect for
.its sovereignty and independence and the universal obligetion not to resort to the
use of force".
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I would remind you that the Israeli raid cost a French engineer his life.

I come now to the quesfion of the posscible or alleged effects which the
operation of the Tammuz reactor could have had on the non-proliferation régime.

The Israeli Government has asscerted, and I quote that Government's own
statement, that the purpose of the Tammuz reactor "uas to produce atomic bombs',

The French Govermment rejects this allegation. On this point, I wish to
quote the statement of the representative of Prance in the Security Council:s

"The only purpose of the Tammuz recactor is scientific research and the
agreements concluded between France and Iraq rule out any utilization, even
indirectly, for military purposes.

"We are in a position to state the facts about the Tammuz I and
Temmuz II reactors becauvse they are cxact replicas of the Isis and Osiris
reactors built for the purposes of the French civilian programme, vhich
are in service at the Saclay Centre and are used for irradiation experiments
and. the production of radioigotopes. '

"At yesterday's meeting, attention was drawn to two fundamental
dangers: the diversion of enriched uranium and the production of plutonium.-

-"There are no grounds for the first hypothesis. The IAEA inspections
are aimed precisely at verifying that these fuels are not being diverted.
They have given every satisfaction, moreover. TIurthermore, as soon as the
fuels have begun to be irradiated in the core of the reactor, the highly
enriched uranium they contain becomes unsuitable for the manufacture of
explosives. Lastly, I would remind you of the statement issued by the
French Government in 1980: 'deliveries of this uranium correspond solely
to the needs of the research reactor. They are programmed for that purpose
and all necessary precautions are taken'.

"The stcond hypothesis is likewise unfounded. The Tammuz reactor is
designed exclusively for gcientific research. Any attempt to use it for the
production of plutoenium for military purposes, which would involve the
messive irradiation of natural uwranium in order subsequently to obtain
plutonium by reprocessing, would call for considerable modification of the
installations and the handling of dangerously irradiated substances in
quantities amounting to several tomnes. Such an operation, which would take
many years, would be immediately detected.

"To conclude this technical explanation, it would be.absurd for a country
wishing to manufacture & nuclear bomb to build a reactor such as the one at
Tammuz in order to- obtain substances for military purnoses. As everyone knows,
there are simple ways of achicving that end: the purchase of centrifuzés for
the enrichment of uranium or the construction of plutonium reactors using
natural uranium, for example.
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"Iraq has given Trance, through agreements concluded in 1975 and 1976
and made public in due course, precise and formal undertakings with regard
to controls and safeguards. In accordance with its obligations under the
NPT, Iraq has concluded with IAEA all the necessary safeguards agreements.

It has provided IAEA with all the required information. IATEA inspectors
have visited Tammz twice (the second time +this very year), and found nothing
abnormal. The French Govermment, for its part, in iis concern to see that
no diversion took place and to avoid any crit 1olsm or suspicion, had only
recently taken steps to ensure that no measure would be overlooked to
guarantee that deliveries were used purely for peaceful purposes.

"In these circumstances, the Israeli attack, among other consequences,
seriously threatens the very principles of peaceful nuclear co~operation
between States within an international non-proliferation system., It could
shake the foundations of international co-operation in thiz field. In this
connection, the French delegation cannot but subscribe to the vieus
expressed by Dr. Eklund, Dlrector—General of the IAEA, to the
Agency!s Board of Governors:

'The Agency inspected the Iraqi reactors and found no sign of activity
contrary to the IIPT., Apparently, a country which is not a signatory of the
NPT did not trust our reports or our capacity to continue effectively to

ischarge our responsibilitieg as regards safeguards. The conclusion may
therefore be drawn that the AgonCV'° verification system itself has been
attacked. Vhere will this lead us in the future? This is a metter of grave
concern and should be carefully studied!.®

The statement of the representative of France in the Security Council ended
on that point.

The French delegaticn very much shares the concern expressed by other speakers
here. The disarmament effort can make headway only if there is respect for
international order. The use of force is the very negation of that order.
Furthermore, the action we are condemning jeopardizes the only international
system that exists in the field of verification —— that of the International Atomic
Lnergy Agency. It calls into question thé very conditions for international
technological co-operation in the sphere of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy -~-—
a co-—operation which is a goal of the uitmost importance for all nations.

All these reasons justify the misgivings and alarm that have been voiced
on this subject by members of the Committee. The Security Council is at present
discussing the matter: we can but hope that it will take the decisions which the
international community is ent tled to expect of it.

The CHATRMAN: I thanl: Ambassador de la Gorce of France for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. CIARRAPICO (Italy): iy Govermment has made knowm its condemnation
of the attack by the Israeli air force on the Iraci nuclear installations,
most recently through the representative of Italy to the United Wations on
15 June during the debate that the Security Council is holding on the subject.
I would also wish to associate my delegation with the statement that I
understand is about to be made by the distinguished representative of Japan
on behalf also of other western States.

I can therefore confine ry statement, nou, in this Committee, to the
expression of our deep concern over the potential harm that cuch an attack
can cause to the credibility and cffectiveness of the non-proliferation
régime. In this connection, I wish to reaffirm that Itaely has alweys
attached great importance to the provisions of crticle IV of the WPT which
calls for the promotion of international co-operation among States parties
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Article IV providés also that due
consideration should be paid to "the needs of the developing areas of the
world"., As one concrete initiative in implementation of ariicle IV of the
Treaty, Italy engaged in a programme of co-operation with Iraq in the ficld
of nuclear energy.

The sale of five nmuclear research lavoratories was stipulated in full
accordance with the letter and the spirit of the MPT. Iraq is a party o
the HPT since 1970 and has opened its nuclear installations, including the
laboratories supplied by Italy, to IAEA inspeciions. Horeover, in the
framework of the above-mentioned programme of co-operation, it has voluntarily
accepted more stringent forms of control, in keeping with the guidelines foxr
muiclear transfers adopted by the London Suppliers' Club. The compliance of
Iraq with the obligations under the provisions of the NPT was authoritatively.
confirmed by the Direccitor-General of IAEA in a statement published on
9 June: "Iraq has been a party to the WPT gince it came into force in 1970.
In accordance with the Treaty, Iraq accepted safeguards on all.its nuclear
activities. These safeguards have been satisfactorily applied to date,
including during this recent period of armed cenflict with Iran. The last
safeguard inspection at the Iraqi nuclear cenlre took place in January this
year and all nuclear material there vas satisfactorily accounted for. This
material included the fuel so far delivered for the Tammuz reactor. A further
inspection was planned to talke place on 7-8 June."

In the view of my Government the NPT and IAEBA safeguairds requirements remain
the agreed framework for the transfer of nuclear materisls and technologies
for peaceful uses. My Government considers it its obligation, as a member
of the international community, to foster such co-operative actlv1t¢eu
vigorously as our contribution to the development of other countries.

We have therefore rejected, as fotally unfounded,-the allegations made in.,
Israel with regard to our co-operation with Iraq in the field of nuclear trade.
They are evidently prompted by the need to try to legitimize an action which is
in every respect inadmissible and gravely prejudicial to international peace and
security.

The CHATRMAN: I thank Minister Ciarrapicce of Italy for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to
Ambassador Carasales of Argentina in his capacity as co-ordinator of the
Group of 21.
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Mr. CARASATES (Argentina) (franslated from Spanish):. As you stated,
Mr. Chairman, I have asked fpr the floor in my capacity as co-ordinator of the
Group of 21, in order to inform the Committee of a statement by the Group on the

alr attack against a nuclear facility perpetrated by Israel on 7 June 1981, The Group's

statement reads as follows:

"l. The members of the Group of 21 have consistently upheld the prineiples
of the United Nations Charter regarding strict respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty and political independence of States and the non-use
of force or threat of force in international relations. The members of the
Group have always opposed and continue to oppose all acts of aggression and
violation of these principles.

"2, Therefore, the Group of 21 condemns the blatant aggression committed

by Israel against the peaceful nuclear facilities in the vicinity of Baghdad
on 7 June 1981. It considers that this unprecedented attack, and the
untenable.reasoning used to. justify it, are matters of special concern to

the Committee on Dlsarmament This aotlon by Israel furthermore contravenes
the provisions of paragraphs 65 to 71 of the Final Document of the first
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament
relating to nuclear non-proliferation and the development of nuclear technology
for peaceful purposes. It also poses a challenge to the sovereign and
inalienable right of every State to acqulre and develop nuclear technology
for peaceful purposes.

"3.  This attack is all the more unwarranted as the developing, non-aligned
and neutral countries are strongly opposed to nuclear weapons and have been
in the vanguard of efforts for nuclear disarmament. The Group of 21 rejects
the assertions that have sought to portray the development of peaceful
nuclear energy programmes in developing countries as an inevitable threat

of hortizontal nuclear weapons proliferation.

"4, The Group of 21 is convinced that the international community should
condemn this aggression and take all the necessary measures to ensure against
the repetition of such an aggression by Israel or any other State. It urges
the Committee 6n Disarmament to reaffirm the international principle
prohibiting an attack against the peaceful nuclear facilities of a State

under any circumstances. The Group recommends that the Committee take
approprlate steps which would uontrlbute to reversing the adverse implications
of this action.”

That is the end of the statement by the Group of 2Z1. I should only like to
add that I have asked the Secretariat -~ and I think it has already been done — to

circulate this statement as an official document for the consideration of the members

of this Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Crrrmnades formbi- iotoricntdion
presenting the statement of the-froup—of-2¥-on-tire-Israeli air attack against a’
nuclear facility on 7 June 1931, and would like to assure him that his statement
_has already been circulated,

Mr. JALALI (Iran): Mr. Chairman, allow me at the outset to associate
myself with the distinguished representatives who have congratulated you on youxr
assumption of the Chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of
June, and to assure you at the same time of the full co-operation of my delegation in
your efforts to achieve prpgress in the negotiations of the Committee on Disarmament.

Ue would also like to express our gratitude to your predecessor,
Ambassador Pfeiffer of the Federal Republic of Germany.

We should also like to extend our heartiest welcome to the distinguished
represenstatives who are heading their delegations for the first time in the
Committee, and I wish at the same time to express my gratitude for the kind words
of welcome addressed to me.

In spite of the fact that Iran is the obvious victim of the blatant and
cruel aggression of the Iragi régime, my delegation did not object to the consensus
of the Group of 21 on the recent Israeli air attack against.nuclear facilities
of the Iraqi ration. In order to dispel any doubts I deem it necessary to put
on record the position of my Government. :

Under the present most pressing circumstances vhen responsible and peace~loving
nations direct their utmost efforts towards maintaining and strengthening
international peace and security, we have learnt with grave concern about the
Israeli air attack against Iragi nuclear facilities in violation of the basic
noxrms of .international law and conduct.

The destruction of the nuclear installations of Iraq is a flagrant violation
of the principles of the United Nations Charter regarding sirict respect for the
territorial integrity, sovereignity and political independence of States and the
non-use of force or the threat of force in international relations.

The Israeli régime, already steeped in all sorts of crimes of aggression,
a régime vhich has on infinite occasions proven that consistent breach of internmational
law is, in fact, its sole '"raison d'étre", has been trying in vain to justify its
conduct. Nevertheless the peace-loving nations committed to the noble ideals of
humanity will judge such behaviour for what it truly is, a most shameful and
despicable act.

The Iranian nation that has been victimized and compromised by the conspiracy
of silence directed against it by other Governmments, at the time when it is heroically
resisting the outrageous aggression of the brutal régime of Iraq and is fighting in
the exercise of the legitimate right of self-defence with courage and selflessness
for its political independence and territorial integrity, knous only too well and with
bitter insight what it means when the divine rights of human beings and the principles
of international law are violated, an unjustifiable act of aggression is committed
and the international community maintains silence.

It is nou over nine months that the wilful and despotic régime of Iraq, with total
disregard for the basic principles of the Charter of the United Nations, devised as
a safeguard against the waging of wars, has opted to use force against Iran in order
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to satisfy its peity ambitions. It is a sad truth that the Irxagi war of aggression
against my country has not been confined to a mere act of military intervention
across the Iranian frontiers. The aggressor has ignored and, indeed, trampled

upon every international humanitarian principle governing the treatment of civilians
in times of war and prohibiting the destruction of the civilian institutions and
econonmic resources of occupied territories. Iraqi indiscriminate bombardment of
villages and towns has caused massive destruction resulting in thousands of
casualiles among civilian populations. The use of chemical weapons, in violation
of the provisions of the 1925 Geneva Protocol is another example of the criminal
deeds of the Iraqi régime in Iran. The refugees whose homes and communities have
been ruined, number over two and a half million. Many economic centres have been
either destroyed or severely damaged and residential areas in the southern part of
Iran have been the favourite target of the ground-to-ground missiles of the Iraqi
régime. The crimes of the Iraqi régime have not been limited to Iranians. Our
Iraqi brothers are also being led by this inhuman régime to unknown altars of
sacrifice, ignorant of the evil. intentions of their leaders and their ultimate
destiny.

Despite the fact that the criminal behaviour of the Iraqi régime has cost both
nations the lives of thousands, untold damages in the cities and. economic destruction
of incredible dimensions, we do not for a single second choose to negate the need
to keep faith with international law and regulations. Quite the opposite, in fact:
ve feel the necessity for strict respect of international law much more keenly than
everyone else, We therefore do not believe that "evil should cure evil'.

Bven though the international community has not played a fair hand with the
Islamic Republic of Iran and has exercised silence and purposeful oversight in
dealing with Iraq's blatant aggression, we cannot keep silent ourselves vhen
international peace and security is threatened by acts of stark adventurism and
aggression in violation of international law.

In this context, the importance of respect for the principles of intermational
law cannot be overemphasized and ve feel absolutely committed to those principles.
The fact that Israeli aggression was directed against the cruel régime of Iraq,
which has imposed an inhuman var upon us, does not affect our basic convictions.
Our support for the declaration of the Group of 21 derives from our belief in those
principles,

Now that the world conscience is concerned about the dangerous consequences and
implications of acts of aggressionit ig imperative, more than ever, that the
international commumnity condemns the use of force and acts of aggression wherever and
in whatever form they msy ocecur.

Irresponsibls and . edventurous régimes should not for = second suppose that thoy
can echieve their illegitimate objectives by inhumen and unjust wars such as the one
Iraq has imposed unon my country.

The CH2IRMEN: I thenk Armbnaszdor Jalsli of Iran for hlo statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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_ Mr. FLOVERREE (United States of America): Ikr. Chairman, on Tehall of the
United States delégabtion I would like to express cur plvusufc 2t your assumption.

"

of the Chair for the month of June. end to assure you of cur.wish to help in all
possible ways td facilitsbe youx “Qifficul’d taua., I would algo wigh %o convey our
thanks to your Dr@dhoeSfor, gmoassaQOL Pfeiffer, for his effectiveness in guidirg

us throumh our vork Juflngvthe uUQJ month of Lp“11.

Ve would 11ke in addltlon to extend a varm velcome to the new represeritatives’
of Sri ‘Tanka, Iran and Argentina as well as to our dlstlngulshel vigitor today,
the Vice-Ilinister for ?ore;gn Affulrs of Arbentlna, Ambassador Ros.

I@ purpose in uaﬁlng the fioor is to make a brief statement on a suogeot that .
has been raised by many delegatlonu both at this meeting and during our two previous
plenary meetlngs —= the Israell attack on the Iraal redctor, a subJect that. has
‘been well aired this morning.

TFirst I wish to recall that the United States Government has condemned the'
T June Israeli attack.

There are, as all of us are aware, many ramifications of this incident that
go beyond the competence of this Committee. This development and certain of its
1mpllcatlons have been considered by the Governing Board of the TAEA, and in its
broadest ‘aspects it is now actively under consideration in the” United Nations
Security Council. The definitive views of the United States on these questions,
which are oft great importance to regional and world security, will be put forward
in that forum.

It is to be regretted that in his statement on this incident this,morning'thé
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union sought -to impugn the motives of
the United States in providing arms to Israel. In this cominection I iould like to
quote from a pertinent section of the United States—Israel Mutual Defense-Assistance
Agreement of 23 July 1952:

“"The Government of Israel assures the United" States Government that such
equipment, materials, or services as may be acquired from the United States ...
are required for and will be used solely to maintéinfits internal security,
its legitimate self-defense, or to permit it to participate in the defense
of the area of which it is a part, or in United Nations collective security
arrangements and measures, and that it will not undertake any act of
aggression aGanSt any other otates e

This sectiOn of the Agreement was cited by Secretary of State Haig in a letter'
to the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 10 June. He concluded
that letter w1th the follow;mb paragraph:

”In respondlnv to this 1n01dent ve vlll make clear the seriousness with
which we view the obligations of foreign countries to observe scrupulously
the terms and conditions under which the United States furnishes defense
articles and defense services.. Ve will,.of course, inform the Congress of
the outcome of our discussions with the Govermment of Israel and ‘our
deliberations on the response warranted."

I trust that this statement will set the record straight.
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The CHATRIAN: I thank Ambassador Flowerree of the United States for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. '

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): A number of western delegations have taken the floor this
morning in commection with the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear research centre.
The other western delegations, whose Governments, including my own, have already
expressed their views on this matter, have nevertheless asked me to make the
following statement on their behalf:

. "The Governments represented by these delegations reconfirm their
position that only a policy based on respect for and strict adherence to
the principle of the renunciation of the use of force can lead to durable
solutions to the problems with which the world is confronted. This is of
particular relevance to the Middle Zast.

"These Governments wish to place on record their condemnation of the
recent Israeli attack. Such military operations are not only detrimental
to efforts to restore peace and security in the region: they are harmful
to. the efforts of the international community to prevent the further spread
of nuclear vieapons based on the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Muclear
Weapons and the associated safeguards system administered by the IAEA, and
they are harmful o the cause of disarmament in general."

The delegations on whose behalf I have the honour to speak note that the
Security Council is currently addressing the issue.

The CHAIBRMAN: I thank Ambassadof Okava of Japan for his statement éxpressing
the position of some western countries concerning the Israeli air attack of
7 June 1981. '

Mr. McPHAIL (Canada): Ifr. Chairman, I asked for the floor to speak on a
slightly different subject, and I will do that very briefly in a moment. Before
doing so, I want, in the vein of the discussion of the last few minutes in this
Committee, simply to malke clear our own position. I made no reference, in my.
remarks to the Committee a weck ago, to the Israeli action against Iraq. I did
not make any reference because our strong condemnation of Israel's action had been
made abundantly clear in the Canadian House of Commons on 9 June by the Secretary
of State for External Affairs, and by means of the motions from all sides of the
House of Commons on this matter. You, as also members of the Committee, will know
the position of the Canadian Government in discussions of this kind.

Ve are anxious to recognize within this Cormittee the right of all members to
raise matters which they consider appropriate for discussion here, but the question
which hag been before:us for the last few moments is before the Security Council
and we do not really feel that it is appropriate for the Committee on Disarmament
to address itself to that subject in any detail. This is, after all, a negotiating
body and we think it unhelpful that it should be deflected from its negotiating
tasks by debating resolutions on subjects that are not clearly within its
competence.. But I would not in the least want our failure tc comment on the subject
%o be taken as indifference. On the contrary, I subscribé fully to the statement
that has just been made by the Ambassador of Japan and my Government subscribes to
the position contained therein,
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I asked for the floor simply to reply to some comments made earlier today by
my Brazilian cclleague, as I think the Committec deserves a quick response. He
referred to the Jocument which I tebled s week ago on verification and I just want
to make one or tuc ouservations on nis comments.

I think a close study of the proncsal that we nut forvard then vill satisfy

any concerns he may have. Ve intend, at an appropriate moment, to suggest an
informal exchange of views for the benefit of all on the question of verification
and we think that can take place outgide the Conference room, and we would propose
that that exchange should relate to general problems of verification. It is
perfectly true that there is no place in the Committee's work programme which we
have just addpted for the Committee to address this subject as a separate item,

and the Commlttee has indeed a heavy schedule and -- a point that I have made on
several occasicns —— we do not want to distract the Committee from its prlorlty
sork. But I would remind the Committee that verification is one of the ten subjects
in the so-called decalogue which defines the permanent structure of the Commitiee's
interest and concern, and I think, accordingly, that it is perfectly appronrlate to
consider the matter of verification if it will contribute to cur collective
enlightenment and thus permit us to negotiate better. Our intention, therefore, is
to invite members of the Committee to participate in a kind of open-ended seminar
on verification, perhaps within the next several weeks. e hope that the results

of our exchange of views will contribute to =2 vreater awvareness and understandlng
of what is, quite obviously from the deliberations of the Committee, a difficult and
a demanding subject. In sum, I would suggest that this is a matter we have raised
which should be considered to be horizontal rather than vertical. Indeed we have
used the word generic although I would not necessarily want to emphasize the
abstraction. It is not a matter for deliberation or debate of the kind that goes
on in' the United Nations Disarmament Commission. Ve are talking about. methodology,
and we have some methodological problems relating to negotiations. That, I think,
is what should be looked at by the Committee informally; it should not treat the
matter as a substantive disarmament question, because that is not the spirit in
which ve have raised it. The representative of Brazil made it clear that his reaction
vas a preliminary one but I thought it might be helpful to offer these observations.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic) (translated from Russian): Ir. Chairman,
since we have only a few minutes left, I shall refrain from congratulating you,
thanking Ambassador Pfeiffer and welcoming our new colleagues, and go straight into
the substance of my statement. '

In the course of the present and of preceding meetings of this Committee a
number of representatives have raised the question of Israel's criminal attack on
the capital of the Republic of Iraq, as a result of which the nuclear research
centre near Baghdad was destroyed. In this connection, I should like to state on
behalf of a group of socialist countries that -~ as can be learnt from. their
official declarations published in the past fev days -~ the socialist States
resolutely condemn the military aggression against the Republic of Iraq and the
bombing of its capital by Israeli military aircraft.

Such an act constitutes a gross violation of the generally recognized
principles of international law enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations
and in other international instruments. It is necessary to take all appropriate
measures to ensure that similar acts will not be repeated in the future.
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The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republic for
his intervention and I take note of the statement he made on behalf of a group of
socialist countries concerning the Israeli air attack against a nuclear facility in
Iraq.

Mr. DE SOUZA E SIIVA (Brazil): IMr. Chairman, just a brief word, through you,
to say to my distinguished collecague from Canada, that by no means are we detracting
from the importance of his document. Ve realize its usefulness and I am happy to
hear the way he put it as not being a subject for debate in this Committee.

The CHAIRHAN: In accordance with the revised time-table for meetings of the
Committee and its subsidiary bodies for the present week, we should have held today,
immediately after the plenary meeting, an informal meeting for the consideration of
the establishment of additional subsidiary bodies and other questions relating to
the orgenization of work. However, in view of the lateness of the hour and the
fact that at 3 p.m. today the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprchensive Programme of
Disarmament will meet, I suggest that we start our discussion on these questions at
an informal meeting tomorrow, Friday, at 3 p.m. and continue at a further informal
meeting to be held on IMonday, 22 June, at 7 p.m. I see no objection.

e

It wvas so decided.

he CHAIRMAN: T have requested the Secretariat to circulate today the
time~table of meetings to bhe held during the coming week. I have not listed in
that time~table, for the time being, additional informal meetings, except for
Friday afternoon. The allocation of further meetings will depend on our discussion
tomorrow at the informal meeting, as well as on the possibility of cancelling the
plenary meeting on Tuesdey if there are no speakers on that occasion. At present,
there are no speakers listed for the plenary meeting on Tuesday, and I would appeal
to members desiring to speak on Tuesday to inscribe their names by lionday morning.
As usual, the time-table is merely indicative and subject to change, if required.
If there are no objections, we will be guided by it during the coming week. I see
no objection.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAIl: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament is for
the present scheduled for Tuesday, 23 June, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.
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Mr. SOLA VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): Mr, Cheirman, as this is
the first time I am speaking at o plendry meeting, allow me to extend to you my
delegation’s most sincere congratulations on your presiding over the debates
of the Committee on Disarmament during the month of June. Needless to say, you
may rely upon our co-operation and support at all times.

Allow me to congratulate your predecessor, Ambassador Pfeiffer, on the way
in which he guided our work. ‘ '

I should also like to welcome our new colleagues, Ambassadors Carasales of
LArgentina, Jayskoddy of Sri Lanka and Jalali of Irsn: we are sure that we may
look forward to a period of fruitful collaboration with them.

A8 you know, !Mr, Chairman, I had hoped to eddress the Committee last
Thursday, but I was unable to attend the meeting and therefore although, according
to our programme of work this week should be devoted to the subject of
nuclear-weapon tests, I should like, with your permission, to refer to other
topics of interest to my delegetion.

In the first place, I wish to say that, as soon as it learned of the
underhand attack perpetrated by the Israeli air force against a civilian nuclear
installation of Iraq, the Ministry of Foreign iffairs of the Republic of Cuba
expressed its most vigorous condemnation of that criminal action which violated
the most elementary rules of international law. My delegation wishes to place
its condemnation of that action on record, and to stress that the
Committee on Disarmament cannot remain impassive in the face of such an act of
vandalism: at the very least, we should begin to consider, with all due urgency,
what position we should take. For that purpose we have before us the document
submitted by the Group of 21 and the statements made by other groups of States.

At the meeting of the Security Council convened as a result of these events,
the Cuban Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Malmierca, declared that the
United States was directly vesponsible for the Israeli aggression against the
Tragi nuclear power station, and for the dangcrous deteriorstion of the situation
in the Middle East. He also stressed that if that aggression remained unpunished,
all the peoples of the Middle East would be exposed to similar sctions and o
dangeroug precedent for world peace would be established.

We should be mindful of the fact that this act of aggression is not an
isolated incident, but rather part of an entire strategy towards the region, as
is further shown by the indiscriminete attacks against Lebanon, the Palestinians
and the Arab deterrent forces, and the threats made against Syria and other States
in the area.

it the request of Irag, Cuba convened an emergency meeting of the non-aligned
countries to discuss the case., it the plenary meeting which.they have jusi held
ot the United Nations, those countries condemned the lsraeli eggression and
called upon the Security Council to apply sgainst Israel the sanctions provided
for in chapter VII of the Organizations' Charter,

4t the same meeting, the movement of non-aligned countries alsc reguested 2ll
States, and cspecially the United States,; to put an end to 211 military, political
and economic assistance to Israel, in order to prevent it from continuing to
pursue its policy of aggression against the Arab and Palestinian peoples,
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I have begun my statement with this subject hecause I know that many
delegations have already expressed themselves in o similar manner and attach
great importance to this matter, as does the Cuban delegation.

We have heard various views as to what a statement in plenary meeting ought
to be, and how useful such meetings are. My delegation considers that plenaxy
meetings are very useful, especially if we discuss questions of substance and
do not waste too much time diiating upon general aspects,

In keeping with this position, T intend to be very brief in presenting the
Cuban delegation's ideas with regard to the work of the Committee. I should
like to say first of all that my delegation iz glad to note that the Committee
was ablc to adopt its programme of work for the summer part of this year's session
at an early date. To be frank, I should have preferred it if we could have
decided at this stage to end our discussions at the end of August, but I know that a
consensus is necessary and I recognime that the formula reached is extiemely
flexible and constitutes a good basis for the conduct of our worlk. '

My delegation attaches particular importance te the fact that the
working groups began their work on Tuesdsy last, 16 June. We are all agreed, oxr
at least so it has always seemed, that the best machinery available to the
Committee for advancing in the fulfilment of the mendate entrusted to it is that
of working groups.

In this connection, my delegation wishes to emphasize once again the need
for the Committee to decide to set up the other two working groups proposed by
the member countries of the Group of 21 with the support of the socialist countries.
I am referring to the working group on the cessation ol the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmament, and the working group on the prohibition of nuclecar-weapon

tests, proposals contained in document C1}/180 and CD/181 respectively.

We can, by the attitude we adopt with respect to the esteblishment of these
working groups, but even more by the efforts we meke to see that they are set up
without delay, demonstrate our political will in the metter of disaimament
negotiations, :

My delegation firmly believes that these two working groups, on items which
have obvious priority in the work programme we have adopted, should be set up
at the present session, so that we can tell the United Nations General issembly
that the Committec considers them subjects fit for negotiations, in conformity
with the views of the internctional community. There would be no justification
vhatsoever for any other course of action.

One question we cannot pass over in silence isg that of the broadening of the
teims of reference of the Working Group on Chemicel Weapons. This is recognized
in the work programme we have adopted, and my delegation is ready to co-operate
in the search for a formula acceptable to a2ll to ensure the best possible prospects
for our negotiations on this itemn.,

At the beginning of the summer part of the Committee's session for this year,
the international situation is still clouded. The rcasons remain the same
as those I mentioned in my statement tco the Committee on 14 April last.
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However, as is-clear from your opening specch on 11 June, the Committee cannot
weit for this situation to improve in order to consider the meny provosals before
it and to eqdeaVOmr to achieve tangible rosults,

This is all the more important since this Committee is the onl vy forum in which
disarmament negotiations are still under wey. W tuas bear a Lugor responsibility
before WOrld public opinion, ' :

Y/

-

Furthermore, as meny speekers have alrcady p ed out, we shall be devoting
v large pert of our spring meetings next vecy to p reparations for the second specizal
session of the United Nations Gencral Ass emb1 da VCto€ to disarmement, which is
why we must meke the greatest possible ,fiort at this sessicn to reach some concrete
agreenent, particulerly with regard to the four items whick are at present the :
stbject of negotiations in the working groups.

In this connection, I should like briefly to state my'delegation's pogition
with respect to each of those items.

With regard to new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, we are
in favour of the adoption of a generzl agreement for the prohibition of the
develomment of such weapons, without any prior identification of thOse weapons
since, logically, that would presuppose that they existed. However, we recogrize
the importance which the adoption of partizl agreements on this metter would have,
and we are prepared tc continue working in this direction. :

A8 regards so-called negative guarantees, we are in favour of the adoption,
as goon as poss1ble, of an interrational instrument prohibiting the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-wcapon States having no such weapons
on their territories or under their jurisdiction ox contrcl. We firmly believe-
that this is & very br road spproach and could prove acceptable. '

With respect to chemical weapons, we consider it very important that a
convention should be adopted which provides, among other things, Tor the
destruction of stocks of such weapons, the prohibition of their development,
production and stockpiling, and the fostering of co-operation for peaccful purposés -
among States parties,

With regard to the comprchensive programme of disarmement, we should merely
like to stress the urgency of the nesd for its adoption so'ﬁiat it ‘can be considered
by the United Nations General .issembly at its forthcoming special session devoted
to disarmament.” Ls is steted in paragraph 109 of the Finol Document of the
first special session devoted to disarmament, the comprchensive programme of
disarmament should encompass all measures thoaght to be advisable in order to attain
the goal of general and complete disarmament in & world in which international peace
and security preveil qqd in which thc nev intemetional economic order is
consolidated., o

My delegation beliévesvthat vhon we are considering these measures we ought not
to neglect tiose which some seek to relegate to o secondary level, such as the
dismentling >f foreign military bases and the cessation of acts of hostility and
aggression ezainst other States,

In comlusion, we earnestly hope that, at this part of our session as during
the spring raxrt of the session, a constructive atmosphere will prevail within the
Committee. IThat offers the best way for us tc carry out the mandate entrusted to
us and to filfil the responsibility we have assumed towards our peoples.

THE CRIRMAN: I thank the representative of Cuba, imbessador Sola Vila, for
his statemat and for the kind words he addressced to the Chair.
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© Mr. SALAT-BEY (Algeria) (translated from French): Mer., Chalrnan, -allow me first
of all to- extend to you, in the name of the Algerlan delegﬂtlon, my congratulations
_‘on your assumptlon of the chalrmanshlp of the Committee on Disarmament for this.
"~ month. T have no doubt that thanks to Yyour experience, to your extensive knowledge
and also to the respect which you yourself and your cowmtry command in the Committee -
on Disarmament, you will help us make headway in our work.

Our thanks go also to Ambassador Pfeiffer, the representatlve of the: .
Federal Republic of Germany, for the way in which he presided over our work during
the month of April.

Last week the Committee adopted its programme of work for the second part of
its 1981 session. My delegation would now like to express a number of views
concerning the mandate entrusted to us.

The second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament to be
held in the near future will assuredly be the occasion for an evaluation of the
progress made in the work of the Committee on Disarmament. The relatively modest
results achieved during the spring part of the Cormittee's session offer a small but
adequate ‘basis for the achievement of more substantial progress.

The questions'of the cessation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmement
and, in connection with this fundamental issue the halting of nuclear tests are
among the main concerns of world opinion. On the initiative of the Group of 21, the
Committee on Disarmament held a number of informal meetings during the first part of
its session, in the course of which questions were discussed which are considered
essential not only by my own delegation but also by all the countries represented in
the Group of 21. :

My delegation regrets that the Committee has not yet been in a position to
take a positive decision with regard to the proposals submitted by the Group of 21
for the establishment of two woricing groups on items 1 and 2 of the Committee! S
agenda. In the case of item 1 of the agenda, I had the privilege to propose, on
behalf of the Group of 21, the terms of the mandate which could be entrusted to a
worklng group on a nuolear test ban.

Since a specific proposal for the mandate of a working group on a nuclear test
ban has been formally put before the Committee on Disarmament, my delegation hopes -
that, through informal consultations or at informal meetings, the Committee will
take steps to decide to sct up a working group on a nuclear test ban and to draw up
the terms of reference for it.

The second proposal of the Group of 21 concerns the creation of a working group
on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmement. This proposal -
has not yet been the subject of an agreement within our Committee. - Nevertheless,
in the course of a series of informal neetings the Committee on Disarmament has '
begun to consider some important aspects of this question.
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It was also-my privilege to present, on 16 April, on behalf of the Group. of 21,
various important issues which might be examined in the course of multilateral
negotiations. This rapid assessment of the essential areas in which it appears that
significant progress might be made has been deliberately confined to items 1 and 2 of
the Committee's agenda in view of ‘the particular importance which my delegation
attaches to these two fundamental questions.

The agenda for the summer part of the Committee's session also includes the
consideration of questions relating tc the organization of our work. In earlier
statements my delegation has siressed the fact of this Committee's being a
multilateral negotiating body. While it is clear that substantive discussions and
progress towards disarmament can be facilitated by the adoption of procedures and
measures relating to the organization of the Committee's work, nevertheless my .
delegation considers that these discussions should not cause us to lose sight of our
real objective or to waste the time which many delegations agree in finding limited
in view of the breadth of the tasks entruoted to the Committee.

The work of fthe Committee on Dlsarmament cannot be dlvorced fron the contcxt of
the international situation which has certainly not improved since the opening of the
Committee's 1981 session. An exceptionally serious incident has just demonstrated to
international opinion and particularly te all States members of the Committee on
Disarmament just how far the policy of military force and the will for polltlcal
domination can lead.

On 7 June 1aot the Zionist air force attacked and destroyed a peaceful nuclear
facility in Iraq. My country'!s Head of State descrlbod this aggression as an act of
international banditry.

My delegation believes that this extraordinary serious incident should be
approached from two standpoints,

The first ic the condermmation of Zi:nist aggression. The entire international
community, and just recently the Security Council, have condeimed this criminal act.
The Arab countries, and my country in particular, which have constantly opposed
Israel's policy of fait accompli, are today not particularly surprised by its recent
behaviour which carried to its apogee a permanent policy of cynicism and destruction.

The second aspect of this affair more directly concerns the Cormittee on
Disarmament. My delegation has noted with satisfaction the position expressed in
this connection by the Group of 21 and hopes that the Committee will adopt a position
in line with the statement of the Group of 21 presented on 17 June.

The Zionist attack was psychologically prepared by international campaigns waged
by various information media with the concealed objective of prohibiting access by
certain countries to nuclear technology. It would seem that, according to the
reasoning underlying this attitude, some cowmtries, Israel and South Africe in
particular, claim that they have the right to acquire nuclear technology and to
manufaciure and possess nuclear devices.
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In this connection, the position adopted by my country with regard to the
nuclear non-proliferation Treaty has been substantiated, since not only have the
nuclear-weapon Powers failed to live up to their undertakings regarding the development
of teohnidél‘do-operation in the field of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes but in
addition we see that acountry, assisted in different ways at the international level,
presumnes to exercise sole responsibility for setting the limits fo a neighbouring
State's economic and technological devclopment.

Finally, the attack on a nuclear facility for peaceful purposes gives peculiar
relevance to the consideration of the discussions of the Ad Hoc Working Group on .
Radiological Weapons based on the Swedish delegation's proposal for the prohibition -
of attacks on civilian nuclear facilities.

The present difficulties and dengers of the international environment should
encourage the Committee on Disarmament to 1nten51fy its efforts to clear the way for
substantial progress in the field of alsarnament

An incident of exoeptlonal drav1ty has just shown to vhat aberrations a policy
of force and domination may lead. Other incidents, possibly accidental, could at any
momerit engulf our peoples in uncontrollable processes of armed conflict. My
delegation's wish is that the countries now possessing considerable mllﬂt@ry and
nuclear power should genuinely express their will to negotiate with a v1ew to general
and complete disarmament.

- The CHATRMAN: - T thank Ambassador Salah-Bey of Algeria for his statement and for
.the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr. DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, my statement today will be brief,
not because item 1 of the Committee's agenda lacks any importance, but because it
has already been the subject of exhaustive examination, for more than two decades, by~
many organs of the United Nations. I am not going to meke, for the record, a
recapitulation of all resolutions, reports, studies and other documents from many
authoritative sources which deal with the cessation of further tests of nuclear
weapons; neither do I propose to recall in detail, once again, the commitments
undertaken by the nuclear-weapon Powers, in several international documents, to
engage in serious negotiations to achieve a nuclear test ban. Some of those texts,
as is the case of the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted 1o disarmament, commit all five nuclear-weapon Powers
together with the remainder of the membership of the United Nations; others, like
the partial test-ban Treaty of 1963, set out legally binding obligations to achieve
the conclusion of a treaty banning all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all
time. Still another international instrument, which has not received the adherence
of ‘many non-nuclear-weapon States, but which is continually referred to by its few
nuclear-weapon Parties as a very important treaty, whose provisions must be
scrupulously Tes spected, contains in its article VI and obligation that has been
interpreted by its non-nuclear members, at the periodical reviews of that agreement,
as setting out a clear obligation for the nuclear-weapon Powers to achieve the
discontinuance of their tests of nuclear-weapons, as a means to impede the
continuing vertical proliferation of those weapons.
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Such commitments, expressed in the form of legal international obligations, and
the repeated call of the community of nations for the cessation of all tests of '
nuclear weapons seen, however, to have been conmpletely forgotten by those who
undertock the obligations they spell out, sometimes in return for the relinquishing,
by non-nuclear-weapon States, of sovercign rights of vital importance to the
security of the latter.

- In this situation, there is little else that the community of nations can do but
to express, in the nost clear terms, its profound dissatisfaction, and indeed its
indignation, at this state of affairs, even at the risk of repeating itself
endlessly to deaf ears. o

The latest attempt by the non-nuclear-weapon nations which do not belong to
either of the two military alliances to impress upon the nuclear-weapon Powers the
importance and urgency that the former attach to the multilateral negotiation of a
treaty prohibiting the further testing of nuclear weapons was the document issued at
the close of the first part of this year's session of the Committee on Disarmament.
Document CD/181 calls specifically upon the Cecrmittee to establish an ad hoc
working group on item 1 of the agenda and proposes the wording of a mandate for that
working group; moreover, it poses specific substantive questions to the trilateral
negotiators of a test~ban treaty. As all members of the Cormittee are awarc, only
two nuclear-weapon Powers have refused to agree to the establishment of the proposed
subsidiary body. ' o

Many years have elapsed since the cormitments I mentioned above were undertaken;
nore than a year has gone by since the Group of 21 first proposed the establishment
of a working group on item 1, and almost two months have passed since the presentation
of document CD/181. The trilateral negotiators, among which are the two nuclear-
weapon Powers that oppose -the consensus otherwise existing in the Cormittee, have.
been asked simple, straightforward questions,.dictated by a genuine desire to tackle
an issue which touches directly and fundamentally -on the vital security interests of
all States. The cessation of the further testing of nuclenr weapons does not belong
exclusively to the province of the three negotiators, or even to that of the five
nuclear-weapon Powers; indeed, all nations in the world have = legitimate interest
in a tredty that would ban all nuclear-weapon testing in all environments for all
tine.

My delegation would be unfaithful to the responsibility resting upon all Members
of the United Nations were it not to recall at this opportunity the need for
agreenent on the start of urgent multilateral negotiations on item 1 of our agenda.
At the recent session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, which
unfortunately could not achieve agrecement on all the other items on its own agenda, a
consensus text on nuclear disarmament was painstakingly negotiated, once again
demonstrating fthe importance attached by the international cormunity to that question,
to which the nuclear test ban is so closely related. The report of the Disarmament
Cormission on nuclear disarmament states, among other things, that the "speeial
responsibility" incumbent upon the nuclear-weapon Powers entails '"the respect for
the security concerns of non-nuclear nations, the refraining from any action
conducive to the intensification of. the nuclear arms race and above all the pursuit
of concrete measures of nuclear disarmanent”.
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~--It is the exercise of that responsibility that all Members of the United Nations
expect from the: three negotiating Powers and particularly from the two States that
have so far opposed the corisensus on the establishrent of a working group on item 1
within the Committee. My delegation-is convinced that these States will not shirk
their special responsibilities, and that they will have utilized constructively the
recess of the Committee to evolve, at long last, their response to the unaninous
concern of the non-nuclear-weapon nations with regard to the multilateral
negotiation of a nuclear-weapon test ban. They are the ones who should be naking
statements this week, under item 1 of the agenda.

" Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Comrade Chairman, taking the floor today for the first time
at the second.part of our 1981 session, I am happy to see you, the ropresentative of
a brotherly socialist country, as the Chairman of the Cormittee on Disarmament for .
the month of June. Congratulating you and wishing you every success in the chair, I
am also’ ‘expressing my personal conviction that thanks to your skill and experience
the Committee will this month make further progress in the disarmament dialogue. I
also wish to extend my sincere thanks and appreciation to Anmbassador Pfeiffer of the
Federal Republic of Geérmany for his remarkable performance in the chair of this
Comtiittee last April. My delegation welcomes the new representatives in the
Comnittee on Disarmament:. Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Jalali of
Iran and Anbassador Jayakoddy of Sri Lanka. We wish them all the best in their new
posts and coffer them our full co-operation. : ‘

Since we closed the spring part of our session, the international political
environment has not improved. On the contrary, just a few days before we resumed our
deliberations, the international cormunity learned with dismay of an unprecedented
act of aggression committed by Israel, this %ime against Irag: the bombardment of
the nuclear centre near Baghdad. I join ny delegation's voice to the expressions of
protest and indignation raised in this room by other delegations and groups of.
delegations from the Veginning of our session. The bombing of the Iragi nuclear
centre by Israeli planés was an unparalleled act of téerrorism and international
piracy. The Government of Poland has strongly condermed the attack. The Polish.
Ministry of Foreign AMfairs, in a statement issued after the Israeli attack,
declared: "Polish public opinion, Polish society and the Polish Governnent’
indignantly conderm this overt act of aggression as a violation of all normis of
international law, and hold the Israeli authorities and the forces backing and
‘helping them in the pursuit of this aggressive policy totally responsible for its
consequences." :

My delegation notes with satisfaction that the Cormittee on Disarmement, through
the representatives of all of its groups, has condermed that act of piracy. The
resolution in this respect unanimously approved by the Security Council reflects a
universal condemnation of this Israeli aggression by the whole cormunity of nations.

I have no doubt that it is in just such situations that the Cormittee should
demonstrate its will and strength through the unity of approach and action of its
nenbers in conducting the disarmament dialogue and thus leading up to the diminishing
of international tension. My delegation notes with satisfaction in this context the
fact that the Cormittee managed to agree, in a relatively short time, on its
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prograrne of work as well as on the commencement of activities of its four existing
working groups. This reflects, in my view, the will of the members of the Committee
to accelerate the pace of its work and to increase its effectiveness, calls for
which have been heard from many speakers since the beginning of - the present part of
our session. It also fully corresponds with the main lines of the instructions

that my delegation arrived with at this session. On our part, we shall spare no
efforts to contribute, to the utmost of our possibilities; in the strengthening of
such sound tendencies in the Committee. '

If T put it this way, it is partly because of the criticism from some Pclish
mass media which asked me this straight question: has the Committee on Disarmament,
acting for the last three years with its enlarged membership, been able to achieve
any concrete, positive result, or has it been for these three years nerking tine,
without any significant progress? I think that the Committee is universally judged
in such a way. Sharing the impatience of public opinion, I summarize my reply to
the above question by stating my view that in our Commitiee there is enough will and
dedication from the overwhelming majorityof its members to make this unique,
world-wide negotiating forum an effective mechanism for specific actions on the
restraint of the mad arms race and on opening the way towards gradual disarmament.
It is the more necessary today as the worsening of the climate of international
relations, instead of alarming and bringing the representatives of all interested-
countries to the negotiating table, serves them as a pretext for increasing
armaments and imposing the arms race. Could it be that it is reasoned according to
this logic: international tension for armaments and armaments for increasing -
tension? Poland, the other socialis?t countries and all countries which do not seek
the future of their economies and the future of the world in the arms race, aims at
reversing that dangerous way of thinking, and replacing it by the following logical
sequence: détente for disarmament and disarmament for détente. Being guided by
such a formula, the Polish delegation offers its full support to the demands to
intensify the Cormittee's work and tc seek all possible means of increasing the
effectiveness of its activities. We shall, as we have always done, adhere to our
principles as far as these goals are concerned; at the same time, we shall be very
flexible in our approach as far as the methods of achieving tangible results are
concerned. -

In accordance with our principles, we fully share the view that the Committee
should. produce specific results for the second special session of the General Assenbly
on disarmament. The gquestion arises whether the elaboration of a comprehensive
programme on disarmament, to which we have been formally obliged, or the draft
convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons, possibly to be worked out,
indeed exhaust all our physical and political possibilities for produ01ng results
that we could present at the second session?

In the framework of its approach, my delegation believes that the Commitiee
should proceed immediately to concrete negotiations on nuclear disarmement and a
comprehensive nuclear test ban. As you know, socialist countries from the first
moments of the debate in the Committee on Disarmament in February 1979 considered
as a matter of highest priority the question related to the cessation of the nuclear
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arms race and to nuclear disarmament. Let me emphasize at this moment that my
delegation fully supports and calls for the establishment of an ad hoc working group
in this respect. We welcome in this context the statement by the Group of 21 .
contained in document CD/lBO and particulerly its call for the establishment of such
a working group. Let me also express the hope that such a group will finally be
established very soon, during this part of the session. It is indeed high time.

With'reggrd to item 1: "nuclear test ban, my delegation favours the Committee's.
active rcle in this respect. We strongly support the proposal by the Group of 21 to
set up within the framework of the Committee an ad hoc working group with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers. Needless to say, the establishment of
working groups on thése two extremely inportant items on the Commitiee's agenda would
constitute the best guarantee for putting the deliberations conducted so far in a
specific organizational form.

We intend tc be flexible with regard tc the question of the adjustment -~ or.
broadening, as some put it -- of the mandates of existing working groups, 1nclud1ng
the Ad Hoc Working Group cn Chemical Weapons. We do not tc be sure, think, that ~the
results of the negotiations in any working group would depend substantially on the
contents of its mandate. It is equally possible.that with a good and bread mandate
the GrouD night be unable to meke any progress or —- on the contrary -- that within
the presently available, relatively limited mandate, the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons might be able to make progress in business-like negotiations. In other
words, it is nct the mandate which will provide the panacea to cure our non-efficiency.
I wish %o recall, however, that the Polish delegation has been pronouncing itself
from the very beginning in favour of a broad mendate for the Working Group on
Chenical Weapons sc that it can conduct business-like negotiations.on the prohlbltlon
of this lethal weapon. Let me also point out that, as a matlier of fact, we are in
the first phase, if not in the middle of the real negotiation process. Thanks to
the skill and great personal dedication of both Chairmen of the Working Group on

Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Okawe and Ambassador Lidgard, we have come —- as all of
us know -- to the nbgotiation of elements of a future convention. Not 21l of us,
however —- as the exchange of views during 1nforna1 meetings shcws very well -~ are

yet prepared to enter into the last phase of the negotiation process: the drafting
of the text of the said convention. Guided by a sense of realism, the Polish
delegation would wish to continue to seek for a mandate which could be adequate to
the real possibilities of zll delegations. At the same time, things should continue
to be done in a way which would not impede, and in any case not lead to a suspension
of the activities of the Working Group. We consider the working papers put forward
by the Chairman as a very good basis for the process of negotiation of elements of
the draft convention. Therefore we proncunce ourselves for the straight continuation
of dischssions in that forum. ILet me also once again express the opinion that the
resumption of the bilateral Soviet-American talks in this respect would greatly
facilitate the elaboration by the Committee of a convention prohibiting chemical
weapons,
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As far as the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons is concerned, the
Polish delegation maintains the view expressed in the statement made in this room on
14 April. While realizing that the prchibition of radiological weapons has only
relative meaning in comparison with such primordial problems as nuclear disarmament
or the prohibition of chemical weaspons, we are at the same time of the opinion that
there .igs a chance for reaching agreement on the text of a treaty which could convince
Governments and international public opinion that here in Geneva we are not spending
time, noney and energy in vain. As the delegations of socialist countries put it
in document CD/182, we shell continue to work perseveringly for the earliest
achievement of a final agreement on the text of a treaty, the importance of which is
underlined both in the Final Document of the first special session of the ' ’
General Assenbly devoted to disarmement and in numerous resolutions adepted by the
United Nations Genceral issembly.

The delegation of Poland wishes to express its support for the preposals put
forward by the Hungarian delegation in document CD/174 on the setting up of an
2d hoc group of qualified governmental experts on the prohibition of the development
and ranufacture of mew types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
wWeapons. o

My delegation undoubtedly attaches the utmost importance to the discussions
conducted by the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of  Disarmament.
As all of us here know only too well, the elaboraticn by the Committee of a really
comprehensive programme of disarmament and its submission to the General hssenbly”
at its second special session on disarmenent next year is one of the most urgent
rusts of the Committee on Disarmement. We agree that considerable work will have to
be done if the programme is to be adopted more or less within a year from now, My
delegation hopes that the discussions on the identification and acceptance of the
neasures to be included in the comprehensive programme will create favourable and
realistic conditions for their realization in the future. May I add that, in the
view of the Polish delegation, the provisions of the Final Document of the firs?
special session on disarmament, the reports of the United ations Disarmament
Cormission and the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmanent Decade provide
an essential fremework for elaborating the comprehensive programme of disarmament.

It is not my intention at this moment to summarize the position of the
delegation of Pcland on 211 the items on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament.
Having expressed in general the views of the Polish delegation on some of thenm, I
wish to point out once again that -the very urgent and most important tagk of this
Cormittee is to conduct in good will negotiations on the most pressing preblen of
our times: disarmement. The more we do now, during this sessicn, the nore
confidence we shall deserve from the nations of the whole world in the future.
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tatement and for the kind words he addressed

The CHAIRMAN: I would like to
Poland, firbausedor Sujka, for his s
to the Chair.

Mr, GARCIA ROBLES (lMexico) (translated from Snanlsh) Since; as the
General Agsembly explicitly recognlzed at its first special session, the existence
of nuclear weanons and the continued arms race are a threat "to the very survival
of mankind", it is not surprising that the General Assembly should have declared
2%t that same session that "all the peoples of the world have a vital interest
in the ‘'success of disarmament nezotia tlong" and that "all States have the right
to participate in "{those negotiations, for which it vas expressly provided that
this Committee on Disarmament would be the "single multilateral neFOLlutlnb forum"

A1l of u§ here know, houwever, that the two vetoes which have been hampering
the Committee's work in thig direction since last year have had the effect of
nullifying those provisions of the I'inal Document. That is why my delegation
has believed, since the beginning of the 1981 session, that in View of
impossibility of making a more effective contribution it should at least help
ensure that the Committee is duly informed of the regults of the deliberations
of other international bodies which have the good fortune of not being prevented
from dealing with whet is theoretically one of the two priority items on cur
agenda: ‘the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,

t was for this reason that, in TFebruary, we asked the Secreteriat to renroduce
in a working paper the ueclaratlon approved, at the conclusion of its
third session held in Vienna from 6 {o 8 February, by the Independent Commission
on Disarmament anc Security Issues, which ie presided over by Mr., Olof Palme,
the former Prime Minister of Sweden, and has a membership of nearly 20 eminent persons
from countries of Iurope, Asia, Africa and the two Americas, including a number .
of high-ranking officials of the States members of NATO, among them a Prime Minister,
ana of the Warsaw Pact and the third vorld.

The working paper in question appeared as document CD/143, and the
declaration reproduced in it was devoted to a consideration of #The SALT process:
the global stakes". Among its conclusions were some which I shall.read out,
for I feel that it would be useful to recall them because they heve even greater
relevance and force today than they had when they vere first formulated:

"The overriding purpose of *the SALT process is to help vrevent nuclear war.
Nuclear weapons have confronted mankind with unprecedented dangers; ,
civilization as we know it can literally be destroyed in moments. There are
grounds for criticizing the SALT process. It is cumbersome, and slow.

Its accomplishments have been limited. But it is the only existing means
to deal with the most pressing threat to man's survival. If the process
comes to an end; what little progresc had been made in containing the risk
of nuclear war would be setl baz: immeasurably. It would mean a return

to the fubile propagands wars of the 1950s in place of serious discussions
of practical limitations on weaponry. And it would mean removal of one

of the most important initiatives to ease the risk of nuclear uar.
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"For these reasons, the Commission believes it is essential for the
Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union to follow through on
their pledges to resume the SALT nepgotiations. Because of these nledges and
the global stakes involved, the Commission hopes that the United States and
the USSR will continue their 12 year effort to negotiate limits of nuclear
weapons at the earliest possible opvortunity and that both sides should show
maximum restraint in the interim. This is not only in the interest of the
Unitec¢ States and the Soviet Union, but of the whole world."

It is for the same reasons as moiivated us in Februaxy that my delegation has
now requested the circulation of working paper CD/188 The working paper reproduces
the two declarations approved by the Independent Commission on Disarmament and
Security Issues at the conclusion of its fourth and fifth sessions, concerning,
respectively, the urgent need for the resumpticn of negotiations on so-called
"theatre nuclear weapons" or medium-range nuclear weapons, and the Treaty concluded
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on 26 May 1972, during the first stage of the SALT talks, bearing the title
"Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballis tlc Missile Systems".,

.In . the first of these declarations, approved on 26 April last here in Geneva,
the Commission began by expressing its "serious concern about the present state
of affairs in the field of arms conirol and disarmament". It pointed out that
"along with resumpiion of the SALT process, the most important step fto arrest
the present adverse trend would be negotiations on the limitation of theatre
nuclear forces", and called on "the United States and the Soviet Union to start ,
such negotiations without any loss of time". It plainly stated its conclusion that
"failure to begin talks and make progress soon towards the control and reduction
-of these weapons would result in aggravating the present dangerous situation
in Europe, with repercussions for the rest of the world", and ended by emphasizing
that "the sides along with their respective allies should proceed with a sense of
urgency consistent with the standard of equality and equal security".

The second of these two declarations was approved only a little over a week
ago, as it emerged from the meeting held in Moscow from 12 to 14 June. On that
occasion, the Independent Commicsion reaffirmed, in the same terms &s those used
at its fourth session, "its serious concern about the present state of affairs in
the field of arms control and disarmament", and mode a detailed study on the
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, taking particular note
.of the significance and scope of its provicions as well as of the fact that nex
year the parties will "together conduct a review" of the Treaty, as provided
for in its article XIV, :

The outcone of this study was the conclusions set forth in the second
declaration quoted in working paper CD/188 the most important of which are as’
follows: the ABM Treaty "provides the foundation of strategic stability necessary
for the continuation of SALT in such a manner that substantial reductions and
important qualitative limitations of nuclear weapons may be achieved"; the
broadening and modernlzatlon of intercontinental ballistic missile defence systems
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would offer only marginal benefit towards that end, and would require abrogation
or major modification of the ABDH Treaty; with regard to anti-ballistic missiles
for the defence of citics and populations against a massive nuclear attack,
there wae still no technolog;y which could be described as effective.

The Commission therefore considered that "a negotiated settlement reducing
substantially the levels of strategic forces would be a much more effective way of
promoting peace and stability", and consequently that "{the United States and
Soviet Union should continue to preserve the letter and spirit" of the ABM Treaty,
which it considered a "mosi important document".

My delegation is convinced that it will be impossible to continue indefinitely
preventing the Committee on Disarmoment from carrying out what must, according to
the provisions of the Final Document, be considered its primary task -- the
conduct of multilateral negotiations on disarmament, giving nuclear disarmement
its proper priority. We venture %o hope that information such as that provided
in the two working papers submitted by the delegotion of Mexico —- CD/143, of
11 February 1981, and CD/188, circulated today, which I have introduced in this
brief statement -- may contribute, if only in sume small degree, tc underscoring
the desirability of accepting the proposal of the Group of 21 set forth in
docunent CD/lBO, of 24 April 1981, concerning the setting up of an ad hoc working
group on item 2 of the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament: "Cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament".

The meeting rose at 11,50 a.m.
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The CHAIRIIAN: The Committec continues today its consideration of item 1
on its agenda, "Nuclear test ban", Tirst of all, I would like to extend a warm
welcome in the Committee to His Bxcellency the Deputy llinister of Ioreign Affairs
of the German Democratic Republic, 1Ir. Bernhard Necugebauer. He will speak today
as first speaker and it will be my pleasure to invite him to address the Committee.

iIr, Neugebauer joined the diplomatic service in 1953, He holds his present
position as Deputy lMinister of Forcign Affairs since 1978, Ile served as
representative of his country to the Lconomic Commission for Europe betveen 1963
and 1966, when he became Head of Department at the llinistry of Foreign Affairs
until 1970. Between 1973 and 1977 he was Deputy Permanent Representative to
the United Nations and he acted as Chairman of the Spocial Pelitical Committee
of the General Assembly at its thirty-sccond session,

Mr, NEUGEBAUER (German Democratic Republic): Comrade Chairman, first of all
I would like to thank you for your kind. words of welcome., It is a great pleasure
and a privilege for me to have the opportunity to address the Committee on
Disarmament at the beginning of its summer session.

At the same time, I should like. to congratulate you, Comrade Chairman, on
your assumption of the important and demanding office of Chairman for the month
of June. Illay I express my best wishes to you and through you to all members of
the Committee for a constructive and fruitful session., llay I add that-it gives
me particular pleasurc to sece as representative of the Secretary-General,
Ambassador Jaipal, with vhom I had the pleasure of co~operating closely during
his term of office in New York,

The German Democratic Republic has always devoted much attention to the work
of the Committee on Disarmament, The responsibility of this body as the single
multilateral negotiating forum on global issues of arms limitation and disarmament
is a1l the greater today as the arms race is being stepped up enormocusly,
threatening to get completely out of control. The risk of the outbreak of a
global nuclear conflict would, as a result, rise dramatically. An alarmed world
public has, therefore, come increasingly to judge the Committee by the cxtent to
which it succeeds in stemming this trend and in working out agreements that are
long overdue. .

Whether in the vest or the east, in the north or the south, the peoples
want the course of peaceful coexistconce, détente and disarmament to continue. It
is the course of reason in the nuclear age. ’

The present situation is bound to remind us of a historical parallel.
Almost half a century ago herc in Geneva -- only a stone's throw away from this
hall -~ the disarmament efforts of the League of Nations failed, because they vere
boycotted by aggressive forces. They tried —- even if it was only scantily -- to


http://vri.ll

CD/PV.132
7

(Mr. Neugebauer, German Democratic Republic)

camouflage their war preparations and their striving for military superiority
with the slogan "first rearm, then negotiate", The consequences for all nations
were terrible, and it is hard to imagine %Soday, in a world of thermonuclear
weapons and ballistic missiles, what would happen if we did not succeed in
preventing nuclear war.

However, it is extremely dangerous and adventurous that politicians in
responsible positions have been making siatements to the effect that armament is
more important than negotiation, and that, in a guestionable kind of logic, they
see more significant tasks than that of preventing a war. Regrettably, the
present situation in the Committee on Disarmament shows that these statements
have not been verbal slips.  Otherwise it would be hard to explain why some
quarters are stubbornly trying to block negotiations for vhich there is a most
pressing need, The interrelationship between this attitude and the armament
decisions of NATO is only too obvious

The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party
of Germany and Chairman of the Council of State of the German Democratic Republlc,
Erich Honecker, said on this subject at the Tenth Party Congress:

"The policy of peaceful coexistence is the only feasible way in
which the danger of a new world war can be banished and a lasting peace
can be assured.. There is no acceptable alternative to this, In order
that the peoples may be spared the catastrophe of a nuclear holocaust,
the soundness of this pOlle must galn acceptance as the motive for
practical action,"

In the light of historical experience and of an analysis of the present
situation, the German Democratic Republic has reached the following conclusion:
the intensive continuation, the initiation or the resumption of negotiations is
the decisive link. Acting in accordance with this awareness is in the best
interest of all States without exception. Willingness to negotiate, therefore,
is not a gift by one side to the other. Heither is it a suitable matter foxr
bargaining. Vhat is required is neither more nor less than what was unanimecusly
agreed upon in the TFinal Document of the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, at the thirty-fourth session of the
General Assembly, and in resolution 35/152 I adopted by the General Assembly at
its thirty-fifth session.

He vho does not seek military superiority and who declares himself in
favour of the principles of equality and equal security has no reason to cvade
serious negotiations, especially when one takes into account that this particular
principle is supported by the fact that, in the real world, an approximate
military parity prevails between the USSR and the United States, between the
Warsaw Treaty Orgenization and NATG,  The existence of such an approximate
parity has alsc been recognized by many woliticians and representatives of the
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military as well as by scientific instiftutions in western countries. Thus,

the London~based Institute for Strategic Studies, in its 1980 annual report,
concludes: "We see no reason to alter our conclusion of earlier years that the
over-all balance is still such as to make military aggression appear unattractive.™ .

It is well known that the States members of the Varsaw Tréaty Organization do
not seek military superiority. Yet, similarly, they will not tolerate military
superiority on the other side. Co . -

Por us, military parity is not an end in itself but uhe starting-point for
an agreed gradual reduction of the level of military forces under conditions of
undiminished and stabilized security for all parties concerned. So, ouxr position
is clearly distinguished from all varieties of the deterrence doctrine, which
thrive on thée legend about a threat from the east. The fortieth anniversary . .
of the fascist attack on the USSR recalls to memory the fact that this legend has
always served to camouflage and justify armament, aggression and 1nierventlon.

Like the other sodialist-States, the German Democratic Republic will
reliably and perseveringly pursue its foreign-policy course aimed at arms
limitation and disarmament. We shall make every effort to help ensure that the
possibilities of improving the international climate be used and the Committee's
tasks be met. This purpose is served by our programme for a safer peace and
for disarmament, which is forward-oriented and, at the same time, realistic.

The proposals of the Twenty-sixth Congress of the Communist Party of the

Soviet Union provide fresh stimulants for the continuation of détente and the
prevention of a nuclear war, In this conncction, the General Segcretary of the
Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany and Chairman of the
Council of State of the German Decmocratic Republic, Erich Honecker, stated at

the Tenth Party Congress: "These proposals, taken singly and ‘together, are proof
of a consistent quest for peace and a constructive approach to the most urgent
international problems. Their aim is no mere temporary improvement in’ the world
situation, but a sweeping, long-term one, so that peace can be stabilized .on a
permanént basis."

~ The initiatives of the socialist States are aimed at measures of political
as well as military détente. They reclate to nuclear as well as conventional
weapons, to global, bilateral and regional aspects Their primary purpose is
to revive the détente dialogue and to bring about frultful negotiations. Ve
agree with the non-aligned countries that priority must be given to nuclear
disarmament, that is, to a ban on the manufacture of nuclear weapons and the .
gradual reduction of existing stockpiles until they are completely done away with.

That is the central task before the Committee on Disarmament. A working group,
with the participation of the nuclear-weapon States, would make it possible to
discuss and determine the basic elomentits of relevant agreements. The security
interests of all those concerned could be duly teken into account.



CD/PV.132
9

(11z. Neugebauer, German Democratic Republic)

A factor of extraordinary significance for the over-all problem of nuclear
disarmament consists in continuing the SALT process while preserving all the
positive elements that have so far been zchieved in this arca. We should like
to recall that the United Nations General Assembly, at last year's session,
adopted by consensus a resolution on this subject. The constructive attitude
of the USSR with regard to the SALT process was also manifest at the
Twenty-sixth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Closely
related to the global aspects of the reduction of strategic nuclear arms is the
issue of medium-range nuclear weapons in Burope. This matter has acquired
particular urgency as a result of NATO's decision to deploy a qualitatively new

generation of nuclear weapon systems -- Pershing II and cruise missiles. The
idea behind this decision is to put into practice the doctrine of a wageable,
limited nuclear war and to create a potential for blackmail and threats. It

has been declared that the point is the closing of an alleged arms gap. Dut, in.
reality, there exists an equilibrium, covering all relevant means of delivery.

In the case of nuclear warheads, NATO even has a preponderance of as- much as

50 per cent. Growing opposition to NAYO's missile doployment decision and
categorical calls for negotiations in many West Buropean countries testify to

an increasing awareness that the people of these countries have been chosen as
hostages of a policy of nuclear threat and called to become the first victims of
a so-called limited nuclear war, -

No effort should be spared in order to start Soviet-American talks on
medium-range nuclear weapons, including the forward-based systems of the
United States. Such talks would be facilitated by adopting the moratorium
proposed by the USSR, taking into account, by the way, ideas stated by Western
statesmen, A freezing of the medium-rangc nuclear missile weapons deployed in
Lurope will prevent a further build-up of nuclear capabilities and their
modernization. There would be no unilateral advantage because of the prevailing
approximate parity. And the negotiations on reductions could proceed free from
strains which would otherwise be caused by a continued arms race in this ficld.

It is easy to understand that the German Democratic Republic, which is
situated along the dividing line between NATO and Varsaw Treaty countries,
attaches special importance to questions of military détente in Europe. Their
solution is all the more significant for our people's security interests as the
German Democratic Republic's neighbour to the west has the highest density of
nuclear-weapon deployment on its territory. = -

We also firmly support the convening of an all-Buropean conference on
military détente and disarmament. For a continent with the largest concentration
of the most dangerous weapons it is of vital importance to continue along the
road of détente and to lessen military confrontation. This would be beneficial
for all Buropean States and peoples. It is, therefore, completely absurd to
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demand that the socialist countries pay a price for the convening of this
conference. The socialist States have submitted clear-cut proposals for the
preparation and holding of such a confercnce and have responded constructively’
to Western ideas expressed in this respect. This applies, for instance, to the
declared readiness of the USSR to extend the application of confidence-building
measures to the entire Duropean part of its territory, provided the Western side,
too, extends the ared covered accordingly. Thus far, unfortunately, the

United States and other Western States have not been prepared to respond to these
proposals,

We, for our part, would underline that we attach great importance to reaching
agreement on confidence-building measures, especially since the policy of
military confrontation is increasingly causing concern and distrust.

Generally it is true of confidence-building measures that they are not an
end in themselves but designed to foster and speed up disarmament. They cannot
be a substitute for disarmament, nor can they gloss over a policy of military
confrontation; rather, they are intended to hélp overcome such a policy. And
here again it applies that bringing about confidence-building measures depends
on the observance of the security interests of all parties concerned.

This year's summer session of the Committee is already marked by the
preparations for the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. The purpose of that special session should be to consolidate what
has been achieved and, furthermore, to obtain new results, The German Democratic
Republic deéms it to be important to mobilize the public still more against the
acute dangers involved in the arms race, For the rest, we hold the view that
the special session should be dominated by:

The consideration of new draft agreements in the field of
disarmament;

The adoption of -the comprchensive disarmament programme; and
New proposals and initiatives. by member States.

The contribution which, we believe, the Committee on Disarmament should make
in this respect consists, above all, in making progress and, if possible, '
completing work on projects which are still pending. In particular, this
concerns the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests. The prompt resumption
of the trilateral ncegotiations would be a decisive step to resolve the remaining
problems, This is all the more urgent as intense efforts are being made to
introduce and test new terrible types of arms, such as the neutron bomb, The
German Demccratic Republic supports the demand that a working group be set up on
this subject, with the participation of all nuclear-weapon States, so that the
Committee on Disarmament can live up to its vesponsibility in this field.
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Progress towards a ban on chemical weapons would be of major significance. )
A stimulating effect in this respect would, no doubt, result from the resumption
of the relevant bilateral talks between the USSR and the United States. Ve
share the concern which has been voiced that current measures for the manufacture
of binary weapons amount to escalating the arms race in the field of weapons of .
mass destruction and, at the same time, lead to a severe setback in efforts to
solve the problem as a whole. Here again, there is a distinct risk that the
arms race which certain States are stepping up, will wreck partial successes
gained in the course of negotiations.

A comparatively advanced stage has been reached in drafting a convention on
the prohibition of radiological weapons. We see chances for the negotiations to
be brought to a successful completion by the time the special session is to
convene,

The German Democratic Republic will continue to participate actively in the
work of the Committee on the strengthening of security guarantees for non-nuclear-
weapon States. We wish to recall that this matter was given gréat attention by
the General Assembly at its Tirst special session on disarmament. It is our
conviction that concrete progress on this issue would serve the security interests
of all States and be conducive to measures to bring about nuclear disarmament and
to strengthen the régime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The remarkable efforts being undertaken in the Working Group to draft a-
comprehensive disarmament programme merit high appreciation. In accordance with
the ¥inal Document of the first special session, the emphasis of its work should
be on concrete and effective measures.

The Committee on Disarmament bears a great measure of responsibility for the
entire disarmament process. I am convinced that the experience embodied in this
multilateral negotiating organ and the great efforts made by the representatives
of its member States are an essential basis on which disarmament agreements, which
are so vital for all of us, can be worked out. In the final analysis, what counts
in fighting the arms race is not studies or declarations, statistics or analyses,
but binding agreements whereby the means of material war preparation are curbed
and ultimately eliminated. '

Comrade Chairman, let me assure you that it is the firm intention of the
German Democratic Republic to continue to do everything it can to contribute with
the utmost resolve and perseverance to meeting the greatest challenge -- 1o
ensure the survival of mankind; for there must be no recurrence of what happened
here in Geneva almost fifty years ago. The conscience of the world must stay
awake, and politicians must spare no pains in order to put an end to the
irrational arms drive.



CD/PV.132
12

The CHATRIMAN : I thank the distinguished representative’ of theg
German Democratic Republic, Deputy Minister Neugebauer, for his statement -and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr. WALIER (Australia): Mr. Chairman, my first words in my first statement in
the month of June must be to express the pleasure of my delegation at;servihg once .
more under your chairmanship. This is a frequent pleasure, because if my calculations
are right, you preside over two plenaries each week, two sets of informal meetings of
the plenary and at least one meeting of the Working Group on Radiological Weapons,
which you also chair. That is not to mention the various other consultations and
informal meetings which you direct. My delegation believes that the Committec should
be grateful %o you for this service and devotion. I have had occasion earlier to
compliment your distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Pfeiffer, for the way in which
he discharged the duties of Chairman of this Committee.

It is also a pleasure to welcome the three new representatives amongst us, the
distinguished Ambassadors of Iran, Sri Lanka and Argentina. Ify delegation welcomes
their personal contribution to the work of this Committee. I would like also,

Mr, Chairman, to welcome, and to echo your welcome to our distinguished visitor
from the German Democratic Republic.

The Committee on Disarmament is currently addressing its agenda item 1:
Nuclear test ban. I propose to speak on this subject but also to take the
opportunity of touching on other nuclear issues on which the Committee is currently
working. In this statement I shall give particular prominence to the question of
nuclear non-proliferation in its narrow sense of measures to resist the spread of
nuclear weapons to countries other than the five present nuclear-weapon States.
Nuclear non-proliferation is by no means the only aspect of arms control and
disarmament to which the Australian Gevermment attaches importance, but it is one
facet of that complex of isgues which we belicve must be kept at the forefront of
our collective attention.

Wny do we attach such great importance to nuclear non-prcliferation?

We in Australia believe that an effective non-proliferation régime -- that is
to say an effective network of national and international agreements and other
arrangements designed to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons —- that such a régime
contributes directly to the security of all countries. We beliecve that an effective
non-proliferation régime can also make ah important indirect. contribution to the
security of States, by removing a potential source of fear and conflict. This is
of particular relevance in aréas where there is a high.level of international tension,
as recent events have demonsirated. We also see an effective nuclear non-proliferation
régime as necessary for’the civil nuclear trade and international co-operation in the
civil uses of nuclear energy. We do not believe that it would be = responsible
a?t%tude to envisage such trade and co-operation outside a rigorous non-proliferation
régime.,

For Australia a central element of the non-proliferation régime is the
non-proliferation Treaty and its attendant system of safcguards. Dut we believe
that meny other elements -- including, for example, other bilateral and multilateral
agreements -- contribute to that régime, which bas widespresd ramifications.
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One of these other elements - one which is explicitly recognized in the NPT —-
is the logical and political connection between vertical and horizontal proliferation,
that is to say, the connection between measures of nuclear restraint and disarmement
on the part of nuclear-weapon States and measures to restrain and block the spread
of nuclear weapons to additional countries.

Negative security assurances have a place in this Australian perspective. They
relate to the security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States which deny themselves
the possibility of acquiring their own nuclear weapons. Moreover an undertaking,
through effective non-proliferation arrangements, that they will not develop or
acquire nuclear weapons ig in our view important in establishing the non-nuclear
status of countries which are to benefit from such assurances. The Working Group,
which has already held tuwo meetings this session, is fortunate in having the able
Italian Minister Ciarrapico as Chairman because it faces the difficult task of ..
reconciling and accommodating widely diverging approaches.

Australia's concern for nuclear non-proliferation is also important to the
approach which we bring to the attempt to draft a comprehensive programme of
disprmament. T elaborated on this point in the statement I made at the conclusion
of our spring session. My delegation continues to be impressed by the difficulty
of the task facing the Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament
and its Chairman, the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico. We wish the Working Group
to succeed in drafting in good time a programme that will, by ite realism and
congtructive nature, attract the enthusiastic adherence and support of all countries.

Turning now to our current agenda item, let me recall that the Australian
delegation, like many others, has drawn attention to the important role which a
comprehensive test-ban treaty is called upon to play in reinforcing the
non-proliferation régime of which I have been speaking. Indeed, of itself, a
comprehensive test-ban treaty would serve the imporitant purposes which I identified
at the beginning of my statement as being served by the non-proliferation régime.

In addition, a comprehensive test-ban treaty should contribute directly to a
cessation of the nuclear arms race. Moreover, it should free people in many
countries of their concerns and fears as to the direct physical effects of continued
nuclear testing.

This is the perspective which led the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Mr. Street, on 30 May to welcome the announced decision of the new French Government
to suspend testing in the South Pacific -- testing which, like the nuclear testing
of the other nuclear-weapon States, has drawn expressions of concern from hustralia
and many other countries. In that statement the Minister expressed the hope
that the suspension of French testing might lead to its permanent end.
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Unifortunately, a fevw days later, the Minister had to express regret at reporis:
that an authoritative spokesman of the French Government had. said that these
hopes were not to be fulfilled. On both occasions Mr. Strecet reitcrated
Australia's determination to work-actively for a comprchensive. test-ban. treaty
in multilateral forums.

This Committee on Disarmament is less deeply involved in the preparation
of such a treaty than many delegations would wish. Delegations cheuld not,
however, losc sight of the fact that the Commiiiec is not entircely ilnactive on
this important rduestion. Nothing should deter delegations from the work now open
to them. In the spring we held a number of informal meetings at which important
statements were made on this issuc. I explained at the e¢nd of the spring session
why my delegetion thought these exchanges had been useful. I would today add to
those comments an cxpression of appreciation to the sponsors of document CD/1814~P
the delegations known as the Group of 21 — for contributing that document: to. the
body of papers before the Committee. Important and useful work has alsc continued
in the seismic experts Group. My delegation renews its call on all delegations
to contribute actively to the work of that Group and to co-operate fully in its -
activities. I would wish furthermore to take this occasion to refer once more to
the Australian proposal that the administrative and institutional arvengements
for an international siesmic network constitute a subject which the Committee
should waste no time in addressing.

In conclusion, since I have broadened the subject matter of this statement
to includc other nuclcar issues, I wish to say a very few words about the proposed
radiological weapons convention. My delegation warmly welcomes the positive and
constructive attitude which many delegations, hithertc reserved ebout this
convention, have now brought to the Working Group. We believe that it is
important for the Committes as a whole to respond pesitively to this development
and to make a determined cffort to scek-to find answers to all questions and
concerns which gre raised in a constructive spirit in connection vith the proposed
convention on radiological weapons.  We see here the possibility of real pregress,
provided all concerncd can find the reguisite good-will, imagination and above
all open-mindedness. No country represented here can be expeeted te concede vital
intercsts but all can be expected to make a major effor: to accommodate each other's
concerns.,

The CHATHMAW: I thank Ambassador Walker of Australia for his statement and
for the kind werds he addressed to the Chair.
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‘lr. DARUSMAN (Indonesia): IMr. Chairman, my delegation wishes first of all
to offer you its warm congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship of
the Committee fox the month of June. Vo have seen you for two consecutive years
chairing the Ad iloc Vorking Group on Rodiological Weapons in a very efficient
manner, vith full flexibility and competence. Iy delegation has therefore
every reason to be confident that, under your chairmanship, the Committce will
malke {urther substantive progress during this second part of its 1981 session.

I pledge you the full co-~opweration of my delegation in the discharge of your
difficult and heavy respongibilitfies.

I sghould also like to take this opportunity to extend the appreciation and
gratitude of my delegation to your predecessor, Ambagsador Pfeiffer of the
Federal Republic of Germany, who presided over the Committee during the month of .
April, and to welcome the new representatives in this Commitiee, Ambassador Carasales
of Argentina, Ambassador Ahmad Jalali of Iran and Ambassador Tissa Jayakoddy of
Sri Lanka. Allow me also to greet the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
German Democratic Republic, H.E. Mr. B. Neugebauer. '

Looking back at the spring session of our Committee, we note that vhile
substantive results have been achieved in wvarious fields, some issues remained
unresolved. In the view of my delegation, the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons has, during our spring session, completed its task under its
existing mandate: Ve have expected, therefore, that as from the beginning of this
summer session of the Cormittee, the Ad Hoc VWorking Group on Chemical Weapons vwould
move further by transforming the elements identified and the relevant proposals
submitted into a draft convention. It is, regrettably, not the case, at the
moment at least, because the Ad Hoc Worliing Group was not provided with a new
mandate for the performance of its new taslk. We still hope that, perhaps at a
later stage during this summer session, the Committee will be in a position to .
agree on an adjusted mandate for the Ad lloc Working Group on Chemical Veapons
to enable it actually to draft the text of a convention on the prohibition of
the development, production and stockpiling as well as the use of chemical weapons.

" The question of assuring the security of non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is of paramount importance to
non-nuclear-wveapon States, considering the continuing arms race and vertical
proliferation of nuclear weapons and the possible uge or threat of use of such
veapons. In this connection, the Twelfth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers
held ecarly this month in Baghdad, in the second precmbular paragraph of
resolution 28/12-P, stated the followings ’

"Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a
universal basig, it is imperative for the international community to
develop effective measures %0 ensure the security of non-nuclear States

. against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons from any quarters'.

. In the second operative paragraph of the said resolution the Confercnce stated
" further:

"Requests the members of the Committec on Disarmament to reach an
urgent agreement on an international convention to assure non-nuclear
States against the use or threat of usée of nuclear weapons'.



CD/PV.132
16

(Muhmmmgh®mﬂ@

We note that the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Security Assurances has started the
second stage of its work, namely, the exploration of various alternatives in:
searching xo;.a cormon approach to the problem. Yhile continuing %o hold the
view thatfthe mogt effective assurances for the security of non-nuclear-veapon
States would be the banning of nuclear-weepon tests in all environments and
nuclear disarmement and, pending thase, a complete prohibition on the use of
nuclear weapons, Wy da7c~aulon is willing to consider other feasible alternatives
set out in document CD/ /WP 5, without, naturally, implying our preference or
acceptance of any of those other altermatives.

Ve also note that the Ad Hoc Worling Group on a Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament has resumed its substentive work. The time available to this
Ad Hoc. Vorking Croup is indeed very short to enable it to complete the formulation
of a draft nrocrqmme for. submission to the second gpecial session of the
General hAssembly devoted to 'disarmament next year, considering the wide range
and the complexities of the issues. involved. Ue have no doubt, however, that
also during this summer session of the Committee, the Ad Hoc VWorking Group will
succeed in meking significant progress as was the case during our spring session.

Vith regard to the work of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Radiological Veapons,

v delegation is pleased tc note that, thanks to your competent chairmanship,
it was able {o make subsiantive progress. VWith your continued wise guidance and
the co-operation of.all the members of the Committec in the Ad Hoc Working Group,
I am convinced that further Dro~ro s will be made during this summer session and
that a’'draft treaty text, reflecting all-the working papers and proposals
submitted, could be nroduced In the opinion of my delegation, the questions
relating to the definition of the weapons to be prohibited, the scope of the
pron1b1+1op and the uses of rodicactive materials- for peaceful purposes are sone

f the questions of major importance to be dealt with by the Ad Hoc Vorking Group '
during this summer session of the Committee. Vith a view %o assuring the
sovereign and inalienable rights of cvery-State to develop nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes, my delegation would be in favour of including a provigion in
the proposed convention prohibiting attacks on neaceful nuclear facilities
My delegation disagrees with the arguments that the inclusion of such a provi ion
vould not be necessary because this is already stipulated in the 1977 Protocol I of
the Protocols Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, more
specifically in its article 56. As was pointed out by my delegation during the
sprin session in its statementis on chemical weapons, the inclusion of identical
provisions 1in various international instruments is no% unusual, and it would only
reinforce the nrovisions concerned. My declegation referred to three Conventions
and one draft convention which contain identical provisions. In addition, there
are also practical considerations for having the provision I referrecd to earlier in
the proposed radiological convention: if a State is not a party to- the
1977 Protocol and if the radiological weapons convention to which that State is a
party does not contain’ o, provision prohibiting attacks on nuclear installations for
peaceful purposes, this would mean that that State would not be legally bound by
such a prohivition. The recent Isracli attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities
near Baghdad, vhich was entirely without Justlflc@tlon and has posed a serlous threat
to international peace and security and was condemned by the international ‘community
and most recently by the Security Council, renders the inclusion of a provision
prohibiting attacks on peaceful nuclear l%cllltles in the p“opoved radloTOglcal
weapons convention all the more relevwnt As was r1'1tly stated in the statement
made by the Group of 21 on 18 June, the blatant aggression cowmltted by Israel poses
a challenge to the sovereign and inalienable right of every State to acquire and
develop nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. It is totally unjustifiable that
peaceful nuclear facilities, situated in a country party to the NPT and put under
IAEA safeguards, were subject to an attaclk. The irresponsible Israeli act was
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strongly condemned by my Government immediately after it took plaée. In a stateﬁent
made on 10 June, the Indonesian Minister for Foreign Affairs stated as follows:

"The Government of the Republic of Indonesia condemng the Isreeli air
raids against the nuclear installations outside Baghdad on 7 June 1981. The -
attack, vhich was entirely without justification, once again demonsirated the
complete disregard of Israel for the norms of international conduct and
purposefully increased the tension in the Middle Last".

The Israeli attack vas algco jointly condemned by the ASEAN member countries. In a
statement igsued in Mahila on 17 June 1981, on the occagsion of the annual meeting of
TForeign Hinisters of the ASEAN member countries, the ASEAN TForeign Ministers stated
ag follows:

"The Foreign Ministers condemn the recent unwarranted Israeli air attack
on Iragi nuclear installations near Baghdad and regard it as a serious violation
of the United Nations Chariter and international law. They express grave
concern that this dangerous and irresponsible act would escalate the existing
tension in the area and pose a serious threat to international peace and
security".

If T may now turn to item 1 of our agenda, namely, "Nuclear test ban", I wish to
express the full support of my delegation for the recommendation contained in
document CD/lBl submitted by the Group of 21 that in the light of the discussions held
in informal meetings of the Committee, an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban
be set up at the beginning of this summer session of the Committee. Much has already
been said in the past on the necessity of establishing such a working group. The
Group of 21 has even gone {urther by also proposing in the document I have just
referred to, a gpecific mandate for the ad hoc working group. Considering that
working groups constitute the most appropriate forums for the conduct of negotiations,
it is the hope of my delegation that those delegations which during the spring segsion
of the Committee manifested their reservations on the creation of the said working
group are now in a position to go along with the proposal made by the Group of 2% in
order that actual negotiations can he conducted soon and that the Committee will be
able to report to the second special session next year accordingly.

As regards item 2 of the agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms racc and nuclear
disarmament", in document CD/lBO the Group of 21 has proposed that the establishment
of an ad hoc working group on this item and its mandate should be the immediate
objective of the considerations at the start of this summer session of the Committee.

e hope that this pending issue, i.e. the creation of ad hoc¢ working groups on
items 1 and 2, cen be resolved without delay. VWithout the establishment of
appropriate working groups, I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, that actual negotiations could
never be conducted and that, consequently, this Committee would cease to be a
negotiating body and would become a deliberative organ, at least as far as a nuclear
test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament are
concerned. '

The CHATRIAN: I thank Ambassador Darusman of Indonesia for his.statement,
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. :
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 Mr. JAYAKODDY {(Sri Lenks): Mr. Cheirmen, the delegation of Sri Lenke wishes at
the nutset to express its best wishes and congratuletions to you on your assumption
of the chairmenship of this Committee for the month of June. We are confident that
your long experience, skill =nd enduring petience will help tc guide the Committee to
congtructive and successful endeavour. My delegation pledges its fullest support and
co-operation with you. -~We 2lso.wish to express our appreciatinn of the excellent
work that was done by Ambasszdor Pfeiffer during hie tenure of the cheirmenship of the
Committee in the month of April. Permit me a2lso to extend our own welcome tc the
distinguished Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Germen Democratic Republic,
H.BE, ¥Mr. Neugebauer.

It is a pleasure for me, Mr. Chairman, to thank you eand the distinguished
Ambassadors here, who have welcomed me s» warmly to this Committee. Your wnrds of
cordiasl welcome are a source nf great encouragement as I start work in this Committee.

Lest week in our delibersticns the distinguished lmbassador of Argentine
presented on béhalf of the Group of 21 a statement regerding the Israeli attack on 2
nuclear facility on 7 June. The delegstion of Sri Lanke fully supports this statement
which expressed the just indignation and concern of all peace-loving penple in the
world. In connection with this attack, the Government of BSri Lenks issued =
statement condemning the actinn. May I be permitted to quote the text of this
statement.

"Sri Lenks is greatly perturbed over the Isrszelil bombing of & nuclear
reactor in Iraq.

"This is 2 vinlaticn of the sovereignty »f netions. This disregard for
international law can have the most sericus conseguences.  Sri Lenkas condemns
this actinn and calls nn the international community to deal suitebly with this
vinlation of international law,

"Sri Lenka expresses her support snd soliderity with Irasqg on this issue."

The implications of this violation of internstional law heve been extensively
analysed by the distinguished Ambassadors who have spoken esrlisr, Therefore, it is
not necessary for me to cover the same ground. I would like to emphasize, however,
that in our view this disregerd f7r internationszl law threatens the security not only
of one country or one region of the world, but threatens internationsl peace and
security as a whole. It undermines ccnfidence in the NPT and raises doubts about the
Treaty's usefulness. The action wags designed, we feel, to intimidate-develnping
countries that are constructing, or plenning the censtruction of their own nuclear
facilities for peaceful purposes in the course of their economic developmerit. '~ It is
a totally unaccepteble form of internstional behaviour which must not be allowed to
repeat itself,

This session of the Committee is invested with importent significance for two
compelling reasnns. On the one hand, the negntiations that will be conducted in the
next 10 weeks will bring to a close the last full round of the Committee's work before
the second speciazl session of the Generel LAssembly devoted to .Disarmement.  What the
Committee achieves will necesssrily serve next year, together with the work of the
spring sessinn of this Committee in 1982, as 2 basis for discussions 2t that
speciel sessiomn. What is eccomplished in this Committee will natura2lly lie on the
table for considerstion by States Members of the United Nations. My. delegation is
convinced thet whet the Committee will transmit to the General Lssembly at its
special sessinn will not fell completely short of the expectations nf 21l Member States
2nd the millions of concerned pecple zround the world who justifiably expect thet
something concrete in the form of negntiated agreements will come out of our work.
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This session 2lso draws special significance from the currently deteriorating
international pnliticel environment. We sre witnessing a steady drift away from a
period of relsxed relstions when the voices of internstionsl dialogue were less
strident and more co-operstive than they zre now. We seem to be lnsing some of the
ground that was gained in avoiding crises and lessening tensions sround the world.
Inxiety and feer are not diminishing. On the contrary they grow stronger and the
causes that generate them are increasing.

Lgainst this background it.is claimed by some that the present time is inopportune
for genuine negotiations.on disermement and 2 variety of reasons are adduced to sustain
this point of view. However, for my delegation the time of tension end growing crises
calls for renewed =nd vigorous efforts at working towards multilateral disarmament
negotiations. The work of this Committee, my delegation would wish to urge, cannnt
and should not be subject to the blowing of hot and cold in the relations between
individual States or groups of States, Multiletersl disarmement negotiations are an
integral part of the struggle to avoid cstastrophic znnihilation of the people of this
planet, and the destruction of the plenet itself. We, therefore, hope that this
session nf the Committee will turn out tn be 2 productive =nd constructive one despite
the cold winds that might blow elsewvhere.

The two priority items of the Committee's work have been 2nd remsin s nuclesr test
ban and the cessation of the nuclesr arms race and nuclesr disarmsment. The
Group of 21 has submitted propnsals t» this Committee on both these items, calling for
the setting up »f working groups on them. My delegstion is of the view that the reasnons
that were adduced by the Group of 21 end meny other delegations in fevour of an urgent
beginning nf negntirtions on these two items are convincing. The case for the setting
up of these working groups in the view of ny delegation is clear and retional and
should be beynnd coniroversy. However; this Committee has not been 2ble to srrive at
a consensus on the setting up of these working groups. It is said by those who.do not
support the setting up of the working groups that the.two prinrity items are too
complicated in their neture, and ere not ripe enough for negotietions in this forum.

No one could guarrel with the assertion that the issues are compliceted, but that
is reason enough in itself for meking » start at resolving them through worklﬂg groups
of this Committee which is, after all, the only multilateral forum for disarmament
negntiations. The very dengers that nuclear weapnns pnse end the utter futlllty of
using them must surely make items one and twn of our sgends ripe enough for negotistion
in this Committee. These two priority items have earned their place et the top of the
agenda of this Committee cut of their very importence for the survival of 211 mankind.
It is only rationel, therefore, that they should be sn treated by the Committee.

There is today repeated assertion that nationel and internstinnal security can be
defended end meintained only by resort tc, and reliance nn, thoories of deterrence and
militery superiority which, it is seid, can provide the only certain 2nd effective
shield. for survival. The question that my delegation would wish to pose is whether
there is no other course for survival. Cennot the cnllective wisdom of menkind plot
a new course to ensure that the world lives in lesting peace, security end harmony?
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The Sri Lenks delegetinn is convinced that negotiations in twe new working groups of
this Committee on the two high-priority agenda items, combined with the work on the
nther sgendr items, could lead the way ftowerds this other course. My delegatinn,
therefore, earnestly urges that this Committec agrees by consensus to set up
immediately working groups on the two priority items ~f the sgenda. L consensus
agreement on this issue will be the Commiticee's positive response tn the universal cry
for nucleor disarmament.

Ls regards the item »n security assurances for non-nuclesr-weapon States, my
delegation is pleesed to see the Working Group on thet subject, under its sble
Cheirmen, has proceeded beyond the existing unilestersl declarstions ~f the nuclesr—
weepmm States and got down to the business of exsamining substentive issues in the form
of alternative vropossls for a commsn formulas for security essurances., My delegation
sheres the reslistic view thet the examination of 2lternatives should lead the
working group to concentrete on the most promising alternative in terms of its
acceptability to 211 concerned. This realism should, however, be a two<way street.
While I do not wish to engege in & pelemical discussion as to why and how the need for
security essurances erose, I should like simply to s2y that the nuclear-weapon States
ought also to tzke account of the reality nf the very nature and the mobility of
existing nuclear weaponns, and of the fact thet the primery considersztion in giving
security assurances should be to meet the security concerns of non-nuclear-weapnn
States rather than the perceived security concerns of the nuclear-weapon States
themselves. It would be unreclistic and unjust to expect the States who have
renounced the nuclear option in unsmbiguous terms 49 accevt an essursnce againsi the
threat or use of nuclear weapnns which will eventually be invalidated thrnugh 2 series
of qualifications.

The Working Group on Chemicel Weapnons, under its very efficient Chairman, has
presented a programme »f work for its next phese of negntiation with which my
delegation is in general sgreement. My delegatinn is of the view that the Committee
should give urgent considerstion tn the questinon of expsnding the mandste of this
Working Group tn enable it to proceed tnwards actuel elaboratinn of a convention on the
basis of the large measure of convergence nf vieus that was evident during the first
part of the sessinn and 2lso tc make further prngrass in narrowing down the
differences that exist on several issues. My delegstion feels that in respect Hf
certain issues, considerstion of texts would be the next logicael step tn facilitete the
latter exercise.

Ls to the question whether the Wnrking Group should crncentrate on making further
progress on areas of agrecment or whether efforts should be intensified to narrow the
differences, my delegation keeps zn open mind gs flexibility nn the psrt of a1l
delegations would facilitzte o decision »n this questinon depending upom the progress of
negntiatinns.

The 4d Hoc Working Group »n a Comprehensive Progratme nf Disermament, through the
untiring efforts of its Chairman, hes slready been &ble 4o achieve considerable progress
in examining the meassures to be included in the vrogramme, The work thet lies shead
of us during the second part of the 1981 session will be crucial, not only becsuse it
involves substentive discussion »f the messures snd the inportant question of 3 time-
frame for the programme, but slsc becsuse definitive progress in finelizetion »f the
comprehensive programme nf disarmament will make a concrete contribution to the
deliberations of the General issembly at its second specisl sessicn on disarmament.
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Degpite the low priority attached tn it in our agenda, my delegetinn believes
thet the negotietlon of a treaty benning radinlngicel wespons will be a contribution
to the disarmement effort in thet it will hopefully eliminate 2t least nne option for
the gquslitative impronvement of nuclear weapnns and, mnre imporiently, indirect methnds
nf waging radiological warfare. The recent. Isrseli attack nn sn Iraqi nuclesr plant
has brought into sherp focus the validity of the argument that 2 treaty banning
redinlogical weapnns should encompass the possibility of waging radinlogical warfare
by attacks on DePceful nuclear pnwer installations. My delegatinn wishes to stress
strongly that e future treaty on radinlogical weapnns should include positive
provisinns tn fecilitote access, for all States, to nuclear technology for pesceful
purpnses and internatinnal co-operatisn for the peaceful applicetion of nuclear
technnlogy and radinactive materials.

My delegetion is prepared to co-operate fully in yrur dedicated efforts 2s
Chairman of the id Hoc Working Group on Radinlngical Weapons to facilitate the speedy
finalizetion of negotiations on this item.

My delegation will continue to make its contribution, mndest though it be
towards the success of thig Committee's work.

The CHAIRMAN: I thenk fmbassador Jayaknddy of Sri Lenka for his statement snd
for the kind words he addressed tn the Chair.

Mr. SKALLI (Moroccn) (franslated from French): My delegatinn would first like to
express its satisfactinn at the speedy resumption of substsntive work in our Cormittee.
It is a pleasure to nnte, in this connection, that at the very outset of its sessinn
this year the Conmittee embarked on the active phase of its work, thus bresking with
the distressing trend seen in previnus yeers, when our negotiating body appeared tn be
condemned tn spend the bulk of its time on procedursl matters and the organization of
work, :

There is, indeed, n» denying thet this year there has been evidence nf 2 general
will to initiate without delay, and in 2 constructive spirit, negontiations on the
majority »f the items on our agenda. These negntiations have been of » breadth and
an intensity which we are happy to recngnize. The 2d_hoc working groups have been
able to meke some progress, thanks to the genuine effnrts mede by all delegatinns and
the impetus given to them by their respective chairmen, to whom we wish to pay o well-
deserved tribute.

The experience we now have confirms that working groups do indeed comstitute the
best machinery for the conduct of conrete negotistions within the Committee. It
cennot but be regretted, therefore, that it should not yet have been pnssible —- for
reasons with which everyone is familiar -- %o reach a consensus »n the esteblishment nf
twq vorking groups on items 1 ond 2 of our agenda, namely, a "nuclear test ban" and the

"cessatinn of the nuclear arms race snd nuclesr disarmament'.
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It is, to say the least, paradoxical that we should find.gurselves unable to-
negotiate on these two quéstions which, I need hardly remind you, have heen given .
absnlute priority and which everyone agrees ere of the utmnst importence.. - My
delegatlnn certainly can neither understend nor agree with attempts to gain acceptance
for the idea that thé prohibition of nuclesr-wezp n tests end nuclear discrmement .arye
nnt approprizte toplcs for negotiatinn within the Committee. On the contrary, we
believe that these two fundemental questions fall within the jurisdictinn and the
terms of reference of this multileteral negotiating bndy. It is, morenver, no
acclident thatﬁthey appear‘high on our agende.

Wlth regard to the prohloltlﬁn of nuclcer—weepng tests, the fact that this
questinn has been under study for a querter of : a century cleerly indicates the lack »f
pnliticel will on the part of the magmr nucloqr—weaorn Powers tn ﬂhhleve 3 pngitive
end satisfactory outeome.

Yet the urgent need tn conclude 2 treaty completely brnplng nuclear-weapn tests
has been constently procleimed snd offirmed both by the United Natinsns General Lssembly
and by the verinus bnodies responsible for disarmenent neghtistims. No ome can be
unswere of the impect thet such a tresty would have on the chs=nces nf success of the
efforts to put an end t» the guslitative improvement »f nuclerr weepons and to prevent
the proliferation ~f such wespons.

It is inconceiveble thet the nuclear-weapsn Powers shnuld feel no 0b11g9tlun to
respond to the deep-rooted concerns and the long-standing expectatinons ~f the
internatinnal community ~ther thon with such reluctance to conclude o nuclear test-ban
treaty. We believe that this situetion carinot lrst ihdefinitely without:risk of . . grave
Annnge to the non-proliferatin regime itself. That is why we must pay heed t~ the
urgent appesls conteined in the many resolutinns of the General Lssembly which call on
us t~ teke the steps necessary tn initiste negotistiones and conclude such o tresty.

In this Committee, the neutral 2nd non-aligned countries, supported by meny other
delegations, have zgein and a2gnin emphssized the urgent need tn set up an ad hne
working group to conduct negotiations t5 this end. In 2 recent proposal, contained in
document CD/iBl which, my delegation wishes t» repeat, it fully supports, the
Group of 21 reloerﬂ+ed its position yet rgain, celling for the esteblishment, for the
duration ~f this summer pﬁrt of the Committee's sessinn, of & working group w1th ar-
mendate "to negotiste on provisinns releting tn the scope, verifiscation of complience
end the final clauses of 2 draft treaty releting to item 1 of its 2gend~".

The Group of 21 also sought to meke 2 further contribution t» the Committee's work
by drawing the attentinn of the nuclesr-we-pon Powers engeged in the trilatersl
negotirtions tH a number of specific questions to which it would be very wise &nd
extremely desirable for them %o provide epprovpriste nnswers.

We should like tn express the hfpe that é%mﬂn sense and wisdonm will eventuelly
pre 2il end that we shall then be able tn get down without further deTﬁy tn the task
at has been entrusted to us.

The question of the cessztinn nf the nuclesr srms race and nuclesr disarmament is
nne to which the mternationel community has 2lsn stteched the highest prinrity. For
no one can be uncware of the grave threats that 1oom aver the world s 2 result ~f the
pursuit »f the nucleasr arms race or of the disastrous consequences thet the outbreak
»f A nuclear war would have for the whole of menkind.
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My country is firmly convinced thet nuclear disarmsment is en essential measure
capable of .instituting a climate of trust between States end penples snd of
strengthening peace and security in the world.

~ Oonsequently, we cannot subscribe tn the view expressed by certein delegations
that peace and stability have been maintained in the world becasuse of nuclear’
deterpence.

My delegation would like to refer in this connection to the statement that was
submitted by our Group of 21 during the first part of this sessinn and thet, in
particular, refuted the doctrine of deterrence in these terms:

. "The Group of 21 is ... convinced, s a result of the discussinns, that
doctrines of nuclesr deterrence, fzr from being responsible for the meintenance
of international peace and security, lie at the ront of the continuing escalatinn
of the quentitative end quaslitative develnpment »f nuclear armements z2nd lead tn
greater insecurity and instability in international relstions. Mrreover, such
doctrines, which in the ultimete analysis are predicated upon the willingness to
use nuclear weepons, cannot be the besis for preventing the nutbrezk of = nuclear
war, a wer which would offect belligerents 2nd non-belligerents alike."

It hes often been said in the Committee that the political will of States, ond
especially nf the nuclear-weapon States, is the prerequisite for the success of any
negntiations on nuclesr dissrmement. We fully shere this opinion »nd hovpe that the
nuclear-weapon Powers will menifest that pnliticol will by initiating sppropriante
negntiztions in the working group vhnse establishment hag been requested by the
Group of 21, with the ressonsble and realistic mendate propnsed.,

Until nuclear dissrmement has become » reality, the non-nuclesr-weapon States are
entitled to seek 2nd ~btain guarantees against the use or threat of use nf such
weapons.

The question of negative security guefantees is one of those that are the subject
of negntistions in the Committee's ad _hoc working groups.

I should like very briefly 1o state my delegation's ﬁiews on 2 number of important
aspects of those questions.

With regard to the item entitled "BEffective internstionsl arrangements tn assure
non-nuclear-weapom States against the use or threat »f use of nucleer weapons", my ‘
delegetion favours the adoption of an internstinnel instrument of » legally binding
nature, which might teke the form of an internation2l crnventinn. Mesanvhile, we
hope that the Working Group will be able tn agree on inférim arrsngements, perhaps
through 2 Security Council resnlutinm,

From the discussinns thet have been held so far in the Working Group, ny
delegation has the impression that certain nuclear-weapen Powers are more cnncerned
with their own security then with that of the non-nuclear-wespon countries for whose
benefit the Working Group hss been charged with negntisting these internatinnal
undertskings. We should like tn hope that ~ur misgivings and doubts will be repidly
dispelled, for the Stztes which have voluntarily rennunced the acquisition »f nuclear
weapnns legitimately expect the Powers pnssessing such weapons to give them, without
Any e=mbiguity whatsoever, guersntees sgainst the use or threst nf use nf those weapnns.
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Jith respect tr rrdinlogical wespons, the Working Group hasg o

negntietinn of » conventisn prohibiting the development, productinn, ockpiling end
s : '

use of redinlngice’ wespons.

£lthough the cruclusinn of such o eonvention would not constitute o dissrmsment
meagsure in the sgtri-t scnse, we ers, none the less, Favoursably dispused towerds eny
initiative or mezesure eimed 2t preventing the emergence, end prohibiting the use, of
new types ~f wespons »f nmess destructinn.

When this questinn wes exsmined by the Working Group, a mejnr objectinn was raised
with respect t~ the definitinn of radinlogical wespons 2s propnsed in the draft text of
a treety submitted jointly by the United States 2nd the Soviet Union. In this
connectinn, the Mrroccen delegatinon is nf the cpinion that whatever the definitinn we
adopt, ‘it must not in any wey justify or legitimize the pnssession or use nf nuclesr
weapons.,

In 2ddition, I should like tn t2ke this opportunity to reiterate my'delegation's
support for the Swedish prnposel for the inclusinon in the future convention nf
provisinns prohibiting deliberste nttacks on civilian nuclear ‘installatinns.

The Moroccen delegatinn attaches very great importance tn the negotiatinn end
conclusion of a convention prohkibiting chemicsl weapnons. The elaboration of a
cenvention on this questinn, which is, morenver, =n urgent onée and ~ne which hes been
given high prinrity, would unquestionably constitute an effective ond genuine
disermament measure.

In the view of my delegation, it would be desirsble for this convention to be
general in seope and to include also a prohibitinn on the use of chemical weapons. Ve
do nnt shere the view expressed by certain delegotions thet the inclusion in the
conventinn of 2 provision benning the use of chemicel weapons would have the effect of
weekening the Geneva Protocol. Such 2 provisinn could in no way prejudice the earlier
instrument, which we consider to be very valuable.

We are convinced that, in view of the progress made in its work by the
Working Group on Chemiczl Wezpons, the Committee will shortly tske 2 decision for the
broadening of its mendate so 2s to enable it to zpply itself to the elaboration of the
text of a convention.

I will conclude my stetement with o few words on the comprehensive progremme of
disermement.

68 everyone knows, the Ad _Hoc Working Group on 2 Comprehensive Programme of
Disarnement is the only Group whose mandate is subject to » time-limit, since it is
required to submit the progremme to the United Notions Genersl Assembly =t its
second special sessinn devoted t» disarmament, which will be held in June 1982. Little
time remains,- therefore, befors that importent date. We feel, nevertheless, that the
Group has made gnod progress in its work snd that, under the impetus »f its Cheirmen,
the distinguished representative of Mexicn, it has 2cquired such momentum that we sre
Justified in hoping that we shall by then have o dncunent containing a comprehensive
programme of disarmement.
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lir. VENEATESUARAN (India): Mr. Chairman, let me first of 'all extend the warm
welcome of my delegation to H.E. the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
German Democratic Republic, Ilr. Bernard Heugebauer. Ve have listened with keen
interest to his thought—nrovoklng and constructive intervention in our Committee
this morning. :

Today is the last plenary meeting of the current session at which the
Committee will be considering the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban,
vhich is the first item on our agenda, not without good and sufficient reason.

Of course, we may revert to this important subject later in the session, verhaps

in the first week ‘of August, because we have yet to take a decision on certain
formal. proposals made by the Group of 21. I am referring to document CD/iGl

of 24 April 1981, in which the CGroup of 21 has put forvard for approval a dralt
mandate seeking the establishment of an ad hoc working sroup of the €D to negotiate
on the provisions of a treaty bamning all nuclear weapons tests

Ve would expect the Committee to talke a formal decision on this proposal
of the Group of 21, as, indeed, we would expect the same treatment for the other
proposal of the Group of 21 in document CD/120 proposing the setting up of a
further working group on the question of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament. In both cases the Group of 21 has proposed precisely defined
mandates indicating how best the Committee on Disarmament may fulfil its
responsibilities at the present time in regard to two questions which have been
accorded the highest priority by the General Assembly at its first swecial session
devoted to disarmament.

At our last plenary meeting, on 23 June, the distinguished Ambassadors of Drazil
and HMexico raised these very same points. The Ambassador of Brazil referred to
the series of questions addressed by the Croup of 21 {o the trilateral negotiators
on the test ban. le said: "The nuclear-weapon States concerned should not shirk
their special responsibilities and they should respond to the unanimous concern of
the non-nuclear-weapon States'. We agree with hlm, and we certainly expect replies
to our questions, if not from the trilateral negofiators as a group, then from the
individual States concerned. Refusal on their part to answer those questions
would inevitably diminish the role of the Committee as a multilateral negotiating
forum -- a role which has been conferred on this Committee by the consensus of .its
members and of the Ceneral Assembly. In that event we shall have to review the
fundamental attitudes of the members towards the Committee in relation to the functions
entrusted to us '

These questions are particularly relevant, since despite the sustained
consideration of a nuclear test ban over the last quarter of a century or more, ve
are still no nearer to a treaty. ~ Verification has been said to be a major
gtumbling-bloclk. But ig that really the case?: Tn 1958, a group of experts from
both Vestern countries as well as socialist countILes, studied the possibility of
detectlng violations of a possible agreement on the suspension of nuclear tests.
The experts had detailed o viable verification and cont“ol systen and then cane to
the unanimous conclusion;

"The Conference of Experts, having considered a control system for
detecting violations of a nossible agreement on the suspension of nuclear tests
hes come to the conclusion that the methods for detecting nuclear explosions
available atv the present time, viz., the method of collecting samples of
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radioactive debris, the methods of recording sei¢mlc, cod yhics, end
hVGroacouutlc waves, znd the vaclo—"auﬂal method, - 1Lonu vith the use of

on-site inzpection of unidenvified cvonts wvhich ¢ouls be suspected of being
nuclecr exvlosicns, malke il nossible to detect and identify nuclear expleeions,
including lov yield explosions (1-5 %), The Confercnce has therefore come

to the conclusion thet it ig tcchnicelly feasible to estanlish, with the

Dablllbleu and limitations indicated below, a rorlzable and effective
conorol system, to detect violations of an a*recmont on the vorld-wide
suspension of nucléar weapons tests.” '

That vas in 1958. Technolozy has made rapid strides in the intervening years.
And yet, some countries still continue to argue that adequate verification of a
nuclear test ban remains an obstacle. The experts of the same countries had,
more than 20 years ago, accepted that verification was not a problem, given the
technology then available. Does not  this demonstrate the validity of our assertion
that the real difficulty lies in a lack of molitical will, not verification? Our
Committee cannot evade this issue and still retain its credivility.

This is a matter of vital importance to the future of the Committee on
Disarmament. In that connection, we shall also have to bear in mind the decisions
we eventually take in the CD on the proposals of the Group of 21 for the
establishment of two working groups, one on the miclear test ban and the other on
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmement. So far we have
only discussed these matters at several informal meetings, and while those meetings
have contributed to our general education, they have not moved us one inch closer
to the undertaking of multilateral negotiations on any aspect of the nuclear
questions, which undergtandably deserve the highest priority. The time has come
now for the Committee to take formal decisions on the formal provosals before it.
It is not enough to have them discussed at informal meetings whose proceedings are
not even fe00°dea.

The members of the Groun of 21 have in all seriousnes: and earnestness of
purpose assumed their responsibilities end put forward concreie proposals concerning
the most important cuestion' facing 21l of us —-- the question of human survival.
They have demonstrated good faith and good intentions, and they cannot be Held
responsible for lack of progresas. Ag the Ambassador of Poland said on 23 June, at
the plenary meeting of the Committee, qpestlono are being asked as to what the CD
has achieved since the first special session, and if it has achieved nothing, who
is responsible for that. Iy delegation would certainly not Llame the CD as a whole,
or the Group of 21, for feilure to deliver the goods collectively expected of us.

One thing is very clear. It is not for lack of 1n1t1at1veg or absence of
proposals that we have madé no progress on nuclear issues. There 'is no shortage of
proposals within the CD or outside it. The other day the Ambassador of llexico
referred to the proposals of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security
Issues.  One has only to read JOUfnalu, nevspapers and other. publications to become..
acutely aware of the intensity of public concern for the immediate cessation of the
nuclear arms race. Former diplomats, political leaders and negotiators of arms
control measures, not tc speak of scientists and retired generals -— people vho have
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had intimate inside knowledge of the arms race and its dangers -- have warned about
the risks inherent in the present situation and have put forward various suggestions
ag to what ought to be done. Concerned non-governmental organizations have also
done the same. Vhy is i%, then, that ve, in the Committec on Disarmament, have no»
given adequate attention to these mounting expressions of public concern? Vhy is
that we have not even made a compilation of the various pronosals made, in all
sincerity, by eminent. persons? Ve have received literally thousands of
communications from citizens of many countries, voicing their simple desire for
survivel in a world freed from the danger of a nuclear holocaust. VWhat is to be
our response to their cries of anguish?

Bvidently, the expectations from the Committee are great indeed. Are these
expectations misplaced? Ho, I do not think so, because the Ceneral Assembly, at
its first special session on disarmament, gave us a clear enough mandate to concern
ourselves with the prevention of nuclear war, with the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and with the achievement of nuclear dlsarmament. The Committee on Disarmament is,
in a sense, accountable not only to the Ceneral Assembly but also to the public
at large for its non-performance in regard to these nuclear questions., At our
informal meetings we have discussed the prerecuisites for negotiations, but we have
not yet reached any con°enuus on the actual commencement of negotiations on an
agreed basis. Doctrines of nuclear deterrence have been subjected to strong
criticism by us on the ground that they have in fact fuelled the arms race and
increased the risks of nuclear war. Ve have also questioned the legitimacy of the
use of nuclear weapons, as they have the potential for endangering the very survival
of the human species. ‘ :

There is now very little more left for us to do as a body except to begin
negotiations on a variety of urpent nuclear dloarmument issues. If the
Committee on Disarmament, constituted-as it is, cannot tackle questions of direct
relevance %o the survival of mankind, we might as well confess our impotence. Or
else we should try to identify the obstacles 1n the path of our undertaliing '
negotiations. Vhat could be these obstacles? That really are the causes underlying
this senseless nuclear arms race? Ve do not believe that man is powerless before the
so-called technological momentum of the arms race. Dvery decision concerning the
arms race is man-made and is directly related to Statve policies. Vhat, then, are
State policies made of? —- fear, suspicion, envy? Ho longer is the security of one
State unrelated to the security of other States, for in a nuclear war we shall all be
victims.  We have demonstrably not really addressed ourselves so far to the root
causes; unless we do so, we shall not be aQWe to create thoe proper cllmatc for
success in disarmament negotiations,

Some would have us believe thal we cannot have disarmament unless we first agree
to verification and control measures. Others tell us that we must first agree on
the disarmament package before verification and control cen be accepted. It is
futile to argue obout vhich comes first -- control or dlsarmament Iy delegation
stated in 1962, on 20 llarch of that year, in the EIDC at its ifth meeting, presided
over by Mr. Krishna llenon, that "Iy Government has at all tlmeu regarded control and.
disarmament as being insepdarable. Ue do not thlnL one sliould follow the other or
should obstruct the other". ‘
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It is in the light of this position thot we have examined in a preliminary manncr
the Canadian conceptual working paver on arms control verification. If igs a useful
and interesting compilation of various verlfica*zon and contrel meaﬁures and i
outlines the merits and demerits of snecifiic gysienms, Cne thing il avundanily cleay
to us, and that is that there is ich thing as 2 univercally phllc"blb
verificaltion nrocess, and vhat each sysven has b be gearad to the snecial
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requirements of particular measures oif disarmesment. The Crnadian paper has
correctly assessed the micsing 'n redient as "political will®.

I have the distinct feeling, Hr, Chairman, that so far we have been looking only
at the symptoms of the disease without really trying to go into or remove them.
It seems to us, therefore, that we should really be addressing ourselves primarily to
the reasons for the absence of this political will, and to related questions such as,

"Why is there mutual feer and suspicion?'; "What is it that States are deterring one
another from?"; "What are their leritimate fears?" and "How should we establish

mutual confidence and trust?'. These are basic questions facing us and the .answers
will decide the future of manlkind. As long as there is mutual fear and suspicion,
there will be need for verification. But once the climate of mistrust is dispelled,
verification will be less of an obsession. Unfortunately, today the more powerful
a nation is, the more afraid it seems to be, The search for security does not lie
in acquiring more arms but rather in establishing an equilibrium of peace with one's
earlier perceived adversary.

Mr, AKRAM (Pakistan): IMr. Chairman, first of all I would like to add the voice
of my delegation in extending a varm welcome to the Deputy llinister for
Toreign Affalru of the German Democratic Republic to our Committee. I would also
like to express my delegation's satisfaction at the efficient and effective way in
vhich you have been conducting the work of our Committee during the current month.
I have asked for the floor this morning in order briefly to express the views of
the Pakistan delegation on the item listed on our programme of work for this week:
8 nuclear test‘ban. '

For nearly two decades, Pakistan has actively advocated the conclusion of a
comprehen51ve nuclear test-ban treaty as an important instrument to arrest the
vertical and horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons. Developments during
this tlme, including the hundreds of nuclear tests conducted by the major
nuclear-weapon Powers to perfect their nuclear weapons, and the techniques’developed
for this purpose, have no doubt eroded the ultimate impact of a nuclear test-ban
treaty on disarmament and increascd the difficulties in negotiating a treaty which
could gain universal adherence.

Nevertheless, Pakistan considers that the achievement of an effective test-ban
treaty would constitute an important and indispensable step in the broader process
of halting and reversing the nuclear arms race, especially between the. two
Super-Powers. It is quite evident, however,. that & nuclear test-ban treaty will
not be effective or gain universal adherence unless it is equitable and’
non-digscriminatory. An unequal and discriminatory treaty, such as. the HPT, can
no longer be imposed on the non-nuclear-weapon States,
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It remains the firm conviction of my delegation that such an equitable treaty,
which responds to the national security concerns of all States, can be evolved only
vithin this multilateral body set up for the purpose of conducting disarmament
negotiations. This conviction is shared by all the members of the Group of 21.

The Group has nroposed, in document CD/lBl, that the Committee establich an ad_hoc
working group with a precise mandate "to negotiate on provisions relating to the
scope, verification of compliance and the final clauses of a draft treaty" relatlnb to
item 1 of the Committee'!'s agenda entitled, "lluclear test ban',

. Besides the point of principle to vhich I have referred, the opening of concrete
‘negotiations in -the Committee on the nuclear test ban have become indispensable
for two additional reasons. - '

Pirst, it was agreed in paragranh 51 of the Final Document of the
first special session of the Cencral Assembly devoted fo disarmament that the
three nuclear-weapon States which have chosen to conduct gseparate and restricted
negotiations on this subject should urgently conclude thece negotiations and submit
the results for full consideration by this Committee.  Almost three yéars have .
elapsed since this agreement was unanimously adopted. The trilateral negotiations
have not been concluded. Indeed, these talks have been suspended for almost a year.
There is no assurance thal they will be resumed and if they are resumed, whether
they . can be concluded successfully. In the circumstances, the Commlttee on
Disarmament is the natural and only available forum for negetiations on the subject.

Moreover, such information as has been made available about the substance
of the trilateral necotiations makes it seem rather unlikely that the kind of
arrangements being negotiated by the three nuclear—weapon Povers will provide the
basis for a treaty that cen, .in the words of the Finel Document, "gain universal
adherence" The doubts ahd ‘quéstiohs which arise with réfard to the effectiveness
and equity of the treaty being evolved in the trilateral negotiations were expressed
during the informal meetings of the Committee on the ‘subject earlier this.year.
These doubts and misgivings are reflected in the questions posed to the trilateral
negotiators by members of the Crouo of 21 and which are outllnnd in document CD/iBl.

It should . be self-evident,-thé?efore, why my delegation and other members of
the Group of 21 do not @greé~with'ﬁhe conclusion of the three negotiating parties
contained in their report submitted last fugust that the trilateral negotiations
"offer the best way forward". It has often been argued that negotiations on a
nuclear test ban within the CD may have a negabive influence on the trilateral talks.
It is time to say that surely the shoe is on the other foot. It iz the restricted
talks, vhich cater to the national interests of three States, which must be conducted,
if at all, in a way that does not impede the conduct of multilateral negotlatlonu
on a measure that affects the vital security interests of all States. B

It is apparent that the vast majority of the members of the Committee strongly
favour the establishment of a working group on a nuclear test ban and the
commencement of concrete negotiations under the aegis of the Committee. Indeed, one
could say that a consensus, as normally understood, exists on thé proposal of the
Group of 21. But of course we have chosen to interpret consensus in the Committee
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2s. meaning unanimity. Wherofore the €D may well find itcelf unable to approve

the. proposal for the establishment of an gd hoc woriiing groun. Illeverthelesc; we
hope that:.the Committee V117 mare a formel Cdetermination on the cubject and at leasgt
record the overvhelming sunpors for the nrepognl of the “TO’D of 21.

At the seme time, we hope that the fthree negoiiating narties will demonstrate
their pood faith by responding, jointly or individually, 1o the number -of pertinent
questions which have been addressed to them by the members of the Group of 21 and
vhich are listed in document bJ/iGl. It is our undersianding that not all of the
three negotiating parties are engaged in a review of their policies. Some of them
should surely find it posgible to provide this Committee with clarifications: regarding
their position on the issues raised by membergs of the Group of. 21, . Iy delegation
would, thereforc, like to address the following question to each of the trilateral
negotiators: are they prepared to provide —- and if so, when -~ the information and
clarifications:requested by the Group of 21 in document CD/181°

The CHAIﬁMAH: I thank Mr. fkrem of Pakistan for his statement and for the Kind
words he addressed to the Chair.

Before adjourning the plenary meeting, I would like to suggest that we hold,
in five minutes' time, a brief informal meeting to consider a communication aadresoed
to me by a non-member State, as well as the relevant draft decision. Both documents
were placed in the delegations! boxes yesterday morning and have also been circulated
in the Committee today. I would also like to suggest a timetable for meetings of
the Committee and its subsidiary bodies during the coming weel:s  If there is no
objection, we will suspend the plenary meeting and convene the informal meeting.

The meeting wag suspended at 12.35 p. m. and. resumed at 12.40 jeryi!

The CHAITMAN: The 132nd plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament is
resumed. .

Working Paper HNo, 41, containing the dralt decision concerning the participation
during 1981 of the representative of Austria in the meetings of the 4d Toc
Working Group on Radiological Veavons, is before the Committee. - If there is no
objection, I will consider that the Committee adopts the draft decision, I see
no obgeotlon. :

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: A timetable for meetings of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies
has also been circulated today. As I explained at +he informal meeting, the time
timetable is merely indicative and subject to change if necessary. 1If there are
no objections, I will consider that the Commlttee decides to be gulded bJ it.

"It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will
be held on Tuesday, 30 June, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.n.




COMMITYEE ON DISARMAMERY

CD/FV.133
30 June 1981

ENGLISH

FINAL RECORD OF THE ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTY-THIRD MEETING

held 'at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
on Tuesday, 30 June 1981, at 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: Mr. I. KOMIVES (Aungary)

GE.81~62231



CD/PV.133
2

PRESENT AT THE TABLE

Algeria: Mr. M. MATI
Mr. M. MEDKOUR

Argentinas Mr. C. CARASALES
W. JQI"IQ OTEGU:[
Miss N. NASCIMBENE

Australia: Mr. R.A. WALKER

Mr. R. STEELE
Belgium: ‘Mr. J.M. NOIRFALISSE
Brazil: Mr. S. DE QUEIROZ DUARTE
Bulgarias Mr. P. VOUTOV

Mr. I. SOTIROV
Mr. R. DEYANOV
Mr. P. POPTCHEV

Burma: U SAW HLAING
U NGWE WIN

Canada: Mr. G. SKINNER

China: Mr. YU Peiwen

Mr. YU Mengjia

Cubas

Czechoslovakias Mr. M, RUZEK
Mr, P. LUKES

Egypt: Mr. I.A. HASSAN
Miss W. BASSIM

Ethiopias Mr. T. TERREFE

Mr. F. YOHANNES



CD/PV.133
3

France: Mr. J. DE BEAUSSE
Mr. M. COUTHURES
Miss L. GHAZERTAN

German Democratic Republic: Mr. G. HERDER
Mr. H. THIBLICKE
Miss H, HOPPE

Germany, Federal Republic of: Mr. N, XLINGER
Mr, H. MULLER

Hungary: Mr. I. KOMIVES
Mr. F. GAJDA

Mr. C. GYORFFY
Mr. A. LAKATOS

India: Mr. A.P. VENKATESWARAN
Mr. S. SARAN
Indonesias Mr. HARYOMATARAM
Mr. F. QASTM
Iran: Mr. M.A. JALALI

Mr. J. ZAHTRNIA

Ttaly: Mr. V. CORDERO DI MONTEZEMOLO
Mr. M. BARENGHI
Mr.-E. DI GIOVANNI

Japan: Mr. Y. OKAWA
Mr. M. TAKAHASHI
Mr. K. TANAKA
Mr. K. SHIMADA

Mexico: Mr. A, GARCIA ROBIES
Mrs., Z. GONZAIEZ Y REYNERO



Mongolias

Morocco:

Netherlands:

Nigerias
Pakistan:
Peru:

Poland:

Romania:

Sri Lanka:

Sweden

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

United Kingdom:

United States of Americas

Venezuela;

CD/PV.133

4

Mr.
I'III' .

}}411'

MI‘ .

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

D. ERDEMBILEG
S5.0. BOLD

M. CHRAIBI
M. ARRASSEN

H. WAGENMAKERS

W.0. AKTNSANYA

. M., AKRAM

A, THORNBERRY

B. SUJKA
J. CIALOWICZ
T. STROJWAS

M. MALITA
T. MELESCANU

H.M.G.S. PALTHAKKARA

C. LIDGARD
L. NORBERG
G. BKHOLM

. J. LUNDIN

V.L. ISSRAELYAN
V.F. PRYAKHIN
V.M. GANJA

Mrs. J.I. LINK

IqI‘ L
Mr.

C. FLOWERREE
F.P. DESIMONE

Miss K. CRITTENBERGER

Mr.
Mr.

M.

J. MISKEL
R. SCOTT

0.4. AGUILAR



CD/PV.133

5
Yugoslavia: Mr. B. BRANKOVIC
Zaires Mr. 0. GNOK
Secretary of the Committee and
Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General: Mr. R. JAIPAL

Deputy-Secretary of the Committee: Mr. V. BERASATEGUI




CD/PV.133

N

The CHAIRIMAN: I declare open the 133rd plenary mecting of the Commitiee on
Disarmament. The Committee starts today its consideration of item 2 on its
agenda, Cessation of the nuclear crms race and nucleer disermement. I wish to
note the presence among us today of the participants in the 1981 United Nations
Programme of Fellowships on Disarmament. I would like to welcome them in the
Committec and to wish them a successful and fruitful stay in Gencva.

Ifr. TERRCTE (Ethiopia): Comrade Chairman, today being the last day in the
month of Junc during which you have presided as Chairman of the Committee on
Disarmament, may I take this opportunity to express the sincere appreciation of
my delegation for the very high degrec of efficiency and competence with which
you have discharged your duties and responsibilities, not only as Chairman of the
Committec on Disarmament but alsc as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Veapons.

T wish also to extend our appreciation to your predecessor, Ambassador Pfeciffer
of the Federal Republic of Germany, for the valuable services he rendered as
Chairman of the Committee during the month of April, At the same time, I would
like to extend a warm welcome to our nev colleagues in the Committee, the
distinguished representatives of Argentina, Iran and Sri Lanka.

Comrade Chairman, I would also like to join you in welcoming the participants
in the 1981 United Nations Disarmament Fellowship Prograrmme vho are present here
this morning and I wish them success in their training. The purposc of my
intervention today is to speak on items 1 and 2 of our programme of work. Before
doing so, however, I would like to comment briefly on the work of the four ad hoc
working groups. Vith regard to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons,
we vould express the hope that the outstanding issues, such as the definition of a
radiological weapon and the scope of the convention, will be speedily resolved so
that the Committee can present a draft convention to the General Assembly as soon
as possible. Iy delegation is also cognizant of the efforts being made by the
Ad Hoc Vorking Gzoup on Chemical Weapons, under the chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard
of Sweden, to negotiate a convention for the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction. We hope
that differences of views with resvect to the scope of the prohibition, verification
and other provisions will be resolved under a revised mandate of the Working Group.
The provigsions relating to the destructian of chemical wecapons and the dismantling
or conversion of chemical weapons facilities, together with the procedures whereby
these provisions are scrupulously carried out and complied with, are features vhich
require maximum effort by all parties in the negotiations.

Iy delegation is also pleased to note that the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament is being chaired by the distinguished
representative of llexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles who, I am sure, will live up to
the great responsibility entrusted to him. 1My delegation extends its full
co—operation in the efforts being undertaken by the Group tc recommend effective
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disarmament measures within a framework of a phased programme including stages for
1mplementatlon with a view to attaining general and complete disarmament at least
by “the ond of the century. The crucial point is that sucl: a programme, in oxder
to be ready for submission to the General Assembly at its second special session
devoted to disarmament, requires not only careful but expeditious preparat¢on and
also the political courage to support its main tenents.

With regard to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances, the position
of my delegation is that the various statements made by the huclear-weapon States
still reflect underlying differences. The Working Group should, thercfore,
continue to look for a common denominator with a maximum. degrec of flcx1b111ty and
a sense of realism. Hovever, we should not be satisfied with an eroded form of
assurances to non-nuclear-weapan States. If the genuine concern of non-nuclear—
. weapon States for security assurances is sincerely recognized, it should not be
difficult to evolve a common approach acceptable to all, vhich could be 1ncluded
in an effective international convention of a legally binding character.

The Ethiopian delegation believes that all nuclear~weapon States should work
towards renouncing the production and acquisition of all nuclear weapons and should
refrain from stationing nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are
no such weapons at present. Ve hope that the coxamination of the various forms of
alternative assurances will result in an acceptable common approach. An important
step and. positivc contribution towards the prevention of the proliferation of
nuclear veapons could be provided by the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

This possibility, although widely = acknowledged by all, has not been adequatcly
explored. In particular, the decisions of the Afrlcan Heads of State and the

United Nations General Assembly concerning the denuclearization of Africa have not
been heeded and- consequently,: the apartheid regime of South Africa haq emerged as

a potential nuclear Power, I do not find it necessary at this stag e to reaffirm

my Government's uneouivocal stand against this policy except to state that-the
question of South Africa's nuclear-weapon capability continues to pose a grave threat
to 1nternatlonal neace and securlty

The fllghtcnlnﬁ dlmens1ong of uhe event that took place ‘three wecks ago near
Baghdad is an additional grave concern for the oreservatlon of international pecace.
In this connection, the Group of 21, in. document €D/187, has taken a categorical
stand to vhich my delegation has subscribed. ' In particular, the Bthiopian _
delegation would like to gress the 1mportance wt ‘attaches to the first paragraph of
this document which I would like to ouotc'”

"The members of the Group of 21 have consistently upheld the principles
of the United Nations Charter regarding strict respect for the territorial
integrity, sovercignty and political independence of States and the non-use
of force or threat of force in international rclations. The members of the
group have alvays opposed and contlnue to oppose all acts of aggression and
violation of these principles.
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I now turn to items 1 and 2 of our agenda, namely, Nuclcar test ban and
Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

The United Nations General Assembly has adopted numcrous wzesolutions calling
upon the nuclear-weapon States to prohibit all nuclecar-weapon tests in all
environments, and urging them to exert and to intensify concerted cfforts to achieve
cffective measurcs for the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. Ethiopia, together with other States, has for a long time called for
the spcedy conclusion of an international treaty on a general and complete prohibition
of nucloar—weapon tests in all environments, which would be a major step towards
halting the arms race and gradually reversing its course until general and complete
disarmament can be achieved. It is to be recalled that as far back as 1959,
Ethiopia proposed a United Nations declaration of principles which would condemn
and outlaw theuse of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. Further, during the first
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, Bthiopia together
with other States initiated a draft resolution sitressing the urgent need for the
cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons.

Hore recently there have been numerous initiatives and proposals on this
subject. I would like to make only a brief reference to the proposal of the
Group of 21 contained in document CD/181. T also wish to note in this regard the
valuable contribution made by the Seccretariat in the preparatlon of the tabulation
contained in document CD/171.

In CD/181, the Group of 21 has presented a positive and realistic approach to
deal with the question of a nuclear test ban. The proposal for the setting up of
an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban has also been supported by a group of
socialist States and others. In this connection, let me point out that the
Ethiopian delegation and many others endorsed the proposal contained in document CD/4
as early as PFebruary 1979. This was considered a sound basis for initiating serious
negotiations by the Committee. Thus the question of finding a sound negotiating
framework through the establishment of an ad hocworking group is found to be
acceptable to almost all the members of the Committce,to all, that is, except two of
the States engaged in the trilateral negotiations. A specific mandate for the
working group was also proposed in the Group of 21 paper. In the absence of a
mechanism such as the proposed ad hoc working group, it would be impossible to
initiate negotiations and to make progress-in this urgent and high-priority item.
The informal meetings devoted to these issues are of some value in themselves, but
cannot be regarded as a substitute for a working group which is the most promising
machinery for conducting negotiations. Despite the fact that the establishment of
a working group is no guarantee for success, nevertheless, we hope that the prevailing
view will persuade the two nuclear-weapon States in question to examine the value
of this proposal seriously, so that the Committce can commence negotiations on this
urgent and high-priority item.
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Furthermore, in CD/181 pertinent questions have bésh put Torward, the answers
to which the Committee as uell as the international community are entitled to
receive from the trilateral negotiators. In thiuv regard, several delegations have
made the point that the series of questions deserves replies and I would add that
if these questions were fully answered that might enable the Committec to re-examine
its course of action.

The proposals of the Group of 21 in documents CD/180 and CD/181 do not claim
to resolve all the issues or even to offer a way of making significont progress.
But CD/lBO in particular provides a realistic analysis of the doctrines of
deterrence and offers sound proposals vhich my delegation believes could be
utilized as a basis for initiating serious and genuine negotiations, the conduct
of which has been entrusted to the Cormittec by the General Assenmbly.

Ethiopia, like the overuhelming majority of States, believes that all nations
have a vital interest in measures of nuclear disarmament and that doctrines of
nuclear deterrence lie at the root of the arms race and lead to greater insecurity
and instability in international relations.

With increasing crisis and tencions in various regions of the world, the call
for disarmament seems to have encountered a scrious setback. Certain States appear
to ve showing diminishing interest in and less concern about the ever-increasing
arms race. There are many indications of this sad ctate of affairs, including
increaced military budgets uith a concomitant decrease in international aid
programmes. My delegation would like to express its deep concern at this
development, which one cannot fail {o note in statements and briefings of high
officials from gome nuclear-weapon Stateg., In the capitals of gome of these
countries, disarmament issues appear lo occupy less prominent attention., Most
important of all, and regrettcbly so, the sense of the urgency of these
questions seems to be dwindling. The heightening of international tension and
the sharp deterioration in the international situation signal the beginning
of a new era of anxiety vith the increa ed pocgibility of nuclear catastrophe.
Unless tangible progress is made to curb the nuclear arms race and to halt the
vertical as well as the horigzontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, the chances
for nuclear war will be increasing considerably.

The CHAIRMAN: I t{hank Ambassador Terrefe of Ethiopia for his statement and
for the kind vords he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Sponich): Mr. Chairman, before
embarking on the substantive part of my ~tatement, I should like to comply with the
request made to me by the Vice-Minister lor Forelﬂn Affairs of my country, who had
the privilege of addressing a plenary meeting of this Committee some days ago. As
this is the first plenary meeting at which the delegation of Argentina is teking the
floor since the Vice-llinister's address I should like, on his beholf, to expresc his
thanks for all the expressions of welcome offered to him at the meeting at vhich he
spoke. He very much regretted thot he could not stay longer and continue the
dialogue vith the disting.ished members of this Committee, but he was obliged to
return to Buenos Aires thatv ccme day. He therefore asked me to extend to you all his
thanks for the warm welcone he received in this body.

I should like, at the some time, on my own behalf, to express my thanks for =1l
the words of welcome I have received since the day on which I joined this Committee,
beginning with yourself, Mr. Chairman. I deeply appreciate the friendly welcome I
have received in this forum and I caon assure you all that I shall always participate
in this Committee with the best of good will end in & profoundly constiructive spirit.
I thank very sincerely oll those members of the Committee who welcomed me on the
occasion of my joining the Committee.

To conclude this introduction, lir. Chairman, since this is the last day on which
you will preside over the work of this bedy, I should like to extend to you my
delegation's congratulationz on the extremely elficient manner in which you have done
so during what is always a particularly difficult period, that of the initiation of the
Committee's activities at the beginning of each of its sessions. You have guided
the Committee's deliberations and the necessary informal negotiations with the
greatest effectiveness, and I should merely like to place on record my appreciation
as well as my admiration in this connection. At the some time I should like to wish
the next Chairman of the Committee, the distinguished Ambassador of India, every
success in his term of office.

I should ncs like to refer very briefly to the specific issue before the
Committee today, namely, agenda item 2, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament". The position of the Argentine Republic on this question has
been stated consistently and repeatedly both in the Committee on Disarmament and in
the United Nations General Assembly, and also in other bodies concerned with
disarmament. In coming here today to reiterate that position, we do not wish either
to contributé to the conduct of an exercise in rhetoric or to promote the fiction that
this Committee is concerning itself with those matters which most seriously affect
international security. On the contrary, we have come to express the very scrious
concern of the Argentine Government at the non-~cxistence of negotiations to halt
and reverse the nuclear arms race, vhich currently eppears to have acquired new and
regrettable vitality.

The present international situation in this regard is grave, especially sinez
we find no indication that the major Powers hove cither sufficient political will to
change it or any understanding of the urgency of negotiating solutions.

We do not at all accept the argument of those vho maintain that questions
concerning the nuclear srms raoce end nuclear disarmament should be the preserve of
a few., Ve do not accept that view for two principal reasons: because our own
security is involved, znd becouse past experience hes shown that that rcad leads to
failure. The special recponsibility wvhich the possession of nuclear arsenals entails
carries with it the duty to exercise caution in political matters and moderation in
military matters.
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This is valid not cnly in the context of the nuclear arms race, but also in the
context of military rivalry in general. Time and cgain we have been told that the
qualitative development of the nuclear arsenal of one group of States is the cause
of the quantitative growth in the arcenal of their potential adversaries. Time and
again we have also been told that the increase in the conventionsl forces of one
military alliance mekes it essential for the other military alliance to strengthen
its 'security by expanding itc nuclear forces, in a spiral which never seems to stop.
No one could consider us so unrealistic as to believe that nuclear disarmament alone’
would be. enough to strengthen security in some regions of the world. We fully
understand that some cases necessitate the simultaneous negotiation of measures
relating to other categories of wespons and forces. However, an understanding of
the realities of some areas does not prevent us from putting firet the general
interest of mankind, ond we repeat that comprehensive nuclear disarmsment is the
vital imperative of our time. -

As far as this Committee is concerned, again we find that stagnation is the
predominent feature. Item 2 of our agenda, so designated as long age as 1979, seems
to be-'a; dead letter. Iy delegation reiterates its firm support for the statement
of the Group of 21 contained in document CD/luO, and ‘meintains that no member State
should fear the frank discussion of these que:tlon in an ad hoc working group
estaollshed to deal with item 2.

Paragraph 50 of the Tinal Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament provides us with on adequate mendate for the
work of that subsidiary body. Its content was negotiated with the participation of
the nuclear-weapon States and includes oll the conditions which they themselves
considered it necessary to insert to enable them to accord it their assent. Thus
what is now needed is the political will to enable them to overcome their objections
to the establishment of the working group. We hope that that will can be expressed
in such a way as to facilitate & positive decision by this Committce on the proposal
of the Group of 21.

The CHATRMAN: I thgnk Ambassauor Carasales of Argentina for his stqtement and
for the klnd words he addressed to the Chalr.

Mr, VENKATESWARAN (India): Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer some further
observations on the item before us today, namely, Cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament. The formulation of this item is.precise. There can
be no room for ambiguity and a1l the members of this Committee have accepted it.
The word "cessation" could not mean anything else but a total stop and a final
halting of the nuclear arms race, and iz not merely its regulation or control.,  That
is our declared and agreed collective objective, and we are here to enter into
negotiztions with a view to attaining that gocl.

The Committee on Disarmament has been created by consensus by the United Nations
General Assembly as a multilateral negotiating forum. Vhat is the meaning-of this
word "negotiate"? I have consulted two well-lmowvm dictionsries —- the Concise Oxford
Dictionary and Webster's Dictionary -- and both cre agreed that "to:negotiate"
means "to confer with one another with a view to reaching compromise or agreement'.

I have for very good reasons tcken the trouble to define the terms "cessation"
and "negotiate", because epparently some members secel: to give these terms a different
interpretation. Thesc differences beceme apparent during the informal meetings we
had during the spring session snd vhich are continuing in the current session.
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Some'members, notably a very small but poverful minority, maintain thot
"negotiations" cn the nuclear arms roce cond nuclear disarmument should be conducted.
between those nucleur—veapon States heving the largest nuclear arsenals, through
the SALT process and other bilesteral c-ni~otg and that the Cormittee on Disarmament
is not an appropriate forum for the purpose of these negotlatlono, although of. course
they generously concede that we moy continue to discusc this question ad infinitum.
This minority also admits that the object of their bilateral negetiations is the
"controlling" of the nuclear arms race, vhereac our mandate ond declared objective is
its complete cessation. In the light of these differences of views, it is clear as
to why we have not been oble to agree on the establishment of o working group under
this item. '

I wish to make it clear that my delegation does not share the views of this
minority which, having once agreed to the inclusion of this item on our agenda, now
opposes it and by so opposing prevents the Committee from undertaking meaningful
negotiations of any kind under this item. This is o great pity, and it is also
unfortunately the result of the operation of the consensus rule. In any case, it is
clear that there is no absence of political will on the part of the vast majority of
the members of the Committee to Degin negotiations in en ad hoc working group.

A question has been addressed to us as to what it is that we wish to ncgotiate.
I wonder whether any answer we give to this question would convert those who have
taken a negative attitude on the proposals of the Group of 21. Perhaps not. If so,
I wonder vhy this question was put to us in the first place. Since, howcver, it has
been put, it deserves an answer. There are a number of proposals that could be
negotieted by us and I would refer in the first instance to the compilation of
proposals prepared by the Secretariat. So far as my delegation is concerned, India
put forward its proposals as early as 195G concerning areas such as the haltlng of
nuclear-weapon tests, a cut-off in the production of fissionable materials for
military purposes, the dismantling of nuclear weopons, etc. ctc.

India is notv the only country that has precsented proposals, and I imow several
other members have also done the same. IMexico has a large number of proposals to
its credit. Nigeria suggested that we might begin by negotiating a freeze in the
nuclear arsenals. Other members, including some Vest Europesn countries, have
suggested considering a cut~off in the precduction of fissionable materiels for military
uses, a ban on furthér flight testing of delivery vchiclez, a nuclear-test ban and
some other matters as well. The socialist countries also. proposed that we take up
the question of the non-stationing of nuclear vezpons on the territorics of States
where there are no such weapons at present.. One socialist member has.suggested a
troika, namely, no more development of new weapons, no more deployment and no more
tests.,

As you see, we have & large number of proposals to choose from, but the fact is
that because of the attitude of a handful”of delegotions towardc the negotiating
role of the CD, we are unable to do anythlng in the way of negotiations on nuclear
issuves. In these 01rcum<tunce° what is the Committee to do? Vell, for one thing,
it can accept the views of thesc delegations and adopt the omiable posture of urging
the major Powers in the direction of bilateral negotiations on objectives they may
agree upon between themselves. Secondly, we moy limit ourselves "mobly" to having
"ereat argument about it and about, and come out of the seme door as in we went", to
quote Omar Khayyam. This would be the line of lecst resistance and may appecr
superficially attractive to uevcral members vho see in it the supreme virtues of
"realisn" and "pragmeticm".
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My delegation, for one, will not acquicsce in any abdication of any part of the
CD's responsibilities and functions. The €D cannot accept the dictates of a few
countries  as to What it may or may not do., The CD's powers =nd functions derive from
the collective authority of ‘the internationzl consensus represented in the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmement.
It goes without saying, therefore, that -at itc second special session the
General Assembly should be given a clear picture of the reasons for the inability of
the CD even to begin negotiations in the field of nuclear disrrmenent.

For the present, it would appear that the CD is stricken with a strange paralysis
of action, although not of articulation. Let us then articulate our conclusions as
best we can. If we are not zble to do anything concretely itc stop the nuclear arms
race except to talk about it, what chall we then talk about?

My delegation, recognizing the unpleasant fact of our present inzbility to stop
the nuclear arms race has sought repeatedly to draw attention to its consequences to
all of us, to the threat to humen survivel that is inherent in the situation and to
the imperative need, therefore, for an international convention to be: concluded on
the non-use of nuclear weapons. Ve have been advocating this since September 1953
when we first proposed a declaration on the non-use of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction. Iven before we took up this cause, and as early as
December 1946, the United Hations Atomic Energy Commission in its first report to
the Security Council stated that "intermationszl agrcement to outlew the national
production; possession and use of otomic weapons is an essential part of any
international system of control"., The nuclear-wvespon Stetes were perties to that
report in 1946. Ve earnestly trust that we thiy still of the same view although they
may have differences over the measures of international control,

My delegation is of the considered view that nuclear-weapon stockpiles, warhead
megatonnage, delivery systemsz ond their increasing accuracy, and strategic doctrines
concerning nuclecr weapons being what they are today, our immediate objective should
be to seek ways and meons of ensuring our collective survival. This surely is not a
matter to be negotiated only between the two -major Powers. It must involve all of us
and indeed this must be of primary concern to the nuclear-weapon States themselves,
since they cannot disregsrd the consequences not only to themselves but also to others
from their actions, ond especially the consequences to the future of the human race.
At the moment this still remeins a sort of grey area in their minds, despite a dozen
references to it in the Fincl Document of the first special session.

What has the CD actuslly done about this?. NHothing so far, despite our urgings
to take up the question of the non-use of nuclear weapons znd the question of
ensuring the prevention of nuclear wor as a measure of protecting wvhat is likely to
become an endangered species —— the human being. Quite to the contrary, the CD is
considering two other matters, the radiological wespon and security assurances for
non-nuclear-weapon Stotes, in a monmer that, unless vigilantly checked, may result
in our acquiescing implicitly in the legitimization of the use of nuclear weapons by
nuclear-weapon States. My delegation once again solemnly drows the attention of
non-nuclear weapon States to this inherent danger.

Why do we keep sounding a note of worning ogainst this danger? Becaouse some
nuclear~weapon States claim to have the richt to use nuclesr weapons in their own
defence, regardless of the consequences of this action. I submit that consequences
must influence all sensible action. There is & morzl as well as a practical
relationship between means and ends that we cannot afford to ignore. And where the
consequences of an action deriving from so-called legal risghts are such as to imperil
the very survival of manltind, it is clear thot both in law ond morality -thece actions
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should be sternly.prohibited, cnd those questionable rights from which the actions
emanate should b2 curtailed ond redefined.

Given the nature of the nuclear wéspon, it is obsurd to take the position that
its use is sanctioned by the general principles ‘and ordincry rules of interncticnal
law. Such theorizing belongs to o byzone age. It is equally absurd to toke the view
that sifice there is no specific prohibition in customcry rules. of internationol law,
therefore, it is legal to use nucleer weapons. Such positions run countér to’ the
unfolding process of international law, which has consistently aimed ot moderating
the use of force, discouraging the uce of unnecessary force, bamning the use of
weapons that cause excessive and necdless domage, distinguishing between combatants
‘and non-combatants, etc. '

Even the existing non-proliferation arrangements in effect constitute & convention
for preventing the possible use of nuclear weaponsz, but they only bind non-nuclear-
weapon States since the nuclear-weapon States alreody have this weaponry. How can
those that prescribe the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapors for the rest of the
world, claim for themselves the untenable and unacceptable right to use these same -
weapons? There is an outrageous anomaly in this, both in law and in morality. I
do not wish to recall how many resolutions of the General Assembly of the - .
United Nations, and with wvhat majorities, have consistently called for the ovtlcw1n“
of nuclear weapons and their use. The Secretariat could perhaps make another bulky .
compilation of these repeated demands of the General Assembly. Is not the gencral
will of the vast majority of mankind, expressed in these resolutions, enough to
justify the prohibition of nuclear weapons? -

I should like to quote here the opinion of & well-lmown legal authority,
George Schwarzenberger, who says in one of his boolis on international laws:

"The right of self-defence encblec each sovereigm State to decide for itself on
. retaliation in the event of an armed attack against it and such retaliation
should be :a good faith, should be appropriate ond nci exceed the frontiers of -
self-defence and should not infringe the rights of third States. The right of
" self-defence is not an absolute right exercised regardless of considerations of
. equity. It is a relative right to be exercised reasonably, and certainly not
. in a mamner to destroy the very structure of sociely maintained by international
law. The use of nuclear weapons under existing rules of war would be an 111ebal
. form of warfare and the commission of a war crime."

Yet another established legal authority has this to say:

"The radioactive fallout from the use of nuclear weapons is an entirely new
weapon of war. Mass and indiscriminate destruction is clecrly beyond the
requirements of any situation, -and the use of nuclear weopons 1is 1mpermls..ulble
- and incompatible with existing rules of law. The exercise of the right of self-
" defence cannot be sbove the laws of mankind designed to preserve human society
‘end’ its civilized valucs." x :

There is a growing awareness that events may be pushing us .inexorably towards.a
nuclear holocaust.if s-mething is n~t d-ne quickly - chaock this -trend.  We have
therefore been advocating a convention on the non-use of nuclear weapons and the need
for collective action to prevent a nuclear war. Ve.do so in the.strong belief that
there .are principles, ideals and standards thet transcend not only national interests
but also the exigenciés of power politics. If I may conclude with the words of the
first Indian Prime Minister, Jawsharlel Mehru, in our Parliament. in 19503

"Nuclear war will be o war not only between two parties but against the entire
creation. - The conflict in the contemporary world is really between the nuclear
bomb and the spirit of humenity."
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The CHATRMAN: Distinguished representatives, you will recall that at our
informal meeting yesterday afternoon the Committee considered é'proposal contained in
document CD/174 which was submitted under item 5 of the agenda. : The relevant o
draft decision has been circulated at this plenary meeting as Working Paper No. 42
and reads as follows:

"The Committee decides to hold informal meetings under item 5, New types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. Delegations may
be assisted by their own experts during the consideration of this item. The
number .of - these informal meetings and their dates will be announced by the ..
Chairman after consultations with members®.

~ If there are no objections I will consider that the Committec agrees to the text
circulated as Working Paper No. 42.

Mr. DE QUEIROZ DUARTE (Brazil): :Mr. Chairman, as you said, this question was
discussed yesterday and the Committee decided that a text would be presented by you
this morning. I have no objection to the text, or to the consensus in the Committee
but I would like to point out that in the view of my delegation the second sentence
in this draft is not necessary because at any time, in any meeting, delegations may
be assisted by their own experts. If there is consensus in the Committee on the draft
as a whole, however, my delegation will not object to it.

Mr. de BEAUSSE (France) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, my distinguished
colleague from Brazil has just made an observation which I myself was about to make.
I associate myself entirely with what he has just said, and my delegation would like
the second sentence in the draft decision you read out to be deleted,

The CHAIRMAN: If there are no objections to the proposals made by the
delegations of Brazil -and France, the Chair would be ready to delete the second -
sentence, with the understanding that it is the normal practice of the Committee for
every delegation to have the right, at any time, to use the participation of experts.
Is this agreeable to the Cormittee? I sce no objection.

" Mr. MEIESCANU (Romsnia): Mr. Chairman, my delegation would like to insert the
definite article "the" in the last line.before the word '"members". I do apologize
as English is obviously not our mother tongue, but as the text is now, it could be
interpreted to imply consultations only with some members.

The CHAIRMAN: If there is no objection, the Chair would be ready to agree, in
this case, with the addition of the definite article. The last sentence, the second
sentence of the decision would then read as follows: "The number of these informal
meetings and their dates will be announced by the Chairman after consultations with
the members of the Committee." Is this decision thus acceptable to the Committee?

I see no objection.

It was so decided.
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Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Comrade Chairman, I had no intention
of standing in the way of the consensus adopting the decision the Committee has Just
taken. However, in this connection I would like to note tlat my delegation would have
preferred to maintain thisz senteonce. I would like to appcal to delegates to be
represented as far as possible by experts, in order to provide these meetings with
the necessary qualitative expertise as it certainly would contribute to the successful
outcome of these unofficial consultations. With this understanding, my delegation
joins the consensus on your papcr.

Mr., ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (%ranslated from Russian )s
Comrade Chairmen, the Soviet delegation did not object, either, to the adoption of the
Cormittee's decision in the form of the text you read out. But surely the whole
point -~ I repeat, the whole point —- of the holding of informal meetings of the
Committee is that qualified persons acquainted with the subject fron the scientific
and technical points of view should take part in them. If we are going to discuss
this problem in a group composed of the same people as those now sitting around this
table, it is unlikely that we shall say anything more than was said -yesterday by the
representatives who spoke on this question. On the wiole, I regret that the
delegations of Brazil and France made their proposal. I should like to support
Anmbassador Herder and appeal to all delegations to see that they are represented by
eminent scientists able to make an authoritative contribution on this guestion. I
have no doubt that in every country there are scientists who could answer the question
that is raised from time to time by someone in the Committee: is not the development
of new types of systems and weapons of mass destruction a matter of fiction, of
fantasy -- something illusory? I should like to hear a different voice —- the voice of
men of science, who would surely say something differént. I have no doubt that they
would say that new types of weapons of mass destruction can be developed, that human
intelligence is working in that direction, and that the Cormittee on Disarmament is
in duty bound to concern itself with this problen. Therefore, in agreeing with the
decision taken, I trust that those delegations which are genuinely interested in a
serious examination of the problem of the prevention of the development of new types
and systems of w.opons of mass destructic) will do everythiig in their power to ensure
that their countries are rcpresenied vy real experts in this mattor.

The CHATRMAN: Distinguished delegates, since this is the last plenary meeting in
June, the period of my chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament is over. I would
like to express my gratitude to all of you for the spirit of co-operation you have
shown during this month of our work. This spirit of co-operation —- in ny view —-
helped the Committee to achieve whatever has been done during the first month of our
summer session.

. I would like to take this opportunity briefly to summarize the work done by the
Cormittee on Disarmament during the month of June. '

What can be considered the most important is that the business-like atrnosphere
of our Committee has been upheld. Its first result was that, regardless of the
different opinions, the Committee was able to agree rclatively fast on the programme
of work for the second part of its 1981 session. fnother positive factor was that
the four ad hoc working groups of the Comittee hrve resumed their work without delay.
On the basis of the prograrme of work the Committee started informal mcetings devoted
to the consideration of the establishment of additional subsidiary bodies and other
questions relating to the organization of work.



Cb/PV.1l
/17 33

(The Cheirmen)

The Committee has done a good deal of exchanging of views in order to reach an
understanding on the question of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons. I think it is the dssire of all of us that a solution should soon be found

on that issue.

We have conducted intensive consultations during the informal meetings on the
very important issue of setting up further subsidiary organs of the Committee on
Disarmament, and in particular on creating ad hoc working groups on the questions of
the general and complete cessaticn of nuclear-weapon tests and the ccssation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. Although the exchanges of views often
went beyond the framework of a debate of a procedural nature and involved discussions
of a substantive character, I cannot help expressing nmy dissatisfaction that these

xchanges of views have not yielded final results. I would like to hope that
delegations will do their utmost fo find a solution soon so that these issues can be
dealt with the way they deserve, taking into account the expectations and demands of
the international community.

I can state with pleasure that the Committee was able to reach an agreement on
the proposal made concerning informal neetings with experts on the prohibition of the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systens
of such weapons. I an sure that the implementation of that decision will contribute
to the appropriate handling of this important issue. I wish tc associate myself
with the appeal just made by the distinguished representatives of the German Democratic
Republic and the Soviet Union concerning the participation of experts.

I can state with satisfaction the growing interest of States non-members in the
gubstantive work done in the ad hoc working groups of the Committee. During the month
of June the Committee, upon their request, has invited Austria and Spain to take
part in the work of the Ad hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons.

Concluding my statement, I would like to thank all delegations again for their
support and co-cperation in carrying out ny duties.

I also wish to thank the distinguished Secretary of the Committee,
Anmbassador Jaipal, the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General of the
United Nations, his deputy, Mr. Verasategui, the staff of the Secretariat and the
interpreters and translators, for their valuable work which assisted me greatly in
discharging my duties.

Finally, on behalf of all -f us, I wish my successor, Anmbassador Venkateswaran of
India, good luck and success in furthering the work of the Cormittee during the month
of July.

The next plenary meeting of the Cormitftee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 2 July, at 10.30 a.n.

The neeting rose at 11.50 a.n.
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The CHAIRIN: Distincuished delegates, belfore beginning cur proceedings
today I would like to extend a warm welcome in the Committee to the representative of
Venezuela, Ambassador Rodriguez ilavarro, ho has becen appointed recently. In doing
50, I wish him a successiul migsion in this Committee and at the some time assure him
of the close co-operation oi my oun delegation.

The inexorable law of rotation which rules our solar system and also governs our
Committee has ordained that the manifest symbol of the Committee's will, the gavel,
shall be with the Indian delegction for the month of July. It is o grect honour and
privilege for me to preside over such an ausust assembly engaged in the pursuit of
the most noble of causes —- the pursuit of peacc through the creation of e world free
from the fear of war, a wvorld free of suspicion and distirust among fellow human beings.

I assume this office in all humility, conscious of the skill and ability with
which my very distinguished predecessors have charted the couise of this Committee in
the months that have passed. It will be my sincere endeavour to live.up to the hizh
standards set by them. I know that in this endeavour I can count upon full co-
operation and assistance from all my colleagues. Needless to sey, in the days to
corte, the Chair will rely heavily on the rich experience and advice of
Ambassador Jaipal, Secretary of the Committce and personal repregentative ol the
United Nations Secretary-General, as well as his able and efficient team in the
Secretariat.

Ambassador Imre Komives of Hungary has, in his usual thorcugh and meticulous
manner, during his chairmanship tied up most of the loose ends concerning the work
before the Committee, since it resumed its 1981 session in June. Illay I varmly
congratulate him on his fruitful tenure, and convey to him my gratitude for handing
over to me, as they say, a smoothly running outfit. I hope that the next Chairman
will have as good e fortune as I have had in this regard.

Distinguished delegates, vhile ve engage overselves in the serious business of
negotiations on measures of disarmament, we mvst obviously remain conscious of the
national and security interests of the countries we revresent. In safeguarding those
interests, we are no doubt guided by our own national perceptions. DBut wve must not
forget that the United llations family is o much larger one. There is an ancient
Sanskrit that says: "The whole world is cur motherland; we are all children of the
earth." We live in an increasingly interdependent world, where the pursuit of one
country's nationzl interests has o be consciously tempered and moderated by the
awareness of the impact of our actions, or even lack of them, on the collective well-
being and security of the internmational community as a whole. Qur Committee serves
two major and interlinked functions., Tirstly, it gives each one of us the opportunity
to articulate the security concerns and perceptions of the countries ve represent. At
the same time, it enables each of us to understand and appreciate the security
concerns and perceptions of others. But this should not be ithe end of our exercise.
Rather, this process of articulation and mutual understanding should lead to a serious
and meaningful dialogue through vhich we can benefit from each other's point of view,
identify the rationale behind the policies adopted by States and finally begin a
process of reconciliation of our divergent vieus and interests. This is the essence
of our negotiations. At present, our Committee is engaged in vhat is, in the main, a
process of articulation and exposure. DBut the more fundamentel aspect of conducting
an earnest dialogue, vith a viev to accoumodating and not mercly rejeocting, has yet
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to materialize in full measure. Without such a sincere dialogue, the difficult
process of the reconciliation of the divergent security concerns with vhich we are
entrusted would have little chance of geveving off the ground.

The desire for security, after all, stems from fear, mistrust and a mood of
pessimism. We crave for sccurity .aeinly because we apprehend danger. And nothing
serves to sharpen such apprehensions morc than ignorance, lack of understanding,
prejudice and preconceptions. e all profess peaceful intentions, but unfortunately
too often we tend to mirror each other's fears and apprehensions. And this reflection,
with its exaggerated and distorted image, can be overcome only through a process of
dialogue, an attempt to understand vhat lies behind the fears and suspicions. Once a
proper and undistoried perspective is established, collective security will no longer
be the clusive goal that it has proved to be all these years.

Successful negotiations require a spirit of mutual accommodoation, and mutual
accommodation in turn requires a Dbetter understanding. This calls for individual
delegations as vell as members of groups or alliances, to resist the temptation to
exaggerate their oun narrou security perceptions while all too easily dismissing the
similar concerns of others as inconsequential or as not worthy of serious attention.
Let us, therefore, translate our commitment to the goal of collective security into
practical day-to-day decisions in the conduct of negotiations within this Committee.

It is true that the international situation today is characterized by a spirit cf
confrontation and tension. I believe that it is all the more necessary, in this
context, for us, as a collective body, to promote a dialogue amongst ourselves, and to
lay the basis for better mutual understonding. If we fall victim to the mood of gloom
and apprehension that besets the world today, we would be accepting failure before
taking the first few steps on vhat is admittedly a long and arduous journey. Let us
remind ourselves that the longest journey starts vith the first step ve take. ILet us
avoid a situation vhere the pursuit of our individual security concerns endangers our
collective survival.

I have dwelt at some length upon issues vhich I believe must be cddressed squarely
and frankly if we are bto fulfil our mandate as the single multilateral body which
exists for negotiations in the field of disarmament. With the General Assembly!'s
second special session on disarmament only months away, we need some concrete evidence
to underline the continuing relevance, indeed the importance, of our Committee, for
bringing about the realization ol the cherished goal of general and complete
disarmament under effective international control.

Before I conclude, I would lilze to vish the Chairmen ol the four ad hoc working
groups which have been set up by the Committee every success in their endeavours and
trust that their efforts will enable us to present to the General Assembly at its
second special session on disarmament next year proposals vorthy of this Committee and
each and every delegation represented Lere.

Ify, as I hope, during this month of July, the Committce and its srorking groups
are able to get dovn 1o a serious and earnest dialogue through vhich we all become
aware of vhat lies bechind each other's individual security concerns and national
perceptions, and begin the process ol evolving mutual understanding, then I would be
able to say with satisfaction, thet this truly has been an Indion summer.
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ NAVARRO.(Venezuela) (franslated from Spanish): Mr. Chairmen,
I should like first of all to congratulate you sincerely on behalf of the
Venezuelan delegation on your assumption of the chairmans hip of the
Committee on Disarmament for the month of July. We are sure that under your
wise and efficient guidance the Committee's work will be extremely useful and
effective, The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Venezuela is at present on an
official visit to Indla, a fact which illustrates our two countries! desire to
forge closer links of friendship and co-operation. I should also like to thank
you, Mr. Chairman, :for the warm words of welcome to the Committee on Disarmament
"you were kind enough to address to me. I intend to participate with the utmost
interest and enthusiasm, together with my other distinguished colleagues, in the
work of this important disarmament negotiating body, in which the international
community places great hopes.

I should also like to extend my delegation's thanks and congratulations to
Ambassador Komives, who discharged his duties as Chairman of the Committee in
June with the skill and efficiency which have characterized his well-known
activity in this multilateral body.

I wish now, on behalf of my delegation, to make some brief comments of a
general character on certain items of the agenda. '

It is becomlng more dlfflcult every day to make a statement about matters

- connected with armaments and disarmament without lapsing into inevitable repetltlons.
The basic solutions to the problems dealt with here have been constantly repeated in
this-and other international forums and stated in a great many resolutions of’ the
General Assembly. However, the growing complexity and gravity of the international
situation, as a result, principally, of the implacable nuclear axms race, make it
more than ever necessary to reiterate with the utmost conviction the importance of
dluarmament and to intensify efforts to achieve concrete measures in the sphere ;

of nuclear dl armament,

The Committee on Disarmament has again in recent weeks, been considering the
question of a nuclear test ban. We, too, wish to refer once more to this issue,
in order to stress its importance and at the same time to emphasize the urgent need
for it to be dealt with in an appropriate manner under the auspices of this
Committee with a view to bringing about the adoption of a treaty on this subject.

Time and again, irrefutable arguments and reasons have béen put forward in
support of the early conclusion of an international agreement on this important
and urgent issue. Unfortunately, these legitimate appeals have not, in practice,
had the desired effect, owing to the positions adopted by certain delegations on the
basis of their narrow, national perceptions, which are clearly incompatible with
the overwhelming desire of the majority for the conclusion of a nuclear-test~ban -
treaty as an important. step towards achieving the goal of general and complete
disarmament. As a result, after a number of years of intensive consideration, no
real progress can be said to have been made, for the fact is that nuclear tests are
still being carried out, under various pretexts, thus fostering the nuclear amms
race in both its quantitative and its qualitative aspects.

Névertneloss, far fron resigning ourselves to such o dise ourab*no situetien,
we wish today to reassert more vigorously than ever the basic affirmations nade by our
delegation, together with the other countries in the Group of 21, on item 1 of the
Committee's agenda. Our insistence on this point stems from our conviction that,
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above all else, it is necessary to continue with perseverance and tenacity a thorough
examination of the various alternatives which might lead to the adoption of a
convention on an issue which has repeatedly been recognized by the General Assembly
as being a matter of high priority.

T shall not repeat in detail Venezucla's position on this matter but would
like simply to remind the Committee that my delegation is in favour of a complete
prohibition of nuclear tests, including tests for peaceful purposes, since it is
impossible to establish a clear distinction between tests for military purposes and
tests for. peaceful purposes. However, this does not -imply the absolute exclusion
of the possibility of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, but they should be
carried out only in very special circumstances. Subject to very strict control
by an international authority, a State could be authorized o explode a nuclear
device, on condition that.its purpose is demonstrably peaceful and that adequate
measures are taken to prevent its being used for military purposes.

Document CD/lGl submitted recently by the Group of 21 contains concrete proposals,
stated clearly and concisely, which are designed to give a decisive impetus to the
work on the prohibition of nuclear tests and thus to enable the Committee on
Disarmament to carry out its role in dealing with this subject,through the
establishment of the proposed working group. The document further contains some
very specific questions addressed to the nuclear-weapon Powers engaged in the
trilateral negotiations. These deserve a response in keeping with the urgency and
importance of the subject, and in the precise form in which the Group of 21 has
expressed its anxieties in the matter.

In document CD/lBO, the Group of 21 likewise reiterated its proposal for the
establishment of an ad hoc working group on item 2 of the agenda entitled,
"Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament".

The .informal mectings held by the Committee on item 2 which, as we pointed out
at the time, werc rather a preliminary step towards a negotiation process, merely
strengthened our belief that doctrines of nuclear deterrence must be relinquished
in order to prepare the way for a better future for mankind, in which international
peace and security may be based on firmer and more just foundations., A treaty
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, as proposed here, would be a significant
step in the right direction.

Useful though they undoubtedly were, the informal meetings also pointed to the
need to discuss the complex issues involved at the higher level of multilateral
negotiations. The Group of 21 has suggested the main clements of the mandate that
might be conferred on the new working group.

The importance of item 2 is quite obviocus. And yet the action which the
Committee on Disarmament ought to undertake on this question of the highest priority
in conformity with paragraph 50 of the Final Document, has been constantly restricted
and obstructed by certain States which, precisely because they are nuclear-weapon
Powers, bear primary responsibility for the promction of nuclear disarmament.

This paramount interest in the Cormittee's carrying out to the full the mandate
entrusted to it by the international community through the United Nations
General Asscmbly stems from the right of non-nuclear weapon States to demand nuclear
disarmament and to demand that they themselves should participate in the negotiations
on disarmament because, in the final analysis, it iz a matter of ensuring their own
survival amidst this senselecss confrontation between a very few States, a
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confrontation which places the fate of all mankind at stake. Our countries cannot
be content with, much less resigned to & passive or subordinate role in this critical
vorld situation, the most alarming aspec’. of which is the ruclear arms race.

Since then, nuclcar disarmament is the most urgent and important question, of
vital concern to all the peoples of the world, it is only natural for the States
members of the Group of 21 to insist that the Committee should, without further delay,
undertake substantive negotiations with a view to the adoption of tengible measures
in the field of nuclear disarmament.

Furthermore, these legitimate demands of the Group of 21, which are reaffirmed
in the two decuments I have referred to, closely concern the essential nature of this
Committee, its very raison d-8sre. It is the duty of all of us, members of the
Committee, to preserve and where necessary strengthen, its character as a
negotiating body. The Committece on Disarmament was sot up to consider the important
itens_on iis agende fron the standpoint of negotiation and to conduct substantive
negotiations for the purpose of proceeding towards the adoption of instruments
embodying concrete measures of dissrmament.

The negotiations taking place in other, restricted forums should not be an
obstacle to this Committee'!s carrying on ncgotiations on the same issues, in keeping
with its role as the single multilatcral disarmament negotiating forum. ,
Concequently, those.participating in the restricted negotiations should keep the
Cormitvee fully and constantly informed of the progress of these talks, Furthermore,
the most practical and useful way in which the Committce on Disarmament can carry.
out its role as a negotiating body is, as has been pointed out, through working
groups, the importance of which requires no further comment.

At this stage, the least we can do is to cxpress the hope that the nuclear-weapon
Powers which have so far stood in the way of a consensus on the establishment of the
two working groups proposed will amend their attitude in the interests of disarmament
and the very credibility of this Committice. The appeals of a large number of
delegations, whici reflect the aspirations and expectations of ‘many peoples of the
vorld- camnot and ‘should not renain unhesded indefinitely.

Yy ‘delegation would like to refer briefly to the question of sc-called
radiological weapons. Venezuela's position on this subject is -already well known.
At the outset of the deliberations of the Ad Hoc Working Group on this subject we
proposed a different approach, for the sole purpose of contributing to the
achievement of a genuine measure of disarmament in this connection.

We stated at that time that the convention to be adopted as a result of the
vork of the Ad Hoc Working Group ought not to¢ refer to radiological weapons, which
do not exist, but to the prohibition of the use of radiocactive materials for military
purposes and the prohibition of radiological methods of warfare or methods of
. radiological warfare.

It was not, as we stressed, an inflexible position. Nevertheless, wc merely
followed with interest the deliberations of the Working Group, hoping that new
elements would emerge which would result in additions or modifications more or less
in line with the basic features of our delegation's original proposals.

Today we note with satisfaction that in recent weeks there has been a growing
trend in favour of the inclusion of new elements designed to improve and broaden
whe draft convention. This trend became apparent with the proposals submitted by
the Swedish delegation for the inclusion of provisions relating to the concept of
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radiological warfare and attacks on nuclear reactors. This last point has-proved
relevant with the attack by Israel on Iraq's nuclear reactor, which the Govermment of
Venezuela has condemned both individually and in conjunction with the other countries
of the Group of 21,

These proposals have met with support in most quarters. If they are finally
approved they will give a new slant to the convention on so-called radiological
weapons, the substance of which will be greatly improved. -

The new proposals, particularly as regards the concept of radiological warrare,
reflect some of those very concerns which prompted the delegation of Venezuela, some
time ago now, to propose a different approach. This is why we broadly support them,
True, the Swedish delegation's proposals call for certain clarifications from the
political, legal and technical points of view, but the basic idea, is undoubtedly very
valuable and ought- therefore to be incorporated in the draft treaty.

My delegation wishes also to stress that the use of the term radiological weapons
in a convention should in no way signify or imply the consedu ent legitimation of the
use of nuclear weapons. In the treaty now being ncgotiated there should be a
suitable linkage with nuclear weapons since, when all is gaid and done, so-called
radiological weapons would be intrinsically related to nuclear weapons., A convention
on this subject which, as we all know, does not have the same priority as other items
on the Cormittee's agenda, will be really valuable only if it contributes to the.
prohobition and elimination of nuclear weapons, whose existence and potentlally
devastating effects of course leave no one in doubt.

The Venezuelan delegation attaches special importance to the work of the
Ad Hoc Working Group responsible for drawing up a comprehensive programme of
disarmement to be submitted in due course for examination and consideration by the
General Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament, :

The comprehensive programme will obviously be one of the main documents to.
emerge from the special session of the General Assembly since, as has been pointed
out, it should provide the requisite framework for the substentive negotiations on
dlsarmanont It is clear, therefore, that this Cormittee is required to draw up a
comprehensive programme of disarmament in accordance with the priorities set forth
in paragraph 45 of the Final Document, which states unequivocally that priority
attention should be given to measures of nuclear disarmament.

These are difficult and critical times for the whole world. We are going
through a crucial stage in international affairs, in which we all have the
opportunity to help lay the foundations for States to live together in harmony and
mutual respect, in an atmosphere of peace and justice., Nuclear disarmament is an
essential prerequisite to the achievement of this goal. The second special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament to be held in the near future will be
one mora demonstration of the international community's unswerving determination %o
promote disarmament. The Committee on Disarmament, as the single multilateral
disarmament negotiating forum, is faced with the supreme challenge of making a
significant contribution to improving the world situation and meeting the
expectations of the international community.
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. - The CHAIRUAN: I thank~Ambaséador~Rodriguez Navarro of Venezuela-for-
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. -

Mr. DE.SOUZA § SILVA (Brazil): M. Chairman,.it is a satisfaction. for
my delegation to see you presiding over our deliberations during the current
month of July. We are sure that under your guidance our work will be conducted
with great competence, skill and total impartiality. May I also express my
appreciation for the work performed by your distinguished predecessor,
Ambassador Komives, who deserves our gratitude and admiration for the outstanding
contribution he made to this Committee during his chairmanship in the month of
June., -

Since the inception of this Committee, the delegation of Brazil, together
with many other delegations, especially those in the Group of 21, has consistently
spoken in favour of the commencement of substantive negotiations on the
top-priority item on our agenda, namely, the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmament. The reasons for the. urgency and importance of .=
multilateral negotiations on that issue are well known and need not be repeated
here; moreover, they have been explicitly recognized in many international
_documents adopted by consensus by all members of this Committee, It is only
natural to believe that such a consensus should be enough to ensure that the
- Committee is able to tackle the matter substantively. By adopting the
Final Do¢ument of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, all members of the United Nations, and particularly the. membership
of the Committee on Disarmament, have agreed on taking the action it calls for,
and have therefore entered into a formal commitment that should be fully
respected. By placing the item on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament on the agenda and programme of work of the Committee, its-
members have also accepted that it should be the subject of negotiation in this
body, which has been created with a clear negotiating mandate.

My delegation cannot understand, therefore, the reticence and hesitation
of {two members of the Committee in joining the consensus otherwise existing
within this body on the establishment of en ad hoc working group to deal
substantively with item 2, My delegation would have thought that the commitments
undertaken by all of us should not be open to question, particularly when such
commitments were the result of long and careful negotiation, expressed in a
consensual document only four years ago.

Those two delegations have thus shown a very disturbing stand that reflects.
the current trend in some quarters towards the revision of some of the concepts
that have been agreed to, in the field of disarmament, in the not too distant
past. Inh the latter part of the 1960s, three nuclear-weapon Powers, including
the two Superpowers, formally committed themselves in an international treaty
to undertake, "at an early date", negotiations on nuclear disarmament. They .
continue to profess their strong attachment to that treaty; their devotion,
however, seems to be confined only to some of the provisions of that instrument.

More recently, all nuciear-weapon Powers participated in the drafting. of
the Final Document and joined the consensus that permitted its adoption, thereby
establishing the multilateral negotiating body which was supposed to take action
on the issues embodied in its Programme of Action. During the three years of
operation of the Committee on Disarmament, however, every attempt to bring to
substantive examination and negotiation the two issues that were considered to
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be of first priority have been systematically thwarted. The argument that such
issues were "too important", or “itco sensitive', or "too complex" to warrant
miltilateral scrutiny was often advanced, together with the strange reasoning
that nuclear disarmament involved the "vital interest" of the nuclear-weapon
Powers. alone; and as such should be better dealt with in ever smaller circles of
great Powers.

Lately, howeVer, the disturbing trend I mentioned above has become increasingly
present in the reasoning and in the attitudes of some nuclear-weapon Powers.
Such reasoning seeks .to jusiify the existence and possession of nuclear weapons
with the argument that such weapons are an essential instrument for the assurance
of the security of those Powers, and hence they ensure the maintenance of a-
balance that in . turn is responsible for the existing "peace, stability and order".
Have we so downgraded the concept of '"peace" as %o equate it with a tolerable
state of tension? Ig the rest of the world expected to be satisfied with a
concept of "stability and order" that condones the persistent spiralling upwards
of the muclear arms race? Can the "vital interests" of the non-nuclear nations
continue tc be ignored by those who have conceived such a grand design of world
affairs?

Brazil is convinced that no equitable and lasting solutions to questions of
disarmament can ever be achieved unless the legitimate concerns and aspirations
of nuclear and non-nuclear nations alike are duly taoken into account. There can
be no justification for theories that assume that those who possess the power
and the means to destrov civilization sre thereby entitled to take decisions
affecting the whole of mankind. If that vere true, if power were the only
recognized yardstick for international relations, indeed all nations would feel
justified in seeking for themselves the acquisition of all the means with which
to impose their will upon others. My delegation remains convinced that, through
a careful and enlightened process of review of the current concepts in the field
of disarmament, those delegations that so far have not found it possible to
adhere 4o the premises upon which this Committee was established will finally
realize that their individual security needs are best served if due account is
talken of the wider picture of the security interests of the entire community of
nations, and that the Committee on Disarmament is the adequate forum for the
relevant negotiations. : The opposite attitude would prove to be a tragic mistalke
that history would record sooner or later. '

The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador de Souza e Silva for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

My, EEEDER  (Gefmen Democratic Republic): Mr. Chairman, let me first of
all express the satisfaction of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic
on seeing you preside over this Committee. We are convinced that, guided by your
well-known diplomatic skills and experience, you will ably lead us through the
nonth of July in which we will undoubtedly face the bulk of the work of the
summer session., At the same time I would like to thank your predecessor,

Comrade Ambasscador Kémives from Hungary, for his excellent and successful
performance as Chairman for the month of June. Mainly through his perseverance,
it was possible to secure a smocth start of our negotiations-irom the very
beginning of cur summer session. At the same time, I would lilke to avail myself
of this opportunity. tc extend our sincere welcome to Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro
of Venezuela, to whose statement we have listened with great interest. We wish
him every success in his new assignment and are looking forward te constructive
co-operation with him.
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Allow me now to address the two central questions of the Committee's agenda =
a nuclear test ban and the cessation of the muclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. ’

There can be no question as to the importance of these items. This is
especially evident under present-day circumstances when the nuclear arms race is
driven to new and dangerous dimensions by well-known circles beyond the Atlantic
Ocean striving for military superiority. Ever more than before, concrete measures
are needed to spare wankind a nuclear holocaust. Dialogue and negotiations on an
equal basis are on the order of the day. These are the main ideas on which the
recent appeal by the Supreme Soviet of the USSR "To the parliaments and peoples
of the world" is based and which, I noticed, was circulated just a few minutes ago
as an official document. My country associates itself with this appeal. The
People's Chamber of the German Democratic Republic solemnly declared in this regard:

"The peace appeal is launched by the Supreme Soviet of the USSR at a time
when world peace is again seriously endangered. The transition of the
aggressive military forces to a policy of confrontation and arms drive, to

a policy of interference and whipping up conflicts, not only threatens to
destroy the results of détente vhich the peoples have won in a hard struggle,
but also brings mankind to the brink of a nuclear Armageddon.'

Thus, the most authoritative bodies of nations have again raised their voices
in favour of peace and disarmament., Naturally, the question arises: what will
the Committee on Disarmament do to respond to these appeals, to fulfil its role
as the single multilateral negotiating forum? Shall we continue to sit and wait
for the outbreak of a nuclear catastrophe, or shall we settle down to the business
entrusted to us by the peoples of the world and come to concrete solutions?

I think the latter is the right way. My delegation regards the establishment
of subsidiary bodies of the Committee on a nuclear test ban and on the cessation
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament as a first step in this direction.

In the absence of a consensus concerning this question at our spring session,
we supported the holding of informal meetings on items 1 and 2. These meetings
played a useful role in the clarification of some bhasic aspects connected with
nuclear doctrines and the nuclear arms race. The urgent necessity of negotiations
on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament was widely
recognized, On the other hand, no concrete steps leading to the preparation of
such negotiations could be agreed upon.

My delegation cammot but deplore that in this connection a tendency endangering
the very basis of this Committee is emerging on the part of two nuclear-weapon States.
Contrary to the provisions of the Final Document of the first special session' of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the repeated appeals of the
General Assembly and the expressed wish of world public opinion, these States
seen to be not prepared to take an active part in nepgotiations on the crucial
questions of our time. Sometimes one may have the impression that at best they
are only ready to take part in not binding discussions. Ouing to this attitude,
even a procedural decision on the establishment of additional ad hoc working groups
has been blocked up to now. To justify this position, the argument was advanced
that "the time was not ripe" for negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament. This argument holds no water. It is certainly not
necessary to go into details. As in other cases, too, the Iinal Document of the
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first special session speaks clearly in this regard. Tor the sake of clarity

I would like to emphasize cnly one historical parallel., All here around this
table are certainly familiar with the history of the disarmament negotiations in
the framework of the League of Nations. TYears were spent:on sometimes very
avstract deliberations. After all, they were doomed to failure by the ill-famed
linkage concept used by the opponents of real disarmement. This concept was,
inter alia, reflected in the report of the "Mixed Commission'. of. September 1921.
I would Tike to quote from it:

"Of 21l the problems confronting the League of llations, none is more difficult
than that of disarmament, for armaments depend on policy, and policy depends
on circunistances, while circumstances vary from year to year and from country
to country."

The parallel to present-day argunents is obvious. iy delegation cannot but repeat
its appeal to the two nuclear-weapon States which up to now are not ready to join
in our efforts to move ahead in nuclear disarmament to change their attitude and
to accept at least o positive formal decision on the establishment of additional
subsidiary bodies on items 1 and 2.

An ad hoce working group on a nuclear test ban could deal in a comprehensive
manner with all aspects connected with the complete and general prohibition of
maclear weapen tests. All nuclear-weapon States would have an appropriate
opportunity to explain their position and to reach agreement. on these vital
problems. - To our knowledge, no single nuclear-weapon State has until now
officially questioned the need for a comprehensive test ban. Thus, favourable .
conditions for the establishment of a CIB working group seem to exist. LA first
step to he agreed on by all five nuclear-weapon Siates could be a one~year
moratorium on all nuclear-weapon tests. This would, without any doubt, favourably
influence future CIB negotiations. At the same time we believe that such a working
group should not interfere with the resumption of the trilateral negoltiations but
should rather help to promote them. These tallts were interrupted by the Vestern
side in FNovember 1980 ond, despite the readiness of the USSRH and repeated appeals
in this Committee, have not been resumed since then. The reasons are well known.

The reports submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by the trilateral
negotiaters show thot considerable progress has been made on the road to a treaty
on a complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. Key provisions of
such a treaty were agreed upon. The understanding reached on verification is
of particular importance. The use of scisnic monitoring methods which, according
to sowe reporis, can detect 1 to 2 kt-yield nuclear explosions, on-site inspections
on & voluntary basis in special cases, as well as a commititee of experts, would
ensure reliable verification of compliance with a CTBT. In this regard my
delegation wishes tc express its satisfaction ot the work of the Committee's
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Dxperts on seismic events, which has already done
much of the groundwork for the establishment of an internaticnal seismic data
exchange system within the framework of a trezty on the complete and general
prohibition of nuclear~weapon tests.,

In view of all these achievements, we firmly reject all attempts to use a
so-called verification aquestion to justify a reluctant atiitude to CIB negotiations.
It is a2ll too obvious that alleged verification difficulties are simply a cover
for a lack of political will to agree on a CIB.
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Not long ago, the United Hations General Assembly solemnly declared the
1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade. We hope that that Deéclaration does not
remain a dead létter, There are more and more signs that we are entering a
period which poses a greater danger of nuclear war than ever before. This is
caused by the renewed advoca acy in’one major nuclear-weapon State of limited
nuclear war as & realistic-political option, by conceptions that nuclear
weapons - must be used as active instruments of foreign policy. At the very heart
of this policy lies a fundamental unwillingness of this nuclear-weapon Power
to acknowledge the need to stabilize tne miclear strategic balance and to bring
it down to agreed llmlt

It seems to us that ingtead of thinking about a constructive attitude to”
agreements and negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament, this
nuclear-weapon Powver is giving more and more thought to enhanclng the "credibility
of nuclear deterrence'. Efforts are being made to move quickly towards a first
strike counter—force doctrine and ‘capability. Whereas the-start of new SALT
negotiations is continuously postponed, new destabilizing military programmes
are coming smoothly into existence. Today nobody knows how long the "pause"
in SALT and other negotiations imposed and foreseen by such a policy will endure,
and what results dangerous for the security of all peoples it will still bring
about., ' :

The policy of military strength, confrontation and containment puts existing
agreements into question. Already at the beginning of the spring session of
this year my delegation drew the attention of the Committee to attempts by
certain circles in the United States to abrogate the Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. Only some days ago the Moscow meeting of the
Palme Commission with all seriousness underllned its importance and urged the
countries concerned to maintaih the treaty GD/188)

The German Democratic Republic favours the earllest possible resumption
of the SALT negotiations and the entry intc force of the SALT II agreement.
This would not only enhance international security; it would also have a
favourable impact on the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament. The
Committee itself, with due regard to the stipulations of the Final Document
of the first special session on disarmament, should concentrate on the basic
aspects.of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

Already at the very beginning of the work of this Committee in its new
form, a group of socialist countries tabled in document CD/4 clear proposals
on how to prepare and initiate appropriate negotiations. Concrete ideas about
the subject'and stages of such negotiations were put forward. - All these
proposals are still valid today. We cannot hut express our concern that up
to now it has not been possible to reach any agreement in this Committee
concerning the questions raised in document CD/4 and in documents presented
by the Group of 21, There can be no justification for a position blocking
the start of business-like negotiations on the most crucial question of our
time. Perhaps the two nuclear-weapon States concerned have concepts and ideas
on nuclear disarmoment different from those of the majority of the Committee's
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members. But this should not prevent them from joining a consensus on ‘the
creation of an ad hoc working group in which they way explain their concepts
and concerns., HNegotiations are the only reliable way to cope with the vital
probletis of our day. .An ad _hoc working group could -determine the.set of .
questions to be dealt with in the relevant negotiations and solve matters
connected with the. -organizational preparation of the negotiations.

‘Lg far as the mandates of the two additional working groups are concerned,
useful ideas were expressed by the group of socialist States &s well as by
the Group of 21. UNow the time is ripe for a serious debate and a formal
decision on them. . It ip ocur understanding, lMr. Chairman, that it fits into
the role entrusted to you by the Committee for you to initiate this process
by holding appropriate consultations, in particular with the delegations of
the nuclear-weapon Statez, or to set up a special centact groun.

Closely.connected with the cessation of the nuclear arms rece is the
prevention of the peographical spread of nuclear weapons. Therefore, let .
me remind this Committes that under resolution }5/156 C of the United Nations
General Assembly, it was called upon to proceed without-delay to talks with
a view to elaborating an international agreement on the non-stationing of ~
nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are no such weapons
at present. Ve hope that the Committee on Disarmament will respond: with

* all seriousness to this resolution. Appropriate proposals were made by

the socialist countries at the beginning of this session.

At the conclusion of ny statement, permit me to say a few words
about a récent event. Some days ago the German Democratic Republic,
together with other socialist countries, strongly condemned the Israeli
attack on the Iragi nuclear research centre near Baghdad. Ve cannot but-
state our concern that following this atitack, in Western mass media, and
not only there, attempts were made to put into guestion the safeguards
system of the TAEA =and to Jjustify the Israeli attack. At the -same time
the fact that the agsressor, according to some reports, already years ago -
clandestinely acquired nuclear weapons ie widely neglected. As a party
to the NPT we strongly opposs such attempts. In cur view, this act of
State-~directed terrorism should make those countries which closely
celiaborate with Israsl in the nuclear field review their policy in that
respect and take appropriate sanctions against the aggressor. Thereby
legitimete non-proliferation ccncerns can be met. Otherwise, we fear,
such an aggressive rvégime as the apartheid clique in Pretoria will be
encouraged tomorrow to attack nuclear facilities in African countries
under the wmretext of "securing its survival',
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The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republlc for
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mx, DARUSMAN (Indonesia): Ir. Chairman, to begin with, allowv me to offer you
the warm congratulations of the Indonesian delegation on your accession to the
chair of the Committee. You represent a country which is well-knowvm for its
untiring efforts for the cause of international peace., It is therefore a great
pleasure to my delegation to.see you chairing this irportant Committee and may I
offer you the full,co—operatlon of my delegation in the discharge of your
difficult task and heavy responsibility. Vith your vast experience and deep
knowledge of the problems we have to deal with, my delegation is convinced that,
under your competent guidance, our Committee will make further progress.

Allow me also to take this opportunity to express the appreciation”of my
delegation to your predecessor, Ambassador Komives of Hungary, for the competent
and efficient manner in which he presided over our Committee during the month of
June.

Allow me also to welcome the distinguished representative of Venezuela,-
H.E. Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro. ’

When the first United Nations Disarmament Decade was proclaimed by the
General Assembly on 16 December 1959, the objectives of which were the cessation of
the nuclear arms race, nuclecar disarmamnent, the elimination of other weapons of
magss destruction, the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control and the possible “channelling of
the resources -freed by the disarmament measures to promote development in
developing countrics, there was a high hope that the 1370s would be marked by
substantive progress and-concrete achievements in the field of the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. Two years before the end of the
decade, the General Assembly, at its tenth special session, which was devoted to
disarmament, ermphasized in paragraph 47 of its Final Document that nuclear weapons
pose the greatest danger to mankind and civilization and that the nuclear arms
race, in the context of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, should be
halted and reversed. It is with regret and concern that we note that the first
United Nations Disarmament Decade has ended without the accomplishment of its
objectives. On the contrary, we have witnessed the continued increase in the
number and destructive capability of muclear weapons in the world's arsenals, as
well as the -continued improvenient of the accuracy of their delivery systems.
Concerned with such a situation,; the Foreign lMinisters of the Non-Aligned Movement,
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in the Declaration issued at the conclusion of their meeting held in New Delhi
last February, stated, inter alia, as follows:

"The actions of the nuclear-weapon States, which are engaged in a newv and
frenzied round of the nuclear arms race, have created a situation in which
mankind scems to have been condemned to live in the shadow of nuclear
ammihilation.” ' : '

The Group of 21, in its statement at the conclusion of our spring session,
emphasized the special responsibility of all the nuclear-weapon States,
particularly those' among them which possess the most important nuclear arsenals,
in the task of achieving the goals of muclear disarmament. This special
responsibility was recognized not only in the Final Document of the first special
session of the General Ascembly devoted to disarmament, in 1973 (paragraph 48)
but-had alsc been previously affirmed in another international instrument, namely,
the non-proliferation Treaty (article VI) which was concluded ten years carlier,
Vhile believing that bilateral and regional negotiations are useful and should be
intensified, it is also the view of ny delegation that this Committee, the only
multilateral negotiating organ in the field of disarmament and in which all
nuclear-weapon States as well as non-nuclear—weapon States participate, should
start without further delay multilateral negotiations in the discharge of the
mandate entrusted to it by the General Assembly and, more particularly, in oxder
that the Committee shall be in a position to submit ite report on the resulte of
those negotiations to the General Assembly at its second special session on
digarmament, to be held next year., The cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament are of concern to the international community as a whole,
miclear~weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States alilke, because the continued
guantitative and qualitative increcase. in nuclear armaments has not resulted in.the
strengthening of international peace and cecurity; on the contrary, these
armaments continue to pose a threat to international peace and have only created a
deeper sense of insecurity on the part of the majority of the nations of the world.
The concepts of maclear superiority or of a balance of nuclear deterrence can only
lead to an endless nuclear arms race, thus making nuclear disarmament more remote.
A slight sense of nuclear inferiority on the part of one nuclear-weapon State would
push this State to make wp for it by increasing its own military expenditures in
order that the nuclear balance be restored or even to tilt it in its favour. Such
a process may go on ad nausean, running counter to the common man's profound need
for peace and security. A spiralling arms race vwill also Jjeopardize the endeavours
by the world community to cocpe with the present international economic problems and
to achieve a new international econcmic order. The competition in deterrence, as
stated by the TForeign lMinisters of the Non-Aligned countries in their February
meeting in New Delhi, "has only heightened the nightmare of uncertainty and fear
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which characterizes international relations today because the arms race stems
particularly from the persistent recourse to the use of force in order to maintain
the status quo in international relatiors, There is only one real deterrent,
namely, mankind's desire to survive!, : ‘

When this Committee was created, three years ago, it was the expectation of
the community of nations that this single multilateral negotiating body in the
field of disarmament would be more succescful than the ENDC or the CCD, The
credibility of this organ would he at stake and the confidence that the
international community has in this organ may be shaken if we fail even to engage
in negotiations on-nuclear weapons vhich were given first priority among the items
listed in paragraph 45 of the Final Document of the first special session, TUp to
the conclusion of our spring session, negotiations on this priority itenm,
including the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, had not
even been started. Informal meetings did take place, but although the discussions
in-those meetings were not totally futile, no significant results have actually:
come out of those informal deliberations. It is a matter of regret and concern .to
us to note that today, at the beginning of the third week of our work this summer,
there seem to be no indications that the proposals of the Group of 21 contained in
document CD/lBO on the establichment of an ad hoc working group on item 2 of our
agenda and its mandate will receive a positive response., In responsc to arguments
that only bilateral, trilateral or regional forums are suitable for effective
negotiations, the Group of 21 has stated in its document CD/180 that such forums
for negotiations continue to be useful, and negotiations taking place therein
should be intensified, while multilateral negotiations of vital interest to
nuclear~weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States alike should be initiated without
delay in this Committee as the only multilateral organ in the field of disarmament
in which both nuclear~weapon and non~nuclear-weapon States are participating.
This view is in conformity with the provision in paragraph 121 of the Final
Document of the first special session on disarmament. Disarmament ncgotiations in
the nuclear field are not an area of activities reserved solely for nuclear-weapon
States, Paragraph 113 of the Final Document of the first special session states,
inter alia, that nuclear disarmament is essential for the survival of mankind,
Mankind does not consist of nuclear~weapon nations only; it consists of all the
nations in the world which have now been affected by the continued escalation of
the nuclear arms race and which would suffer from a nuclear war, regardless of
whether they are nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon nations.,. This Committee
therefore constitutes the most apnropriate forum for the conduct of negotiations on
disarmament in the nuclear field, which are of vital interest to mankind as a
whole. '

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Darusman of Indonesia for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair,
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Mr. TSSRABLYAL i (Uhion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):

In the history of cvery people there have been times when its very existence as a
nation was jeopardized. Tc survive in such circumstances required the mobilization
of all the forces and internal resources of one country or another. The first world
armed conflict put at stake the fatc of several States and caused not only the loss
~of many nillions of human lives and tremendous deva astation but also radical changes
in the political map of Burope -- and not Burope alone, either. The Second World

War involved the greater part of the countries of the-world, and for many of them
the presérvation of their national independence, their utatchood and sometimes even
thelr mere phygical survival entailed unheard-of destruction and sufferings and
losses amounting to millions upon nillions of human lives. At the present time, in
. the era of thermonuclear weapons, it is not only the fate of many nations but alsc
the preservation of human civilization and the very lifc of man on carth that are
imperilled.

Can there be a pecoplc that in the face of this wniversal threat would scek its
own destruction? Can there be a Government, if it rcally represents the interests of
“its people, that would not do its utnost to help put an end to this bridled nuclear
Bacchanalia? Can any sober-minded person stand aside from the struggle to save
pcace, to avert the threat of thermonuclear holocaust?

It was precisely these thoughts, this anxiety for the future of all mankind
that imbued the speech delivered by the General Secretary of the Central Cormittee
of the Communist Pariy of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium. of the
Supreme Soviet of the USSR L.I. Brezhnev on 23 June 1931 at the session of the
highest State body of the Soviet Union, as also the appeal by the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR to the parliaments and peoples of the world which has been circulated as
an official docunent of the Committee on Disarmament.

In the face of the unbreceoent’l aggravation of the 1nternatlonul situation in
recent times, the head of the Soviet State declared: "Only one conclusicn can be
drawn: now, today, everything possible must be done to bar the way to those who
love wnrestricted rearmament and nilitary gambles. Bverything possible rust be done
to safeguard the right of people to life. No one can be an indifferent onlooker in
this matters it affects all and everyons It affcects Governments and political
parties, public organizations and, of oou¢so, parliaments elected by the puonies and
acting on their behalf". 1,

This task alsc directly concerns cur Cormitiee, We representatives in the
Committee of Disarmament lmow perhaps better than anyone not only about the great
cbjective difficulties that are coqnectca with this multifaceted complex of problenms
relating to the limitation of armaments but alsc sbout those subjective factors that
are possibly even more important at the present stage and which may be brought

together under one heading —- "the political will of States". Yes, it is indeed the
political will or, nmore precisely, the lack of it in the leading Western Powers

that has up to now been the principal obstacle to prac+1onl headway being made in
the negotiations on the limitation of the nuclear arms race and to really tangible
measurces being adopted in the sphere of nuclear dizarmanment.

1/  Pravda, 24 June 1981.



CD/PV.134.
22

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR )

" Who will deny that in present-day ¢onditions the gravest peril. to peace-and the
security of -peoples lies in the continuing arms race, and first and foremost the
nuclear arms race? - - ' B

The main feature of the current stage in the nuclear arms race is that its focus
has shifted from the quantitative to the qualitative aspect. In the era of '
scientific and technological revolution, qualitative innovations in nuclear weapons
systemns can entail far-reaching consequences both of a nilitary and strategic and
of a political nature. : - -

The monstrous consequences of the arms race in general and the nuclear amms
race in particular cause legitinate anxiety on the part of the world cormunity.

In this connection permit me to refer to the unbiased opinion of competent
scientists in various countries, both nuclear and non-nuclear, who are entirely
Justified in thinking that any war in which weapons of mass destruction were used
would inevitably become nuclear ormnicide -- the total self-destruction of civilizaticn
on earth. Thus, for instance, the participants in the authoritative Pugwash Conference
recently stated that, unless effective neasures are taken to alleviate and remove
dangerous trends in the qualitative and quantitative arms race, a nuclear military
catastrophe will break out even before the end of the present century. Such a war
will sow death and devastation which human society will no longer be able to cope
with. The very survival of a human being as a biological species will be
endangered. ljy ‘ ‘ -

I would like to. stress once again that this opinion is not merely that of some
representatives of the general public but of renowned scientists who know the value
of their words. One of them, Professor Rotblat, an eminent British authority in the
sphere of radiation biology, stated in no uncertain terms at the 30th Pugwash
Conference that military experts are either unable or unwilling to take into account
the consequences of the policies of the arms race and seek to secure public acceptance
of the doctrine of a "limited" nuclear war.

A similar viewpoint is held by an eminent American scientist, John Somerville,
an honorary Professor of New York University, who, in particular, said: "Now each
and every person, all people on earth are participating in a sort of a world
referendum on the subject of whether the ever-growing stockpiles of weapons of mass
destruction should continue to exist or whether life should continue. Those who take
no action against these types of weapons are in fact voting for omicide". g/

In late March of this year a conference of "international physicians for the
prevention of nuclear war" took place in the vicinity of Washington with the
participation of prominent scientists and physicians from 11 countries. The
conference studied the consequences of various types of nuclear strikes. It was
established, for exanple, that the explosion of a one-negaton bomb in the air over a

1/ World of Science, vol. XXIV, 1980, p. 29.
2/ Problems of Peace and Socialisn, Ho. 6, p. T0.
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city with one million residents would cause the death of 300,000 people as a result
of the blast, burns and radiation, while 400,000 more would suffer from the
after-effects of the nuclear explosion. The explosion of a 20-megaton thermonuclear
device would wipe out all buildings within a 24-knm radius and the luminous radiation
would Dbe so intense as to burn evorythlng alive to a distance of 140 km from the
epicentre of the oxplosion,

The explosicn of 10,000 mezatons —— and this is precisely the yield of nuclear
devices which, according to the estimates made by Anmerican experts, will De
expleded in the event of a thermcnuclear war -~ will reduce the ozone layer of the
atmosphere by 30 to 40 per cent. The so-called hard ultraviolet radiaticn will
sharply increase, the result being ¥he destruction of agricultural crops and animals.;/

Scientists and nilitary experts in various countries have described the
tremendous human losses and destruction that would result from a nuclear war,
1nclud1n‘ a sco-called linited nuclear war.

With the present-~day level of the development of strategic arms, guidance systems
and missile early-warning systems it is impossible to launch a preventive nuclear
strike, which the architects of the new nuclear strategy count on, without inevitably
suffering a no less powerful retaliatery attack. Illuuory, therefore, are the hopes
of those who wish to find scme foolproof "recipe™ for a nuclear war that would enable
them at an auspicicus noment to disarm the eneny with, so to speak one knock-out blow,
without themselves risking destruction in such a war:

Onte cannot nmake pricr judgemenis as to the nature and methods of nuclear warfare.
The architects of the concept of a linited use of sirategic nuclear arms are
actually proposing to wage a nuclear war in aocordanée'viﬁﬁléému predesigned "rules"
wherebJ nuclear nissiles should explode in “rontlcucnly™” fashion, that is, not over
cities but over targets which they would consider it advantageous to call military
objects. It is clear to any sene-minded person that this is impractisable. Military
facilities are at present deployed in such a way that .in any case selective nuclear
strikes against them will at the came tinme cause massive annihilation of the civilian
population. /fny attempt to vowtrsy a nuclear war as "an exchange of selective
strikes solely against military targets", without the possibility of its escalating
into an all-out war, seens altugether naive.

Fron the military standpoint, as the advocates of the new nuclear strategy arc
perfectly well aware, a nuclear "mini-war" is an absurdity, since it is clear to
pveryone that any limited nuclear war will inevitably and immediately escalate into

all-out global war.

It is difficult Yo imagine the consequences of esven a limited nuiber of nuclear
strikes against the territory cf an industrialized State. Experts of the United States
Department of Defense preparcd a report on the effects of a "limited nuclear war"
which was presented in 1975 to the Senate Foreign Relations Cormittee. It contains
the following data on possible losses in the United States in the cvent of the
launching of selective nuclear strikes against various targets within the territory
of the comiry. L strike against the Whiteman (Missouri) airbase alone could kill
10.3 nillion people, and attacks on obther ICEM bases 21.7 nillion pecple.

1/ Komscmolskaya Prevda, 10 April 1981
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One cannot help wondering whether the apclogists of the new nuclear strategy.
comprehend the megnitude of these figures and of the possible consequences? In
truth, a.glance at the figures is enough to convinecs apyone of the danger to the world
that is belng created by the ruclear maniacs.

Desplte convincing data about the catastrophic consequences of a war in which
nuclear weapons are used, here and there in the West the advocates of such a war
raise their voices ever more loudly in its defence. The apologists of the doctrine of
deterrence even try to theorize on the subject of the advisability foxr the
United States to empley nuclear weapons against the Soviet Union. A nuclear war is
possible say Colin S. Grey and Keith Pane in the magazine, Foreign Policy. But unlike
Armageddon, they say -- an apocalyptic war which is prophesized to mark the end of
history -- a nuclear war can have the most varied cutcomes. ;/

However, to the authors of this article, judging by its title, "Victory is
Possible", the outcome of a war is clear. It will be waged to '"force the Soviet Union"
to give up those foreign policy actions whose character is misinterpreted by
Washington.

More frequent atfempts have been made lately tc provide a "theoretical basis"
for the need to continue resorting to the doctrine of deterrence which has nore than
once been refuted by life itself. PFurthermore, it is characteristic that whereas in
the past. the advocates of this doctrine used it meinly with respect to the continent
of Europe, nowadays they are trying to extend its sphere of application to include '
the entire globe., Tllustrative in this regard is the article by a former director
of the CIA, Admiral Stanfield Turncr, entitled "Towards a New Defence Strategy” which
was publlshed in the New York Times h@gaz1ne in May of 1981, :

We agree with those representatlves who have declared that a nuclear war would
not be confined to those countries which possess nuclear weapons or have military
alliances with nuclear-weapon Powers. In the present-day geopolitical situation it
is hard to think of a region which would be spared by a nuclear conflict.

The peace initiatives of the Soviet Union spring from its understanding of this
objective reality and not from some other considerations. The readiness of the Soviet
side to start a dialogue on the whole spectrum of disarmament issues has been
repeatedly reaffirmed in recent statements by the head of our State, L.I. Brezhnev,
at the 26th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in lMoscow, in Prague,
Kiev and Tbilisi, at the recent Soviet-Algerian, Soviet-Jordanian and Soviet-Libyan
negotiations and during meetings with prominent political figures such as 0. Palme,
W. Brandt, etc. L4 concentrated expression of Soviet willingness to conduct.
negotiations is provided by the appeal to the parliaments and pecples of the world
referred to earlier., It is symbolic that the appeal, whose urgency in the present
world situation is indisputable,: was adcpted on the eve of the 40th anniversary of
the outbreak of the bloodiest war in the history of mankind. Does anyone need
weilghtier evidence of the sincerity of our initiatives in the sphere of disarmanment
than the unparalleled human and naterial 1osseu suffered by the Scviet Union in that

war?

Nevertheless, there are persons, persons holding responsible posts furthermore,
who are trying to brush the Soviet proposals aside without, for their part, offering
any constructive initiatives.

;/ Foreign Policy, No. 39, surmer 1980, p. 1l4.
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There is no more importent or nore urgent task today than preventing the world
from sliding into war, warding off e nuclear conflict. The best way of doing this is
by negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and on nuclear .disarmament.
That is the view held by the broad masses of the world's population; it is alsc the
position of many States members of the Cormittee on Disarmament. This is clear from
the statements of their representatives in this body. A vivid manifestation of the-
strong desire to proceed to practicel negotiations is to be found in the proposals
tabled by socialist States for specific measures, in particular within the framework
of our Committec, towards the major goal of disammanent. ' :

The Soviet Union has been and is in favour of the consideration in the Cormittee
on Disarmanment, as a matter of priority, of the problen of nuclear disarmament.

The proposals of the Soviet Unicn and of other socialist countries on this
subject should be very well known. We therefcre find franikly incomprehensible the
requests addressed by some delegations either to "the two most powverful States” oxr
%o all nuclear powers in general to set forth their positions on nuclear disarmament
issues. In this connection we once again draw the attention of those delegations,
and. cf all other delegations also to documents CD/4, CD/109 and CD/141, te numerous -
statements on these issues by leaders of the Soviet Union some of which have been
issued as official documents of the Committee this year (CD/160, CD/16€, CD/176 and
CD/191.

Docunent CD/4 contains specific proposals aimed at the ecarliest possible starting
of negctiations on nuclear disarmament. It defines our attitude to the subject of
the negotictions, to negotiating stages, to arrangements in preparation for the
negotiations, to their time-periods as well as to other issues connected with the
conduct of thenegotiations. The document also emphasizes the need to reach agreenent
on appropriate verification neasures. )

I would also recall that the delegation of the Soviet Union along with the other
co-authors of document CD/4 have repeatedly provided cxplanations regarding the
proposals put forward by then.

The socialist countries consider that the cessation of the production, the
reducticn and the elinination of nuclear weapons should be carried out on a stage-by-
stage, nutually acceptable and agreed basis. The degree of participation of '
individual nuclear-weapon States in measures within each stage should be determined
with due regard for the quantitative and gualitative significahce of the existing
arsenals of nuclear-weapon States and of other States concerned. At all stages, the
existing balance in the nmatter of nuclear arms should be maintained, with a gradual
lowering of their levels. '

Lrgunents have often been heard of late to the effect that nuclear disarmament
issues are inseparably linked with the highest national security interests of States
and that negotiations on the limitation of nuclear aramaments should not be held
without acccount being taken of those interests. We fully subscribe to such a statement,
provided, of course, it is not used as an excuse for refusing to negotiate on nuclear
disarmament. -We have repeatedly stressed, both in document CD/4 and in cuxr statements,
that we are in favour of the elaboration and implementation of measures for the
linitation of the nuclear arms race and for nuclear disarmament being inseparably
linked with the strengthening of the political and international legal guarantees of
the security of States. :
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As a measure aimed at the limitation of the nuclear arms race, the Soviet Union
has proposed that on the territories of States where there are no nuclear weéapons at
present, such weapons should not be deployed. No one can deny that such a measure
would contribute to restraining the spread of nuclear weapons and would thus curb the
nuclear arms race. We are ready to reach an agreement whereby all nuclear-weapon
States undertake not to ztation nuclear weapons ¢n:the territories of cowntries where
there are nc such weapons at present, irrespective of whether or nct such a country
has alliance relations with this or that State. We have put forwerd quite a number
of other, very specific propossls aimed 'at the curbing of. the nucléar arms race and
we have stated that we should be interested to hear the reactions to those proposals
of other States and especially of nuclear-weapon States. :

As a preparation for negetiations, socialist countries have proposed the holding
of consultations within the framework of -the Committee on Disarmament in order to drawv
up a set of questions for consideration and to resolve organizational issues.

Naturally, the initiation of such negotiations-<and a dialogue with other
nuclear-weapon Powers are nossible only if they for:their part slitw a readiness to
engage in negoctiations, if they display a constructive approach. Unfortunately, we
have not yet received from them a positive response to our proposals.

As for the Soviet delegation, we are ready to erbark on informal consultations
with the other nuclear-weapon Powers, with any delegation or delegations on this
subject., ) o

Thus, on the one hand, the Soviet Union and other socialist countries have
submitted to the Committee proposals which offer a ‘good basis for advancing in this
direction. There are also quite a number of useful proposals put forward by the
non-aligned and neutral countries. TPurthermore, active discussions have taken place
in the Committee which have shown that there is wide support for the idea of the
conduct in the Committee of specific negotiations on thisurgent and important problenm
and the setting up of an ad hoc working group to this end.

On the other hand, the other nuclear-weapon Powers and sone of their allies
persist in refusing tc undertake negotiations on the limitation of nuclear aramaments
and on nuclear disarmament in the Committeec. Their ideas run in exactly the opposite
direction.

In these circumstances we belicve that it is t11e, indeed it ig high time to
move from general debates to practical negotiations.

"In our nuclear age", says the appeal by the Supreme Soviet of the USSR to
the parliaments and peoples of the world, "dialogue and negotiations are nceded
equally by all, just as all need peace, sccurity and confidence in the future.
There is now no other sane method of solving disputed problems, no matter how
acute and complex they are, than by negotiations. Not a single opportunity
must be nissed. Time does nct wait.

With each day lost for negotiations, the risk of nuclear conflict grows
greater. The solution of urgent problems confronting each people and all
peoples is being shelved., Tine does not wait”..l/

Yes; indeed, Mr. Chairman, time does not wait, And our Committee should at last
set to work.

1/ Pravda, 24 June 1981.
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'The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador Issraelyan of the USSR for his statement and for
the kind words he addressed to the Chair. '

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico)(translated from Spanish): Little more than a vear has
Passed since you became head of the Indien delegation to the Committce on Disarmament.,
In that relatively short time, however, you have won the nigh rcgard of all your
colleagues, among whom you have today rightly come to occupy a prominent place.

That is unquestionably due both to the sincerity and ardour of the concern for
the cause of disarmement that is always shown in your sitatements, and to vour wide
knowledge of +the subject and the implacable logic that always prevails in thosec
statements, a logic which you use with such skill to dwolish the many artificial

obstacles that we =zo often ecncounter here in our work.

We are confident that ycur outstanding qualities will enable you to carry out an
equally productive tack in the performance of the important dutics you are taking up

today as Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament for +the month of July. My delegation
is pleased to sec yow in that office and offers vou its fullest co-oneration,

A

We should also like to reiterate to your predecessor, Ambassador Homives, the
distinguished representative of Hungary, the congratulations which we had occasion to
offer him at the start of his periocd of chairmanship, on 11 June. Whetl we said then
on the basis of mere expectation we can repeat today in the lignt of his censtructive
and in every way cxemplary performance which began with the speedy organization of work
for what is known as the summer session and ended successfully last Thursday with the
decision to hold informal meetings on item 5 of the agenda, New types of weapons of
mass destruction and new systems of such veapons.,

Lastly, my delegation would like to add its warm welcome te the greeting vhich
you extended at the beginning of this neeting to the new representative of Venezuela,
the distinguished Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro, from whom we have already this very day
heard an eloquent statement.

During the firet part of this year's session of the Committee on Disarmament
I spoke only very bricfly on the item which comes first on the agenda of this multilateral
negotiating body, namcly, "Huclear tcst ban'. Furthermore, in that address, delivered
on 19 February, I confined myself to listing the ten statements ny delegation has made
in the Committee on carlier occasions on the item under consideration, and to recalling
the appeal addressed by the General Assembly, in its resolution 35/14% A of
12 December 1980, to "all Siates members of the Committec" 4o "support the creation by
the Committec, upon initiation of its scssion to be held in 1981, of an ad hoc working
group which should begin the multilateral negotiation of a ireaty for the prohibition
of all nuclear-weapon tests', » :

This brevity was due in part to the belief that it is difficult to say anything
nev about a question which has been congidered by the United Nations for more than a
quarter of a century, and in part to our hope that at the informal mectings which were
shortly to begin it would prove possible to overcome the stubborn resistance of two of
the three nuclear-weapon Powers which have been conducting negotiations outside the
Committee for more +than four years, to the Committee's adoption, with respect to the item
that has the highest priority on its agenda, of the modest procedurc which has been used
since last year in connection with four other items, namely, the establisnment of an
ad _hoc working group.
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Unfortunately, we werc mistaken, as were all the othor members of the Group of 21.
The failure of our combined efforts and the untenable pretexts used to frustrate them
provoked in the Group the justified impatience -—- it could almost be called
indignation -- which is reflocted in the statement read out on 24 April at the final

meeting of the Committec's sc called "spring session" and reproduced in vorking
paper CD/181 of the same date, which says, infer zlia, the fellowing:

"The Group of 21 firmly believes that the Committec on Disarmament is
entitled to know without further delay the specific rcasons that have sc
far prevented the three nuclear-weoapon States, which have been carrying
out among thanselves separate negotiations for the past four years, to hecd
the often rcpeated end pressing appeals of the General Assembly to the
cffect of expediting such ncgotiations 'with a view to bringing thom to-

a positive conclusion as a matter of urgency' and to trensmit the results
to the Committee on Disarmanent,"

The state of mind shovmn in'this'paragraph, ag well as in the 12 well-considered
sotinont questions put thereafter in document CD/lBl to the nuclear-weapon States

and
engaged in -the trilateral negotiations, is all the easier to understand if we remember,
on the one hand, that it is only two of the 40 members of the Committee that scem to
tend to confuse it with the Scourity Council, and, on the othexr hand, that the
"repeatcd and pressing appeals" of the General Assembly referred to in the statement
of the Group of 21 not only formed the subject of consensus in the Final Document,

but were actually voted for by those two members in three other General Assembly
resolutions adopted between 1977 and 1979. In resolution 32/78, adopted on

12 Decamber 1977 and voted for by the United States and the United Kingdom, some

six nmonths after the trilateral negotiations had begun, thc General Assembly:

1. Reitcrated its "grave concern' that "in spite of the repeated
resolutions of the General Lssembly related to nuclear-wespon testing in
all enviromments, adopted by very large majorities, such testing has
continued unabated during the past year";

2. Noted with satisfaction that "negotiations have begun among
three nuclear-weapon States with a view to the drafting of an agreement
on the subject of the present resolution';

%3,  Declared that "the conclusion of such en agrecment and its opening
‘Tor signature would be the best possible auwgury for the success of tho special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, to be held in May
and. June 1978"; . .

4. Urged the "three nuclear-weapon States fto cxpedite their negotiations
with a view to bringing them to a positive conclusion as socn as possible and
to use thelr best endeavours to trangmit the results for full consideration by
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmamcont by the beginning of its
spring scssion in 1978%; '

5. Requested the Conference of the Committec on Disarmement to "take up
the agreed text reosulting from the nsgotiations referred to in paragraph 4
above with the utmost urgency, with a view to the submission of o draft treaty
to the General Assembly at its special session devotbed to disarmament®.
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The second of thoe threc wesolutions to which I reforred carylicr is resolution 33/60
of 14 December 1978, adopted, like the previous one, with voics in Favour by the
United Statce and the United Kingdom. In that resclution the Assembly began by
reaffirming "its conviction that the cessation of nuclcar-weapon testing by all
States in all enviromments would be in the interest of all marking, ... as a najor
step towards ending the qualitative improvement, develcopment and proiiferation of
nuclcer weapens" and by recalling both its previous rosolutions on the subjecct
and. "the determination of the parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests
in the Ltmosphere, in Outcr Space and Under Water and +he Treoaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclecar Weapons expressed in thosc Troaties to continuc
negetiations to achieve the digcontimuance of all test oxplosions for all time!,

In the operative part of the resclution the General 4ssambly thent

1. Reiterated "its grave concuorn over the fact that nuclear—~weapon
ting has continued uwnabated againsgt the wishes of the overviclming

te
majority of Member States";

5
J

2. Reaffirmed "its conviction that a trecaty on the subject of
the prescnt resolution is a matter of the highest pricrity";

Regretted "that a trceaty has not been concluded during the past year™;

3.
4. Noted that "the three negobiating miclear-weapon States acknowledge
the need %o bring their negotiotions tn a speedy and succossful conclusion'; .
5e Urged them to “expedite their negotiaticns with a view to bringing
of urgecncy and to use their uimosth
to thoe Comuittee on Disarmament before the
beginning of its 1979 session for full ceonsideration; .and

6. Requested the Committee on Disarmament to "take up immedistely the
agreed text resulting from the negotiations referred %o.in parvagraph 5 above
with a vizr to the submiscion as soon as possible of a draft treaty, which
will attract the widest possible adherence, to a resumed thirty-third session

o the General ALssenbly".

48]
028

It should be noted that in that resolution the Genersl. Lssombly, no doubt in
crder to stress the urgoncy of the request it was making, provided that the draft
treaty fto bLe submitted to it by the Comaittcee on Disarmamont would be examined not
at the next session, the thirty-fourth, but at "a resumed thirty-third scssicn",
i.e. at the samc session at which the roesolution was adopted.
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The third of the resolutions that are particulerly relovant in this matter and,

D 'U

iLe the other two, alsc adepted with the fe
:rs which today appear to have wholly fo
l December 1979. In that resolution,

oucable votecs of the two nuc lo AT-Teapon
3otLen its contents, is resolution 34/73
2 General JAssanbly, among oth; things:

’3“ )“j

1. Reiterated V"its grave concern at the fact that nuclesr-weapon
testing continucs unabated against the wishes of the overvhcliming majority
¢f Member States™;

2. Expreossed "its ccnviction that pusitive progress in the negotisticns
bv the Committee on Disarmament on such a trcaty is a vitel element for the
success of offorts to pruevent boith vertical and horizenmtal proliferation cf
nuclear veapens and will contribute towards an end to thoe arms race and the
achicvement of nuclcar disarmamcint®;

3. Requested "the Cormiticee on Di sarmement to initia tc negotiations on
‘such a treaty es a matiter of the highest priority"; and

4. Celled wupon "the three negotiatis g ‘“lear—WOﬁUﬂ“ States to usc
their best endeavours to bring their negotiaticns to a positive conclusion

in time for consideration during the next scssion of the Committee on Disarmament”.

Indced, the attitude of the two nuclear-weepon Powers whose votces, as I sald
last wopl, heave been hampcrlng the werk of the Committee for tme past ysar, rezally
scems’ utterly irreconcilable with the attitude they adopted at the thivty-sccond,
thirty-third and thicty-fourth regular sessions of the United Nations Gencral lssembly,

5 manifested by the wosslutions I nave just quoted show. It should be horne in
mind that thosc two T 1, not through participation in a conscnsus, which

can sometimes mean passive acceptance, buit through the positive and uuoqulv:cal action
vote in favour, that, in thrce separatc resolutions sdopied in three successive
s, the CGensral Lssrnbl“ ghould urge the throe negotiating States -- in other words,
thenselves —-- first, to bring thosc nogotiations to "o gpeedy and suaoesslul
conclugion", and u¢¢nnula, to tronsnit immoe _ate1y thereafter the results thus
obteined to the Committee on Disarmemeont. Lt vhe same time, the Goneral dsscmbly
requested the Commitioo to undertake negotiations on' the treaty in question cithex
"rith the utmost urgency", or "as a matter of the hlghcsg prlority“ ar "immediately",
whichever oxpression one prefors to choose from oy of the three rosclutions in which
thoy are respectively uscd.

~grecd

To have adopted thrice in a row this position which appears sc positive and then,
after completely disrcgarding in practice the three resolutions for which they were
partly wesponsible, to rcfusc openly, as they have beon doing, let us not say o
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. trensmit to the Committet on Disammament the results of their negotiations that
have been going on for four years now, or to reply o the concrcte questions of the
Group of 21, but even to allcow the Committee on Disarmament to carry out its duty
as the "single multilateral disarmament novo+1at1¢g fOle', and that with respect
to no less a matter than the item vhich hag the hig hest p lOTlTJ cn its agenda,
constitutes not merely disrespect for but necier mf ’rhb body that is the most
representative of the lnternatlonal cormuni ty, n.mely, tho Geoneral Assambly of the
United Nations, '

My delegation has, from the sutset -- that is, from the time whcn in 1978 it
participated in draving up what was to beccome the Final Docunent of the first
spacial session of the Generval Lsscombly devoted to disarmament ~—-— intnrpretcd the
"congensus! ILqu?pHent CXpressiy p covided for in paragraph 120 of the Final Document,
as sometning designed to prevent the adoption either of hasty decisions or of
dCClSlOH“ which might ham the VlJul interests of the mombers of the Committee, but

certainly not as something which for incomprehensible and sonetimes oven capricious
or erbitrary rcasons should allow conscnsus to beccme an insurmountable obstaclc to
the Committee's fulfilment of the basic funciions entrusted 4o it by the
Gune:al CAssembly.

My. delegation therefore believes that tae time has come to clarify some
fundamental po ints relating to this matter. To this end, we belicve that first of
all it would be desireble for the Committee nextv weck, wt onc of its formal mcetings -~
plenary necctings, as it is customary to call thdn -- to take a public decision on

the proposal first made by the Group of 21 on 4 Mawch 1980 (CD/72) ond reiterated
very Torcefully on 6 fugust 1980 gw/134) end 24 fApril 1981 (CD/181) for the setting -
up of an ad hoc working group on the item entitled "Nuclear test ban™.

If, contrary to what we venture to hopo, there 1s continued opposition to the
establishnent of this vorking M“'up by the nuclecar-weapon States which have up to now
been on cbstacle to its crecation, my delegation considers it nccessaxy for the
Cormittec, to undertake a. scarching ukuﬂlﬂ~ulﬂn of the significance and scope of the
te m "consensus” as used in article 18 of its rul@s of procedure. We believe in fact

that this would be indisponsable, for we find it Wnccn civable that the constituont
body -- that is, the Goneral .issciibly, at its special session of 1978 -- should have
wished to leave cpen, the door for the flagrant abusc of the application of that term,
wvhich in practice ‘oula come to mean the paralysation of the Cormittce on Disarmement.
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The CHAIRMAN: - I.thank the Ambassador of Mexico, His Excellency, Mr. Garcia Robles,
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, may I first of all express the admiration
of my delegation to Ambassador Komives of Hungary for the skill, efficiency and good
humour with which he steered the Committee during the difficult stage of its work
in June. Under his chairmanship the Committeec reached expeditious decisions on
various organizational and substantive issues in the resumed summer session. '

The assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee by you for this month is a
matter of great satisfaction for the Pakistan delegation and for me personally. We
have no doubt that with your great experience and wisdom and the dedication of your
country to the cause of disarmament, you will guide the Committee towards important
achievements. To this end, the Pakistan delegation pledges to you its full and -
unreserved co-operation. e : ’

Mr. Chairman, your country is a great neighbour of Pakistan with which we desire
close and improved relations. The recent visit by the Foreign Minister of India,
His Excellency Mr. Narasimha Rao, to Pakistan has made an important contribution to
the process of promoting greater understanding between our two countries. It may not
be out of place to mention in this Committee that in the joint press statement issued
in Islamabad on 10 June after talks between the Foreign Ministers of Pakistan and
Tndia, "both sides reiterated their policy of using nuclear energy only for peaceful
purposes", and "they called upon all nuclear-weapon States to engage in serious
discussion on nuclear disarmament'.

The Committee is currently considering the item on the cessation of the nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament. Everyone agrees that this is the most urgent task
before the international community. Pakistan's views on nuclear disarmament and the
ways and means to promote this objective have been stated in the Committee on previous
occasions and I do not intend to repeat these today. Yet, it is necessary to underline
that the complete absence of any efforts to address this priority goal is an important
impediment in the pursuit of other disarmament measures and a contributory factor
to the current international climate of confrontation.,

The Pakistan delegation has consistently favoured the consideration of questions-
relating to nuclear disarmament in this Committee since it was established. Although
useful informal discussions were held earlier this year under this item, the
Committee has not as yet initiated the process of negotiations on nuclear disarmament
outlined in paragraph 50 of the Final Document.

The Pakistan delegation considers that the Group of 21 has made an objective
analysis of the situation in document CD/180 and submitted timely and realistic
proposals for the commencement of the process of multilateral negotiations on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, We hope that the
Committee will reach early and positive decisions on these proposals.

T consider it relevant to underline that the proposals submitted by the Group of 21
in document GD/lBO contain two distinct elements. First, it has been proposed that
the CD should examine certain specific issues relating to the muclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament. Secondly, the Group of 21 has suggested the creation of an
ad hoc working group of the Committee to undertake this task of examination and
clarification.
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It may be helpful to acknowledge that the issues presented for examination by
this Committee in document CD/180 would not amount to the conduct of negotiations on
specific measures of nuclear disarmament. What has been proposed in this document is,
in the opinion of my delegation, a process of clarifying concepts and positions in
order to-lay the ground for concrete negotiations on nuclear disarmament. The
consideration of these issues would not prejudice the policies of any State or group
of States, But ve believe that such a process of clarification could make a most
useful contribution to bridging the gulf in understanding and comprehension which
characterizes current dispositions regarding the miclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament.

It is the assessment of my delegation that no member of the Committee on
Disarmament is opposed to the consideration of these issues and if possible to reaching
agreed conclusions on them. Such conclusions could constitute important guidelines
for negotiations on nuclear disarmament.,

As regards the second element of the proposal of the Group of 21, i.e. the
establishment of a working group, my delegation shares the view that this constitutes
" the most effective modality for the process of clarifying the issues which have been
suggested, Those members of the Committee who do not find the creation of such a
working group to be acceptable have an obligation to suggest an alternative modality
for the examination of these issues. May I say that, for its part, the Pakistan
delegation is flexible as. regards the mechanism to be used for the consideration of the
issues identified in document CD/180. What is important, in our view, is that these
issues should be addressed in depth by the Committee on Disarmament during the present
session, vith a view to reaching appropriate conclusions that can enhance the
prospects for negotiating concrete agreements to bring about the cessation of the
miclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, :

It should be noted that the Committee on Disarmament will have to reach a - _
consensus within the next ten wmonths on the specific measures of nuclear disarmament
to be included in the comprehensive programme of disarmament. My delegation believes
that the examination of the issues- called for by the Group of 21 in CD/180 would be
indispensable to permit the elaboration of a meaningful consensus on nuclear disarmament
measures within the comprehensive programme. It should be self-evident that the
comprehensive programme will fail to achieve general acceptance unless it contains
specific and concrete measures relating to nuclear disarmament. ‘

‘Therefore, it is the hope of my delegation that the Committee on Disarmament will
be enabled to make a meaningful contri‘m.tion to initiating the process of nuclear
disarmement before the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. Unless this Committee makes such a contribution, its
credibility as an organ for multilateral disarmament negotiations will be completely
eroded. The serious consequences this would have for the goals of disarmament and for
peace and security require no elaboration. ‘ :

There is one further question which my delegation would like to mention today.
This concerns the grave implications of the Israeli military attack against Iragi
civilian nuclear facilities., The Security Council and the Governing Body of the IABA
have both pronounced themselves on the Israeli military attack against Iraq within
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the context of their respective mandates. Many members of the Committee have
addressed this issue and unanimously condemmed the Isracli-attack. Every group has
made a statement in the Committee and expressed its collective condemnation. The
Group of 21, in its statement circulated in-doecument CD/187, has asked that in
addition to condemning this attack,-the Committee on Disarmamént should take the
necessary measures to ensure against the repetition of "such an aggression by Israel
or any other State. The Group of 21 has urged the Committee "to reaffirm the
internaticnal principle prohibiting. an attack against the peaceful nuclear facilities
of a State under any circumstances" and réecommended "that the Committee -take
appropriate steps vhich would contribute to reversing the adverse implicatiouns of this
action®.

The Pakistan delégation therefore proposes that the Committee on Dlsarmament
should adopt an appropriate decision on the Israeli military aggression and its
implications.. Ve submit the ‘following text for the Committee's conSLderat;on{'

"The Committee on Disarmament strongly condemns the Israeli military attack
against the Tammiz Nuclear Research Centre near Baghdad on 7 June 1981 ‘as a.
clear violation.of the Charter of the United Nations and the norms of
international conduct. 'This act of aggression has given rise to grave
implications for the maintenance of 1nternatlona1 peace and securlty and for the

_prounects of dlsarmament

"The Commlttee on Dlsarmament reaffirms that the. goal of disarmament can be

achieved only. on the basis. of strict adhererice.by all States to the principles ¥
~and purposes of the Umited Nations Charter regarding respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereigmty and volitical indepéndence of States and the non-use:of
force or the threat of force in international relations. PFurthermore, the -
Committee considers that this aggression constitutes a violation of the sovereign
and inalienable right of every State to acquire and develop nuclear technology
for peaceful purposes, It also contradicts the basic principles outlined in
paragraphs 65~71 of the FPinal Document of the Tenth Special Session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament which provide the only agreed basis on
which the nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States can develop an

. international consensus on-ways and means to prevent the proliferation of
ruclear ‘weapons .

"The Committee congiders it entirely unacceptable that Israel should have
arrogated to itself the right fto carry out this military attack on the basis
of its own.arbitrary and untenable assertions regarding the intentions of another
State which are refuted by all objective evidence. It is Israel's nuclear
programrie, capability and intentions vhich-are the primary cause for concern in-
the Middle East and the mreatest threat of nuclear proliferation in that region.

) "The Commlttee nonude rs that any repetition of such aggression by Israel
or any other State, besides its grave consequences for international peace and
security, would seriously jeopardize the efforts of the internatiocnal community
to promote nuclear disarmament and non~proliferation. The Committee strongly
affirms that civilian nuclear facilities should under no circumstances be the
object of n111tary attack or sabotage for any reason whatsoever."



CD/PV.1%4

55

(Mr. Ahma@, ngistan)

HMr. Chairman, my delegation vould request you to convene informal consultations
among members of the Committee ds soon as possible toiconsider this text and to reach
an appropriate decision on the subject.

The CHAIRIAI: T thank Ambassador Mansur Abmad for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr., SKINNER (Canada): Ix. Chairman, I hope the Committee will forgive me for
asking for the floor at this hour. It had been the intention of my delegation to
speak today on'the very important question of nuclear disarmament, but in view of the
large number of delegatiens that have spoken, we will do that alt a later dates I
understand also that there are other speakers who are in the same positions

There is, however, one matber I :would like to..raise briefly before we conclude
today, You will recall that the Canadian delegation submitted, as an annex to
document CD/183, a Conceptual Working Paper on Arms Control Verification, On that
occasion, we announced our intention to arrange for an exchange of views on that
subject with other delegations in this Committee. In accordance with the established
Committee practice of responding favourably to requests for the provision of facilities
for informal consultations with other interested delegations, I have requested the
Secretariat to provide us with Conference Rocm 1 tomorrow, Friday, 3 July at 9.30 a.m.
I would therefore like to take this opportunity to invite those members of the
Committee and others who might have an interest or wish to participate in a discussion
on verification, to join us in Conference Room 1 tomorrow, as I believe
Ambassador McPhail has already indicatbted to Ambassadors in this room.

The CHATIRMAN: I thank the representative of Canada for his statement and trust
that all delegates have taken due note of it. Distinguished delegates, I have
requested the Secretariat to circulate today a timetable for meetings to be held by
the Committee and its subsidiary bodies during the coming week, It is not the practice
for the timetable to include informal consultations that may be held between members
within the framework of the various organizational arrangements agreed upon by the
Committee. As usual, the timetable is only indicative and may be changed or adjusted
as the Committes proceeds.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, after listening to your introduction of
the timetable, and in conformity with what you have said, I should like to take this
opportunity to wremind delegations of what I have already announced in the Ad _Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons, namely, that the consultations on toxicity
determinations will take place next week, starting on llonday, 6 July, at 10 a.m.
in Room VII.

The CHATRMAN: At the moment, we have only one speaker for the plenary meeting
on Tuesday next. I would urge those delegations wishing to speak on Tuesday to
inscribe their names before Monday morning at 10.30 a.m.




CD/PV.134
35

(The Chairman)

Distinguished delegates, if there is no objection, I will consider that the
Committee agrees to follov the timetable as a guideline for the coming week.

It was so decided,

The CHAIRMAN: The Ad Hoc Vorking Group on a Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmement will meet this afternocon from 3.30 pe.m. to 6.30 pe.m. This announcement
is being nade at the request of the Chairman of the Vorking Group,

Ambassador Garcia Robles.

The next plenary meeting of the Committee on.Disarmament w1ll be held on
Tuesday, 7 July, at 10.30 a.m. The meeting stands adjourned.

Tre meeting rose at 1,350 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: Distinguished delegates, I declare open the 135th plenary mzeling
of the Committee on Disarmament. The moon our agenda tc ﬂy is ‘'New types of
weavons of mass destruction and nev systens of such weapons radiological treapens',
but of course members are at 11bert" to moke statements on o»her issues on our agenda,
in accordance with rule 30 of our rules of procecdure.

vte
ite

lir. VOUTOV (Bulgeria): Iir. Chairman, it is a pleasure to congratulate you, the
representative of friendly India, upon the assumption of the.high office of Chairman
of the Committee during this 1mnortant period of the annual sessiony”  Your dolegatlon
is contributing a great deal to the activities of this body, and e look forvard to
your leadership in the efforis to secure some pogitive results during the current
session of the Committee.

I should not fail to pay tribute at the same time to yoﬁr predecessory
Ambassador Imre Komives of Hungary, who displayed enviable energy in setting in motion
the summer part of our annual session.

May I, through you, Mr. Chairman, welcome the new leaders of the delegations of
Argentina, Ixan, Sri Lanka and Venezuela. As you have just stated, today, according
to the programme of worlk, the Committee should start discussing the question of new
weapons of mass destruction and radiological weapons. However, as you also said,
any delegation has the right to discuss any question on the agenda, and as I withdrew
the name of my delegation from the list at our last meeting, today I will return to
items 1 and 2 of our agenda, vhich have the highest priority, being the items on the
nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
While presenting briefly some considerations of my delegation in regard to the
current state of our discussions both formally and informally, I am compelled to look
into some wider aspects of these vital issues

The position of the Bulgarian delegation on the urgent need to achieve a complete

and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tosts is well know:, and I need not
present it in detail now. We support the proposal of the Group of 21 for the

creation of an ad hoc working group on this subject, and we insist on the active
partlclpatlon in it of all five nuclear-uweapon States. Ve regret the suspension
of the trilateral negotiations, for we believe that their outcome wvas to provide a
basis for the future treaty, and that is why we call for their early resumption.
On our part, we are contributing to the limited activities that the Committee on
Disarmament carries out in this field, and here I have in mind the group of seismic
experts elaborating co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events.
Bulgaria is regularly represented in this group by one of its leading seismologists.
At the same time, hovever, without underestimating the useful vork of the group of
seismic experts, our delegation shares the view of the distinguished representative
of llexico, Ambassador Carcia Robles, vho reminded us recently that as early as the
late 1950s internationally renowned experts from both Bast and Vest concluded that
there were no technical barviers for verifying a complete and general test ban. It
is not even necessary to turn to the qualitative leap of technological advance in the
field of seismology to reach the conclusion that both in the late 1950g and today,
in the early 1980s, the decisive factor in achieving a complete and general test ban
remains the political will of the nuclear-weapon States.
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‘Taking into consideration the positive and constructive position of the
Soviet Union, we appeal to the western participants in the suspended trilateral
negotiations to Cisplay the long overdue. constructive apprcsch that the world awaits
fron them.

A good and meaningful beginning could be their consent to start truly
multilateral negotiations in the framework of an ad hoc working group in this
Cormittee. In this connection, ve share the anziety and the reasening of the
delegations of Argentina, Brezil, India, Hexico, Yugoslevia and others in the
Group of 21, expressed in their statements in the Committee during this session.

Unfortunately, ve face a similar situation on item 2 of our agenda, ‘'Cessation
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmamenti, The delegations of the
gsocialist countries, two and a half years ago, tabled a reasonable ground-laying
proposal relating to the cessation of the production of nuclear weapons of all
types and their gradval reduction until their complete elimination is achieved,
that is to be found in the well-lmown document CD/4, whereby the sccialist countrlﬂs
initiatéd the idea of starting early negotiations in %he CD on the complex issues
of nuclear disarmament.

During the extensive discussions that have followed the introduction of this
document, the Soviet delegation and the other socialist delegations have answered
numerous unothnu and have expressed their readiness to shudy any other constructive
ideas for multllatprql nebotlatlonu on this item. VWhile proposing the creaticn
of an ad hoc vorking group, as vas noted the other day by Ambassador Herder, the
leader of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic, we are nct turning the

gsue of the creation of a working group into a fetish; we stand ready to discuss
any sensible proposal and our rules of procedures provide us with certain
possibilities in this respect,

However, the CD is confronted now with the refusal of the western countries
to start even préliminary negotiations in this fiecld. Ve lhave respect for their
legitimate security interests and we attach great imporiance to the principle of
undinminished security for all participants during the process of disarmament.

Dut we cannot accept the assertion that nuclear weapons and the ever-perpetuated
nuclear arms race are 2 sound base for strengthening the security of any State
or international security at large.

At the 12th Congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party held in Anril 1981, the
Secretary-General of the Party and President of the State Council of the
People's Republic of Bulgaria, Todor Zhivkov, siressed the significance of the °
peace initiatives drawn up and proclaimed at the 26th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Unlon, and wnderlined their potential for strengthening the
course towards détente, regtoring and increasing confidence among States and
eliminating the danger of nuclear war. . The rcalizatiop of thece noble tasks
requires meaningful and constructive negotiations, above all in the sphere of
nuclear disarmament. - In the context of the. preoent state of international relations,
the rejection of negotiations on nuclear disarmement is a sign of dangerous
negativism. The CD should not toleraite a situation where certain States use every
means to oppose the constructive proposals concerning the initiation of multilateral
negetiations on nuclear disarmement.
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in the opinion i our delegation, vhis Committee chiould no longer shirk ¢
ton priority issucs relating to the weapons that threaton tlie very existense
should no longer kcep them as ritval items on our o=

<t

ur civilization., Ve cho I :
make statements instead of engaging in meaningful negotictions on reducing the
nuclear dangexr.

Against the background of mountinglawarenessAby vorld public opinion of the
urgent need for nuclear disarmament negotiations in the field of both intercontinental
and medium-renge migssiles, it is utterly embarrassing o see the Commitlee on
Disarmament cpending mere than a year in discuszion over the creation of an ad hoc
vorking group on the top priority item on its agenda. VWhen are ve to -expect any
concrete suggestion from the West on how to proceed in relation to this item? Ve
are not begging.for negotiations and, as President Brezhnev stated at the meeting of
the Supreme Soviet on 2% June: The might of the peace forces opposing the potential
aggressor today is greater than ever before. But we knou something else; the very
nature of modern weapons is such that, if they were used, the future of all mankind
wvould be at stake’, B

The statement of the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassador Issraelyan, that we heard at our previous plenary meeting, has underlined
that point in a convincing manner and at the same time exposed the dangerous
character of the schemes of those who dream of ‘a limited nuclear yar'. Let me
quote also the leader of the British Labour Party, Mr. Michael Foot, wvho stated
recently: "We resolutely demand meaningful international negotiations -- not
preludes to negotiations and not negotiations about negotiations, but serious
negotiations aimed at eliminating the danger of war and mutual annihilation.

During the informal meetings we have had both during the first part of the
annual session and during the last three veeks, many delegations have put forward
different ideas, proposals and suggestions relating to these two items. IHMost of
them are reflected in the synthesis of the discussion on items 1 and 2, a very
useful document for which we are grateful to the secretariat of the Committee. Ve
believe that an eventual vorking group on item 2 should concentrate on establishing
or identifying a number of concrete issues that could usefully become the subject
of multilateral negotiations. It is our conviction that the proposal of the
socialist countries contained in document CD/4 will take a. prominent place among them.

I vould like to conclude this statement by bringing to the notice of the
Committee an excerpt from the speech of the President of the State Council of the
People's Republic of Bulgaria, Todor Zhivkov, at the International Meeting-Dialogue
“For détente, peace and social progress” held in Sofia in May this year: h

"Let us not lock up ourselves in the fortress of suspicion;  let us git downm
and engage in a dialogue permeated by mutual desire to solve the problems in
the interest of peaceful coexistence -- this is the challenge of the day, this
is today a sign of.realistic statesmanlike thinking and political conduct.
Those who have failed to understand this have missed the most significant
feature of the contemporary situation.”

The CHAIRMAN:  Before calling on the next speaker, I would like to welcome
Hrs., Inga Thorason who has joined us today and to whose statement next Thursday I
am sure ve are all very keen to listen.
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Mr. MALITA (Romania) (franslated from French): Taking the floor for the
first time under your chairmanship, I carnot refrain from expressing, together with
ny long-standing esteem for you as a colleague, the thought that you are bringing
to us a precious breath of humenism generated by the great philosophies of your
country, India, philosophies which have sought an alternative to violence and
force as a vindication of hope in the moral and intellectual quality of man .

I am sure- that under your cheirmanship the month of July will prove an ausplclous
one for our work.

I also wish to take the occasion to pay tribute to the efforts of
Ambassador Komives, who may congratulate himself on having, like his predecessors
during this session, achieved some visible and tangible results.

May I also welcome our colleague from Venezuela, Ambassador Rodrfguez quarro,
and assure him of our full co~oparation.

My statement today will be devoted to nuclear issues, which have formed the
subject of our discussion under the items entitled "Nuclear test ban" and "Cessation
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament'.

The Romanian delegation has already amply stated its views on the absolute
priority that should be given to nuclear dissrmament in the Committee's activities.
As the President of the Sccialist Republic of Romania, Nicolae Ceausescu, has said:
"Nothing and no theory on military balance can justify arms increases. We realize
that a balance must be maintained during the process of disarmament so that security
of every party remains unaffected: however, this must be done, not through the
escalation of armaments, but through their diminution, through the systematic and
continuous reduction of military expenses and troops, through a progression to the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons under appropriate international control'.
This position of my country was also expressed recently in the appeal for peace
launched by the Grand Congress of Workers' Councils and in the appeal by the
Grand National Assembly of Romania to the parliaments of the countries signatories
of the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference. ‘

It is difficult to put forward fresh arguments in favour of starting
negotiations on nuclear disarmament. Our colleagues on the Committee have made
clear in their excellent siatements the advisability and more particularly the
urgency of starting such talks, and I would not wish to repeat what they have
said. The pressing appeals of the United Nations General Assembly, the movements
of scientists, the activities of non-governmental crganizaticns in favour of
halting the nuclear arms race and, if you permit me to say so, the unusual
frequency of articles on the subject in the international press,; all bear witness
to the profound concern and anxiety of Governments and of people everywhere
before the risks of thermonuclear conflict.
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Thus, while taking as my stariing-point the priority that attaches to
the subject that appears first on our agenda, I feel obliged at the same time
to take account of the difficulties as to the precise vay in which it can bLe
dealt with. As you yourself have emphasized in your eloguent statements as
representative of India and as Chairman of the Committee for this month,
everything argues for starting such negotiations in a multilateral framework.
For the fact is that there has been a completely new qualitative development
in the nuclear—weapons field. In the past, the question of multilateral
negotiations would have been a rather academic ons, bscause the non-nuclear-
weapons countries considered that negotiations were z matter for those who,
possessing the tools of deterrence, at the same tiwme accepted the risks of
their destruction.

Today, however, we are all nuclear-weapon States, not in the sense that
we possess nuclear weapons but as potential victims of nuclear destruction.

Can the fact that they are targets for nuclear weapons and that there
is no valid system of guarantees against such use of nuclear weapons be
expunged from the consciousness of peoples? No country is any longer safe
from the possibility of nuclear destruction, and the blocking of discussion
on that subject is an infringement of the very principle of the equal
security of all States.

.The problem before us, therefore, is not whether multilateral negotiations
on nuclear disarmament are desirable, urgent or a matter of priority, but how
to start such negotiations.

The vast majority of the Committee's members consider that the establishment
of working groups on the subjects of (1) a nuclear test ban and (2) the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,.offers. the best
practical approach. Specific proposals to this effect have been submitted
by the Group of 21.and by the socialist countries. However, it has not been
possible to achieve a consensus in this connection, and a number of arguments
against the proposed bodies have been advanced during our discussions.

One argument,; of a more general nature, is that the deterioration of
international relations makes nuclear disarmament negotiations inopportune and
inoperative. 1In reply to that argument, I will take the liberty of quoting
from a statement made by Sir John Simon, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
of the United Kingdom, at the League of Nations Disarmament Conference in 1932:

"Even now, voices are heard which declare that the moment is
not opportune. The maradox is pointed out that, while disarmament
is being discussed at Geneva, in the Far East armaments are being
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employ=d, bombs are dropping from the sky, troops are now on the
move ... I do not agree with those who suggest that this paradox
makes . our meeting inopportuns. I would rather declare that these
sombre events illustrate and reinforce the urgent necessity of
undertaking and discharging our. task."

We share this view and we believe that, particularly in the nuclear age, théfx
difficulties that exist at the international level ought not to_inhibit.butl_
rather to stimulate negotiations. '

The well-documented statement by His Excellency, Ambassador IssrTaelyan,
the head of the delegation of the USSR, at the plenary meeting on 2 July 1981,
has given us a picture of the intolerable consequences of failure to achieve
results in halting the nuclear arms race. '

Another argument that is frequently advanced concerns the link between
nuclear disarmament and the security of the nuclear-vweapon States and their
allies. The existence of such a relationship camnnot be denied. But we
find it diffieult to understand why this link should prevent us from
starting negotiations. We believe that it argues in favour of a discussion
on the security perceptions of all States and accordingly of the establishment
of a subsidiary body of the Committee in which we could discuss the relevant
problems openly and honestly, with the necessary respect for the position
and interests of each. The balance necessary for the security of all can
and -should be achieved at progressively lower levels of armaments in general
and of nuclear armaments in particular. Greater security at lower cost is in
the interests of all.

The complexity of nuclear problems has also been presented as an obstacle
to the establishment of working groups. Yet we have to recognize that human
intelligence has succeeded in finding sclutions to much wmore complex probleus.
Developing micro-processors that use human language, putting an-artificial
intelligence on silicon chips, penetrating the mysteries of the living cell, ~
or even managing the economic and social affairs of a big city like Geneva,
say, are problems of a complexity exceeding that of nuclear-weapon systewns.
Thus, to claim that the complexity of nuclear disarmament -- which, when all
is said and done, can be dealt with in terms of probabilities we learned about
at gremmar school -- is an obstacle to our activities, is a paralysing idea
which blocks all our deliberations. ‘

Consequently, we cannot accept the idea that the complexity of the subject
should be used as an argument against the starting of negotiations. A problem
does not increase in complexity because of the magnitude and scope of the’ '
effects involved.
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The absence of concrete proposals for nuclssr disarmament has also been
invoked against *he setting up of a working group. AL mere list of Commitfece
docuents on ruclear disarmament —- CD/4, CD/72, CD/109, oD/134, CD/141, ¢D/180,
(D/181 -~ is enough to refute this argument. In addition there are all the
various proposals on nuclear disarmament that have been put forward in the
United Netions, among vhich I should like to wention the Indian proposal on
the prohibition of the use of nuclear veapons and the Canadian proposal on
halting the produrtLon of figsionable materials for military purposes, alsoc
vresented in this Commitiee.

It is for all these reasons that the Romanian delegation supports the proposal
made by the delegations of India, Pakistan and Mexico on the need to adopt a
formal decision of the Committee, in plenary meetlng, on the proposals for the
establishment of working groups on the questions of a nuclear test ban and
nuclear disarmament.

If, contrary to all logic and in dereliction of its responsibilities, the
Committee proves unable to adopt the decision necessary for the establishment of such
groups, the Romanian delegation cannot view this matter as closed. We believe that
no single delegation nor the Commitiee as a whole can assume the responsibility for
our proceeding merely to record our failure.

Like the Brazilian delegation, as was pointed out by its distiriguished leader,
Ambassador de Souza e Silva, our delegation has made no secret of the fact that as far
as we are concerned the establishment of a working group is not an end in itself.

If, for reasons that escape us, working groups camnot a2t present be established
to carry out the urgent and necessary priority task of gtarting negotiations on
nuclesr disarmament, we are nevertheless convinced that the Committee's rules of
procedure offer us the possibility of finding other practical means of fulfilling
our mandate. With this in mind, the Romanian delegation proposes the establishment
of an ad hoc sub-committee: of the Committes to deal with nuclear questions. Rule 23,
in chapter VII of the rules of procedure, on the organization of work, provides for
the possibility of establishing such a body.

We wish to emphasize that from the point of view of the second special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, it is inconceivable that the
theoretical priority the Committee has given to nuclear disarmament questions by their
inclusion in its agenda should not be reflected in practice by the establishment of
bodies zble %o deal affectively with theae guestions,

Mr. Saran (India) took the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN: Unfortunately, Ambassador Venkateswaran has been called away on
urgent and pressing business, but he will rejoin us in a very short while. On his
behalf I would like to thank the representative of Romania, Ambassador Malita, for
the very kind words he addressed to the Chair and particularly the very generous
remarks he made about my country.
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Mr. VRHUNEC (Yuvoslav1a) Mr. Chairmen, it is a particular honour and
pleasure for me to congratulate you on your taking up of the duties of Chairman of
the Committee for the month of July. You represent a cowmtry to which we are linked
by traditionally good, friendly and most sincere relations that are founded on the
common interests of . the non-aligned movement. There is no doubt that your experience
and well-known diplomatic abilities will give new, urgently needed impetus %o the
work of our Committee in oxder that we may take significant steps forward in the
process of negotiations in the field of disarmament.

I would also like to congratulate youf predecessor, Ambassador Imre Kbmi&es, for
the exceptional work he did as Chairman for the month of June.

I avail myself of this opportunity to greet our new oolleagues,“
Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro from Venezuela, Ambassador Carasales from Argentina, -
Ambassador Jalali from Iran and Ambassador Jayaroddy from Sri Lanka, and to wish them

success in their work.

Taking'the floor in today's debate, I would like to point out that I am not
doing so because I have something new or -important to say. The Yugoslav delegation
has on several occasions, as. is after all® the case with all the delegations members
of the Committee, taken the opportunity to express our basic position and to submit
proposals as to how to initiate the process of disarmement. We consider that the
problem is not due to an absence of proposals or suggestions for the successful work
of the Committee, but rather to the fact that the Committee finds itself in the '
unsatisfactory situation that, because of .a lack of political will on the part of a
certain number of members.to engage in substantive negotiations on the problems that
are on the Committee's agenda, it is unable %o perform its principal functions and
to fulfil the obligations laid upon it as the only muitilateral negotlatlng body in
this field.

This tlme, I take the floor first of all to stress that the Yagoslav delegatlon
associates itself with all those who have voiced their disapproval of the fact that
the Committee, despite its having met for three years, has not succeeded in
substantively opening negotiations on two of the most important as well as urgent
issues, namely, a comprehensive test ban and the halting of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, . In voicing our disapproval and concern over the present
situation, I would like to emphasize that the arguments presented to the Committee
by two member deleg%tlono against the setting up of two working groups on these items
have not convinced us of .the justification of their opposition. On the contrary, we
deem these arruments unJustlfled unfounded and unconvincing ana we therefore cannot
accept them. : : ’ '

Many questions have been raised by the Group of 21 with regard %o nuclear
disarmament during the work of the Committee. They have, neverthe“ess, remained
unanswered, This is why we assoclate ourselves with the request made’ by India which
you, Mr. Chairman, tabled in your remarks, seeking an answer to these questions as.
early as possible so that we may be able jointly to create a meens for finding a way |
out of the existing unsaticfactory situation. We do this all the more since the Bast
European socialist countries have alsc opted for this. The present situation is even
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mere disquieting in view of the fact that during the past years several solemn
declarations and decisions have been adopted by various forums within and outside the
United Nations in which all countries without exception have committed themselves to
launching negotiations on nuclear disarmament. It is particularly significant that
all of us adopted the decisions of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,
including the Governments of the two countries members of the Committee which oppose
the creation of working groups. .We therefore have a full formal and moral right to
ask the CD to deal with the issue of nuclear disarmament and to organize negotiations
on the subject. In spite of this, however, the Committee is still blocked and has no
clear prospect of the opening of permanent negotiations on nuclear disarmement. It
is thus right to ask the question whether the refusal to open negotiations on nuclear
disarmament in the Committee means that the Governments of the two delegations
voluntarily renounce the cbligations they assumed under the Final Document of the
Tenth Special Session? Does it mean that by that token these Governments do not want
nuclear disarmament? If this were the case, it would be extremely disquieting, We
are nevertheless inclined to believe that it is only a transitory occurrence since the
achieving, as soon as possible, of concrete positive results in the work of the
Committee represents one of the most important conditions for the safeguarding of
peace, the strengthening of international security and the realization of equitable
international co-operation based on the Charter of the United Nations, This, however,
cannot be achieved without opening the process of nuclear disarmament. This is why
we hope there will be consensus with regard to the setting up of working groups or
other appropriate bodies which would initiate the negotiations on an issue of such
importance for the future destiny of the world. At this Juncture I would like to
stress, as we have done on several occasions, that in the event of the contrary, my
delegation is not prepared to assume any responsibility for the absence of a solution
to the question of nuclear disarmament and the consequences this entails for
international relations as a whole.

It can often be heard in the Committee and elsewhere that the over-—all
international situation is not favourable for the opening of negotiations on
disarmament. I would once again like to point out that such an attitude cannot be
accepted, as.is very clearly formulated in the final documert of the Ministerial
Meeting of the non-aligned countries that was held in New Delhi this year., The
non-aligned countries are of the opinion that the situation is exactly the opposite.
Progress in the field of disarmament and the taking of genuine disarmament measures
would have a considerable positive influence on the improvement of international
relations and would create conditions for finding a way out of the existing crises —-
both political and economic., Of special significance in this connection is the
freeing of resources that are now spent on armaments and their reallocation for
development needs, and in particular for the more accelerated development of the
developing countries which would put a stop to the unfavourable world economic trends,
poverty, hunger and other misfortunes, and would give rise to more stable and
harmonious development, It is constantly being said that the world economy is in a
crisis and that inflation cannot be stopped. However, it is clear that as long as
we continue to spend such enormous sums for such unproductive purposes as armaments,
it cannot be expected that it will be possible to curb inflation and to give a more
significant impetus towards lifting the world's economy out of stagnation or
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stagflation. The process of disarmament would open the possibility for these huge
material and intsllectual resources to hc used, not for destruction but for giving a
new impetus to the world's cconornty and creaﬁ;ng favourable conditions for entering a
new period of prosperity for all countries without exception.

This is why today therc 'is no task that is more urgent than to work for the
opening of a genuine disarmament proccss, and con001a11y nuclear dlsarnament

In this connectlon, we highly appreciate the efforts of those countries members
of the Committee which strive for the scttlement of particular issues on the
Committee's agenda. We think that the work done by the working groups. is.going in the
right direction and that no efforts should be spared in order that such a trend can
continue.

However, there is reason for thought as to how the work of the Committec and its
bodies can be improved. In the opinion of the Yugoslav dclegation, this can be done-
in two ways. First, negotiations should concentrate on the most important questions,
which should be approached as concretely as possible in order that we may arrive
at agreed texts. of conventions on these subjects as soon as possible. The franework
of the mandates should be adapted to this task so that negotiations will not be
brought unnecessarily to a standstill.

Secondly, the time available for negotiations should be used better and more
fully. We should try to have as few procedural debates as possible and fewer general
and extensive discussions and statements. We should also consider the possibility of
extending the duration of the session, especially of -the working groups, when this is
indispensable to the negotiations. If there really is a political will on the part
of all to conduct substantive ncgotiations aimed at reaching the earliest possible
agreenent on particular issues which are the subject of negotiations, then we ought
not to interrupt the deliberations of the working groups nor should they work for
only a few months a year. The same criterion should also be decisive in detemmining
the duration of the Committee's scssions. Nevertheless, if there is no readiness for
genuine negotiations, the extension of the period of negotiations in itself cannot
contribute to more effective and successful work by the Committec.

The Yugoslav delegation thinks that the application of these two methods would
inmprove the work of the Cormittee and the working groups in terms of both quality -
and quantity. We are ready to examine and adopt every proposal aimed at promoting
and accelerating the negotiating process, when obvious political will has been shown
by all really to conduct substantive negotiations. If the contrary is the case, it
ig better not to conceal with pointless meetings the fact that the Committee is not
fulfilling the role and tasks laid upon it by the world community.
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The CHATRMAN: On behalf of Ambassador Venkatcswaran I would like to thank

His Excellency Avibassador Vrhunec for his statement and for the very kind words he has
addressed to the Chair.. I would now like to consult the Committee about the informal
consultatlons which were scheduled for this afternoon at 3.30 p.m. in Conference Room 1.
Since we now have some time at our disposal it has been suggested that we might hold

our informal consultations at the end of this plenary neeting in this room. If -there

is no objection I shall adjourn the plenary meeting and begin our informal consultations
in this room in five mlnutes'tlne. Is that acceptable to the members of the Comnittee?

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: Before I adjourn this plenary meeting I would like to make a
short announcement on behalf of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological Weapons. The Chairman of the Working Group on Radiological Weapons w111
hold informal consultations on 9 July at 9 a.m. in the conference room of the
Disarmament Unit on questions relating to the definition and scope of the prohlbltlon.
The informal consultations will have an open—ended character. The Chairman:would
like to request the participation of the delegations of the United States, the USSR,
Sweden, Yugoslavia, India, Venezuela and Australia, which have submitted proposals
on these questions. The next plenary meeting will be held on Thursday, 9 July
at 10.30 a.m. This meeting stands adjourned.

The neeting rose at 11,40 a.n.
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The CHATIRMAIT: igtinzuiched  delemates, the Commitiec -eontiraeg-today its
consideration of item 5 of its agenda, "lleu lypes of uveapons of mass desbtruetion
and new systems of such weapons; radiological veapons'", but of course, members
wishing to dc so are at literty to make statonents on any subject relevant to the
work of the Committee, in accordance with rule 30 of the rulegs of procedure.

May I uelcome today the presente amongst us of Sir Antcny Acland, Deputy
Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom, who is responsible,
inter alia, for British policy towards the Committee on Disarmament.
Sir Antony Acland has a wide diplomatic experience, having served in the
United Nations at Neu York and Geneva. He was Principal Private Lecretary to the
Foreign Secretary betueen 1972 and 1975 and later served as Ambassador to Luxembourg
and Spain. :

Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, every time I
take the floor in this Committee I am tempted by the idea of omitting at the
beginning of my speech the customary words of congratulation to the current._
Chairman and to the Chairman for the previous nonth. Such congratulations,
often very eulogistic, frequently take up the first page of our speeches, both
in the Committee itself and in its subsidiary bodies. Perhaps they are an
important source of moral support for the Chairman; perhaps they help him to
perform the hard tasks before him; I have nevertheless often thought that they
take up too much of our Committee's time. When I spoke to you before the meeting,
you told me of your concern at the length of the list of speeches; and I should
have been further encouraged in my idea of leaving out words of congratulation.
However, seeing you in the chair, I.cannot resist. Once again, it is not today
that I shall break with tradition and I should like very simply and above all
very briefly to tell you how happy I am to see you presiding over our work this
month. Ever since you joined us in this Committee you have impressed your
colleagues by your drive, your competence and also your sense of humour, and I am
sure that you will discharge your duties to perfection.  Furthermore, you
represent a country which, thanks to eminent leaders, has always played an- important
part in post-war international reletions and more particulariy in the field with
which we are concerned, namely, security and disarmament. And since I have not
wished to break with tradition, I shall follow tradition completely by addressing
words of thanks also to our friend Ambassador Komives, who presided over our work
last month in a noteworthy manner. Before beginning my speech, I should also like
to welcome here Mrs. Thorsson, to vhom we shall all listen very attentively after I
myself have gpoken, as well as Sir Antony Acland, the British Under-Secretary.
Their presence here is proof of the interest which those two countries continue to
take in the work of our Committee.

Since we resumed our work at this summer session, it has become clear from the
discussions at plenary meetings and the activities of the Committee's subsidiary
bodies how much importance very many countries attach tc the forthcoming second
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Obviously, this special session is not a goal in itself. It ought rather to
be a particularly appropriate moment for the international community to reflect on
the impact of the decisions -- especially those regarding structures -- taken by the

General Assembly at its first special session, in 1978.
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Evaluation of the work of the Disarmament Committee will beé one of the most
important elements in this exercise of reflection, for what the international
community will want to know is whether this multilateral negotiating body, set up
more than three years ago, is capable of justifying the hopes that have been placed
in it.

It will therefore be up to us to show that our Committee, in its present
composition and with its present methods, can achieve concrete results by way of
negotiations.

The ability of the Disarmament Committee to do so itself depends on a number
of factors, of which I should like to mention those that seem to me the most
important. First, there is the question of international security conditions, for
the Disarmament Committee cannot negotiate in a vacuum, and it seems obvious to me
that a tense international climate is -~ alas -- not propitious for the attainment
of any great progress in the sphere of disarmament. At the same time we ought
not to underestimate the impact that efforts in this sphere could have on the
restoration of confidence in international relations.

Secondly, the multilateral approach to disarmament cannot be divorced from
developments in the separate negotiations going on in a number of priority spheres
of disarmament. Belgium, which has always been in favour of these two approaches,
naturally expects that the States responsible for the separate negotiations will
take account of the overriding importance which the international community
attaches to those negotiations.

Lasfly and, I would say, particularly, the Disarmament Committee will be
Judged aooordlnw to the combined will we have shown to make progreso where that was
possible.

Taking account of these factors, and bearing in mind the limited time
available before the second special session, I should like to indicate three themes
which would permit the Committee on Disarmament to demonstrate that this
multilateral negotiating body merits the central role attributed to it in 1978.

In indicating these themes, I am not claiming that they are all of priority
importance in relation to the problems posed by the gravity of the armaments race.
I merely wish. to point out that these are questions on which progress can be made
and that it is important, in the present circumstances, not to neglect any
possibilities for making progress, however limited they may be.

Thus,; I consider that the fime has come for the Disarmament Committee to conclude
its negotiations regarding the prohibition of radiological weapons.

I also believe that between now and next spring the Disarmament Committee should
complete the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament.

T would also like to see our Committee making substantial progress in the
drafting of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons before the second
gpecial session.

Since, accofding to our programme of work, our discussions in nlehary meeting
this weelk should deal mainly with the question of radiological weapons, I should like
to devote the. remalnuer of my statement to that subject.

There are several reasons uhv Belﬁlum attaches particular 1mportance to the‘.
conclusion of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons:
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It would be one way of demonstrating thav the negotiating machlnery offered by
the Disarmanment Committe e‘uan Tunction’ effectivelys

tine in the nuclear field that a treaty had been
..
)

It would also be the firs g 1
negotiated with the participation of the five nuclear-weapon Powers;

The vexry fact of the exigstence of an international agreement in the
disarmament field would, in present circumstances, have a symbolic value which we
cannot afford to disregard;

Furthermore, the procedure that has been followed with respect to these
negotiations on radiological weapons coincides with our..idea of the correct method
to adopt in the matter of the prohibition of weapons of mass. destruction, namely,
first to identify these weapons and then to negotiate, one by one, their prohibition
or llmltatlon.

The negotiation of a convention on radiological weapons has made good progress
since the submission to the Committee by the United States and the Soviet Union of -
their joint proposal on major elements of a treaty. VWe are particularly grateful to
Ambassador Komives, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons,
for the manner in vhich he is carrying out his important.tacgk.

Certainly, we would have wished these negotiations to be brought to a speedier
conclusion, but we are aware of the importance of the points raised by many '
delegations, points vhich are themselves evidence of the importance we all attach to
the question of radiological weapons.

Ve now have a consolidated text based on proposals submitted by the Chairman of
the Ad Hoc Working Group. Belpgium considers that this document, which-is a
combination of different propo als, should constitute the principal basis of our
further work.

My delegation is particularly gratified to note that several of its own
suggestions have been incorporated in the consolidated text.

Ve shall continue to make any contribution we can in the search for solutions
to the various important problems which have not yet been resolved.  Among these
problems I would drav attention in particular to the. following.

The problem of the definition of radiological wveapons. . The definition can
obviously not include a reference to a nuclear explosive device. Vle understand the
concern of those who fear that the fact of not mentioning nuclear weapons might be
interpreted as Jjustifying their use. Such justification was clearly not the
intention of the bilateral necpotictors, any more than it was their intention to
settle the question of the legitimacy or otherwise of nuclear weapons. Would it
not, then, be a good idea, as my delegation suggested last year, to include .in the
preamble to the convention a specific reminder of the goal of nuclear disarmament?

I would like to point out that in the negotiation of a number of disarmament
instruments, use has often been made of the technique of incorporating in the
convention an undertaking to negotiate subsequently either on matters on which it
did not prove possible to reach immediate agreement, or on wider aspects of the
general subject of disarmament. I might quote by way of example article V of the
Sea-Bed Treaty, article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear leapons
and article IX of the Convention on the prohibition of biological weapons.. We
should not overlook this as a possible means of resolving a number of the difficulties
which we have encountered in the negotiation of a convention on radiclogical weapons.
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Another question to be decided is whether,_in this convention, we ought
explicitly to prohibit deliberate attacks on civilian nuclear installations in order
to cause the release of radioactive substances. Ve are grateful to the Swedish
delegation for drawing our attention to"this important question, which is already
partly covered by article 56 of the first Addltlonal Protocel to the Geneva
Convention. The question raised by Sweden is 1mportant in itself. It algo adds
to the field of application of the first Addltlonal Protocol. Furthermore, this
queotlon has become much more relevant sincé' the attack on an Iraqgi nuclear research
centre, an attack vhich the Belgian Government has strongly condemned and which,
although it wag mnot the subject of the Swedish proposal, could have foreshadowed what
Sweden specifically wished to prohibit in the convention on radiological weapons.

We already, last year, raised the quéstion whether this aspect should be
included in the present convention or should appear in a different context. Je do
not wish the matter to be settled at this stage, because the arguments for and against
are so complicated. My delegation ig névertheless ready, here too, to help find any
golution that might be acceptable to all members of the Committee.

Ve ought, however, to be aware that, if we incorporate the Swedish proposal in
the convention on radiological weapons, ve shall substantially alter the scope of this
convention and raise various problems, both of a legal nature and as regards the need
to devise an adequate verification procedure. If,on the other hand, we consider
that the Swedish proposal would be better placed in another context, either in an
instrument complementing the Additional Protocols of the Geneva Conventions or in an
entirely new instrument, we ought also to realize that it will take a great deal of
time to work out the details of the. Swedish proposal so that it can be implemented,
and to resolve all the difficult questions that will arise. Could we not therefore
make use of the technique I mentioned earlier and establish in the convention |
prohibiting radiological weapons the principle contained in the Swedish proposal, at
the same time undertaking to negotiate on all its implications at a later date. ‘

Another question to which my delegation attaches particular importance concerns
the peaceful uses of radioactive materials. In this connection, we can accept the
proposal made by the Chairman of the Working Group regarding article V of the
proposed convention.  In fact the provisions contained in that article in no way
restrict the use of radicactive materials as authorized by article IV of the Treaty on
the Non—Prollferatlon of Nuclear Veapons. However, article IV of. the non-proliferation
Treaty balances two ideas.  The first is the one I have Just mentloned. The second
concerns undertaklng _relating to the.promotion of peaceful "uses Belgium believes
that it would be appropriate to incltde this dual concept also in the part of the
convention on, the prohlbltlon of radiological weapons dealing with the peaceful use
of radloaotlve ‘materials, 1y delegation therefore supports those delegations which
would like to see included in the convention prohibiting radlologlcal weapons-a
provision on the promotlon of peaceful uses. The precedents for this that exist in
dlsarmament treaties such as the non-proliferation treaty or the'Conventlon _
prohlbltlng ‘biological weapons, should enable us to find an appropriate form of
language. ' ‘

Those are the comments I wished to make at this stage of our work.. I hope that
my remarks will have been enough to show the constructive spirit in which my
delegation approaches all the matters that are before our Committee.
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Mrs. THORSSON (Sweﬂen): Mr. Chairman, I would first like to thank you for your
kind words of welcome to me two days ago.

Secondly, it is with the greatest pleasure that I see you chairing the
Committee on Disarmament during the month of July. We are all aware of the
outstandingAqualiﬁies,thatvyQu’bring to this important and burdensome: task,
as well as the well-known ardour with which your great country pursues the
course of disarmament, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons. The effect
might well be that we shall look back on the month of July 1981 as the "Indian
summer", to use your own words. Needless to say, you will get the consistent
co~operation and support of the Swedish delegation. »

The thanks of the Swedish delegation are also gladly given to your
distinguished predecessgor, Ambassador Komives of Hungary, for the excellent way
in vhich he, during the ‘month of June, set the summer part of the 1981 session
going. . I should also like to say a few words of welcome to our new colleagues,
the distinguished representatives of Argentina, Iran, Sri Lanka and Venezuela,
and I am sure that we shall find possibilities of excellent co-operation between
their delegations and my own.

A few weeks ago we commenced the second part of the 1981 session of the
Committee on Disarmament, the last full session before the General Assembly's
second special session devoted to disarmament. What shall we be able to produce
this time, in terms of progress towards the achievement of the goals set in the
Programme of Action contained in the Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly? Does any one of us, representing Governments which are
charged .with the responsibility to negotiate multilaterally the terms of achieving
these goals, find any reason for optimism about the prospects ahead of us during a
few summer weeks, considering vhat we have produced since Janvary 1979? Do, in
fact, the leading military Powers, on whose terms, unfortunately, we find ourselves
around this table, have the sincere will %o achieve, together with us, the goals
which they supported three years ago?

In this assembly I have asked questions like these repeatedly. At no point
“in time have they been as legitimate as they are in the summer of 198l.

Since I last made a general statement in this Committee =~ that wag-on .
% February —- nothifig has changed for the better in the field of disarmament.
On the contrary. In reply to what it deems to be a threatening build-up of
Soviet military forces, nuclear and conventional, and in order to increase its
strength world-wide, the United States has adopted its largest military budget
in peace-time, with further steep increases to follow in the next few years.
Furthermore, we have followed, with the utmost concern, the continued debate
around the production of all components of the so-called neutron warheads, a
weapon designed specifically for use on DBuropean soil. This combines with the
tendency to move into new areas, such as binary chemical weapons, mobile ICBIMs
and anti-satellite and 'ABM warfare in outer space. All this so that this unique
and only earth of ours will become, if possible, anewven more threatened and’
insecure home for man. Added to that is the fact that owing to the advance of
new technologies “n-search of a mission, which are being ruthlessly pursued
toward the complete militarization of the human environment, physical and spatial
boundaries are being pushed ever farther in a grotesque rivalry for universal
military domination.
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 For fear of séeing its empire crumble, one Superpower subjugates and threatens
its neighbours and could end up leaving the détente it so much cherished in ruins.

Not unexpectedly, the other Superpower feels justified in downgrading what
hopeful signs there were of a more compassionate, humane and humanitarian approach
to world problems, and embarks again upon the simple but futile, and 1n our times
dangerous and 1mpos31ble road of military superlorlty. e

And so here we sit; OSALT 1T is cons1dereo dead; all bilateral arms
negotiations between the Superpowers have been suspended and their commitment to
multilateral negotiation is doubtful. It must, of course, be legitimate, and
even to the outside world desirable, for a new Covernment to take time to define
its policies. But it is difficult to believe that the year-long paralysis which
has now been imposed on multilateral negotiations, including disarmament, as a
result of the election campaign and the change in the United States admlnlstratlon,
will in the final analysis benefit anybody.

With regard to Buropean theatre nuclear forces, serious negotiations are
still not in sight owing to the posturing and conditional approach of both sides.
True, after the first initial sparring round of last year, the parties seem to be
moving towards formal negotlatlons "by the end of the year", to quote the
4-5 May NATO communiqué. But how can one escape the conclusion that by that
time —— two years after the momentous December 1979 NATO decision -~ agreement
to reduce theatre nuclear forces will be infinitely more difficult? The
S5-20 programme will then, in all likelihood, have proceeded well beyond its
present considerable number of some 200 missiles or more. In such circumstances,
will the intention expressed in 1979 that NATO deployment"of Pershing ITs and
cruise missiles might be rendered inoperative through negotlatlons ever amount
to anything more than just an intention?

The Swedish Government has never believed that-the dual deployment of
SS-20s and Pershing and cruise missiles has been or is necessary in order to
maintain the existing rough equilibrium of forces in Burcpe. It appears instead
increasingly likely that this deployment will risk becoming another series of
*tragic mistakes which, as in the past, could in the end, leave both sides more .
vulnerable and insecure than before.

We have, therefore, the right to request that theatre nuclear forces
negotiations start without further delay. The objective must be that the
rapidly growing number of Soviet S5-20s is so drastically reduced that the
deployment within WATO of new medium-range missiles can be avoided. Negotiations
should also aim at limiting other nuclear-weapon systems intended for use in DTurope.

Equally, the SALT process on strategic systems seems to face an uncertain
future. Those who might have thought that SALT II conld after all be wrapped up,
with some minor amendments to take account of certain doubts expressed, were
obviously wrong, and the results of some eight years of arduous negotiation will
be laid aside and replaced by new approaches. Assuming that the SALT process
will nevertheless resume again, such hew approaches might in themselves offer
new opportunities. It has been rumoured that the new United States administration
is moving in the direction of proposing the aim of future strategic tallks to be '
far-reaching reductions of nuclear weapons. The acronym SALT already appears
frequently. This would seem tc be an approach reminiscent of the unfortunately
111-fated Carter lnltlatlve of 1977, Wthﬂ was then flatly regected by the other
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side.” Ih''sc far"éas’ a serious attempt is made to elaborate a credible and balanced
offer for reductions of strategic nuclear weapons and their delivery systems, it
could. prima facie appear to be an approuch which should be investigated. - In the
meantlme, I wish to repeat our demand to both Superpowers to respect the
stipulations of the SALT II reaty.

The prospects are that mos< HefOu*gthH ~— miltilateral as well as
bilateral —— will remain suspended for most of the remainder of 1981. If this
period of time is put to zood use for a constructive —= I repeat, constructive —
reassessuent of central issues, and without neglect of the interests of the
international community, then too much need not be logt in the process. But
if the only result will be one-sided reliance on increased military power in
international relations, interruption of the vital .multilateral and bilateral
dialogue and the discarding of international agreements 1aborlously brought
together, then we may all be in for troubled times. We consequently urge both’ _
the United States and the Soviet Union to exercise restraint in their .international
and bilateral relations in order that what we have all together built not be
1rretr1evab1y lost.

. Meanwhile, here we sit, trylnm to do our best, under painful c1rcumstances,
to have something to report to the second special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament. With your permission, lMr. Chairman, I shall have a few words to
say on how we view our performance so far and the prospects ahead. This would
imply reviewing the work so far of the ad hoc working groups and, added to that
another few words on the non-existent working r’*roups.

. Tirst, let me comment on the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on a Comprehensmve Programme
of” Dlsarmament I understand that under the able and effective chairmanship of the
veteran disarmament negotiator, our colleague.and friend, Ambassador Garcia Robles,
the Group will advance consistently towards a draft programme to be submitted to
the General Assembly at the second special session. The Group has indeed a
particularly onerous task in trying to arrange in a logical and acceptable sequence
most of the disarmament and arms control issues which have so long defied solution
by the international community. We shall support every realistic effort in this
field, although we fear that no ingenuity in the ordering and prlorltj—settlng of
the relevant issues can ever replace the polltlcal will o negotiate multilaterally,
which is so singularly lacking on the part of some delegations. We should male
every effort to agree in this Committee on a comprehensive prowramme of disarmament,
but may be well zdvised to leave the final say on certain centrel issues w0 the
1982 special session of the General Assembly on disarmament.,

Secondly, a few: words on the work to establish acceptable so—called negative -
_security- assurances,alessuc which has taken on considerably increased lmportance
and the accompanying public attention in many parts of the world. Not least is
this a fact in the Nordic countries, where an intensely ongoing public debate on
possibilities to establish these countrles as a nuclear-weapon-free zone has
involved Governments .and parliaments. I shall return to this matter towards
the end of this statement. :

As far as the Working Group is concerned, we find it encouraging that, under .
the able chairmanship of our Italian colleamue, Minister Ciarrapico, it is
concentrating on efforts to evolve a common formula, which could serve as a basis
for the conclusion of effective arrangements to assure non—nuclear—weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. We are convinced that only
co~ordinated and binding undertakings by the nmuclear-weapon States can constitute
satisfactory assurances in the true interest of the non~nuclear~weapon States.
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As we have stated, both here in plenary and in the Working Group, we do not
consider a common formula as an end in itself, To be acceptable, such a formula
must bring about a considérable improvement as compared with the present situation.
The existing undeitakings by the five nuclear-~weapon States are impaired by '
important deficiencies. There are basic dissimilarities between these undertakings;
they are burdened with certain conditions and limitations, and they leave room for
subjective interpretations by the nuclear-weapon States. The composite effect of
all these factors is that there is considerable ambiguity and uncertainty as to
the applicability of the assurances. As has been pointed out by several
delezations —-— including my own —- the discussicn in the Working Group has
demonstrated that the wnilatcral ¢aclarations are framed primarily to suit
the nuclear-weapon States and their allies. Only in the second place are the
security concerns of the non-nuclear—~weapon States ocutside the twe military
blocs taken into consideration. ‘his is a priority-setting which is, of course,
unacceptable,

In order to justify the conditions and limitations in the existing unilateral
declarations, reference has been made to the security preoccupations cf the
nuclear~weapon States. Dven if it can be argued that certain exceptions may
be justifiable in view of the implications of certain nuclear security arrangements,
there is no reason why these exceptions shoulad have a general application.

On the other hand, the vast majority of the non-nuclear-weapon States are,
in legally binding form, committed to their nuclear-weapon-free status. They do
not —— either directly or indirectly —-— threaten anybody with nuclear weapons and
they are therefore by definition entitled to firm assurances without any exceptions
that they will not be subjected to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
Their security preoccupations are at least as valid as those of the nuclear-weapon
States, not to speak of the fact that they are not charged with the heavy political
and moral burden of possessing and threatening to use nuclear weapons.

Despite the deficiencies and amuvliguities of the existing assurances, the
Swedish Governmer has interpreted the intention behind the declarations by the
five nuclear-weapon States to be thsi Stetos outside the alliances and commitied
to & permanent nuclear-weapon-free status are exzmpted from the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons. As the Committee may recall, Ambassador Lidgard said, in
a statement on 16 April 1981, that we ftake it for granted that a country with a
non-alliance status and a non-nuclear-weapon recoxrd is covered without any
exceptions by the unilateral assurances of the nuclear-weapon States. On the
same occasion, he asked the representatives of the nuclear-weapon States to confirm
that our understanding of their respective agsurances is correct. We have not as
yet received any answer. Therefore, I repeat our question and request the
nuclear-weapon States shortly to give us the confirmation that we have asked for.

‘T now turn to the proposed convention banning radiological weapons, which is
being negotiated in the third Working Group, chaired by my old friend and
colleague, Ambassador Komives. This issue is an obvious example of the limited
importance which the Superpowers seem to attribute to the Committee on Disarmament.
While they hdve steadfastly refused for a number of years now to enter into
multilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test~ban treaty and are prevared
to accept only limited negotiation activities in the chemical weapens area —- both
areas being of the highest concern to most peoples and nations of the world -- they
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have not hesitated to nut before the Committee a draft treaty on the prohibition
of radlologlcul weapons, which has, during our negotiations, been convincingly
shown to be completely lacking in substance. It is my belief that the Committee
made a mistalte in agreeing to take up tiiis item on ius agenda to the detriment
of more urgent questions.

In order to give some meaningful content to the draft convention on
radiclogical weapons, the Svedish Government has proposed the inclusion of a
prohibition of attacks against nucleur installations, releasing the radiocactivity
contained in such 1nota113ulons to the detriment of the people living in the area
and their environment. Such at ttacks would, actually, apart from nuclear explosions,
which are expressly exempted from the draft treaty, seem to be the only credible
ways of waging radiological warfare. Ve firmly believe that such a prohibition
should be added to the draft ‘and are much encouraged by the support given to our
proposal. Needless to say, the alarming event just about a month ago, which
showed a horrifying distrust of the non-proliferation efforts of the international
community, and -which has been so sharply condemned in this Committee, should
convince any ratlonal mind that the criginal drafters of the proposed convention
would do well to listen more carefully to the arguments that support our proposal.
As matters now stand, we entertain grave doubts about the usefulness of going
forward with the deficient text originally prVldbd to us by the United States
and the Soviet Union, as we do not think that it would add +to the ulready uufferlng
credibility of the Committee on Disarmament.

Finally, in this part of wy statement, I should like to malke some comments
on the eternal issue of bamning the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons, which is under negotiation in the fourth Ad Hoc Worliing Group
under Swedish chairmanship. The deliberations in the Commitiee have, in our view,
confirmed the existence of a political consensus on the need for an effective
convention to that end. Since last summer the Working Group has striven with
great intensity and the active and constructive contributions of delegations
have generated a strong momentum towards a chemical weapons convention. It is
now essential to maintain and to strengthen this momentum.

On this occasion I should like to touch briefly upon one aspect of the
question which is of particular impcrtance to the Swedish delegation, i.e. our
proposal concerning "chemical warfare capability" —— the capability to use
chemical weapons. This prcposal has geined valuable support in the Committee and,
although some objections have been veiced, no one ig really denying that it would
be advantagecus to enlarge the scope of a chemical weapons convention as we have
suggested. We for our part fully recognize the concerns of those who have voiced
reservations concerning our proposal, in particular as regards the verification
aspects of the matter. On the whole, we have no quarrel with those vho at present
favour the more restricted "classical" approach. In fact, we agree with them that
a comprehensive and verifiable prohibition of production and stockpiling of all
kinds of chemical weapons would constitute a major achievement in itself. - This
does not, however, detract from the fact that it would be an obvious advantage
to enlarge the scope in order to close the loopholes which would allow the
maintenance of a "chemical warfare capability". Such an enlargement of. the
scope would increase confidence among the parties to a convention, vhich is’
burdened with the problem of the effective verification of stipulations in a
convention resiricted to the "classical scope approach.
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I wish to talie this opportunlty to draw the attention of the Committee to the
further clarification that the Swedish delegation has given in the Working Group’
regarding our prcpeosal on chemical warfare capability. We have pointed out that
the prohibition of planning, organization and training for the use of chemical
weapons need not enter into force immediately. The destruction of stockpiles
of chemical weapons will, for instance, take a long time, perhaps up to 10 years.
As long as the stockpiles exist, parties to the convention can be expected to
claim that they will need a capability to retaliate against an attack with
chemical weapons. DBut once all siockpiles are destiroyed, there can be no
Justification for maintaining such a capability. To meet this concern, the
Swedish delegation has proposed to the Working Group that the prohibition of
certain activities like planning, organization and training should become
effective at a later stage but not later than 10 years after the entry into
force of the convention itself.

I would now lilie to say a few words about the unfortunately still non-existent
ad_hoc working groups, particularly that on a comprehensive nuclear-weapon test ban.

In spite of our misgivings in regard to negotiating the deficient
United States~USSR draft convention on the banning of radiological weapons,
we did, generously, accomnodating ourselves to the wishes of these two Powers,
enter such negotiations. I have, a few minutes ago, given voice to our serious
disappointment in facing firm resistance on the part of the original drafters
towards sound and well-founded proposals to improve and make more mean1n~ful
the original draft tex

If we had hoped to gain some corresponding concession from the Superpowers,
particularly on the convening of a working group on a CIBT, we were obviously
mistaken. The attitude of "give and take" is indeed not theirs. In glaring
contrast to our willingness to accommodate and compromise, some delegations of
nuclear-weapon States still refuse to enter into multilateral negotiations on the
highest priority item on our agenda, disrogarding their own votes in favour of such
a step in the United Nations General Assembly, disregarding repeated appeals, and
requests in this Committee, shielding themselves behind their unsuccessful
trilateral negotiations. We simply do not understand the reasons for their
refusal. Do they dislike, do they fear, do they distrust the multilateral
negotiation procedure that they themselves have endorsed by their vote in the
General Assembly? Anyhow, I thinlk that we are not going to forget the lesson
that this experience has given us. And we shall come back, again and again, to
this issue. Ior the time being I associate the Swedish delegation firmly and
fully with the position of the Group of 21 on which I understand that we shall
hear more from the spokesman of the Group, the distinguished Ambassador of Brazil,
later this morning. The unsuccessful trilateral negotiators had better prepare
themselves for severe and adamant criticism of their failure at the
second special session of the General Assembly on disarmament. As regards the
other non-existent working group, on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, I also associate the Swedish delegation firmly with the
position talien by the Group of 21.

Before I enter upon the concludln” part of my statement today, I have to gay a
few words on an increasingly threatening aspect of our daily existence, and our
efforts to end the increasing militarization of this existence. The possibility of
a continued militarization of outer space, which opens up horrifying prospects of a
disastrously eontinuing upward spiral of the arms race and of which we have been
given ample proof recently, was onc of the issues of wy short statement to this
Committee on 24 April last.
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The keen concern of the Swedish delegation, as of other delegations, has not
diminished since then. Although the issue of the military use of outer space is
not on the current agenda of the Committee on Disarmament, it seems to us necessary
for the disarmament community to find ways and means to place it firmly on its agenda,
in the immediate future.. The hope of the Swedish delegation is to make this possible
through. the Géneral Assembly's second special session on disarmament, vhere the issue
is bound to appear.

While I deeply-regret to say that official disarmament negotiations, the success
of which is so desperately needed, have continuously shown a dismal record -— and we
know where to place the blame for this —— another phenomenon is emerging to which we,
as representatives of Governments in all parts of the world, should give: careful -
attention. ' ‘

The ongoing and intensified arms race has created a popular resistance movement,
which obviously is gaining ground in western Europe, including the Noxdic countries,
in fact wherever a free debate on matters of life and death is possible. A growing .
number of people refuse to be drawn inteo what they conceive to be a Superpower
conflict. Tor them the arms race has turned from being an issue of deterrénce, of
military balance, of inferiority or superiority, into being an issue of survival.

I should like here to quote from a column in the International Herald Tribune
some weeks ago, written by the well-lmown British thinker and writer Wayland Young
and called "On the New Wave of Disarmament". He there recalls the times of the
late 1950s and early 1960s, the times of popular protest against nuclear weapons.
In one of the many marches in Ingland and among the many bearers of official-looking
banners, there was a girl who held up a small placard saying: "Caroline says No'".
His immediate reaction was: '"The general staffs and the cabinets of the world must
bear Caroline in mind"™. The general staffs and the cabinets have riot been that
sensible: they have forgotten her. It might well bé that the new wave of
disarmament is the result, If things are going to be put right, concludes
Wayland Young, there is a need for harder thought, within and among Governments,
than is probably yet realized, including a new look at matters which were hotly
debated 20 years ago, but which have since then been forgotten.

But it isn't only Caroline; it is not only.individual human beings at grassroot
level; 1t 'is not only the concerned general public vho refuse to- say yes any longer
and who have, in fact, started to say no. Among the many people who ask for a way
out of our present dllemma, the dilemma which the arms race has created:and worsened,
and who are looking for the means to give it political force, are distinguished
scientists and diplomats The well-knowm American diplomatic historian
George I', Kennan, who cannot be said to be unfamiliar with the way in which the-
Soviet mind is working, made a strong case in a statement a few weeks ago for a new
approach to the nuclear arms race dilemma. Against the backzround of the grotesque
redundancy and overkill capacity of present nuclear-weapon systems —— he states that
anything beyond 20 per cent of existing arsenals is overkill of dimensions defying
rational understanding —— he would lilie to see President Reagan propose to the Soviet
Government, as a first step, an immediate and across-—the~board reduction by’

50 per cent of these arsenals by the two Superpowers —-- affecting in equal measure
all forms of nuclear weapons -~ all this to be subgect to the national means of
verification now at the dis posal of the two Powers

IIr. Kennan does not deny the possibility of risks involved. But, he states,
"is it possible to conceive of any dangers greater than those that lie at the end of
the collision course on vhich we are now embarked?"
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Thanks - to the free access of the rest of the world to the public debate. in
the United States, we know that Mr. Kennan's is not an isolated voice in that country.
It would be possidle to quote from hundreds of persuasive statements, articles and-
debates, all aiming at the same goal: to enable us to break out of the present
vicious circle. The same is the case in western Europe. VWhat about the other side?
From there we listen to the many disarmament proposals by President Brezhnev. It is
an obvious fact that the public passivity, since January 1961, of the present
“United States administration in matters of arms control and disarmament has, in the
eyes of a concerned world public opinion, given Soviet proposals a particularly
sharp relief. The meeting of these proposals with indifference has not, again in
the eyes of - this concerned publlc opinion, diminished the sharpness of thelr relief.

But why not test their seriousness? After all, as another columnist in the
International Herald Tribune stated a month ago, "no people are more acutely aware
of the pains war brings than those who live in the & Turopean parts of the
Soviet Union". :

The fact is that there is a new wave of disarmament in BEurope, growing sironger
every week. It is in my view a serious psychological and political mistake to
dismiss this movement, as several prominent statesmen and nilitary leaders have done,
as a new wave of "neutralism", however unrealistic and irrational their arguments
and slogans may sometimes be. This way of reacting is, of course, a sign of the
concern at these developments felt by these commentators, but it is also an
indication that they have not undersitood well enough what the movement is all about.
One example: a top NATO military leader declared in an interview a few weeks ago
that "we again see-anti-nuclear demonstrations, which we had hoped were a thing of
the past". And he added that "the peoples of those nations must ... be prepared to
make sacrifices for their security". , :

In fact, what the peoples of those nations, and many others as well, are
preparing is a call to their leaders to remember the first paragraph of the
Tinal Document of the first special sessicn on disarmament, adopted by the world
community three years ago, fram which the follow1ng gentenceg should be quoted.

"States have for a long time sought to maintain their security through the
possesgion of arms.,"

"Yet the accumulation of weapons ..._todéy constitutes much more a threat than
a protection for the future of mankind."

"The +time has therefore come ..+ to seek security in disarmament ..."

The new wave of disarmament means that the peoples have taken for granted what
the leaders of the world agreed on three years ago. This growing wave -~ is it an
indication that the time has come for the idea of disarmament? Let us hope so. In
any case it is a memento to be taken very seriously by all of us, but particularly
by some of us. o

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ifrs. Inga Thorsson for her statement and for the kind
words she has addressed to the Chair. DBefore I give the floor to the next speaker,
T would like to rectify a lapse on my part by sincerely thanking Ambassador Onkelinx
for the very kind sentiments he cxpressed to the Chair, both past and present.
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. Mr. KOMIVES (Hungery): Mr. Chairman, at the outset let me congratulate you on
your assumption of the important office of Chairman for the month of July., In
expressing to you my best wishes I offer you the fullest co-operation of the
Hungarian delegation. I also take this opportunity to welcome our new colleague,
Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro, the distinguished representative of Venezuela, and wish
him the best in our common and responsible activity. My words of welcome go also %o
Mrs., Thorsson, the distinguished Under-Secretary of State for Disarmament of Sweden,
and to Sir Antony Acland, the distinguished Deputy Under—Secretary for Foreign Affairs
of the United Kingdom. : '

Although the Committee starts today the consideration of item 5, entitled:
New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such veapons; radiological
weapons, let me be permitted to deal first in a brief manner with some questions
related to items 1 and 2 of our agenda. o

Many delegations have underlined the responsibility of our Committee, as the
single multilateral negotiating forum for disarmament, in connection with the present
alarming situation which is characterized by the growing danger of the outbreak of a
miclear war. The reasons for this situation are well knowm: the decision of NATO to
seek military superiority, the so-called doctrine of limited nuclear war, the decision
to deploy medium-range nuclear missiles in western BEurope and, let me add, the
constant danger of a nuclear holocaust which could be caused by a technical failure
or by human error.

Last week we all heard a moving statement by the head of the Soviet delegation
on the terrifying consequences of a nuclear war, including its so-called limited
version. As to the pretext advanced by the United States and ité allies to justify
their drive for military superiority, it has been time and again proved, both here
in the Committee and elsewhere, as completely false. In the International Herald
Tribune of 4~5 July, iir. Stevhen Cohen, rrofzezar of wolitics ot Tzinceton
University and a member of the American Committee on Bast-West Accord, joined his
voice to that of many others criticizing the present policy course of the United States
Administration and pinpointing the real cause of tensions in the world today and the
factual motives of Washington in its rush for another headstart in the arms race.
"The crisis", writes S. Cohen, "existed well before 1979, and the United States
contributed significantly to it by violations of earlier détente promises to Moscow ——
for example, promises of most-favoured-nation status in trade and credits, of
ratification of SALT-II, and of an evenhanded policy toward China «." "That
underlying cause'", continues the author, Hintuitively understood but almost never
stated —— is the issue of -political, not military, parity, or vhat may be called
the parity principle." And he goes on to say: "Enthralled by 64 years of anti=
Sovietism and by a long history of being the only superpower, many U.S. leaders
and substantial segments of public opinion persist in seeing the Soviet Union mainly
as 'godless', 'terroristic' and an 'evil force' without any legitimate political =
shatus or entitlement in the world... But it is this unwillingness to concede
political parity that repeatedly causes U.S. diplomacy to succumb to militaristic
policies, as acceptance of the necessity of military parity succumbs to the chimera
of superiority, and episodes of détente succumb to cold war."

This is where the American shoe pinches.

Under the present dangerous circumstances the most important task is to prevent
the outbreak of a nuclear war, to curb the arms race in general and the muclear arms
race in particular. These lofty aims call for negotiations. In the nuclear age, in
the shadow of a nuclear holocaust which could lead to the elimination of mankind and
human civilization, there is no other method of solving the problems, however acute
and complex they are.
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In this connection the Hungarian people. Govermment and parliament attach special
importance to the appeal of the Supreme ch1et of the Soviet Union to the parliaments
and peoples of the world. During the meeting of the Hungarian National Assembly on
25 June the speaker of this high body stated the following: "The Hungarian National
Assembly declares its agreement with and support to the Soviet peace initiatives. It
is convinced that by common efforts of the peoples and by effective actions of all
peaceloving and reasonable forces it is possible to avert the dangers threatening the
peace and security of mankind. As it has done so far, the Hungarian People's Republic
will take part in the future in these initiatives and is ready to contribute to their

realization".

The threefold maxims aimed at the prevention of a nuclear war and curbing the
nuclear arms race could be characterized the following way: no more development of
miclear weapons; .no more nuclear weapons tests, and no more deployment of nuclear
weapons. My delegation shares the vieu.expressed by many delegations that the
Committee on Disarmament should start substantive negotiations on these vital issues
if the Committee, or more precisely each member of the Committee, really adheres to
the consensus reached during the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as contained in the key paragraph 50 of
its Final Document.

In connection with the general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests,
I see no need to go into the details of how important this achievement would be for
curbing the nuclear axrms race, for strengthening the NPT régime and for the
improvement of the international political climate. The Hungarian delegation supports
the establishment of an ad hoc working group with the participation of all nuclear-
weapon States aimed at the elaboration and adoption of a CIBT also with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon States.

The comprehensive test-ban negotiations would be greatly and very favourably
influenced by a onc-year moratorium by all nuclear-weapon States. The Hungarian
delegation, like many others, considers as very important the resumption of the
trilateral negotiations, which were interrupted by the Western side in Novembex 1980.

In comnection with a CTB, my delegation a,ttacheu sreat importance to the work
of the Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts in the work of whlcn a Hungarian expert has
actively participated. The results of the experts' work have already provided
considerable ground for the establishment of an international seismic data exchange
gsystem within the framework of a treaty on a general and complete prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests.

Turning to agenda item 2, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament", the Hungarian delegation shares the view expressed by many delegations
that negotiations on these issues are the best way to curb the nuclear arms race and
to eliminate the danger of a nuclear war. It vas vith this lofty aim in mind that
the delegations of a group of socialist countries already in 1979 submitted the
well=known document CD/4 which contains proposals aimed at facilitating the earliest

<possible starting of negotiations on nuclear disarmament. To be quite frank, the
Committee has lost more than two years: because of the opposition of some western
countries, the Committee has not been able to start substantive negotiations on this

vitally important issue.
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, Now we are confronting the same refusal of some western countries in connection
vith the establishment of an ad hoc working group on item 2 on ouf agenda. The
Hungarian delegation supports the establishment of an ad hoc working group on nuclear
disarmament, but, at the same time, is ready to consider any other constructive ideas
for multilateral negotiations on this item. In this connection, my delegation looks
forward with great interest to the proposals which will be submitted today by
Ambassador Herder, the distinguished representative of the German Democratic Republic
and expresses the hope that these proposals may facilitate the further work of our
Committee on this vitally important issue. The participation of all nuclear-weapon
States in the process aimed at the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament continues to bo a prerequisite of meaningful negouletlons.

In the flela of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
special responsibilities are borne by the USSR and the United States. The Hungarian
Government welcomed the signature of the SALT-IT agreement, the ratlflcatlon of which
has been postponed indefinitely by the United States.

Hungary favours the resumption of the SALT negotiations, the sooner the better,
and attaches great importance to the entry into force of the SALT-II agreement.,

As is well known, the Soviet Union called for an early resumption of the SALT
negotiations and for the continuation ox the start of other talks on nuclear
disarmament questions with the United States. But it looks as if some highly placed
Administration officials are still not in a negotiating mood., Apart from the long
delays vhich have been caused by them regarding such talks, they have adopted
and steadfastly pursue linkage tactics. This dangerous approach actually boils down
to a capricious condition: either the Soviet Union behaves like Washington wants
it to or there will be no talks. Such tactics, which have been the subject of
extensive and most unfavourable commentaries in the world press, are rightly causing
great concern in the international community, particularly now that the global
situation has been deteriorating. It is precisely because of growing tensions that
talks on nuclear arms limitations should be resumed as soon as possible and not
delayed under artificial pretexts. The socialist States, including the Soviet Union
as well as non-aligned-countries, as is clear from the stabtement by their Foreign
Ministers in New Delhi earlier this year, firmly believe that increased tensions
in the world today demand more urgently than ever before a resumption of a. constructive
dialogue between the USSR and the United States on matters in question.

My delegation has already expressed its support for the establishment of two
vorking groups on items 1 and 2 of our agenda. In connection with the possible
mandates of these working groups, useful ideas have been put forward by the Group
of socialist countries and by the Group of 21. These proposals require serious
consideration and appropriate decision. ' :

The Hungarian delegation attaches great importance to the prevention of the
geographical spread of nuclear weapons., It was the Hungarian delegation which, on
behalf of 16 delegations, submitted a draft resolution on this issue to the :
United Navions General Assembly at its last session. The draft resolution was adopted
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by an overwhelming majority. Resolution 35/156 C calls for our Committee to ‘
proceed without delay to talks with a.view to elaborating an international agreement :
on the non-statioring of nuclear weapons on the territory of States where there are no
such weapons at present. Unforbtunately the Committee has not yet responded to this
resolubtion in an appropriatc manner, despite the growing importance and urgency of the
matter.

I would now like to turn to item 5 of the Committee's agenda, "New types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons."

As members of the Committee will recall, it was the delegation of the Soviet Union
~which in 1975 submitted a propecsal and a draft international agreement to the
United Nations General Assembly aimed at effectively prohibiting new types of weapons
of mass destruction, The importance and urgency of this quéStion is clearly reflected
in paragraph 77 of the Pinal Document of the General Assembly's first special session
on disarmament which states: "In order to help prevent a qualitative arms race and so
that scientific and technological achievements may ultimately be used solely for
peaceful purposes, effective measures should be taken to avoid the danger and prevent
the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific
principles and achievements. Efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the
prohibition of such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction.”

The Hungarian delegation continues to be convinced that the best organizational
way to deal with these questions would be the establishment of an ad hoc group of
qualified governmental experts, as proposed by the delegation of the Soviet Union
early in 1978, and a comprehensive approach would be the best method for preventing
the emergencc of new weapons of mass destruction, in the form of a comprehensive
agreement supplemented by individual agreements on particular types of new weapons
of mass destruction.

At its last session the United Nations General Assembly adopted resolution 35/149,
vhich requests our Jommittee, "... in the light of its existing priorities, to
continue negotiations, with the assistance of qualified govermmental experts, with a
view to preparing a draft comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development
and manufacture of nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
wveapons, and to draft possible agreements on particular types of such weapons."

Unfortunately the CD has been prevented from dealing in an appropriate manner
vith these questions because of the reluctance of some countries. These delegations
consider the problem of new weapons of mass destruction either as non~existent or as not
urgent, despite the press reports on the development of new weapons of mass destruction,
In this connection I would like to mention only the question of neutron wéapons. The
revival of the plans aimed at the production and deployment of neutron weapons in
western Burope gives special importance and urgency to this question. The draft treaty
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in connection with the prohibition of neutron weapons éubmitted by the Soviet Union '
and other socialist countries already in 1978 under these circumstances must
have moré importance and actuality.

‘Led by the desire to promcte the in-depth consideration of issues related to
the question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction, and
taking into account the differing approaches to the organizational aspects as well
as to the basic approach to the substance of the question, the Hungarian delegation
proposed, in document CD/174, +le holding of informzl meetings of the Committee on the
prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction, vith the participation of experts.

The Committee on Disarmament at its 133rd meeting, on 30 June, adopted a decision
which says: "The Committee decides to hold informal meetlngs under item 5, New types
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons ... The number of
these informal meetings and their dates will be annotunced’ by the Chairman after
consultations with members"., Since then, the Chairman of the Committee has
announced that the two informal meetings on this subject will be held on 27 and
31 July.

On behalf of the Hungarian delegation I would like to express our thanks to
delegations for supporting this modest Hungarian initiative and also to express
the hope that many delegations will be assisted by experts when the Committee
deals with this important question in the framework of informal consultations, These
informal meetings offer a special opportunity for every delegation to address itself
in connection with questlons related to the prohibition of new weapons of mass
destructlon.~ '

The Hungarian delegation is convinced that the Committee's informal meetings
on this matter will be a step forward in the discharge of the responsibilities
assigned to it in connection with the prohibition of the development and manufacture
of new types of weapon° of mass destructlon and new systems of such weapons.'

.The CHAIRMAN: I thank thexdistinguished-representatiye~of Hungary fbr his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr., HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr. Chairman, our plenary meetings
this week are devoted to a highly topical guestion —— the-prohibition-of the
development and production of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new -
systems of such weapons. Since 1975 when the USSR advanced this proposal, it has
been supported by my country. In doing so we have fecognized the importance of
such a step for halting the arms race, It would, especially, curb the
qualitative arms race which not only is likely to destabilize the international
military balance but also threatens to undermine negotiations on arms limitation
and disarmament. ' :

It stands to reason that the prohibition of existing weapons of mass
destruction, in particular nuclear weapons, should be given highest priority in
negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament. This direction of our efforts
should be effectively complemented by a preventive prohibition of weapons of mass
destruction which may be developed in the future, either on the basis of scientific
and technological principles that are known today but have not yet been applied
individually or jointly to develop weapons of mass destruction, or on the basis of -
scientific and technological principles that may be discovered in the future, and
which will have properties similar to or more powerful than those of existing mass
destruction weapons. ' :

This what I would call double or parallel approach was reflected in the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament and in the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament. Yihy is it then,
we may ask, that a comprehensive preventive agreement in this field has up to now
not been achieved? Everybody here around this table knows the answer. It is
too obvious that those who are not yet ready to prohibit and eliminate existing
weapons of mass destruction are also not prepared to bar future developments in
military research and development from the exploitation of which they expect to
obtain unilateral military advantages. '

Instead of playing an active and constructive paft in elaborating appropriate
instruments to clcse the road to the development of new weayons of mass '
destruction, some delegations here have chosen the opposite course. It has been
argued that the subject of the Soviet proposal was unclear, and that a prohibition
on this subject would hamper the freedom of science and could not be adequately
verified. ~ ' :

As to the scope of the prohibition, since 1976 a whole range of interesting
ideas and proposals have been advanced in the course of the deliberations held in
this Committee. This concerns a general definition of new weapons of mass
destruction, on the one hand, and concrete examples of such weapons, on the other.,
At the same time it is obvious that one cannot expect to have already today a
100 per cent foolproof definition and an exhaustive list of weapons which should
be the subject of preventive action. Demanding this would mean postponing such
a step endlessly and letting the qualitative arms race g0 on. Nobody today is
in & position to foresee concrete future developments which may lead to the
creation of new weapons. Very often even great scientists have misinterpreted
the pace and directions of the use of science and technology for military purposes.
The opinion of Ernest Rutherford concerning nuclear energy was already mentioned
here some days ago. Let me quote some other examples. Thus, Dr. Vannevar Bush,
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one of America's most well-known scientists_during the Second World War, maintained
that the ICBM was & technical impossibility. ‘During the 1950s some scientists
believed that manned spaceflight should be abandoned because "the human system
could not survive 1ts rigours".

Thus the experience of mankind fully speaks in favour of a comprehensive
agreement. Already today such dangerous weapon concepts as particle beam weapons,
infrasonic weapons, electromagnetic radiation weapons, ethnic weapons, etc., are
entering the stage of feasibility. I do not intend to elaborate on ‘them. This
should be done by appropriate experts. Let me only briefly touch upon the
so-called particle beam weapons. Particle beams are streams of highly energetic
atomic-or subatomic sized particles like electrons, protons, hydrogen atoms or
ions, which can burn, melt or fracture the target and generate secondary
radiation., According to some American sources such weapons could be ready for
military use in the early to mid 1990s. They are expected to revolutionize '
warfare.” "It is no secret that corresponding long-range military programmes are
under way in the United States of America. Generally it is emphasized that _
particle:beam weapons should be used for defensive purposes against such targets
as satellites and-missiles. Very often it is forgotten that they could have a
mass destruction capability against biological targets as well. Such a weapon
could be space-based and operate like a large-scale neutron bomb. In this context
a United States officlal was quoted as saying, "This would destroy a population
without breaking a single brick."

It has sometimes been argued that an international agreement on the
prohibition of ‘new weapons of mass destruction would hamper the freedom of scientific-
research. We do not share this perception. It is not the aim of the proposal to
block the peaceful uses of new scientific findings. It is their military use
that should be prohibited; i.e. States parties to an agreement on this subject
would establish and implement appropriate rules to forestall certain military
misuses of scientific findings. I think nobody today complains that the
Convention relating to Diological weapons hampers the peaceful uses of biological
findings.

In past debates the question of verification has also been brought up. It
is surely too early to dwell upon verification at this stage. Detailed
verification arrangements could be agreed upon after the scope of the prohibition
is esgtablished. But there will be a broad range of possibilities for coping
with this question. A verification system could use such means as internal
constitutional procedures, analysis of scientific literature, national technical
means of verification, international exchange of information and other
international procedures. It is widely recognized that an adequate combination
of these means would make the detection of new weapon developments very likely,
especially when they enter the test stage or the stage of production.
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After all, the question of a practical approach to the prohibition of new
weapons of mass destruction should be given an answer. Here we see great merit
in setting up an ad hoc group of experts.  Such a group could consider possible
areas of development of new weapons of mass destruction and elaborate a general
definition of such weapons to be included in an international instrument. Thus,
an adequate scientific approach to this highly complex problem would be assured.
Its study by appropriate scientific experts would allow the CD to concentrate on
its main task, i.e. the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. :

Having said this, I would like to express the dlsapp01ntment of my delegation
that some delegations from the Western group are not yet prepared to join a
consensus on the establishment of such an expert group Whluh, for the time being,
would only have the modest aim of exploring the areas mentioned. This is
especially regrettable because only one or two years ago even some Western .
delegations favoured an expert examination of the‘questioh of new weapons of mass
destruction. We do not know what has changed their position so fast. But how
else than by means of constructive negotiations can the question of new weapons of
mass destruction be explored and solved? -

As for the format of a possible international instrument in this field, we
prefer a comprehensive agreement prohibiting once and for all the development and
production of new weapons and systems of mass destruction. Such an agreement
could contain a list of individual types of new mass destruction weapons, which
could subsequently be amended following scientific development. At the same
time we are prepared to conclude special agreements on individual types of new
weapons of mass destruction, as is the case with radiological weapons. Thus,
there could be a general framework treaty and more detailed agreements concluded .
subsequently. As a useful precedent we regard the Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons and its protocols.

Let me once again appeal especially to those delegations coming from highly
industrialized countries to send their experts to the forthcoming informal
meetings and to play a constructive role in- solving the problems connected with
the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction. At the same time we should
not lose sight of the fact that this question should also be addressed in an
appropriate manner within the framework of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament since it is an indispensable part of a comnrehens1ve approach to
arms limitation and disarmament.

The German Democratic Republic regards an international agreement on the
prohibition of radiological weapons as.a ‘useful means to stop the development of
one new weapon of mass destruction. Furthermore, such an agreement would be a
valuable contribution to the forthcoming second special session of the
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General Assembly devoted to disarmement. Therefore the Ad Hoc Working Group--
should expedite its work in order to finish the draft treaty and thereby. allow

the Committee to concentrate on its main items. During the first part.of -this
segsion the Ad Hoc Working Group made some headway under the efficient leadership’™~
of its chairman, Ambassador Komives of Hungary. We highly appreciate the .~ '
consolidated text submitted by him in April. In our opinion it constltutes

the basis for elaboratlng the final draft treaty. :

With regard to items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda I would like to say
the following. My delegation has followed very attentively the consideration
by the Committee of thege main items during the spring session and the first.
part of the summer sesgion. In the same way, .-I am sure, as many other
delegations here, we came to the conclusion that. the Committee must not allow
itself to be paralysed in its proceeding to the crucial questions of its
mandate. It should exhaust all its possibilities to make '‘at least some headway
before the second special session., '

With regard to a comprehensive test-ban, there are two main problems
involved, Firstly, we favour the earliest possible resumption of the trilateral
talks with the aim of completing the task the three negotiators set before
themselves four years ago. Secondly, we would like to see a more active
involvement of the CD in the solution of problems connected with a complete
and general prohlbltlon of nuclear-weapon tests. :

The views of the German Democratic Republic as well as of other socialist .
countries on this issue have been repeatedly stated. - As we understand it,
the Group of 21 maintains the same approach.. I would like to draw your
attention to document CP@/WP.56 which in-particular says: "The Committee on
Disarmament should undertake without further delay multilateral negotiations
on a Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Such’a treaty should aim at the general and
complete cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons by all States in all
environments for all time to come'. The tripartite negotiators have determined
their attitudes to this proposal. Out of .them, only the Soviet Union has
expressed its readiness to participate in the consideration of the issue
concerning a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon
tests by all States in all environments for all time to. come. We would like
to put a question to the two nuclear-weapon States outside the trilateral
negotiations. As we understand it, they seem to be ready to join a consensus-
on the establishment of an ad hoc working group. It is not clear to us,
however, if they are ready to take part in elaborating a treaty on the complete
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.and to assume appropriate
obligations. We ask for a response to our questions. Their reply will
largely determine the destiny of further efforts made by the Committee as
regards the issue of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon-tests. My delegation
sees especially two advantages in a multilateral approach to a CTB in the
framework of an ad hoc working group. Firstly, all nuclear-weapon States could
explain their concrete approach to such a step which they subscribed to at the
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first special seos1on on disarmament. And what is more, they could contribute
in a practical way to its aohlevement Secondly, through the involvement of
non-nuclear-weapon States a truly multilateral CTBT could be considered. The
proposals tabled by the Group of 21 in document CD/181 we regard as a useful
basis for the elaboration of a mandate for an ad hoc working group on a CTB.

At our last informal meeting on Tuesday, 2 July, I proposed to submit today
a proposal of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic on further actions
concerning item 2 of the Committee's agenda., In line with this I would ask you,
Mr. Chairman, to distribute as a formal CD document the paper my delegation has
Jjust tabled. In this working paper we have tried to give an assessment of the
consideration of item 2 during the first part of our 1981 session. Ve deem the
informal meetings held in March -and April to have played a useful role. But no
practical conclusion leading to the commencement of actual negotiations was
reached. Just at this point the CD should proceed with further actions the aim
of which should be the preparation of substantive negotiations. Therefore my
delegation proposes that you, Mr. Chairman, initiate consultations, in particular
with the delegations of the five nuclear-weapon States, individually or together,
to clarify their approach to the practical preparation of substantive negotlatlons.
In particular those nuclear-weapon States which have until now opposed the
creation of an ad hoc working group could come out with their alternatives. It
is our hope that the informal character of such consultations would be very much
conducive to building up further momentum concerning the commencement of
negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
After these consultations you, Mr. Chairman, could report your conclusions to
the Committee to allow a formal decision on its further proceeding. If you
come to the conclusion that there is sufficient common ground to go ahead, we
could find the appropriate forum in which to solve questions connected with
the start of concrete negotiations. Such questions have been raised by
delegations in different documents.

In the view of my delegation the following substantive and organizational
questions- should, inter alia, be addressed in a structural manner and within the
framework of the preparation of negotiations on item 2:

What could be the concrete approach to the implementation of the stages
of nuclear disarmament envisaged in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. of
the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament?

What parallel steps are necessary to qtrengtnen the 1nternatlonal
political and legal guarantees of States?

What could be the role of the Committee on Disarmament?

What should be the relationship to other negotiations dealing with questions
of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament?

As to the form of such deliberations -- ad hoc working group, contact group,
structured informal meetings, etc. -~ my delegation is very flexible.

If, on the other hand, you, Mr. Chairman, come to the conclusion that there
is no possibility of proceeding in this way we should confess our inability to
cope with our main item and state this as well as the reasons for it in our report
to the General Assembly at its second special session on disarmament.



1r. DI SOUZA B SILVA (Brazil): Ir. Chairman, in my capacity as co-ordinator
of the Group of 21 I have the honour to read out a statement, but before doing so
I should like to offer a word of praise o the Secretariat and particularly to
its documentation service for lhe expediency wiih which this docunent (CD/I92)
was processed.

NSTATIIIWT OF 1.0 Gnoup o 21

w2

(Item 1: HNuclear test ban)

"The Group of 21 deeply regrets that its proposal on the establishment
of an ad hoc working group of the Committee on Disarmament on item 1 of ‘the
agenda, first formulated specifically in document CD/72, dated 4 Iarch 1980,
and reiterated most recently in document CD/1319 dated 24 April 1981, has not
yet been the subject of a decision, despite the urgency of the issue and the
consisteni interest and effort of the Group.

"The Croup ol 21 firmly believes that the general aspects of the question
of the Nuclear Test Ban, as well ac technical issues related thereto, have
-been exhaustively and thoroughly discussed and gstudied. The resulis of ouch
discussions and studies, together with the many General Assembly resolutions
dealing with the matter, clearly indicate that the commencement of rudtilateral
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on this priority item are long
overdue. The Committec on Disarmament, the sole multilateral negotiating
body on questions of disarmament, is the appropriate forum for such
negotiations.

"Aceordingly, the Group of 21 requests that the proposal contained in
document CD/181, which includes the establishment of an ad hoc working group
on item 1 of the agenda and the formulation of its mandate, be taken up by
the Committee at its next official meeting for a decision,

"If, contrary to what could rei.sonably be expected, it were not possivle
to reach a peositive decision, the Group believeg fthat it would be necessary
to examine what further steps should be taken by the Committee to ensure that
its Rules of Proccedurc are not uscd in such a way ag to prevent the Committee
from taking procedural decisions enabling it to conduct negotiations on the
items included on its annual agende.,

"The Group of 21 exnects further that the poarties to the trilateral
negotiations should give careful consideration and provide, jointly or
individually, an adequate response to the questions submitted in
document CD/181 which raise some igssues of deep concern and legitimate
interest to the world compunity."
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Mr, ADENIJI (Nigeria): IMr. Chairman, it is a matter of satisfaction to see
you presiding over the work of the Committee in this month of July vhen a
subgtantial part of our work for the 1981 session will be (one. Your uell-knoun
competence and diplomatic skill, coupled with the untiring efforts of your
delegation and your country in the cause of peace and disarmement, will no doubt
assist the Committee and advance its work. I delegation pledges its fullest
co-operation with you in the discharge of your onerous task. Your distinguished
predecessor, Ambassador Komives of Hungary, deserves our pratitude and appreciation
for the very able manner in which he sicered the vork of the Committee to a
successful take-off in the month of June. May I also welcome to the Committee the
distinguished Ambassadors, Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Jalali of
Iran, Ambassador Jayakoddy of Sri Lanlza and Ambassador Rodrfiguez Navarro of
Venezuela.

Before I speak on the subject of new types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such weapons and in particular radiological weapons allow me
to address a few words to the two most central and priority questions before this
Committee, namely, a nuclear test ban, and the cessation of the nuclear arme race
and nuclear disarmement. The intensity of the consideration of these two items
underscores the importance of these questions not only as indicated in the relevant
resolutions of the General Assenbly, but also ac a direct response to the legitimate
concerns of the international community over the increasing nuclear arms race
and the daily threat of a nuclear war. No one in this Committee can deny the
importance and the urgency attached to these questions, and the need to initiate
subgstantive multilateral nepgotiations as indicated in the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly on disarmament.

Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind, and to intermational peace
and security. However, despite the concern of the international community against the
irrationality of the race for the development and deployment of sophisticated
nuclear weapons, despite the statements made in fthis Committee, the arms race
continues unabated., My country, a non-eligned and developing country, fiymly believes
that the arms race, particulerly in its nuclear asvects, runs counter to efforts to
achieve further relaxation of international tension, to establish international
relations based on peaceful coexistence, and to develop Lroad international
co-operation and understanding on the basis of the new international economic order.

It is a matter of regret and dissatisfaction therefore that the Committee
on Disarmament; the single multilateral negotiating body, has nct been able to
initiate substantive negotiations on these two very important items. The reasons,
of course, are well-known., Two of the five nuclear-weapon States sitting in this
Committee have not been able to join the consensus which almost exists within the
Committee for the eslablishment of the relevant working groups. It is very
frustrating that those nuclear-weapon States should continue to hold back the work
of the Committee owing to uhat I believe are their narrow security perceptions.
This development is certainly not a good omen for negotiaticns within the Committee,
vet it is expected that the Committee on Disarmament should make a positive
contribution to the achievement of general and complete disarmament through the
early conclusion of agreements on the urgent disarmament measures listed in
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paragraph 50 of the Final Document, as well as the conclusion of a treaty on the:
cessation of nculear-weapon testing by 211 States, The responsibility of %he CD
for making progress on the accomplishment of these tasks becomes more pressing

as we enter the Second Disarmament Decnde and zpnroach the second special session
of the General Aassembly devoted to disarmament scheduled for 1982.

My delegaiion remains convinced that vwerking grouns provide the most effective
mechanism for negotiations in this Committee. This is why we would like to recall
and fully endorse the proposals of the Groupn of 21 contained in cocunents CD/180‘
and 181, and support the call that this Committee should examine those proposals
in detail and take concrete decicions on them. We have for some time held
informal meetings on these tuo gubjects. If further informal meetings are to be
productive, then the discuszions should be arranged to address specific issues
relating to the general subliects under agenda items 1 and 2, In view of the time
factor and the fundamental importance of item 1, in particular, it is my belief that
some priority consideration should be given to that item. Ambassador de Souza e Silva
this morning read a statement on that item on behalf .of the Group of 21; needless
to say, my delegation fully associates itself with that statement. The three
nuclear-weapon States which vere engaged in separate negoiiations -- we no longer
presume that those negotiations are in progress —- should respond, either collectively
or individually, to the pertinent questions that were raised in document CD/181'
so that we may know why the call for an early conclusion of their negotiations
and the submission of the treaty to the (D has not been heeded up to date. It is
pertinent also in this connection to recall the proposal made by the distinguished
representative of Pakistan that a structured discussion on the issues of scope;
verification and the final clauses of a nuclear test ban itreaty should be undertalken.
This is a constructive proposal and we hope that it will be considered with all
the seriousness it deserves by the Committee.

As regards the cessation of the nuclear armg race and nuclear disarmament,
my delegation continues to find unacceptable the delay in the work caused by the.
reasoning that nuclear weapons act as a deterrent to war and that we should
therefore learn to live with a continuous increase in these weapons. The reverse
we believe, is the case, as the accumulation of such weapons, and indeed the
competitiveness of the amme build-up, is by itself a source of insecurity to the
major militaxry Powers and *o the world at large. The doctrines of deterrence,
strategic balance and parity are all based on the narrow security interests of the
nuclear-veapon States which fail to take into consideration the vital security ‘
interests of all States. It is a Tact that the more nuclear-weapon Powers there
are, the greater is the probability of a nuclear war the consequences of which will
affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike. And by the same token the greater
the quality and quantity of nuclear weapons, the greater the risk of nuclear war,
either by deliberate calculation or by accident.

5

Here again my delegation fuliy endorses the proposals which hove boon mnde by
the Group of 21 regarding the mandate of the nroposed working group on item 2 of
our agenda. The elaboration and identification of substantive issues in paragranh 50
of the Final Document would provide an appropriate basis for muliilaieral negotiations.
The basic factors which have been accepted by all as prerequisites for effective
nuclear disarmament negotiation include the undiminished security of all States at
progressively lower levels of existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States;
adequate measures of verification; negotiations in stages, =nd the special
responsibility devolving on the tuo nuclear-weapon States with the largest arsenals.
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These basic factors have been accepted and reflected in the consensus document that
emanated from the first special session on disarmament and therefore should ncot

raise any difficulty. While we agree wiil: the multilateral negotiation of nuclear
disarmament measures in steges, emphasis would no doubt have to be placed on the
cessation of the qualitative and quantitaitive improvement in the arsenals of the
nuclear-weapon States. Otherwise, scientific and technological advances could

render dloarmament negotiations ineffective, if not irrelevant, as we have seen in the
past,

In an address to the inaugural meeting of the third United Nations Fellowship
Programme on Disarmament, I observed that certain Govermments perpetuate the myth
that the more hedvily armed a country is the greater is its security. I use the
word myth because the propositioninmy view ignores the competitiveness which
increased armaments in the possession of one super-Power provoke in the other
super-Power. It ignores the competitiveness which increased armaments in the
possession of one alliance provoke in the other alliance. It ignores the competitivenes:
vhich increased armaments in the possession of one regional Power or even one country
in a region provokes in another regional Power or in another country within the same
region. Such competition gathers its own momentum; it becomes, ag we now see, a vay
of life, and yet we know that this competition, whatever else it may do, certainlj
does not assure the security of any of the Statez concerned although the question of
security is the ostencible reason which is used to justify this mad race.

Anyone who listened to the facts about the effects of a nuclear war so eloquently
given by Ambassador Issraelyan of the USSR at the 134th plenary meeting, »n
Thursday, 2 July 1981, would not only insist that the Committee get down to concrete
negotiations on nuclear disarmament but would also, in the words of another very
distinguished international civil servent, the Commonwealth Secretary-General,

Mr. Ramphal, wonder at "the false rationality which has overtaken reason", in which
"theories of ins tltutlonallaed deterrence, of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons,
of global war and theatre war, all underpinned by the doctrine of mutual assured
destruction —- vewry appropriately termed 'MAD! - are aired and promoted with cool
detachment to enlarge the ovérkill capacity which already exists”.

Indeed, if the present trend in research and development continues, 1t nay
become impossible to control and verifly any agreement which may subsequently be
reached.

The present situation in the Committee on Disarmament, which is nothing short
of a stalemate, has to be broken very soon as it is affecting the morale even of
those of us who sit in the Comm_utee, not to tallk of the great disappointment of
those who come to observe our wor How long can we continue to invoke the complexity
of disarmament issues when even tna marglnal observer of our work knows that we
just do not seem to be trying.

Mlow me now to offer some brief comments on the item on our agenda for this
week. In the statement I made to the plenmary on 14 April 1981, I indicated that the
early conclusion of a radiological veapons convention would give further impetus to
other disarmament negotiations, ond would be a positive contribution by the CD
to an appropriate atmosphere for the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. I also indicated uy delegation's preference for a broad
and comprehensive text that would contain explicit provisions on nuclear disarmament
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and the peaceful uses of radioactive materials for the economic and social
development of all countries but particularly the developing countries. Ly
delegation is haopy to note that he Ad Foc Working Group, under the leadershin
of Ambassador Kowives, continucs tc try o reconcile views and proposals made by
various delegations on the substontive igsues of scope and definition,

Mention should be made of “he Suelish wroposal that the scope of a future
convention should include the prohibition of radiological warfare and the Protection
of nuclear facilities from attacke. The proposal seems to my delegation the mere
relevant in the light of the recent unprecedented Ioraeli attack on the Iragqi nuclear
facility. This act of aggression has received world-wide condemnation, including
that of my own Goverrnment. The joint statement of the Group of 21 contained
in document CD/187 also fully conveys the views of ny delegation. I should also
indicate that I fully agree with the concluding part of the statement made on
2 July 1981 by Ambassador Herder of *“he German Democratic Republic, as follows:

"... this act of State-directed %errorism should make thoce countries
which closely collaborate with Israel in the nuclear field review their
policy in that respect and take appropriate sanctions against the aggressor,
Thereby, legitimate non-proliferation concerns can be met. Otherwise, ve
fear, such an aggressive rdgime as the apartheid clique in Pretoria will be
encouraged tomorrow to attack nuclear facilities in African countries under
the pretext of !'securing its survival!'."

Let me quickly add that in urging the Committee on Disarmament to conclude work
on the radiological weapons convention, I do not wish o be misunderstood as overrating
the importance of such o convention. I% should be dispoged of , however, partly -- and
this is quite significant -- partly to meke Available %he ¥ime now uzed by the Ad Jloc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons for what we believe to pe more important
subjects. " I believe that if the Committee on Disarmament is to contribute as much
as 1t is potentially capable of doing to the second special session on disarmament,
Then it will have to conclude agreements not only of a preventive nature, on
non-existent weapcns, but also of a posit.ve disarmament nature on existing weepons.
Given the political will of mwemberwr Stater, eopecinlly those that have so far held
back, I believe that the Committee on Disarmament may yet be avle to avoid the
inevitable criticism of its performance at the second special session on
disarmament. '

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Nigeria for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed %c the Chaizr. Before I give the
floor to the next speaker, I would like to  consult delegations on the question of
time for including all -the five remaining speakers on our list for this morning.

In view of the fact that this afternoon the Ad Hoc Working Group on a

Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has already been scheduled, I would like %o.
put before the Committee the following alternmatives: we could either continue
tomorrow afternocn at = plenary meeting -and gchedule the informal meeting for the
remaining tirce, or we could suggest that the remaining speakers, at the end of this
morning's session defer their statements until next Tuesday, when the regular
plenary meeting is scheduled,
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russimn)' _
I understand your well-founded concern, Mr. Chairman, as five speskers have yet to take
the floor. I should like to propose the following -- that the representative of Mongolia,
and, if there is still time, the following spesker, the representative of Czechoslovakia,
should be allowed to make their statements. The Soviet delegation, for its part, in
accordance with the policy of unilateral steps and mutual example which the Soviet Union,
as you knew, follows in disarmament questions also, requests that its name should be
moved to the list cf speakers for Tuesday morning, and it calls on other delegations in
a similar position to follow our example.

Mr, FEIN (Netherlands): Mr. Chmlrman, in line with the Netherlands' policy of
reciprocating any unilateral step, ve will agree with the proposal of the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Unionm.

The CHAIRMAN: If there ig time for the representatives of Mongolia and
Czechoslovakia to make their statemepuu, there would still be one other delegation
which is on the list of speakers for today. May I take it that the distinguished
representative of Romania has no objcction to the procedure agreed to by his two
colleagues, namely, to speak on Tuesday? Thank you very much, Ambassador Molita. It
isg therefore decided.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr. Chairman, we are glad

to welcome you, the distinguished representative of India -- a country with which the
Mongclian People's Republic is linked by bonds of long-standing friendship and close
co-operation -- as the Cheiman of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of July.

The Mongolian delegation expresses the hope that under your guidance the work of the
Cormittee on Disarmament will move forward towards the achievoment of the desired
results.

I should like %o note with particular satisfaction the important contributiomn made
towards the Committec's activities by your predecesscr, the esteemed Ambassador of
Hungary, Comrade I. Kimives. His cenergetic and active efforts were largely responsitle
for the successful solution of a number of organizational problems in the month of June.

Allow me to extend a sincere welcome to our new colleagues in the Committee, the
representatives of Sri Lanka, Iran, Argentina and Venczuela, end tc wish them ever;
success in uhulf important migsion.

The Mcngolian delegation, like many others, attaches paramount importence to the
starting of real negotiations in the Committee on Disarmancnt on the question of
ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and graduelly reducing their
stockpiles until they h?ve been completely destroyed. Thut does not nean that we
underestimate the importence of negotiations on questions relating tc new types of
weapons of mags destruction and new systems of such weapons, and bspc—cndlly

radiclogical weapons, on the discussion of which the Commititce has embarked this week.

In this statement I should therefore like tec concentrate once more on the question
of nuclear disarmament.
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Cormittee members are well awarc that a group of socialist countries took the
initiative of .proposing that negotiations should be started on ending the braduction
of nuclear weapons and destroying then., Tat propo%al was presented formally in
- document CD/ of 1 February 1979, which contains ccnorete sugsesticns by the sponsors
regarding the subject of negotiastions, the stages and tining of negotiations and
preparations for them. VWith roepect o tiwip. the sponsors proposed that. the
preparatery consultations ghould be staried ﬂt oncc, with 2 vicw to beginning the

..L v

C”“tl tions on the substancze of the pr blen that very year —-- in 1979.

In the sanc proposal, the socielist ccuntries cnce nore reaffirmed and emphasized
their steadfasgt view that agreement on this important problem can be reached only
provided there is strict observance of the principle of the inviolability of the
parties' security. The sponsors of the proposal also. stressced that the elaberation
and inplementation of measures in the ficld of nuclear disarmancnt should be butiressed
by the parallel strengthening of politicel and international legel guarantees of the
security of States. They especially emphasized that appropriate negotiations sihould
be conducted with the participation of all nuﬂlvar—voapon States without exception,
as well as of a ccrtain number of non-nuclear weapon States, and that the Committee
on Disarmancent thereforc offcred a suitable forum for preparing and conducting
negotiations on nuclear disarmament,

We are regretfully obliged to note that the Commititee on Dio rmanent is now

engaged in its third scssion since the well-knovn proposal by the greo p of socialist
countries was placed before it, but still no progress has been made_on this natter.

To be fair, it should also be noted that during this period, first at the 1nformal
consultations and lator at both informal and formal mectings of the Committee, th
has been a useful exchange of views in the course of which the sponsors of document CD/%
have given detailed explanations of their position of principle on the matter and have
replied to questions of interest to individual members of the Committee.

More recently, the Group of 21 has sutaitted p ﬂoposals for the establishment
ad hoc worlting groups for the con otion of Wtbhu I and 2 ¢f the agenda -- proposals
vihich have been supported by the dplb; ticns of socialist coun*vleg. As you know,
these proposals have met with objections on the part of certain nuclear-veapon States.

()

ks you know, o
of cther concrete p
working group to co

ounvries have also made a number
the establichment of a
roblem of *the non-stationing of
nuclear weapons on t‘c tnrrlthry of St&bCo vh re are none at present, and a
proposal fox the establishment of o sroup of exp0"ts to congsider the questicn of the
prchloltlon of new tvreo and systcms of weapons of noss destruction., Those are only
-

twvo of the various suggestions and pro gwsals put fo;waﬂa by the group of ercialist
counvries in the Committcee on Disarmancent,
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However, for reasons we all know, negotiations on the substance of the question
of ending the production of nuclear weapons and destroying thon have nct yet begun in
this forun. hc have never denied the positive develouments in thb activities of thc
Cormittece on Disarmament. On the contrary, ve have always noted and we again cophasize
the importence of meintaining in the future the business-like trend that has appeared
in the Comalttee's work.
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Unfortunately, the constructive spirit shown in the Committee has come up against
opposition from certain delegatigns which have attenpted to poison the business-like
atmosphere of the nagotiations and to intrcluce into the Comnittee's work questions
whicih bear no relation to its activities, as happened, for example, during the spring
part of its 1980 session., In sgying this we do not vish in any way to dramatize the
ocourrence of undesirable situatisns of this kind in the Committee. Now as before,
we are for a business-like and constructive approach to the substance of the problens
before us and for the manifestation of political will and determination in seeking
vays of achieving genuine results in the difficult tasi of solving urgent problems
in the sphere of the limitation of the amms race and disamanment.

In this connection, I should like to draw attention to document CD/182 containing
a statement of a group of socialist countries, including Mongolia, on the results of
the first part of the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmement. I do not think
that 1t is necessary for me to dwell in detail on the contents of that document. It
states clearly and unequivocally its sponsors' positions on all the main itemns on the
Comittee's agenda, as well as on other urgent problems.

1 should like to supplement the above by saying that Mongolia's supreme
legislative body, the Great People's Khursl, addressed a message sane days agoe to the
parlianents and pooples of 211 countries of Asia and the Pacific Ocean. The message
contains an appeal for united efforts in the strusgle to avert the threat of war,
to establish a durable peace and to develop mutually advantageous co-operation among
States. It reaffirms Mongolis's firvm support for the proposal to convert the regicn
of gouth-east Asia and the Indian Ocean inte a zone of peace and co-operation and for
the proposal for the egstablishment of a nuclear-veapon-free zone in the Pacific and
the elaboraticn of confidence-building measureg in *the Far East.

The message emphasizes that Mongolia, for its part, has proposed the conclusion of
a convention on nutual non-aggression and the non-use of force in relations among States
of Asia and the Pacific Ocean and the convening for that purpose of a confercnce of

the countries of tisge regions, to which al” pemmanent nmeombers of the Security Council

could bhe invited.

As you know, this propossl by Mongolia was formulated in the foreign policy
procramne enunciated in the decigiong of the eisghteenth congress of the Mongolian
People's Revoiutionary Party which was held recently. :

1% ' Y

Reaffimming the Mongolian Peo
and disarmanrient, our Party Congres
People's Republic, in close co-opera
countries, would:

ple's devotion to the lofty ideals of peace, détente
s proclained in its decisions that the Mongolian
ation with the Soviet Union and other socialist

"Actively and consistently pursue the policy of consclidating détente and
improving the international situation;

Promote in every way the implenentation of the peace initiatives advanced by
the XXVI Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as a follow-up
to the Peace Programmej;
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Support the efforts of peace-lovinz States to curb the 2zms race and adopt
efféctive messures in the field of nilitary détentc and discimament;
7
J er internaticnal

Centribute vithin the framewvork of the United Havions and oth
cricenizations to efforts ained ot finding c cueti

pressing preohlens of todays

Contribute in evéry way to strengthening peace and security in lAsia through

joint efforis of .eien States;

Vork for a further cxpension cof the politicel dialogue ond equal co-operation
in various ficlds with the countrics of fszia.'

(Docunent CD/189)
In giving o detalled description of the foreign policy line adopted by the
Mongolian People's Republic I am prompted by the fact that many of the proposals and
initiatives in the field of disarmament pubforrverd by the Soviet Union and othex
socialist countries have a dirvect connection with the work of the Committee on Disarmament.

In his report to the sighteenth congress of the Mongelian People's Revolutionary
Party, the General Sccretary of the Central Committee of the MPRP, President of the
Presidium of the Great People's XKhural of the Mongolian People's Republic,

Comrade Yu Tsedenbal said: "in inportant part in the implementation of the foreign
policy of the Mongolian People's Republic is played by our activities in the

United Nations, the Committec on Disarmament and other international organizations.
In those organizations, our country, together with the Scviet Unicn and other States
nf the socialist community, is actively working for a positive solution t» the key
problems of our time, including preblems comnected with the deepening of détente,
the strengthening of universal peace and security, the halting of the arms race and
the adoption of effective measures in the spherc of disarmament'”.

ks an Asian State, the Mongolian People's Republic, together with other peace-loving
countries, is deeply concerned at the sewviocus aggravation of the situation in the vast
4isian continent, the gwowth of contres of tension and conflict as a result of the
stepping-up of attempts by imperialist and hegenonist forcos to revive militarism and
knock together a new military and political allisnce, and to expend "strategic
partnership" through deliveries of United States offensive weapons.

During the period since the Second World Wer there have been more wars and
conflicts in fLsia than in any other reglon of the world.

The tracedies of Hiroshime and Nagasaki are still fresh in the memories of the
peoples of that great continent., Thehorrors of the Korean var, when bacteriological
mesns of destruction were used, have not been forgotten., The wounds are not yet fully
healed that were inflicted upcn heroic Vict Nam by repeated foreign aggression, in the
course of which extensive use was made of chemical weapons, napalm and other pernicious
neans of destroying the peaceful population and the environment.

The crisis in the Near Fast is being exacerbated every deay. Jn attempt has been
nade to test the reliability of "ropid deployuent forces™ in the area of the Persian Gulf,
o

wvith results that are known t
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In that connection I should like to mention the recent savage bombing raid carried
out by the Israeli air force ageinst a nuclear research centre in Iraqg, which has been
videly condemned in many countries through ut the world, inciuding Mongolia. This
act of internaticnel terrorism and tyranny, clevated by Isracl to the status of State
policy, has been resclutely condemned in the Cormittee on Disarmament and other forums
as a flagrant viclation of the norns of international lezw.

fis for the policies and actions of those who inject tensions into the international
atmosphere and nurture military ideas of various kinds concerning the possibility of
waging "limited nuclear warfare", they represent a dircet challenge to the vital
interests of the peoples of isia and the vhole world.

Tens of hundreds of millions of people today, and not in the countries of Asia
alone, are in acute neced of better food and housing and of a sclution tc the pressing
problems of development. -

That is why it is essential to find a speedy solution to the most burning problem
of our time, that of nuclear disarmament.

In the Mongolian People's Republic, whose working people are at present solemnly
cormenorating the glorious sixtieth anniversary of the establishment of people's powver,
exceptinnal importance is attached to the cause of the relaxation of international
tensions, the achicvement of practical neasures towards the halting of the arms race
and disarmament, and the preservation of peace and sccurity in Asia and throughout the
world. :

It is precisely for this reason that the Mongolian Parliemcnt unanimously
supported the recent appeal of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR to the Parliaments and
pecples of the world, saying that the appeal represcnts a passicnate call for cnergetic
.and immediate action to curb the nuclear weapons race and to solve outstanding
international probleme by the only sensible method, that of negotiations.

In conclusicn, I should like to make some observations on the guestion of the
’
general and complote prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

The Mongolian People's Republic has from the first advocated the comprchensive
solution of this urgent problem, and is still doing so, convinced that only such an
approach can help to limit the possibility of the further gualitative refinement of

nuclear weapons.

dilure to deal with this problem comprchensively that
made possible the emergence new gencration of weapons of mass destruction, namely,
naclear weapons. 4L serious ger lies in the existence of forces which, taking
advantage of the absence of a comprehensive scluticn of this problem, are seekKing to
achicve the further improvenent of this wea

a unilateral superiority.

It was, after all, the
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Hence the urgent need for the earliest possible elaboration and implementation,
with the'participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers without eéxception, of an
international agreement prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests. Such an agreement would
meke 1t possible to take practical measures to prevent the further improvement of
these weapons oi nass destruction. ' '
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(. Erdembileg, Mongolia

The Mongolian delegation is of the view that o situation must not be allowed to
recur in which one or two nuclear-weapon Powers or a number of so-called near-nuclear.
States will again ztand aside from an international agrcement cn the general and
complete prohibition of nuclcar-weapon iesvs. That is why, together with other
delegations of socialist countries, we firmmly advocate that zll nuclear-weapon States
without exception chonld hecons pariice to ony future agreencnt. This means that a
comprehensive prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests is possible only with the
participation of 211 States possessing nuclear weapons.

Lt the Committee's meeting this morning, imbassedor G. Herder, the disiinguished
representavive of the German Democratic Republic, has submitted a working document
containing a business-like proposal for breaking the deadlock in the congideration of
the quostion of the cessation of the nuclear ams vace and nuclear ddsarmament,

The Mongolian dclegation, whose pousition is very clese to that of the Group of 21
wid which supports the ideas advanced in documents CD/180 and CD/181, considers that
in the present situation of a lack »f consensus on the question -7 the establishment
of an ad hoc warking group, the Committee should use all available possibilitics in
order to ensure the preparation of negotiations on nuclear dissrmament.
The Mongolian delegation, together with other socialist countries, fully supports
the proposal of the delegation of the German Domocratic Republic that the Chairman
sheould hold consultations involving the representatives of the five nuclear-weapon
States to determine the future fomms and methods of the start of negotidations and to
work out what spccific questions shell fomm the subject of discussion at such negotiations.

We should now like te¢ hear something from the other participants in the future
negotiations, and in particular the rcpresentatives of the other four nuclear-weapon
States, including the two nuclear-wezpon States not participating in the tripartite
negotiations. We wonder vhether this time they will show any willingness. If it again
proves impossible to achieve o ¢onsensus, the majority of the Committee will oncc more
be perfectly awvare >f the essential reasons which ere preventing this multilateral
negotiating body from ambarking on a2 concrote exenination of the most urgent pricrity
issuc of halting the nuclear weapons race and nuclear disarmament.

The CHiIRMIN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mongolia for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I am glad to announce
that, in view of the lateness of the hour, the distinguished represcntative of
Czechoslovakia has also kindly agreed to defer his statenent to next Tucesday's
plcnary meeting. We deeply appreciate his gesturc.

W

May I now know if any other delegations would like to take the floor? If there
arc none, I would like to draw the Committee's attention to the informal peper
circulated by the secretariat containing a timetablie for meetings to be held by the !
Committee on Disarmament and its subsidiary bLodies during the week of 13 to 17 July 1981,
Distinguished delegates will recell that, at cur infomel necting on 3 July,

I suggested 2 timetable for informal mneetings during the nonth of July, which was
accepted by the Comittee. In accovdance with that recomendation, informal meetings
to be held on 13 and 17 July will be devoted te the consideration of questions

ting to the orgenization of work which are mentioned in the statoment of the
Chairmen at the 129th plenary meeting, at the timc »f the adoption of the Programme of
Viork for the second part of the session. If there ig no objection, I will consider

the Committee accepts this timetable on the understanding that it is indicative

end that we can neke adjustments as we proceed.
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Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, I have, of course, no objection to the
programme of work which you have outlined for the meetings of the Committee and the
working groups for next week. However, I do have a question which I would like

to pose at this point. This concerns, firstly, the manner in which you propose to
proceed with regard to the further consideration of items 1 and 2. I believe that

the Group of 21 has just made a proposal with regard to the formal consideration of
docunient CD/181 and we have also received a proposal from the German Democratic Republic
regarding itam 2. I think we would all be heappy to know how you would like to proceed
on that matter. Secondly, I would be grateful to be infomed of your intentions
regarding the further consideration of the proposal nade by ny delegation regarding

the Israeli attack on the Iragi nuclear facilities.

Mr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socislist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, the Scviet delegation, the delegation of the Hetherlands, the dclegation
of Romania and the delegation of Czechoslovakis have obligingly renounced delivering
their addresses. We proceeded on the assumption that you were closing the meeting,
and therefore if you intend to continue the discussion I request the floor in order
to read cut my statement; it is true that it is 15 pages long, but I shall be obliged
to do this. I rcquest that you immediately close the meciing, and that all
orgenizational matters, including those raised by the representative of Pokistan,
should be discussed tomorrow at the informal meeting., I ask you to decide o
close the meeting immediately or to give the floor to the next speaker for our work
to continue.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished reprosentative of the USSR and would like
to assure him that the intention is not to continue our deliberatians but to decide
upon some of the procedural aspects which I have raised. I would like also to tell
the distinguished representative of Pekistan that the points he has raised are fully
engaging the attention of the Chair and that decisions on this will be anncunced
shortly.

If there arc no further comients, I would now like to take it that the programme
of werk, as I have outlined it, is accepted. I have seven speakers for our next
plenary neeting, on Tuesday, 14 July 1981, including thosc delesations vhich agreed
to defer their statcments to that meeting. I would like tc invite any other
delegations wishing to speak on that occasion tc inscribe their namos as soon as
possible. I may add that Switzerlend has also indicated its intention to speak next
Tuesday on chenical weapons. :

The next plenary meeting of the Comittee on Disarmament will be held on
Tuesday, 14 July, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rosc at 1.20 p.m.
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