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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I declare open the 162nd plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament.

Today, the Committee continues its consideration of item 3 of its agenda,
"Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclzar-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons". However, neabers who
would like to make statements on any other subject relavant to the Committee's
work are free to do so, in accordance with rule 30 of the Rules of Procedure.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Burma,
the United States, Yugoslavia, China, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and
Sweden.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, the representative
of Burma, Ambassador Maung Maung Gyi.

U MAUNG MAUNG GYI (Burma): Mr. Chairman, may I first of all take this
opportunity to express to you our sincere appreciation for the able and
conscientious manner in which the work of this Committee is being conducted
for this month under your chairmanship. I am confident that your endeavours
will contribute positively to the work of this Committ:e.

The subject I propose to deal with somewhat bricfly concerns the test ban
issue, which the international community has rightly considered as a matter of
top priority and is foremost on our agenda for this session. Despite persistent
efforts and attention in this multilateral negotiating forum, as well as in
other fora, a compreshensive test ban has continued to defy solution for over a
quarter of a century. UWhile this state of affairs continues to prevail, new
generations of nuclear weapons have cow2 into existence, made possible largely
by the continued testing of nuclear weapons. Despite legal and political
commitments by the major nuclear Powers, not to mention the moral aspect, a
comprehansive test ban continues to recede beforec us like a uirage.

If we look back at the coursz of events in the history of its negotiations,
a comprehensive test-ban treaty was negotiated with all serious intent and purpose
in the multilateral forum and in 1563 an a7treemcnt was tantalizingly near, the
negotiations having reached a stage where measures on adequate verification
were then negotiated in detail and only a small gap remained to be bridged
between the position of the two sidas. It could perhaps be said that a certain
degree of political will did exist at that time on the part of the Powers concerned,
but perhaps that will was not sufficiently stronz enough to give the necessary
impetus needed for an agreement. And to allay the pleas of an anxious world
concerning the threat to mankind posed by radiocactive fallout caused by atmospheric
testing, cxpediency aade it possible to reach agreement on a partial test--ban
Treaty, which continues to remain vpartial despite the fact that 19 years have
elapsed since its sinnature. Yet today this Committee is confronted with the
situation of not beins able to solve the procedural aspect of the issue and
substantive nezotiations are nowherc in sight. 1In this state of affairs, it is
relevant to reiterate what this dzlegation has said in its statement on
16 February. V= said at that time that, on an issue of such multilateral concern,
it would be most propitious to seck solutions through a multilateral approach
and that the establishment of an ad hoc working group would be most appropriate
for such a purpose, particularly in view of the fact that other apnroaches have
not yielded any encouraging results.
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Ue have been given an explicit mandate by the thirty..sixth scssion of
the United Hations Gencral Lssembly on how we should deal with this issuc.
Resolution 36/84 of the thirty--sixth session of the United Nations General Asscmbly
has clearly urged all members of thoe Committcec to suonport the cireation of an
ad hoc working group, as {rom tie hoginaing of iSos, whieh should begin
multilateral negotiations on a treaty for the prohibition ol all nuclear—-weapon
tests. The resolution goes.fuirthor on to say that this Committce should euxert
its best endeavours so that it may transmit to the second special session of the
United Nations General assembly davoted to disarniment a multilat:irally
negotiated text of such a treaty. le therefore have a mandate to comply with and
the international community will not unuerstand us if we could not even asrec to
n2gotiate on an issuc of such importance.

It has recently hzen asscrted in this Comnittee that a test ban cannot of
itself end the threat posad hy nuclear wezpons and that limitations on testing
must necessarily be considered withiin the hroad range of nuclear issues. We do of
course realize that neitheir the test ban itself nor, for that matter, other measures
of nuclecar disarmament, each by itself, can eliminate the threat of nuclecar wzapons.
For the only way to remove such thrcat is the complete e¢limination of nuclear
weapons. DBut each of these measures, including the ban on nuclear testing, could
help eliminate such a threat. Ue fzel that an attcapt to link the solution of
onea measure with the solution of another would complicate the issue and to our
mind would neithor be practical nor desirable. The cessation of nuclear--weapon
tests descrves to be treated on its own merit and not on the merit of other
nuclear disarmament issues. This is the approach that has been taken all along
and to depart from such an approach would make the solution of the test ban issue
intractable.

Needless to say, in the solution of disarmament umeasures, the two principles
that need to be resolved are the principle of equitable balance and the principle
of adequate verification. The need foir the principle of balance is mentioned
explicitly in paragraph 29 of thc Final Document of the first special session
of the United Nations General assembly devoted to disarmament and the principle
of adequate verification is statud in parazraph 31 of the same Document. Because
the test ban does not involve any physical change in the armaments of States,
the principle of maintaining an equitable balance has resolved itself and we can
say that, on this score, a test ban has its obvious advantage and we fail to
understand why such an advantaga could not be scized upon. Perhaps the tendency
to assert that a test ban cannot of itself recduce the threat of nuclear weapons
arises from the fact that it involves no actual reduction of nuclear weapons.

No doubt a test ban by itself cannot alter the existinm state of affairs. But
what we should bear in mind is that its significancc lies_ in curbing tac
qualitative aspect of the nuclcar arms race.

As to what the nature of a nuclear test-ban trenty should be, our long-
standing attitude is that o direct approacn to the main objective would be preferable
to taking the road with detours. MNearly two decades have passed since the signing
of the partial test-ban Treaty ond surely it is not too much to opt for the
ultimate treaty that woula lenve no loopholes. 71 think we should be able to get
our bearings if we look at the aatter from an objective -pproach rather than a
subjective one. Our objective should 7o further than putting additional technical
constraints on testing vhilc contuinuing to condonc¢ the search for new waapons
through testing. Our objectivc should be to uzchieve 2 treaty tnot would completely
halt one very important aspect of tha: nuclear arms race by the total prohihition
of all nuclenr-~weapon tests for all time.
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‘The CHAIRMiN (translated from French): I thank the represcntative of Burma
for his statemcent and for the kind words he addressed to tne Chair. I now give
the floor to the representative of the United States, Ambassador Fields.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of .merica;: r. Chairman, our agenda for this week
concerns the subject of effective internationzl arrangeaents to assure non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of usc of nuclear weapons. However, in
light of the great interest evidenced in this Committece and the ongoing consultations
being conducted by you, Sir, I will speak today regarding items 1 and 2 of our
agenda, the nuclear test ban and nuclear disarmament.

In this context, I want to address the numcrous thoughtful questions and
suggestions put to my delezation durinzy our informal and picnary mcetings on
these itens and to give the views of my Goverament on how the Committee on
Disarmament might best procced to consider the question of 2 nuclear test ban.

The position of my Government regarding a comprehensive test ban has already
been clearly stated in this body. The achievement of a complete cessation of
nuclear explosions remains an element in the full range of long-term United States
arms control objectives. However, we do not believe that, under present
circumstances, such 2 ban could help to rcduce the threat of nuclear weapons or
maintain the stability of thc nuclear balance. The Unitaed States is actively
pursuing the first steps of the programme outlined by President Reagan last
13 November to reduce nuclear weapons. These issues are the most serious issues
which any nation .- nuclear.-.weapon State or non-nuclear.-ueapon State -~ can address.
The elaments of United States nuclear arms control nolicy --- includinz the ongoing
negotiations on intermediate-range nuclaiar forces and the preparations to begin
stratesic arms reduction negotiations - provide compelling evidence of the
seriousness which the United States attaches to nuclear arms contiol and disarmament.

The issue now bafore this Committec is the most appropriate procedure to
follow regarding items 1 and 2 of the agenda. A number of delegations have posed
serious questions as to how thec legitimat. sccurity concerns of non--nuclear-
weapon States should be considered in the lizht of thc need for nuclear~weapon
States to address amonsst themselves issues affecting nuclear disarmament. Doubts
have 21l1so been expressed as to how this Committee can function as a multilateral
negotiating body if it does not address nuclear issues, which we 31l agree are of
primary importance. Jnd, specifically, questions have been raised and suggestions
made as to the best way for the Committee on Disarmament to proceed on the nuclear
test ban issue.

Let me briefly give the views of my delegation on the issues underlying
these questions.

First, my delegation beliceves the Committee on Disarmament should address
every issue which relates to the vital security interests of 21l States,; including
the control, reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons. The Committee
on Disarmament, the only disarmanent body in which 211 five nuclear-weapon States
participate, is an appropriate forum for dealing with the interest in nuclear
disarmament ~- an interest deeply shared by all States. Hevertheless, ny
delegation continues to believe that establishinz a subsidiary body to negotiate
on nuclear disarmament would not be a productive step at this time, especially
in view of the fect that such negotiations have bzgun amnong certain of the
nuclear-weapon States. I also reczll the numeirous occasions on which the
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nuclear-weapon States have been reminded that thcy have the primary responsibility
for undertaking such negotiations. Therefore; with regard to agenda iteém 2, while
we recognize the legitimate role of the Committee, we continuec to believe that

these issucs should be addressed in informnl meetings, as vwe have done in the past.

Second, the United States fully shares the view expressed by many delegations
that the Committee on Disarmament must effactively discharge its responsibilities.
In evidence of this fact, my delegation is actively engaged in the efforts being
made in the Committe to reach agrecement on a multilateral convention on the
complete prohibition of radiological weapons. Moreover, the Cormittee is also
hard at work in laying the foundations for a complete and verifiable prohibition
of chemical weapons, whose use, sadly, is all too familiar to mankind and whose
elimination is an urzent task. President Reagan has stated that achievement of
such a prohibition -- effective and verifiable -~ is a goal of the United States
and we intend to pursue that goal vigorously in this forun.

Finally, I would like to speak briefly regarding the nuclear test ban issue
vhich heads our agenda. My delegation has, on numerous occasions, made known its
views on ways of dealing with this item and has stated that the establishment of
a subsidiary body on the nuclear test ban issue did not appear to be the most
effective way to proceed. At the same time, we have listened attentively to the
numerous interventions made on this issue, in keeping with out pledge to consider
carefully and seriously the views of other delegations. is is well knoun, our
distinguished Chairman has been engaged in extensive consultations on nuclear
questions, including the nuclear test ban. We have participated in those
consultations and have carefully considered the positions of other delegations,
particularly regarding agenda item 1.

I have already stated the position of my Government rezarding the broad issue
of a comprchensive test ban and thnat position remains unchanged. However, my
delegation believes that the Committee on Disarmament has a legitimate interest
in all disarm2ment issues and an obligation to make a substantial contribution
to the disarmam=nt process in all its aspects, including consideration of the.
issues, such as agenda item 1, on which the negotiation of an agreement, for
whatever reasons, may not be propitious at the time.

Foremost among the concerns which surround the question of a comprehensive
test ban are the issues of effective verification of and compliance with such
an agreement. Indeed, these concerns have been a2 constant preoccupation of this
Committee and its predecessor body for at least a decade.

My delegation believes that the Committee can mzke a useful contribution
in this regard and,. furthe:, that work in this area can begin now. Tnerefore, if
a consensus can be developed to establish a subsidiary body to discuss and define
issues relating to verification and compliance which would have to be dealt with
in any comprechensive test-ban agreement, my delegation will join that consensus.

I believe that a serious examination of these e:xtiemely important issues, in
all their aspects, in the Committee on Disarmament would be a step forward. My
delegation looiks forward to consulting with you, Mr. Chairman, as well as with
other delegations on the establishment of such a subsidiary dody and the mandate
to be given to it.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
United States of America for his statement and am very grateful to hia for the very
kind words he had tc say about me and the relations between the United States and
ny country. The next speaker on my list is the representative of Yugoslavia,
tir. Mihajlovié.

ir., MIHAJLOVIC (Yuzoslavia): In its statement today, the Yugoslav delegation
intended to speak at some length on the item relating to the comprehensive test ban.
In part of my statement, I wished to say that we are pleased that efforts . have been
made on your part through informal consultations with delegations to arrive at a
satisfactory solution with respect to the Committee's handling of the two priority
items, items 1 and 2, of its agenda. 'Yhatever the outcome of your consultations,
and we sincerely hope that it will be fruitful, we think that the Committec should
take a decision as soon as possible with respect to the implementation of
United Nations General Assembly resolution 35/84, which calls for the creation by
the Committee, as from the besinning of its session in 1962, of an ad hoc working
group which should begin the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the
prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests.

However, what was just saicd, what was just stated by the distinguished
representative of the United States of America -- part of which we were glad to
hear -~ requires that we should carefully study this proposal before speaking on
the subject. I will therefore reserve the risht of my delesation to speak on the
issue of the comprehensive test ban at a later date.

The CHAIRIAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Yugoslavia
for his statement. I now give the floor to the representative of China,
Minister Tian Jin.

Mr. TIAN JIN (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. Chairman, today I would
like to state briefly some views on the quzstion of security assurances by nuclear
States to non-nuclear States.

The provision of security assurances by nuclear States to non-nuclear States
is a universal and urgent demand of non-nuclear countries as well as an obligation
of nuclear States. This is an ineluctable requirement posed by the current state
of world nuclear armaments. Of over 100 countries in the world, only 5 possess
nuclear weapons and 97 per cent of the total number of nuclear warheads are
concentrated in the hands of the two Sunerpowers. The two Superpowers are steoping
up the arms race, ceaselessly ¢xpandins their nuclear arsenals and contending with
each other fiercely, thus posins a srave threat to world peace and the security
of all States. It is therefore evident that it is incumbent upon all nuclear States
to provide security assurances to non-nuclear States and that the major nuclear
Powers with the largest nuclear arsenals, in particular, bear a major and
unshirkable responsibility in this regard.
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China's pesition on security assurances to non-nuclear States is consistent
and unequivocal. We are aware of our responsibility as a‘'nuclear State. We have
on more than one occasion affirmed that the fundamental way to eliwmiriate the danger
of nuclear war and nuclear threat is the complete prohibition and total destruction
of nuclear weapons. But since this is not something that can be readlly achieved
overnight, the least the ruclear States can do is to undertake not t¢ ‘use or
threaten to use nuclear veapons apgainst non-nuclear States and nuclear-free zones.

It is important to recognize that such negative security assurances by nuclear
States to non-nuclear States are a minimal obligation, not an act of charity. :
Non-nuclear States want unconditional rather than conditional security assurances.
They have rightly pointed out that conditional assurances often require non-nuclear
States to guarantee the security of huclear States first. This is obviously putting
the cart before the horse and it -is only reasonable that quite a humber of
non-nuclear States are strongly critical of this approach.

Last year, the United Wations General Assembly, in its resolution 36/95,
launched a special appeal to the nuclear-weapon States to demonstrate the political
will necessary .to reach agreement on ‘a ‘common approach and, in particular, on a
common formula which could be included in an international instrument of a legally
binding character. WUe believe that political will is a prerequisite. The key lies
in the tuo major nuclear Powers. Vithout political will, the major nuclear Powers
can find all sorts of excuses to obstruct the provision of security assurances to
non-nuclear States. But with political will, it will be possible to find a solution
to this question. ’ '

The situation in which we find ourselves in connection with this agenda item
since the opening of the present session is not encouragzinz. le hope that the major
nuclear Powers will truly demonstrate their political will by assuming their
responsibility towards non~nuclear States so that progress may be made on this
question before the opening of the setond spzcial session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. The delegation of China will join the representatives of
other countries in continuing éxplorations in the search for a sound common forhula
which is acceptable to non-nuclear States.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of China
for his statement. I nou give the floor to the representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Summerhayes.

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom;: 1w. Cnairman, allou me to begin by
congratulating you on your appointment as Chairman of this Committee. You have
taken office at a key point in the approdach to the second spécial session on
disarmament. and I am sure that under your wise guidance, the Committee will make
most effective use of its time. It gives me great pleasure to have this opportunity
to pledge you my delegation's full support. I also take this opportunity to
acknowledne the contribution made as outgoing Chairman by the distinguished ’
representative. of Iran, Mr. Mahallati, whose guidance during the first month of our
vork laid a firm foundation for the ses$ion.
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I wish in my statement today to address two important questions before the
Committee, namely, the nuclear test ban and effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
wveapons.

In my statement at the 153rd plenary meeting on 11 February, I said that my
Government well understood the disappointment which existed that it had riot proved
possible so far to achieve a comprehensive test ban. I said also that my Government
would continue to seek progress on test ban issues. This remains the c¢ase today.
Since .I spoke on that occasion, many delegations have devoted time in their plenary
statements to this issue, always eloquéntly and frequently very forcefully, and
the strong sentiments voiced in these speeches have been registered by my delegation.
We also studied carefully .the remarks made by the Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Dr. Eugene Rostow, on 9 February.

The trilateral negotiations held here from 1977 until the autumn of 1980
clarified many of the issues involved in negotiating a comprehensive test-ban treaty.
The tripartite report which was made to the Committee on Disarmament in July 1980
showed where points of agreement had been reached, but it also pointed to important
areas vhere difficulties still existed; there remained at that time serious problems,
concerned particularly with verification, which had still to be resolved before
further progress could be expected.

The achievement of a comprehensive nuclear test ban remains an important goal
of the British Government in the field of disarmament. The question was and still
is how best to work towards that goal. Having reviewed the current situation,
having studied the views expressed in the Committee and, in particular, recognizing
that it is evident that, for the present, no further progress gan be
expected in the trilateral talks, my Government has concluded that, in addition
to the expert discussions already being held, there would be advantage in holding
discussions within the Committee on Disarmament which would concentrate on the
key issue of verification. iy Government hopes that such discussions would not only
throw light on the nature of the problem, but would indicate detailed ways in which
it might be resolved. My delegation therefore welcomes the statement made this
morning by the distinguished representative of the United States of America that
his delegation would be prepared to join in a consensus to set up a subsidiary body
to consider some of the issues relating to a nuclear test ban. My delegation
believes that this statement will be welcomed by all delegations as representing a
significant step forward and hopes that we can proceed rapidly to reach agreement
on a mandate for a working group -- or whatever other form of subsidiary body may
be acceptable to the €Committee -- in order that it can begin its. work without delay.

a It goes without saying that my delegation will also continue to participate
actively in the work of the Group of Scientific Experts in the belief that it is
important to reach full agreement on the technical aspects of the detection and
analysis of. seismic events as they relate to the solution of thé problems of
verification of a nuclear test ban. We have taken note of the proposal of the
distinguished representative of Sweden that the possibility of improving present
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capabilities of monitorint radiocactivity in th2 air should also be discussed in an
anorodriate context under tne ausnices of the Committeze .and helieve that this
suigestion should be carefullv considered. Tflor't in thass technical areas vill be
a support and contribution to the wider examination of verification and other
issue2s which I hone we shall now bz able to conduct. Vlith resnect to itea 2 of
cur arenda, 1 would eaphasize that my delesation renains willing to contribute
fully to the discussion on nuclear amatters in the Conaittze and would be uillin~,
as in the nast, to narticipatz in informal =eatin~zs.

I should now lilze to turn to the current item on our aczenda, namely, effective
international arrancemcnts to assure non-nuclearnweapoh States amainst the use or
tureat of use of nuclear uveanons. 1wuch time has been riven to this over the past
three years and the importance vthich is attached to these sccurity assurances has
azain been stressed in plenary statements durine this session, for =xanple, by the
distinguished representatives of the Netherlands, Pakistan and Canada; my delegation
has taken careful note of these statements and of tha thousghtful contribution of
the distinsuished representative of Romania earlier this ueek. Ilforeover, a Uorking
Group on Security Assurances has already besun its work this session under the able
chairmanship of the distinsuished renresentative of Pakistan. But, perhans just
because we have discussed this topic in such detail in the past, I believe that
we should for the moment stand back and re-examine the principles which underlie
our exchangas. :

The reasoning behind the form of the British assurance <iven in 1975 was fully
described in document CD/177 of 10 April last year, but I want again to emphasize
that the assurance by the British Government vas given because of the awareness
that States which hac¢ renounced nuclear iweapons had fears as to their security and,
in particular, that they might be threatz:ned with the use of nuclear weapons or
micht even he the object of attaclt with such weapons. The assurance we then pave
shouved that the British Government accepted that non-nuclear-weapon States were
entitled to a specific assurance in this remard, even thouzh such assurance was
implicit in the British Government's long-established nolicy that nuclear weapons
would never be used exceot in self-defence in extreme circumstances. The assurance
given in 1973 of course remains fully in force today.

Discussion of the tonic in the Committee and its ‘Yorking Groun now centres on
the possibility of findinm a "common formula" and the form and substance which a
coumon assurance might take. As to form, my.delegation is very much aware of
the strong fezlin<t on the part of many delemations that a more binding form of
legal instrument than the existing voluntary assurances is required. "Ye rewain
open to surnestions as to how this misht bz done and are willing to explore
alternative possible lemal forms. Last year the report of the i'orking Group noted
that there was no objection in princinle to a convention and ny delesation did not
disazree with this conclusion. Nevertheless, we think it would be premature to
reach a decision on form before we reach an understanding on content; we should
lteep all our options open at this stage.
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As to substance, there are two principle questions, namely, to which States
should the assurances apoly and under what circumstances? My delegcation continues to
bzlieve that the {irst question should be ansyered in a way which is ascertainable
and easily understandable. It would of course he possivle to adopt a neszative
fecrmulation that the assurances apply to all States wvhich are not recognized as
nuclear-weapon States. But my delegation considers that there are strong armuments
in favour of a positive definition vhich extends security assurances tc those
non-nuclear-weapon States which are parties to the non-proliferation Treaty or to
cther internationally bindinz commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear
explosive devices. Mot only is this criterion readily ascertainable, but it
recoanizes the obligations undertaken by the non~nuclear-weapon States parties to
the non-proliferation Treaty or other similar internationally binding commitments
which have been supported by the ~reat majority of the international community.

ther proposals which may have the effect of excluding from the security assurances
States which have renounced nuclear weapons for themselves are not acceptable to
ry delemation; and, as the distinguished representative of Romania pointed out
earlier this week, there are serious problems of interpretation with definitions
which seek to exclude from the assurances States which may be parties to the nuclear
security arrangeaents of some nuclear-veapon States.

The second point of substance concerns the conditions under which the security
assurances should apply, or might be rendered invalid. Some delegations have
argued that there should be no exceptions. Other proposals have included a
seneralized withdrawal clause. My delegation considers that assurances should be
linited only under well-defined circumstances. The United Kingdom assurance contains
only one qualification, that it would cease to apply "in the case of an attack on
the United Kinsdom, its dependent territories, its armed forces or its allies by
such a State in association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon State." This
limitation seeus to us to be justified. It does not diminish the value of our
assurance in any way for States whose intentions are peaceful; moreover, the
assurance would continue to apply to any State or States which actually entered into
conflict with the United Kingdom, provide- only that thesy weire not allied to or
associated with a nuclear=treapon Stzte.

My delegation believes that the problems of findinm a "common formula" are
already well understood and I do not propose to linger over thew. The "common
forrmula" proposal put forward by the Hetherlands delesation in a working paper last
y2ar was based on principles broadly acceptable to my delegation, and my delegation
is glad to see that it is once again before the Yorking Group. But there are some
marked differences between the approach adopted in that paper and in others which
are before the Uorking Group. These differences will have to be overcome before a
"common forwula" is achieved. It has been suggested that many of the difficulties
that face us and, in particular, those that concern nesative security assurances
can be resolved by political goodwill. However, as the report of the Vorking Group
last year pointed out, our negotiations on substance revealed that "specific
difficulties were related to differing percentions of some nuclear and non-nuclear-
ucanon States as well as to the complex nature of the issues involved in evolving a
'~ommon formula' acceptable to all". The question of negative security assurances
caennot in fact be divorced from the wider issues of security in general and we must
bear this in mind while continuing our search for a "common formula”.

My delegation will make every contribution it can to finding an agreed basis.
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The CHAIRL:AI' (translated from Frencn): I thar': the renrescentative of the
United Kingdon for his statc.ient and for tne kind words he addressed to thz Chair.
I now 7ive the [loor to the renrzsantative of tie Sovict Union,

Fanassador  Issraelyan.

r, ISSRAELYAY (Union o7 Soviet Socialist Nenublics) (translatel froo Russian):
The Soviat dolesation, uhich is actine =3 the co-ordinator of the ‘jroup of socialist
countries [or ‘larch 19C2, ha~ taken the {loor in orier foraallv to introduce the
docunent of th: Committaez on Disarmament (CD/?55) entitled 'Yilinary wenpons and the
nrovlen of effective -rohibition of chezaical rreanons¥. The snonsors of this
aocument -~ tine Peoplz’s Re2punlic of Bul~aria, the Lun-~arian People's Renublic,
the German Democratic Republic, tne wonrolian Pzonle's ilepublic, the Polish Peonleis
Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic -- have set themselves a modest but innortant objective: to draw the
attention of the countries members of the Committee on Disarmament to the fact that
the well-knovm decision of the United States administration concerning the larre-
scale development of the production of binarv chemical weapons with their subsecquent
stationing on the territories of other States, nrimarily European, entails, apart
from other negative consequences, substantial additional difficulties in the matter
of the elaboration of a convention on the prohivition of chemical weapons.

The socialist countries consider that the Committee on Disarmament -- a body
in which the international community at present places sreat hones with regzaird to
the elaboration of a draft of such a convention -.- cannot behave as thoucsh nothing
had happened and isnore the consequences of the ahove-mentioned decision. That
would be to close our eyes to reality. I do not uish to anticinate or prejudge the
Committee's attitude, but the socialist countries for their part are firmly
convinced of the need for the future convention to prohibLit all chewical weapons --
hoth traditional and new -~ and to leave no possibhility for the retention of any
such weapons, particularly teapons vith a binary cnarse.

The workin~ naper submitted by the socialist countries does not by any means
list all but only some of the difficulties with vhieh the participants in the
negotiations on the nrohibition of chamical veapons will he faced in the light of
the nrospect of thz production of binary ueapons. The quastions prepared by the
Bulrarian delegsation in the 'lorking Group on Chemical Veapons spell out sone
additional asnects of the pro“lei:. Other delemations, too, no doubt, will have
questions and comments in this connection. It is iaportant to look into all this.
And if uve want the nesotiations to be successful, u2 should do this uithin the
Yorking Group in a businesslike nanner, caluly, neither cdramatizinz the situation
nor simplifyin® it, It is the duty of all of us to proceed in this way.

The CHAIRIIAY! (translated from French): I thank the renresentative of the
Soviet Union for his statement. 7T now give the floor to the representative of
Sueden, Ambassador Lidsard.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, tha Committ2e this wesk focuses on the
question of so-called negative sccurity assurances. I should therefore like to take
this opportunity to offer 2o few general ~:marks on this topic and to state some views
wnich my Government considers 23suntial in this context. The Swedish position on
this issuec wvas outlined in great detail in my statem=2nt before this Committee on
16 April last ycar. i shall, therefore, ve comparatively brief.

Let me first recall that the countries which have forsworn nuclear weapons have
a legitimate right to expect lezally bindinz assurances from the nuclear-weapon
Powzirs not to be threatencd or attacked with nuclear wcapons. This has been
recognized by all the nuclear-weapon States and has been laid dovn in the Final
Documcnt of the first speci~l session decvoted to disarmament (paragraph 59).

The second special session is now appiroaching. It will provide an opportunity
to review developments in the field of nuclecar disarmament since tiace first special
session. So far, there is virtually no progress in this field, as we all know. The
@08t glaring of these shortcomings, in the vicw of my delegation, is the failure to
agree even on the establishment of an ad hoc workingz zroup on a nuclear test ban in
this Committee. I want howcver to express the great intcrest my delegation attaches
to the statements wade this worning by the distinguished representatives of the
United Kinsdom and the United States. We shall study them carefully. My comment on
them today is of course only of o very preliminary character. If there is basic
agreement that the zoal is to create a comprchensive or a complete nuclear test ban,
naturally, the questions of verification and coampliance are the ones which will
require the most consideration in the negotiations. Therefore, maybe, with further
efforts, a mutually accaptable 3olution to the problem can be found in a not too
distant future. ‘This we would very nuch welcome. The continuad lack of progress
as far as negative security assurances ore concerned continucs, however, to add to
the feeling of zeneral failure on nuclear disarmanent.

True, therc is no comnlete assurance as long as nuclear weapons exist and no
guarantees can renlace nuclear disarmament. It is, however, a source of deep
disappointment to my country and no doubt.also to the other non-nuclear-weapon States,
which are entitled to adequate assurances, that no prosress has been made. In the
statement of 16 April 1901 to which I just referred, I emphasized that we, for our
part, undarstood the intcntions benind the existing unilateral declarations to be
that States non«parties to nuclear security arrangements should permanently enjoy
freedow from being the subject of the use or threat of use of nucleair weapons. On the
same occasion, I stated that Swoden. considers itself covered, without any exceptions,
by the unilatcral assurances given by the nuclear-uveapon States, in so far as they
relate to individual non-nuclear-weapon States. My Governmant has taken note of the
fact that none of the nuclear-weapon States has contindicted tiis interpretation.

It is, however, not only our own security situation in a region of the world where
the nuclear threat seems most imuinent that worrics us. Many non-nuclcar-weapon States
have referred to the relationship bvetween the attitudes of the nuclear-weapon States
and the risks of horizontal nuclear prolifcration. This should ve an important aspect
for all of us. In that pesspective, it is in the interest not only of the non-nuclear-
weapon States, but also of the nuclear-ueapon States themselves, to give generally
acceptable guarantecs without further delay.
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The Swedish position on the contents and form of negative sccurity assurances
were outlined .in detail before the Committec last year. My statement then still
reflects the views of my Government. Let me, therefore, limit myself to repeating
that Sweden . would indeed have objections to a convention which would make new
demands on those countries which have committed theuselves to a non-nuclear status,
for instance by becoming Parties to the NPT. As a consequance of fundamental
features of Sweden's policy of necutrality, we would furthermore find it difficult
to enter into a bilateral agrecment with any nuclear-wcapon Power on this issue.
‘As the present assurances given dy the nuclear-wecapon Pouwers are in many
respects unsatisfactory, they must be improved in substance. It is 2lso important
that they be given in a form so that theoy cannot be cananged or repealed at short
notice. " This is on2 of the problems with the existing unilateral declarations.
One possibility would be to record tine assurances in 2 resolution by the
Security Council of the United Nations. It might also be useful to consider this
as an interim mecasurc. It should, however, be made absolutely clear that such
a measure cannot be rezarded as a substitute for the final objective, namely,
to agree on arrangements satisfactory to.all States.

It is now time for tne nuclear-weapon Powers to act. Ve know that, in
present circumstances, one cannot realistically cxpect much in terms of agreements
between them. They must, houever, make a determined effort to improve their
present formulas, taking tne legitimate intercsts of the non-nuclear Powers into
account in a much more direct way than has been the case so far. They will
thereby serve not only the interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States, but their
own interests as well. The newly re-established Ad Hoc Viorking Group under the
able chairmanship of Ambassador Ahmad provides a forum for nzegotiations on this
matter. A good basis for its work has been provided in General Assembly
resolution 36/35, which was adopted by 145 votes to none, with only 3 abstentions.
It is the hope of my delegation that the nuclear-weapon Poucrs will not miss the
opportunity of taking the many valuable comments and suggcstions wade in the
Working Group into account in reconsidering their various positions. It is
imperative that progress be made before the forthcoming second special session.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Sweden. I have no other speakers on wy list. Vould any other delegation like
to take the floor? The representative of India, Ambassador Venkateswaran, has
asked for the floor.

Mr. VENKATESWARAYN (India): I have asked for the floor in order to give my
delegation's preliminary reactions to the statecments made today by the distinguished
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representatives of the United States of America and the United Kingdom. While
clearly we are not entirely satisfied with their response to the justifiable
demand of other wembers for the establishment of working groups under items 1

and 2, we can also not fail to note that there has been a positive change in
their attitude toward the manner in which the Committee on Disarmament may
discharge its responsibilities under items 1 and 2. VWe feel that the Committec
on Disarmament should take advantage of this change and see what progress we can
make during the current session on this vital issue. In saying this, we are
aware of the allergy of the two delegations to the word "negotiations'. We do
not of coursc share their allergy, but we feel we should take advantage of any
course of action, such as discussion or exchange of views on any aspect of

items 1 and 2, if it would show promise of leading us towards negotiations on
actual texts of treaties. This remains to be scen, of course, and we should

not delay the setting up of a working group under item 1. In a manner of
speaking, my delegation believes that we should begin to work when the trilateral
negotiations end, carry forward the discussions as far as possible and make a
report to the second special session on disarmament. My dealegation is willing

to participate in consultations on an appropriate mandate for such a group which
would naturally include consideration of questions relating to verification.

As regards item 2, we would again urge the immediate setting up of a working
group for the modest purpose of embarking on such discussion, on questions such
as those contained in document CD/180 of the Group of 21 and document CD/193

of the group of socialist countries. Unless we proceed in this manner, we

shall have little progress to report to the sccond special session on disarmament.
Ve regard the statements made by the United States of America and the United Kingdom
as providing an important opening which we should make use of in the limited

time available to us. I earnestly trust that the delegations of thc

United States and thes United Kingdom will, for their part, kcep responding
positively. )

IEe CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the'representative of
India for his statement. Vould any othei delegation like to take the floor? If
not, I would now like to go on to another matter.

At the request of the Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons,
a proposal has been submitted to us in Working Paper No. 57. This draft relates
to an invitation to the World Health Organization and the United Nations
Environment Programme to nominate represcntatives to attend certain mectings
of the Working Group. You will recall that a similar decision was taken last
year by the Committee at its one hundred and thirty-seventh plenary meeting.
This text was considered and agreed on by the Working Group at its meeting
yesterday afternoon. I now submit it for the Committee's approval.

The representative of Argentina has asked for the floor.
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vir. CARASALES (Argentina) (transiated from Spanish): Although my statement
will be very brief, I cannot f2il to cxpress satisfaction at sceing you preside
over the work:'of this Coumittec during t e current month a.d to pledge to you
the fullest co-~operation of the d:lcgacion of Argentinag, unile at the same
time expressing my delcgntion’s apprecintion to tue Amwbassador of Iran for
the brilliant manner in wvhich he guided the work of this Committce last month.

My delegation wishes to state that it agrocs with the draft decision which
was submitted to this Coamittec by the Ad Hoc liorking Group on Chemical teapons.
and which, as you will recall, is siailar to that adoptad by the Committee
last year on the saanc guestioan. I wish %o place on record the fact that my-
delezation agreces with this toxt because it cvalkes account of some: of * the
concerns which uy deleszntion had ocension to expiress last vear on this subject.
In' the firse place, the drart decision states that the co-operation requested
from the two cntitics mentioned involves '"providing. technical information™
and I stress the words 'technieal -information, which are in eonforaity witn
rule 41 of this Committce’s Rules of Procedure. In other words, the purpose
of tne invitation to those entities is-not for them to give opinions or advice
in general, but, rather, technical information, and on points specifically
mentioned, as is the case in the draft decision nou undar consideration.
Similarly, the invitation addresszd to thosc two entities refers to attendance
by their representatives at cartain meetings, i.c. at a limited number, pernaps
only one;, with a view to providinz the technical information requested.: The
invitation will not therefore result in permanent, or almost permanent,
attendance by repraesentatives of international organs at the Yorking Group's
discussions; this, on yrounds of principle which hava nothing to do with the
two particular cntities wentioned in this draft decision, namely, the World
Health Orzanization and the United N=ations Environment Programme, for whicn
the delegotion of Argeatina has the sreatest respect. The principle at issue,
vhich ny declegation is aniious to pres:rve and which is preserved in the draft
decision under consideration, is the pirinciple that international organs,
whichever they rwy be, aust not be directly or indirectly -ssociated with the
process of negotiation on disamament questions, vhich is 1 matter exclusively
for sovereign States. This is the principle uhich my delegation uishes to
protéct and waich, as I have said, is taken into account.in tue draft decision
undeyr consideration; f{or that reason, .y Jdeiezation supports this draft.

Thz CHAIRMAL (translated frou Frenchl): I thank Aubassador Carasales for
his statement amd for the xind words he addressed to the Chair. 1 am sure that
the Committee has duly talkien note of his comuents concerning llorking Paper No. 57
and the decision which' tiue Committee is now called upon to approve.

The representative of the United States has asked for the floor.
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Mr, FIELDS (United States of America): I would like to propose formally that
the draft decision be amended to include a reference to the International Atomic
Energy Agency along the following lines: following the words "United Nations
Environment Programme", my proposed amendment would insert the words "Director-General
of IAEA" and then, further down, in the matter "of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons as well as consultations covened by its Chairman on toxicity
determinations", I would substitute the words '"on technical matters" for the words
"on toxicity determinations® and then make appropriate adjustments to the end of
that sentence by striking out the word "to" before the word "organizations" and
ending the sentence with a full stop after the word "organizations". My rationale
for this proposed amendment is as follows: the Committee will recall that, during
the informal consultations with chemical weapons experts held by Ambassador Lidgard
last summer (document CD/CW/WP.22/Rev.l), a presentation was made to the Group
by the United States delegation concerning a system for remote continual verification,
known by the acronym RECOVER. A number of delegations expressed interest in learning
more about this concept. It is being developed by the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) in conjunction with its nuclear safeguards programme and a demonstration
project is currently underway. My delegation and others have been very interested
in the possibilities of remote continual verification and its possible application
to CW verification problems. On behalf of interested delegations, I intend to
request that time be allocated during the expert session next week for further
informal discussions on this possibility. It would therefore seem appropriate to
request that IAEA be invited to send a technical expert to participate in the
appropriate session of the informalconsultations for the purpaose of providing
technical information with respect to the work of IAEA in the field of remote
continual verification and its possible application to a CW prohibition. In this
regard, I think the same criteria would apply that have just been alluded to by the
distinguished Ambassador of Argentina: .this participation is only for the purpose
of aiding the Working Group and the Committee in a derivative sense, concerning
particular technical matters. It should be related solely to technical information
without recognition of anything more than this contribution by technical experts
from that body who have unique qualifications and expertise in this matter.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Fronch): I thank the representative of the
United States for his statement. Before I give the floor to the representative
of India, who has asked for it, I would like to request Ambassador Fields kindly
to repeat his proposed amendments to the draft decision contained in Working
Paper No. 57.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): Thank you Mr. Chairman. I was
apparently working from an earlier draft and therefore would merely add to this
the phrase concerning the Director-General of the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA). The other amendment which I proposed would not be necessary as
Working Paper No. 57 seems to have cured any problems that may have arisen in that
regard.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the reoresentative of the
United States, who has proposed that, in the text of the draft decision contained
in Working Paper No. 57, the words '"and the Director-General of IAEA" should be
added immediately after the words "the regional office for Europe of the
United Nations Environment Programme”. The representative of India has asked
for the floor in this connection.
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Mr. VENKATESWARAN (India): We have heard with interest the proposal made by
the distinguished representative of the United States. But, as I recall, last year
we went into this subject in some detail and the new proposal regarding the
inclusion of experts from IAEA will have to be considered, by my delegation at
least, most carefully. If I may therefore appeal to the representative of the
United States through you, I would suggest that the existing draft decision may
perhaps proceed and that we could, if necessary, prepare a subsequent draft
decision inviting experts from IAEA after we have had more time to consider this
particular question.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, nmy
delegation has also listened with great interest to the proposal made by the
Ambassador of the United States, but, as the Ambassador of India statad a moment
ago, we consider that the Committee now has before it a draft decision which was
discussed and proposed by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons and which
involves a request for technical information from two entities with regard to two
specific points, namely, the establishment of toxicities of chemicals and the
international register of potentially toxic chemicals. As I understood the
Ambassador of the United States, his suggestion has a different purpose, namely, to
invite the Director-General of the International Atomic Energy Agency to send a
representative to provide technical information on a point that may be described
as the mode of operation of the RECOVER system at present underway on an
experimental basis within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency,
in co-operation with seven countries possessing installations with which the
RECOVER system can be used. In other words, the subject is a different one and,
in my opinion, it would thereforc be preferable to separate the two questions by
taking different decisions: we would approve the draft decision now under
consideration if there is a consensus on it and we would then draft another dccision,
perhaps within the framework of the Ad Hoc llorking Group on Chemical Weapons, which
is the body that will ultimately have to make recommendations to the Committee on
this matter. In this connection, I would like to state that my delegation will
consider the matter in the same spirit in which it has approached this draft
decision. On that basis, I urge the Ambassador of the United States to consider
this possibility.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): I am fully prepared to consult with the
delegations concerned on this matter and to see whether we cannot make some
accommodation. As the matter was presented to my delegation only this morning, we
have not had the time to consider it in detail here. However, we are certainly
prepared to enter into discussions with the other interested delegations or to
participate in a discussion on this matter within the Working Group. We would
prefer that the decision await those consultations.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the represantative of the

United States and would like to ask the Committee whether, in its opinion, it would
be possible to solve this problem through rapid consultations between the delegations
directly concerned. In this connection, I note that the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons is to hold informal consultations tomorrow morning and that its next formal
meceting is on Monday morning. It would thus be possible for the Working Group on
Chemical Weapons: to reconsider the matter and, on the basis of the outcome of the
consultations, to make possible new proposals at the beginning of next week with a
view to solving this problem. Are there any objections to this way of proceeding?

It was so decided.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): At my request, the secretariat _
distributed today an informal document containins the time-table of meectings of %the
Committece and its subsidiary bodies for the coming week. Az usual, this time-table
is only indicative and it mav, if neceszary, be adjust:d later according to the
requirements of our work.

The representative of Poland, Ambassador Sujka, has asked for the floor and
I give it to him.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Mr. Chaimran, since you talitad about the future consultatiouns
with the Yorking Group, I was persuad=d that this meant that you are going in the
direction of the motion madz Uy £h0 dlilezation of India, supported oy lrgentina,
that we adopt this decision as it has b.~n drafted by the Working Group on Chenical
Weapons, and that the additional invitation should be the subjcct of other
consultations. However, my ncighbours have a different interpretation of your
decision. I would therefore like to clarify thce situation because the work of the
experts begins on Monday and appropriate letters should be sont to the organizations
which are mentioned in Working Paper Nc. 57, so as not to dclay our work.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Franch): I thank imbassador Sujka. The decision
we have just taken was in lin¢ with the suggestion I made to the Cgmmittee, i.e.
that, if there were no objections, the decision contained in Working Paper No. 57
would be submitted to consultations which I myself would like to be rapid and which
could be completed in a very short time so that there would be no unreasonable
delay in our work and our hcaring of the rapresentatives of WHO and the United. Nations
Environment Programme. It was on that basis that I considered that agreement had
been reached in the Committec and, therzfore, that the decision should cover all
the problems at hand and it was on that basis that I announced it.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): bMr. Chairman, the matter
of concern to me is the same as that stre.zed by the Ambassz ior of Poland. It was
my understanding that what wac going to bc postponed was only the question of the
suggestion made by the United States that the Director-General of the International
fitomic Energy Agency should be invited to send a renresentative for the purpose
already mentioned and that this was what was zoing to be the subject of consultations.
It was my understanding that thcre was no ohjzction to the adoption of this draft
decision, on which agreement exists and which refers tc a different matter, since
the date of the meeting of chemical weapons experts is very close at hand and time
might be lost if u: delay the sending of notes to these two entities, namely the
United Nations Environment Programme and the VWorld Health Organizatiqn, 2 question
on which a consensus has been reached. Moreovar, my dclegation has stated that
it prefers to see these two questions dealt with in two scparate decisions.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, frankly speaking, the Soviet delegation, too, understood your decision
as imolying approval of the draft dzecision in Working Paper No. 57. In fact, a
genzral dgreement was reachced in the Working Group yesterday and, as I understand
it, the Working Group on Cheniczal Weapons has submitted a recommendation. So far
as T know, no one in the Working Group on Chemical leapons objected te that
recommendation. It seems to me, therefore, that the course £to take is the one we hav.
always followed, namcly: questions arc considered by the Working Group; the
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Working Group recommends a decision to the Committee, and the Committee adopts
that decision. I would be in favour of our adopting a decision on this question,
leaving the new proposal that was made today to be considered separately. In any
event, thesec are two different issues, and an invitation to experts from the
International Atomic Energy Agency is quite unconnected with the work of the
Group of Experts on toxicities of chemicals.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I am sorry if the way in which I
presented the decision has given rise to different interpretations. I must put
myself in the Committee's hands on this matter; and I think I can say that the
amendment proposed by the distinguished representative of the United States does
not have the Committee's full agreement. Some delegations would like it to be
dealt with in a separate decision. I would like to ask whether there is a
consensus that the text of the draft decision contained in Working Paper No. 57 can
be accepted in the form in which it was transmitted to us by the Chairman of the
Working Group on Chemical Weapons?

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): I have listened to the concerns
expressed here and I cannot myself distinguish the difficulty that people are having.
The two organizations mentioned in this decision are both located here in Geneva,
whereas IAEA is in Vienna and so the question of timing about an invitation and
the arrival of appropriate technical experts would seem to me to be more keen in
the direction of my amendment to this draft decision. We have sought to amend the
paper through the Chairman of the Working Group, but that did not appear appropriate.
I therefore think that we are perfectly sound in suggesting that this go back to
the Working Group, where we shall have an opportunity to debate the respective
merits of these proposals and then present the Committee with something on which
we can agree.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Fields. I note
from his statement that there is no consensus on the immediate adoption of the
text of the decision contained in Working Paper No. 57. I therefore suggest that
the matter might be taken up again as soon as possible at one of the forthcoming
meetings, after consultations and a possible new decision by the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons.

I come back to the question of the time-table of meetings of the Committe:
and its subsidiary bodies for the coming week and, in this connection, the
representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcfa Robles, has asked for the floor.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): I have asked for the
floor merely, with your permission, to make a brief announcement to prevent
any mistaken interpretations. On Monday, 15 March, at 3 p.m., it will still not
be possible for the Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament to
meet. There will, rather, as during this past week, be a meeting of the
contact group in the usual room, Meeting Room No. I.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Garcfa Robles
for his clarification; the time-table will be amended accordingly. I therefore
take it that the draft time-table for the coming week is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN (translzated from French): T would like to inform representatives
ahout possiblc dates for the Committez's informal meetings on item 7 of its agenda,
"Prevention of the arms race in osuter space®. My concern is to ensure €hat = -
d:legations whichh would like to take part in the exchange of views on this new item
on our aganda have enough time to prepare their contributions. I therefore suggest
Friday, 25 March, at 3 p.n. and Tucaday, 30 March, at 3 p.m. These dates scem
convanient, in visw of all the work the Committees has to do. I sugzest that you
should .consider the possibility of azrz2einz to thesc datces so that we can take
a docision in this connection when we adopt the time-table for next week or
earlierr, if possible.

¥ou uill also recall that, in this wecl's time-table, we tentatively planned
to hold an informal moetine ‘tomorrow afternoon, Friday, at 3 p.m. Today, we-have.
heard statements in the plenary mzeting, particularly the statements by the
representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom, who have introduced new
elcments whose importance for the Committee's work on items 1 and 2 of the agenda
cannot bs undercstimatad. I intend to continuc, with all due urgenecy, the informal
consultations that I have been holdinnm since the beginning of this week, taking
account of thesc new elements. Accordingly and bearing in mind the legitimate desire
of dzlzgations to have some time for reflection, I tond to think that the informal
meotinz vhich we had planned in princinle for tomorrow afternoon could be more
usefully held during next week when the Chairman's consultations have been completed,
thus giving delegations time to reflect and to consult.

If there is no objection, we might theroforce cancel, for the time being,
tomorrow's informal-mecting and postpone it until next weck, if possible. ~

I would likc to make an announcement: the Working Group on Radiological
Weapons will meet here touorrow at noon. If there is no other matter for discussion,

the next plenary meeting of the Committee will be held on Tuesday, 16 March,
at 10.30 a.m.

The mecting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.




