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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I declare open the 167th plenary
meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.

The Committee begins today its consideration of item 6 of its agenda,
"Comprechensive programme of disarmament". However, in accordance with rule 30 of
the rules of procedure, members wishing to make statements on any other subject
relevant to the work of the Committee are free to do so.

In this connection, members of the Committee will recall that at the
164th plenary meeting the Committee began examining document CD/260 entitled,
"Progress report to the Committee on Disarmament on the thirteenth session of the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures
To Detect and Identify Seismic Events", and that at our informal meeting on Friday
last I informed them that I would invite the Committee to adopt the recommendations
contained in that document at the end of our plenary meeting today.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Kenya,
Argentina, China, Venezuela, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Sweden, Morocco and Belgium.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my Iist, the representative of
Kenya, Mr. Don Nanjira.

Mr. DON NANJIRA (Kenya): _I_thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me the floor.

If I had made my current intervention as originally planned on 25 March, I
would have limited my remarks to the important question of security assurances to
non-nuclear-weapon States. .Since, however, I am taking the floor at a very
critical stage in the work of the Committee's current session, with only two to
three weeks still left at its 'disposal before the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, I should first like to take the liberty
of making a few cbservations on the state of the current negotiations -- I use the
term "negotiations" for lack of a more appropriate expression to describe what
has been happening since the Committee convened here on 2 February last, for
indeed there has been less negotiation than I would have liked to see on_the
substantive issues before the Committee and on the international agenda for
disarmament which we unanimously adopted last month for substantive examination
by the Committee at this spring session. Looking back on the deliberations of
the Committee in the past eight weeks, I conclude that there are two broad
chapters in the Committee's activities which not only deserve our full recognition
and reaffirmation but also require priority treatment at this point in time of
the Commjittee's work. These points pertain to the common features and
fundamental characteristics of the mandate of the Committece on Disarmament and
of each of its subsidiary bodies ‘and” the problem arcas requiring the Committee's
closest attention at this juncture of our deliberations and indeed on this eve
of the second special session of the General Assembly on Disarmament. The
negotiating mandate of the Committee on Disarmament on all disarmament issues
seems to be highly questionable indeed amongst some States represented herein;
but there is no question that the said mandate must be strictly observed by all
of us, if the Committee is not to be rendered impotcnt in the exccution of its
responsibilities. The same applies to all the subsidiary organs of the Committee
on Disarmament. To refusc, therefore, to recognize the duty and right of the
Cemmittce to negotiate multilaterally on every question and on 'all "issues of
disarmament would be to incapacitate the Committce and ‘deny it its rightful
responsibility of dealing with and finding lasting solutions to disarmament
questions through mutually acceptable formulations and language.
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There is no way we ourselves and the 40 States we represcnt which, although
admittedly not govercignly equal are none the less and ungestionably equally
sovereign, can desarve the high honour and carry out with complete dignity the
heavy responsibility bestowed upon us by the world community -- namely, to undertake
to continue substantive negotiations, I repeat, substantive ncgotiations, on the
priority questions of disarmament on the Committee's agenda, as agreed both in the
Final Document and in the General Assembly's relevant decisions and resclutions,
some of which I had occasion to cite in my observation of last week -- unless we
recognize the over-all nagotinting capacity of the Committece in the field of
disarmament, and facilitate thce Committee's exercise of authority in this regard.

The expression "negotiatce™ is the key; it is the operative, the fundamental
characteristic in the terms of reference of the Committee on Disarmament. I am
aware, Mr. Chairman, 23 you yourself are, and as are many of the other distinguished
delegations seated around this table, of the unacceptable quality and unpalatable
nature which have been attributed to the concept of "negotiation" in more recent
months by some delegations, But as far as I am conccrned, nesgotiation for the
purposes of the Committee on Disarmament means discussion of substantive issues
of disarmament on which the various delegations hold divergent views and positions
but make every effort, bona fide, to find just and fair resolutions to their
differences through the employment of a mutually acceptable language. The absence,
then, of any of these five elements in the negotiating process can only result
in empty rhetoric, politicking and even mere intellectual exchanges which, no
matter how gratifying they may be, should have no place in this Committee because
they would be invaders and strangers in the midst of the Committee's terms of
reference.

The next common or fundamental feature of the Committees on Disarmament is
that its negotiating character, which emanates from paragraph 120 of the Final
Document and resclution 36/92 F of the General Assembly, among other sources of
the Committee's negotiating naturec, extends to every subsidiary organ which may
be created within the Committee to help the latter cxpedite its work. Therefore,
every subsidiary body established within the Committee must be entrusted with a
mandate to negotiate each and every aspect of disarmament which falls directly
within the sphere ~f competence of thz subsidiary body, as agreed in the Final
Document and in all the other relevant documents, resolutions and decisions of
the United Nations General Assembly.

In this respect, the mandate of each of the ad hoc working groups on security
assurances, chemical weapons and radiological weapons includes provisions for the
elaboration of a multilateral convention or conventions in their rcspective fields
of disarmament. Thus, on security assurances, for instance, there are provisions
to that effact not only in the Final Document (for example its paragraph 59) but
also in such General Assembly resolutions as 36/94 and 36/95. On chemical weapons
paragraph 75 of the Final Document together with General Assembly
resolutions 36/96 A and B are particularly relcvant. On radiological weapons
we rave, for example, paragravh 76 of the Final Document and General Assembly
resolution 36/97 B.
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In the area of now types ana new systems of weapons of mass destruction,

peragraph 77 of the Final Document and Guneral Asscably resolution 36/82 clearly
and earnestly cali for the prevention and urohibition throug: multilateral treacies
f any emergence andjor deve.opr.m’ LG wmnuwlaszur:s of rned gencration weapons cf
mass destruction. The stipulations resarding the nuclear test ban have clearly

heen inscribed in General fssembly resolutions 36/34 and 356/85 and the only reason,
Mr. Chairman, why I am referring to thcse resolutions and paragraphs is because they
all roint to the fundamental negotiating nature of the Comaittee on Disarmament
which, needless to say and as I have 1ndlc=tud above, does not seem to be totally
accaptable in soae quarters cof the Coanittce.

“YJe also need, at this juncturz of ocur work, to pay closz attention to the fact
that the Committee is oblizated 2t this sassion to make specific rocommandations
te the second speeinl session of the General Assombly devoted to disarmament on the
work of the Committee since the first 3pecial session. General Assembly
resolutions 36/81 A, 36/84, 36/85, 36/92 F, 35/95 . and 36/97 B, which I have 2lready
rcferrad to above, do, in some of their operative paragraphs, expressis verbis
~equest the Committee to make a positive contrivution to the preparatory process
for the second special session. It is also noteworthy that General Assembly
»esolutions 36/96 & and B on chemical weapons and 35/97 B on radiological weapons,
likc the .Final Document itself, call for an elaboration of a multilateral convention
on the completc and ceffective prohibition of the davelopment, production and
stockpiling of these wzcapons and on their destrvction.

In the light of the forczoing observations, and bearing in nind both the very

short period of time still left at our disposal bcfore the conclusion of this
ession of the Committee, and the duty and necessity for it to present the results
of its current work to the Preparatory Committee for the second special session,
wvhich, s we all know, will convena its last session in Heu York almost immediately
following thz closure of our currcnt secsion, Sirmly believe that the time has
indeed arrived for us to begin examirin~ “ho items on.our »~genda primarily in the
context of the second special session. We should now look more closely at thosc
problem areas whicu, in our onirinn, reauire the Cowmmnittee's clesest attention
before the said special session, as well as our formulation of concrete and specific
recummendations for the consideration of and ultimate adoption by the

Generzl Assembly at its seccend spoelzl zess-on devoted to disarmament.

Obviously, the field of priority issues of disarmament is as broad and complex
as disarmament itself, but in my judgcement the following should be among the primary
questions which, on the eve of the special session, deservc and ought to receive
our highest attention at this point in time of thc Committee’s work:-

(1) The Committee's special rcport to the General Assembly =2t its second special
session as stipulated in Gencral Assembly resolution 36/92 F

On this we should receive as soon as possible the skeleton of the special
repo-t in the light of the vicws exchanged herein and the guidelines given herefrom
to the Secretary of the Coumittee, and as agreec. Once the draft is reccived, we
saculd hold informal meetings on it without any delay, in the normal manner,
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(2) Creation of an ad hoc working group on a2 CTB

This is another extremely significant item. Sir,-we are aware of your efforts
to create such a body, and my delegation, like the majority of declegations
assembled here, would not welcome the creation of such a body with half a mandate.
Agreement must therefore be reached quicltly on 2 subsidiary body of the Committee
on Disarmament which shall undertake substantive consideration of a nuclear test ban.
Once we.agree, in principle,that the terms of reference of suéh a body will not be
limited to the discussion and ncgotiation of some items, but that it will, rather,
consider and reach agreement on all fundamental issues of the CTB, then the newly
created working group could start negotiations on any of the fundamental issues of
CTB -- verification and compliance, for instance.

At this session also, a specific recommendation should be made with regard to
the establishment of an ad hoc working group on nuclear disarmament -- which is
item 2 of our agenda. The Committee could formally create such a body at its
1982 summer session. And sufficient documentation exists for the creation of such
working groups, including document CD/181 and the relevant resolutions of the
General Assembly.

(3) Elaboration of a CPD

While not pretending that a clean text of a comprehensive programme of
disarmament can be agreed upon at the current session of thc Committee, I would
none the less call for more flexibility in the positions of some delegations and
groups of delegations, in the ncgotiations currently being carried out under the
distinguished Ambassador of Mexico, to whom I would once more like to extend the
gratitude of the Kenyan delegation for the tirecless efforts he has been exerting
over the months in. the negotiations conducted within the CPD Working Group.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to request the Ambassador of Mexico, H.E. Alfonso Garcfa Robles,
to reveal to me the secret of manufacturing new and renewable sources of energy
which.-give him all the stamina and discipline and tenacity and toughness

par _excellence which he possesses, and yet enable him at the same time to remain.

so agreeable, likeable and most respectable. Such a revelation would no doubt be

a confidence-building measure to newcomers to the Disarmament Committee like myself.

The search for mutual understanding, flexibility and co-operation on CPD
negotiations must be continued. We must continue to look for a common language
and a meeting of minds on the main basis of the three documents submitted by the
various groups of delegations on a CPD, that is, CD/223, CD/205 and CD/245. We
should now attempt to minimize the brackets in a consolidated text and thereby
facilitate the work of the General Assembly at its second special session devoted
to disarmament.

(4) Elaboration of draft provisions for a multilateral convention on chemical

weapons

Here too, my delegation is appreciative of the efforts and patience of the
distinguished Ambassador Sujka of Poland, who i3 currently the Chairman of the
Working Group on Chemical Weapons. This is a very complex area of the Committee's
activity, but we must continue to look for compromise and accommodation on the main
basis of document CD/220, but of course full justice should and will be given to
the numerous other papers presented to the Group for negotiation.
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The same applies to

(5) Elaboration o7 draft provisions for ~ multilatcral conv.ntion on radiological

waapons

The Working Group on this subjcet is currently chaired by the distinguished
Ambassador Wegener of the Federal Republic of Germany, to whom also I am
ghateful for the manner in which he has been guiding the deliberations of the Group.
A consensus secms to be ¢ncrging in that Group on somz of the various formulations
that arc being derived from the numerous papers ovefore the Committee. This is an
encouraging trend, the ultimate fruition of which we shnll inmpatiently await.

(6) Elaboration of drafting provisions for 2 multilateral convention on sccurity
assurances

Herc, too, there nre some encouraging signs, thanks.to the efforts of the
distinguished Ambnssador Ahmad of Pakistan. Obviously, many difficulties remain to
be overcome in all the aofrementioned vrorking groups, and questions have rcpeatedly
been asked as to how to proceed henceforth with thi: work in the Groups, now that
the second specinal scssion‘is just around the corner. 1ell, it scems to me that
care must bz taken not to let the proliferation of proposals and counterproposals
ovarwhelm us or subduc and overtake the capacity of the Committee to examine and
manage them. These papers should be thoroughly examined, consolidated and
ncgotiated against the background of the existing basic documents. Common elements
in the various texts should be identified and rcstructured in logical sequences.

We should avoid proliferating brackets and duplicating formulations.  One way of
minimizing brackets is to maintain them only around formulations where fundamental
differences still exist. Similarly, it would not te advisable to reproduce all the
past and present views and comments cxpressed by delegations on ‘all the items, and
2 unanimous decision could and should be takan to that effect before the closure

of the Committee's current session. The consolidated texts could be used as bases
for further future negotiations and thc scoretariat could preopare them appropriately
~8 draft reports wnich could, for instance. b2 divided into threc broad categories
or sections. In category f, for instance, would bc placed all the provisions or
elements on which a meeting of minds has been achieved. In category B would be
placed provisions or elements on which thers i3 still no complete consensus but
where the differences are not all that decp or fundamentnl. And category C would
comprise provisions or ecloiments on which fundamental differencos still exist, and
this section of the report would be nllotted the highest concentration of
nesotiation in the futureé. Each of the threce sections could then be concluded by
the substantivc reactions and comments of the various delcgations, but again only
those comments whose climination could not be agreed upon. Attempts to rcmove the
differences and brackets would be continicd through the remaining preparatory
process for and during the General Asscmbly spocial session itself in Naw York.

In this endeavour, ay delcpmation stands ready and .indecd cager to participate
as offectively and constructively s possiblc, desoit. our very limitod human
resources, and finally, but not least :iiong the highest priority issucs for the
sceond special sessjion is the guestion of strengthening the negotiating capacity
of the Committece om Disarmament and the problem of a roview of the Committee's
membership. I realize that you yourself, Mr. Chairman, have start:d conducting
informal consultations on this issuc, nnd my delegntion reiterates its full support
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for that approach. We hope that the Committee can reach agreement soon on how to
treat this matter. Our main wish is that the Committee should retain its
fundamental characteristic as the single multilateral negotiating body on all
matters of disarmament. Its other fundamental characteristics of efficiency,
effectiveness and speed, must also be promoted and safeguarded. Thesc nust be
stressed both now and at: the special session of the General Assembly.

Distinguished delegates, permit me now to turn to the second part of my
address today, the subject of which is item 3 of our agenda, namely Effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The existing literature on disarmament strcsses the fact that nuclear weapons
constitute the greatest and gravest threat to humanity. In the context of my
current ‘intervention, paragraphs 11, 18, 32, 33 and 56 through 65 of the Final
Document of -the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
are particularly relevant. A good number of resolutions have also been adopted by the
General Assembly on the question of security assurances against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States like my own, Kenya. Many
delegations have also articulated their positions many times throughout the existence
of this Committee, and in my statement of 23 February, I expressed the serious
concern of my delegation, and we are not alone in this respect, at the lack of
progress in the deliberations on the Committee's highest priority items, i.e.,
items 1 and 2 of our agenda. During that address, I emphasized a few points to
which my delegation attaches great importance -- for instance, that the maintenance
and strengthening of the_security of the non-nuclear-weapon States would depend to
a very large extent upon thec behaviour of nuclear-weapon States, and that the theory
and practice of nuclear deterrence was unacceptable to many delegations because it .
is a very bad and dangerous paradox. I cannot help but reiterate our earnest call
to the nuclear-weapon Powers to re-examine their declared policies and positions
relating to arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

The question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is as closely
connected with the issue of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban as is the NPT with
the CTBT; which the world community has been seeking for a good number of years
already. Obviously, patience is a great virtue, but it has its own limits, and
as for the non-nuclcar-weapon States, they have exercised and will no doubt continume
to exercise their legitimate right to demand that the nuclear-weapon States provide
immediately concrete and legally binding undertakings regarding a substantial and
accelerated progress toward nuclear disarmament and the ultimate conclusion of a
legally binding convention on general and complete disarmament under strict,
adequate and effective international control.
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As indicated in paragraph 32 of the Final Document, the unilateral
declarations of the nuclear-weapon Statcs as presented in 1980 are unacceptable
to the Group of 21 and  to manv other delegations because not only do the said
declarations lack the firm commitment of their authors necessary to implement
the legitimate demands of the non-nuclear-weapon States, but worse still, and
ironically, the declarations seek to protect the nuclear-weapon Powers themselves |
against non-nuclear-weapon States. My delegation fully subscribes to and reiterates
the position of the Group of 21 which states that security assurances to non-
nuclear-weapon States must -be universal and unconditional. I note, therefore,
with appreciation the repeatedly and unilaterally declared assurance first made
in 1964 by the People’s Republit SF China that “z2t-mo time and in no.circumstances
would it be the first to use nuclear weapons”™. e note-also with intercst the.
proposals of China on the question of segcurity assurances containad in
document CD/207 of 6 hugust 1981. That document deserves close examination,
and we hope that the other nuclear-weapon Powers can come up with revised positions
which could also be subjected to scrutiny by the Committee on Disarmament. Such
a move woéuld indeed ‘be in line .with paragraph 59 of the Final Document, which
in essence necessitates the making of urgent efforts by the nuclear-weapon Powers
to conelude effective and unconditional arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
States: against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

In this regard, my delegation reiterates thz need fully and strictly to
observe the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which was signed
on 1 July 1968 and entered into force on 5 March 1970. This Treaty serves the
security interests of all States, both nuclear and non-nuclezar alike.‘ Pending,
therefore, the achievement of nuclear disarmament and the conclusion of an
international convention on general and complete disarmament under effective
international control, it is evident that actionmust be taken by the
international community along the following lines, inter alija:

1. There is an imperative need to accelerate, within the Committee on Disarmament
and its Ad Hoc ‘orking Group on Securit Assurances, the process of elaborating

a convention valid for all time on thc guestion of security assurances to non-
nuclear-weapon States;

2. Nuclear Powers should urgently extend effective and adequate aprangements
to all non-nuclear-weapon States without any limitations or conditions;

3. The testing of nuclear . weapons should be halted at once;

4. A4 complete and prompt prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons should be
effected.
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5. Effective and adequate international arrangements should be eatablished
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against nuclear-weapon-
.free zones;

6. An urgent adoption of an international treaty to assure non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons should be ‘eéffected;
and

7. It is essential urgently and fully to implement the decisions and
recommendations of the international community adopted at the global or regional
levels in the field of disarmament, for example, resolutions Nos. 28/72-P and
297/12-P, respectively on Strengthening the Security of Non-nuclear States against
the Usé_or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, and the Establishment of Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia, which were adopted
~ by the Twelfth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers held in Baghdad, Iraq,
‘from 1 to 6 June 1981.

Security assurances must thus be extended not only to non-nuclear-weapon
States, but also to nuclear-weapon-free zones, and here also, the behaviour of
nuclear-weapon States will be a significant determining factor, especially at this
point in time when we are experiencing the most sophisticated and rapid
technological advances. Similarly, non-nuclear-weapon States must be protected
both from attacks and threats of attack with nuclear weapons in all
environments, including outer space.

In conclusion, then, I must say that the ball is in the court of the
nuclear-weapon Powers, but the Committee on Disarmament and its Ad Hoc Working
Group on Security Assurances should now build up on the areas of convergence
and concentrate their efforts on those specific issues and problems encountered
in the various proposals, where major disagreements still exist between the
nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States. In short, then, the search for a "common
approach™ acceptable to all delegations should be intensified, and the mandate
of the said Ad Hoc Working Group should be renewed promptly at the beginnming of
each year of the Committee’s work, in order to enable the Working Group to
continue negotiating, with a view to reaching agreement, as recommended by the
General Assembly in its resolution 35/46 of 3 December 1980.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I wish to state that the Kenya delegation is indeed
satisfied with the manner in which informal contacts and consultations are being
held, particularly on items 1 and 2 of our agenda, under your able and competent
chairmanship. The consultations are proving to be very useful, and I hope that
the momentum and willingness to discuss candidly the differences among the various
delegations and groups of delegations will be maintained and intensified in
order to reach an early agreement on both the procedural and the substantive
problems before us for resolution.



CD/PV.167
14

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Kenya
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give
the floor to the representative of Argentina, His Excellency Ambassador Carasales.

Mr., CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): I have already had an
opportunlty to express the satisfaction of my delegation, Mr. Chairman, at seeing

you presiding over the work of this Committee, as also of expressing our
appreciation of the very efficient work done by your predecessor as Chairman of

the Committee, the Ambassador of Iran. Allow me, then, on this occasion, Sir,
simply to express my delegation's pleasure upon the arrival in this Committee of

two hew representatives, the Ambassadors of the Netherlands and Cz echoslovakla, and
also my personal regret at the departure of Ambassador Malitza of Romania my'
frlendshlp with whom dates back 20 years and with whom it was a pleasure to work in
this Committee. I should like to ask the Romanian delegation kindly to convey to
Ambassador Malitza the best wishes of my delegation and of myself personally for his
success in the new duties with which his Government has entrusted him.

Today I should like to speak about the agenda item that was the subject of
our discussion last week, when I was originally to have spoken, namely, item 4 of
the Committee's agenda, on "Chemical weapons'.

First of all, I would like to express my delegation's satisfaction at the
agreement which allowed the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group to be broadened —-
a change long sought and which we are well aware was not an easy one. It is to
be hoped that the new mandate will give a fresh impetus to the efforts that were
so ably guided in previous years by Ambassadors Okawa and Lidgard, and that are now
being conducted with the same enthusiasm by Ambassador Sujka.

It is unnecessary to stress the importance of a convention on chemical weapons
in the general context of disarmament. Agreement on such a convention in the near
future, would meet the deep desire of the international community which has so far
remained unfulfilled, despite the bilater al'negotlatlons which took place between
the United States of America and the Soviet Union and the many years of multilateral
discussions in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in this Committee.

It is true that, owing to the very nature of chemical substances, their
prohibition gives rise to a number of technical problems. There is little
divergency with regard to super-toxic lethal chemicals since their high level of
toxicity means that they cannot be used in peaceful activities or for research
purposes, except in minute quantities.

The picture is not so clear,. however, with regard to the lethal and harmful
chemical substances which, becauqe of their dual nature, the constant development
of the chemicals industry and ceaseless research, are indispensable ln medicine,
agriculturc and other peaceful fields.

Precursors and the appearance of "binary weapons" havc added new and difficult
problems to the formulation of a precise and correct definition of the chemical
weapons which are to be prohibited by the convention.
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In this connection my dclegation, as it dszclared carlicr, in its statement of
21 July 1981, considers that the definition of "chamical wcapons" should include an
express rcfercence to '"binary weapons'.

The "general purposce' criterion will pecrmit a trroad distinction to be made
betwecn prohibited and permitted chemical substances, but it must be complerniented
by other criteria such as those of "toxicity'", "chemical structura'" and "quantity'.

The complementarity of different criteria is particularly important in the
matter of verification of compliance with the convention., The sutjective nature
of the so-called "genoral purpose' criterion and the difficulty of applying it,
whether actively or passivcely, makes it necessary to have recourse *c other means
of establishing whether ¢ net the production, stoccikpiling or transfor of a given
substanc: in 2 given cuiatity constitutes a viclation of the convention.

We believe that international records of the production, consurption, import
and export cf spccific chenicals coulld be extrenely useful in this conncetion.

The Argentinc delegation, together with other delegaticons, has constantly
advocatzd a complete prohibition of cheimical weapons, the scope of which should
include their "usc”.

Argunients have been put forward against this proposal which, with all due
respact for the positions of the delegations concerned, ry delegation has fcund very
unconvincing.

It has been argued that the Geneva Protocol of 1925 comprchensively prohibits
the use of chemical substances in warfarc, that to rostate this prohibition weuld
raise doubts as to thce recognized valuc of the Protocol and that the inclusion of
verification machinery would give risc to ambiguities.

We do not belisve this to be so, for the following rcasons:

In the first placc, the proponents of the express prohibition cf the "use" of
chemiical weapons have in no way sought to discredit the 1925 Protocol. On the
contrary, its validity could be clearly rcaffimmecd in the text of the convention,
both in the preamble and in its operative part.

The existence of international treatics which mutually reaffirm and complement
each other is a normal occurrence in the constant evolution of international
instruments. Examples of this arc thc Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions
of 1949 concerning thc protection of victims of international armed conflicts, which
were adopted in 1977. These Protocols first, in their preambles, reaffirm the
validity of the Conventions of 1949 and then set forth a series of provisions
conplenenting and develoring thosc of the Conventions,

Secondly, the Protocol of 1925 was drafted at 2 certain stage in the history of
international law, which has since undergcne changes and progress. In the past,
"war'", the only term used in the Protocol, was clearly distinguished from other types
of "armed conflict". The specific character of its conditicns and protagonists
gave risc to legal consequences which did not apply to other types of conflict.
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War was prohibited, first of all partially under the 1919 lecague of Nations
Covenant and then wholly under the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, but other armed
conflicts whose characteristics did not cualify them to be described as casus belli,
renained outside that prohibition. The Cherter of the United Nations did away
with that distinction, ruling out any resort to forcec.

From then on, the traditicnal term "war" was replaced bty othoer expressions
such as "armed conflict" or "hostilities', which broadened the concept as regards
both the situations covered and the protagonists involved,

The Geneva Conventions of 1949 are a good examuple of the foregoing.
Article 2 (1), common to the four Conventions, refers to "international armed
conflicts", which includes Yoth war and cther arizd conilicts between States,
whatever their intensity. The Additional Protoccls cf 1977 continue that developrent
ty adding new elements to the concept.

The evolution of concepts can alsc be seen in the convention on chemical weapons
we are discussing.

Element II of the drafi contained in the report of the Working Group sutmitted
in 1981 speaks of "hostile purposes', while clement III refers to the prohibition of
the transfer of chenical weapons to "anyone", a troad torm which covers not only
States but alsc any organization, group or person.

The linited naturc of the preovisions of the Gencva Prctocol of 1925 is thus
obvious, and the inclusion of the word "use' among the prohibitions of the new
convention is therefore, in ocur view, csscntial.

Thirdly, the dcefinition of the substances and dcvices prohibited under the
Gencva Protocol is vaguc and gives risc to serious doubts as to whether it covers
all the chemical wcapons which the development of the chomical industry has made
possible, including binary woeapons.

And fourthly, in the courses of the last 50 years nany allegations have been
nade of the use of chemical weapons and we nay assuae from our experience of
international re¢alities that the same will happen in the future.

This situation of uncertainty, in which charges arc made but there is no way of
either establishing their truth or disproving the.a, is the result of the fact that
the 1925 Protocol prohibited the "use'" of chemical weapons but did not establish a
procedure for the verification of compliance with that prohibition, and it can only
be corrected if "use" is included within the general framework of the prohibition of
a genuinely couprehensive convention cubodying a satisfactory system of verification.

It is precisely to that other important aspcet of the ennvention, verification,
that I would like to refer now.

The problen of verification involves not only technical questions but also
political decisions.

Argontina favours a flexible system of verificetion combining national and
international ncchanisns.
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We believe that international verification, including on-site inspections
carried out on a non-discriminatory basis, is the only effective system for
developing countries which do nct have access to sophisticated technologies enabling
them to ensure that other States parties are complying with the convention.

Scme States arc opposed to internaticnal verification, invoking argunments of
sovereignty and claiming that it would constitute interfcrence in their countries!:
industrial activities. )

However, if international verification is carried out through a body
representative of the States parties to the convention, established on the basis of
a fair geographical distribution, which uses universally accepted methods and
verifies compliance with the convention by all States partics ecually, the interests
of each country would be duly safeguarded.

In this sphere, discrimination is the element which affects the rights of
States. And discrimination should not exist in a convention drafted within the
framework ‘of the Committeec on Disarmament, the first truly multilateral negotiating
body; if the Committee's rule of consensus is applied to the conclusion of an
agrecment, that should guarantee its universal acceptance.

As it has already stated on previosus occasions, my delegation considers it
essential that a consultative comittee made up of not tco large a number of States
parties and having at its dispcsal a group cf experts appointed by those States,
should be recognized as the body responsible for the control and verification of
compliance with and implemcentation of the convention on chemical weapons.

This consultative committee should recceive allegotions of possible viclations
and be responsible for confirming or disproving then.

On the other hand, we are not in favour of including the United Nations
Security Council in any stage of the procedure.

The present voting system in that body makes it unsuitable for playing a
positive and impartial role irn the sphere of verification.

In addition to considerations of a political naturc, as I said earlier, there
are the technical issues. Hany documents have been submitted to the Working Group
and %o this Committec, describing possible xethods of verification for each of the
elements of the conventicn.
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I shall not go into the details of these suggestions but shall confine myself
to pointing out that however much technological and scientific progress allows
us to approach the ideal of completc and exhaustive verification, there will always
be a margin for loubt, and thc possibility of deception or concealment.

Will it ever be possible to bz sure that a Statc has really destroyed all
its stocks cf chemical weapons? Cr that it has not omitted tec mention, in its
declaration, certain of its storage places? What kind of verification could be
established to prevent scientists and engineers from divulging key information
that would allow others to menufacturc chemical weapons?

Ambassador Okawa, speaking at the plenary meeting on 23 February last with
reference to item 1 of our agenda, said the fcllowing:

"The effective functioning of a reliable verification system is of
fundamental importance to any disarmament or arms control measure.
However, the quest for absolute perfection in the verification mechanism,
an infallible verification method, may result in no agreement at all.

A reasonable balance has to be struck between the value of having a
positive if not complete disarmament agrecment, on the onc hand, and the
risk that certain violations may be theoretically possible in spite of
the verification mechanisa that has been agrecd upon, on the other.
Perhaps the adequacy of any verification system is ultimately a matter
of political judgement and mutual trust."

We believe that the words of the Ambassador of Japan are just as pertinent
in conncction with the convention on chenical weapons.

Every treaty must be bascd on a certain amount of trust between the parties.

If a choice is to be made between having a convention with an adequate — and
I stress the word "adequate" —— systen of national and international verification,
even though this system may not be perfict for each and every one of its provisions,
and hdving no convention at all, we prefer the former.

My delegation will continue to contribute to the search for a system
acceptable to all, so that it may be possible with the goodwill and co-operation
of all the members of the Committee, to draft a convention on chemical weapons,
the adoption of which is becoming increasingly necessary and urgent.
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The CHATRMAN (translated from Fremch): I thank the representative of Argentina
for his statement and for the kind vords he addressed to the Chair. I now give the
floor to the representative of China, His Dxcellency llinister Tian Jin.

lir, TIAY JIN (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. Chairman, since the
establishment of the Working Group on Chemical Wezcpons by the Committee on Disarmament
in 19350, under the energetic guidance of Ambassador Ckawa of Japan and Ambassador Lidgard
of Sueden, detailed and in-depth discussions have been held in the Group on questions
relating to 2 convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Throuzh the discussions
on "the elements of a chemical weapons ccnvention" in particular, many substantive issues
have been clarified. Ve are pleased to see that this year the Committee has wmade a
correct decision to enlarre the mandate-of the Vorking Group, so that its work has
proceeded to the important stagze of elaborating the convention. It is our hope that
under the chairmanship of Ambassador Sujlka of Poland and with the efforts of all the
delezations, the Vorking Group will fulfil the important task entrusted to it by the
Committee.

Notwithstanding the fact that certain progress has been made in our work, the road
leading to an agreement is not smooth and there is no ground for optimism about its
prospects. Some events which have occcurred over the past couple of years in particular
have caused our deep concern. I am referring first of all to the charges about the use
of chemical weavons in Afghanistan, Laos and Kampuchea. An increasing number of reports
and evidence have already aroused the close attention of world public opinion. It is
only natural that people should demand that fair investirations be carried out to bring
the truth to light. The United Nations has adopted resolutions to this effect and
established investigation groups. Illowever, the States concerned, while flatly denying
their use of chemical veapons, have cbstructed the investigation work., Under these
circumstances, one may aslk: hou can the "confidence" they glibly talk about be
established? If the existing internmational treaties cannot be proved to have been
cowplied with, how can the effectivencss of the future convention be guaranteed? Such
a state of affairs will inevitably cast a ghadow over the onroing negotiations. In
addition, one ‘Supermower has asserted that in order to offset the superiority of the
other Superpower in chemical werpons, it hos decided to produce binary chemical weapons.
This decision is bound in its turn to lead to a further expansion of the chemical
weapons arsenal of the other ‘uperpower. We all lmow that to both Superpowers the
technologry of producing binary chemical weapons is nothing secret, and they both have
the capability to produce such weapons in larme quantities. The adoption of such
technology would turn the production of chemical varfare aments into that of ordinary
chemicals. As a result, the preparations for chemical warfare will become more covert
and easier. This will further increase the danger of chewmicel warfare. The people of
all countries are feced with the situation in wvhich the arms race between the two States
with the largest nuclear and conventional arsenals has entered a new field and their
development and use of chemical weapons is reaching a nev stage. If this Working Group
fails to wake rapid progress in its nepotiations and fails to conclude at an early date
a convention on a general prohibition and the total destruction of chemical weapons,
then the arms race between the (uperpovers in the fieldl of chemical weapons will
further escalate and chemical weapons will probably be used more frequently and on a
larger scale. in wars and armed conflicts. This is something the people of the world
are resolutely opposed to. The Committee on Disarmament has the responsibility to
prevent the emergence of such a situation and to reach an agreement on the conclusion
of a convention on chemical weavons as soon as possible.
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The Working Group on Chemical Weapons is in the process of formulating the specific
provisions of the future convention. We have consistently maintained that the scope of
prohibition of the future convention should cover the prohibition of the use of chemical
weapons. The reasc: underlying this has becn repeatedly explained by our delegation at
plenary meetings of the Committee on Disarmawent and at meetings of the Working Group on
Chenmical Weapons. A provision on the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons was
proposed in document CD/CW/CRP.24 of 3 March 1982, co-sponsored by Argentina, Australia,
Indonesia, Pakistan and China. lHere, I shall not repeat the reasons why the future
convention will be complementary instead of contradictory to the Geneve Protocol of 1925,
since they have been stated before. I simply want to confine myself to the following
point, namely, that the Geneva Protocol lacks complaints procedures and verification
clauses, which has resulted in failure to take the necessary actions to deal with and
prevent acts of violation in the ensuing years. If the scope of prohibition of the
future convention does not cover = prohibition of use, the measures of verification,
no matter hov detailed they may be, cannot apply to the use of chemical weapons, thus
leaving a serious looplhiole. We liope that delegations present here, awvare of the urgent
neecd %o prevent the use of chemical weapons, will take this proposal into serious
consideration.

The Working Group has concretely discussed the question of verification. It is
the consistent view of the :Chinese delegation that a convention on the prohibition cf
chemical weapons must provide for strict and effective intermational control and
measures of verification. Without these, there can be no really meaningful disarmament
agreement. The Chinese delegation has made it clear in its working paper CD/102,
submitted in 1980, that there should be stringent and effective measures for
international control and supervision to ensure the strict implementation of -tho provisions
of the convention. An appropriate organ of international control should be set up for
this purpose, charged with the responsibility of verifying the destruction of the
stockpiles nf chemical weapons and the dismantlinr of facilities for their production.
Such an organ should also be empowered to initiate prompt and necessary investigations
in the event of a complaint concerning the use of chemical weapons or other violations,
and to take appropriate measures to deal with such a violation when the complaint has
been verified. In -1is regard, document CD,’244 submitted by the delegation of the
United Kingdom recently offers a comparatively compreliensive proposal in the form of
provisions for the future convention. We appreciate this contribution on the part of
the United Kingdom delegation.

Vith regard to the composition, task and wvorking procedures of the international
verification mechanism, there are some concrete proposals and suggestions in working
paper CD/220. What I would like to point out is that in respect of the verification
task of the future international monitoring and control mechanism, the said paper and
other working papers do not have o clear provision for cffective on-site inspection of .
the use of chemical weapons. We deem such on-site verification not only necessary but
also more pressing than ever before in view of the international incidents which have
taken place in recent years. As a matter of fact, there has Leen an alwost continuous
flow of complaints about the use of chemical weapons ever since signature of the
1925 Geneva Protocol. For this reason, we are of the opinion that not only should
the scope of nrohibition in the future convention cover the use of chemical weapons,
but the verification measures should also apply to the use of such weapons. In this
way, the Geneva Protocol would be strengthened and the future convention would become
more comprehensive and effective.
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The consultations of experts held not lonr ago adopted standardized methods for
determining lethal toxicity through subcutaneous injection and inhalation, and suggested
that an inventory be drawm up listing the key precursors of chemical varfare agents and
other harmful chemicals, vhose toxicity criteria are 1ifficult to forrulate. These
concrete results of a2 technical nature can undoubteily be helpful to the nerotiations
in the Committee on Disarmament. Ve welcome these positive results. The Chinese
expert has also presented a vorking paper, contained in document CD/CU/CTC/3. It is
our hope that the Committee will conduct more consultaztions on the technical probleums
during future sessions, taking advantame of the rresencc in Geneva of experts from
various countries, in order to promote the progress of our nezotiations. Of course we
are fully awvare that the negotiation on the nrohibition of chemical weapons is mainly a
political matter rather then a technical issue. In this respect, the tvo Superpowers
vhich possess chemical weapons should undoubtedly have major recponsibilities. If they’
could halt their chenical weapons arms race and demonstrate the sincerity that is
required, the process of negotiations for the conclusion of & convention prohibiting
chemical weapons would be greatly accelerated.

Mr. TAVARRO (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): Ikr. Chairman, before I begin to
explain Venezuela's position with regard to the different items on our agenda, I would
like to congratulate you upcon ycur assumption of the chairmanship of the Cormittee on
Disarmament. Our country enjoys marticularly good relations with the country you
renresent.

I should also like to express the cratitude of my delegation to the Ambassador of
Iran for the very efficient way in which he rresided over the meetings of this Coumittee
during the month of Febiuary.

Last year, I was warmly welcomed on my arrival here to renrecsent ry country in’
this the only multilateral negotiating forum, and it is nov my pleasure to welcome in
turn the representatives of tihe letherlands and Czechoslovaliia, vhose contributions
will undoubtedly be of great benefit to the Committee in its work. °

I also wish to bid farewell to my good friend Ambassador lllitza of Romania and to
express my delegation's appreciation and very bLest wishes for his outstanding success
in the new and important functions he has been called upon to discharge.

The secomd special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament will
talke place very soon, and the most important document to e adopted ot that session,
the comprehensive prosramme of disarmament, while it may not now be in an embryonic
state, is neverthelesc still far frowm comnletion. TUnderstandably, we are finding it
very difficult to formulate the measures making un the nrogramme.

The measures included in the prorramme should be very specific and subject to
completion vithin a time-frame which, although flexible, ourhit not to be so flexible
as to defeat its own purpose. Ve would stress that the comprehensive prograrme of
disarmament ought to be adorpted by consensus ot the second smecial session of the
General Asseubly devoted to disarmament since otheruvise we shall lose sight of the
primary objective of the programme, vhich is tc unite the will of all the peoples of
the world in a prncess directed tovards general and complete disarmanent.

This meeting of wills cannot Le 2 mere compromise beticen ideas about disarmament.
This is no longer possible. Ve do not 2ll 2gree on hov to bring about discrmament, but
there will be no disarmement if we do mot reach an azreement on how to achieve it. Ve
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rced to "create disarmament". Ideac must combine to create a ra2w substance cemmnosed of
elements that should e inseparable, {cr cthervise a nrocess which ourlit essenticlly to
L2 universal will go on being distorted in oxder to satisl;- the most cgotistical

interestse.

The words of the Foreipm llinister of the Iepuilic of Venecouola, Dr. JosC Alberto
Zeporino Velasco, are more valid than ever, at this time of ne~otiction: "The mcwent
2 truth can be expressed in the follovin~ terms, It ic the mement at which we clearly
rerceive that the nev international ordexr cannct e achicevad by tewmporary adjustments,
\

vhich would only prolong the current eorony, but by a change in the fundamentol cencenticn
of the world in wvhich we are living."

G

The world is suffering uore and wmere frot: a contarious disease wnich, as it spreads,
is creating arcas of tensicn and an unwarrcnted arms build-up that could well put an end
to its very existence. The sgreatest dancer to humenity is the one which is threatenine.
its existence: atomic weapons.

.-The world could destroy itself many times over with the existingr nuclear arsenal,
but it seems that that ic not enough; - there are those vho are not convinced that three
tons of dynamite per persor are enough tec protect their security.

I could refer to studies like the one circulated in tlis Comwnittee at the request
of our deleration (documen: CD/233), which was prepared by the Pontificel Academy of
Sciences at the request of Pope Jolnr Paul II in order to help persuade the leaders of
the great powers of the world of the need for disarmement. I could also quote
frightening parasraphs from the Comprehensive study on nuclear weapons and make your
ears ring with the unbelievable figures of the money that is thus squandered, at the
expense of the development of the pecnles; but the rreat Powers' terror of insecurity
makes them deaf to the most besic humanitarian dewmands cf those vho have notaing to do
with but are rather the object of their peclicies of domination and expansionism,
policiec which, we repeat, are sitnly a2 reflection of their owm insecurity, both
internzl and external.

We are pleased that nezotictions are toking place in Geneva between the
United States of America and the Soviet Union on the reduction of medium-range missiles
in Durope, but we still asl: that negotiations should be started on the cessation of the arms
race and nuclear disarmement, as the Group of 21 rcquected in its documents GD/lSO and
CD/131 of 24 April 1931.

We have a nev elewent to consider, in order to be aivie to besin negotiations on a
nuclear test ban. The delegation of the United States of America has nroposed the
establishment of a subsidiary bod; to discuss and to define issues relating to
verification end ceomnlaints to he dealt with in the comprehensive test-ban.

Our country is prerared, as it was last year, to szek means for nefotiating a
nuclear test ban. It was on the initiative, oririnally, of our delegation that informal
meetings of the Cormittee were held at tle last session on agenda items 1 and 2.

Ve would like once again to state that, alfter tlhiose consultations, in which we had

exhausted all preliminary discussion on this subject our next step was nothing other
than the negotiation of a nuclear test ban.
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Venezuela is prepared to consider the various alternatives for the mandate of the
proposed working group only if it is understcod that the work of that group will form
part of the process of the negotiation of a nuclear test-ban treaty, meaning that there
mst be the intention to negotiate such a treaty, which is a matter of unquestionable
priority and has been demanded countless times by the international community;
otherwise, the Committee's time can be spent more usefully on something else. In'short,
if there is no intention of nepotiating, there is no intention of coming to an agreement
and so we know already what the results of such discussions will be.

The tasks of the Ad lioc Working Group on Chemical Weapons are of great interest to
our country; there is a need for a convention which will complement and reinforce the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the purvose of eradicating those atrocious weanons - chemical
weapons. We believe that policies of deterrence based on chemical weapons are
incompatible with the objectives of such a convention. We hope that, throuch this
convention, doubts with regard to the scope of application of the Geneva Protocol of 1925
may be resolved and that a procedure will be established for verifying charges of the use
of chemical weapons as well as an adequate system for verification of compliance with the
obligations flowing from the convention, whether these imply actions or refraining from
actions. The importance of this convention as a true disarmament measure will reside
precisely in the system of verification.

I shall resist the temptation to go into very detailed aspects of verification, but
would like to stress the principle of verification since it is not only the details but
the basic concept itself that is endangering the success of this future convention, as
also, of course, that of the nuclear test-ban negotiations. In the first place,
verification is in no way synonymous with confidence, nor can the one term be substituted
for the other. Confidence is not achieved through verification and cannot te written
into documents. It is a matter of the general attitude of one State towards another or
towards the international community.

Whereas verification is a mechanical act, confidence is a human act. States must
more actively endeavour to win the confidence of others, and a system of verification of
a mixed character with the emphasis on openness tovards the world forms part of this
process of becoming worthy of confidence.

The so-called negative security assurances demanded by the non-nuclear-weapon States
represent a just claim on the part of those countries wlhich do not possess nuclear weapons
and even more so of those which have renounced nuclear weapons through legally binding
instruments.” Venezuela, since it belongs to a nuclear-weapon-Iree zone, is covered by
those assurances from all the nuclear-weapon pouvers, and ve offer our solution and éur
experience to all those whe, like ourselves, wish to ensure, through 2 legally binding
instrument, that they will not be subjected to a nuclecar attack. We do not share the
views of those who do not possess nuclear weapons but would be prepared to use them.

It is clear to us that the only real assurance is the non-existence ol nuclear weapons;
hovever, if what we are now talking about is provisiomal measures, then we are satisfied
at having obtained them. I said that we offered our scluticn to others, but we are not
imposing it and what is more we uphold as a profrundly legitimate claim not only that
the non-=nuclear-weapon States should be assured that these weapons will not be used
against them but also that nuclear weapons -should never under any circumstances be used.
Until such time as all nuclear weaporis have disappeared, we shall continuc to try to
ensure that these assurances are as universal as possible, for atomic weapons neither
recognize frontiers nor read documents.

This Cotmittee has the tasl of elaborating a convention on radiological weapons.
These so~called radiological weapons do not even exist and seem, furthermore, to be
indefinable. Our delegation maintains that vhen the treaty is drawm up, radiological
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weapons should be defined in a positive way and that somethins that is not a radiolesical
weapon should not be so termed, even for the purposes of the treaty: I am referrins to
radioactive material. Radicactive material is not a weapon. In fact, radiocactive
material could be considercd a weapon but only as an a posteriori conclusion, that is,
once the intention so to use it has become monifest, which would rean establichin~ a
subjective and discretionary criterion that might nrejudice the develovment of the
peaceful uses of radioactive material and of nuclear erer; " in renexrcl.

At the start of the discussicns in the Ad Hos Working Group on Radiclogzical Wearons
we proposed that the focus c¢f the treaty be chenred to reflect wiat really revresents a
possible threat: the use of radiocactive material for hestile purposes. Since that would
cover any future radiologzical veapons, the problem ¢f tle definition of such weanons
would have been solved, and the two objectiver —- tiwe prevention and the elimination of
the threat —— would have been achieved. We have seen tliat it is not poscidle to achicve
a consensus on this change of focus; we will not, therefore, insist on it, but we are
5till concerned about the central theme of our proposal. Accordingly, we are prepared
to agree to a treaty which both prohibits the use of radiocactive material for hostile
purposes and prevents the appearance of radiological weapons. Ve are prepared to
elaborate this proposal in order to dispel the doubts it engendexrs as regards nuclear
weapons. But the success of such elaboration will depend on whether we manage to
formulate the necessary positive definition of radiological weapons.

As regards the prohibition of attacks on nuclear plants and similar installations,
no distinction should be made between civilian and military installations. The criterion
which our delegation would propose in this commection is that the prohibition should
refer to nuclear plants that are in operation.

Before emphasizing the importance which my Government attaches to the relationship
between disarmament and development, I should lilke to take 2 few minutes to explain how
we understand the work of this Committee vith regard to the nepotiation of treaties. In
the first place, the title of a treaty is merely illustrative and without prejudice
either to the contents of the treaty or to its actwal final title. In the second place
all proposals, whether applying to the complete text of a treaty, to individual articles
or to certain aspects, are discussed on an equal footing and consequently no texts are
to be regarded as endorsed or sanctified.

If you will alloy me a comparison, the procedure in this Committee somevhat
resembles the situation when a doctor puts his patient's case before a panel of
physicians whom he considers to have greater authority on the subject, since .ctherwise
he would have taken the decisions himself, Once the case has been referred, the doctor
cannot assume that they will automatically endorse his diagnosis, but they may increase
the patient's chances of survival.

In conclusion, I would lilke tc refer to the approach which we consider essential
for the achievement of disarmament.

It is our firm conviction that it is only through the full development of the
peoples that we can achieve 2 stable and lasting peace, and that this development is
both a factor in and a product of disarmament. To this end it is necessary not only to
divert resources frow armaments but to devote them to the development of all the needy
peoples in the world. The words of Dr. ILuis Herrera Campins, President of the Republic
of Venczuela, were very eloquent on this subject, when he affirmed his belief in
"oeo a more just and human inteinational law, based on full and harmonious development -~-
a.peace that is not merely an absence of wars, a justice imprermated with social
solidarity between peoples of the earth and a full development that takes man as the
centre and the goal of its concerns".
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Venezuela for his statement and for the ltind words he addressed to the Chair,
I now give the floor to the represcntative of Czechoslovakia, His Excellency
Ambassador Vejvoda.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Iir. Chairman, I cannot open my first statement
in my capacity as the representative of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic to
this Committee without an expression of sincere thanlis to you and to my distinguished
colleagues for the warm welcome given to me upon my arrival. This welcome reminds
me of a friendly and business-like atmosphere prevailing here some years ago when
I had the honour to head the Czechoslovak delegation to .the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament. And I would like to assure you, distinguished delegates, .
that the Czechoslovak delegation will continue to do its utmost in order to maintain
an atmosphere conducive towards overcoming difficulties and solving the complex
problems of disarmament, so that our negotiations can bring about concrete and
tangible results as early as possible.

Since the month of March is coming to an end and today ve have our last
plenary meeting under your guidance allow me to congratulate you, Mr, Chairman,
on the successful fulfilment of your duties as the Chairman of the Cormmittee.

If we are to assess the state of affairs in this important multilateral
negotiating body with a scnse of objectivity, we are forced to our great sorrow
to admit that we can hardly achieve any spectacular breakthrough before the
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
Ve regret this, since my country-is among those vhich considered the occasion of
the convening of the second special session devoted to disarmament an important
impetus for an effort to present it with some concrete results. We still cherished
some hopes in this respect when the Committee opened its deliberations early this
year, However, it is rather difficult to maintain those expectations when the
Committee is about to start formulating its report for the second special session.
Nevertheless, ail has not yet been lost.

The importance we attach to the forthcoming special session and to the urgent
need to use it as a new impetus to disarmament negotiations was expressed by
representatives of socialist countries, including Czechoslovakia, on numerous
occasions, most recently in the joint communiqué from the meeting of the Committee
of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty last December in
Bucharest. The socialist countries always were and are advocating reasonable
steps leading to disarmament without giving anybody advantages and without
endangering the balance of powers. New proof to this approach was given by the
USSR in the statement and proposals put forward by President L. Brezhnev on
16 March at the seventeenth congress of Soviet trade unions, which my country |
fully supports. It is an especially far-reaching unilateral initiative of the
Soviet Union which should facilitate the reduction of nuclear veapons of the two
sides in Burope, that simply cannot be underestimated vhatever the hasty arguments
raised by its opponents. It is most regrettable that no apparent progress has been
achieved in the key sphere of nuclear disarmament, and that all those and other
proposals put forward by the USSR were not met at least half way by other )
nuclear-weapon Povers, This wvas caused by the amazing approach of some nuclear-
weapon States that obviously decided to "solve" the problem of nuclear disarmament
by an enormous further build-up of their nuclear forces.
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Our Committee still seems to be in a pogition_to produce at least some_results
in its preparatory work for the second special session devoted to disarmament. The
importance my delegation attaches to the elaboration of the comprehensive programme
of disarmament and to its adoption by the United Nations General Assembly is well-
known. We expressed our basic considerations in this respect in document CD/245 as
well as in several statements made by our delegation on behalf of a group of
socialist countries, b

Recently we have been taking an active part in the work of contact groups
drafting different chapters of the CPD., Let me avail myself of this opportunity
to express the thanks of our delegation to the distinguished representatives of the
German Democratic Republic, Brazil and France who skilfully chaired their
respective contact groups.

Our thanks naturally go in the first place to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, Ambassador Garcia Robles
of Mexico, who also chaired the contact group on measures. We find the work of
contact groups a useful form of negotiating a draft CPD, However, full success
cannot be achieved where political will and a constructive approach are lacking.
Thus, in the contact group on measures, we were amazed at the approach of som:
delegations to the basic aspects of nuclear disarmament. In this respect especially,
the attitude of the United States delegation to the problem of a nuclear test-ban,
which we consider a question of the highest priority, is rather discouraging.

The Czechoslovak delegation will continue to éxert all efforts for the
elaboration of a consolidated text of a draft CPD, albeit with some provisions
still in brackets. It is also our understanding that the draft text of the programme
remains open and should react flexibly to all nev proposals and developments in the
field of disarmament. In this context I would like to express the view of a group
of socialist countries that the new proposals of the Soviet Union, to which I
referred a while ago and vhich are now contained in document CD/268 submitted by
the Soviet delegation, should also be appropriately reflected in the comprehensive
programme of disarmament. A group of socialist countries intends to introduce
relevant proposals in the respective Working Group.

It is not mere coincidence that the problem of a nuclear test-~ban has been
inscribed as the first item on our agenda. This undoubtedly reflects the highest
priority which members of the Committee attach to this question. And justly so,
since nuclear testing has been dealt with in the United Naticns for more than
25 years and for almost the same period in various negotiating forums in Geneva.
Moreover, from 1977 to 1980 tripartite negotiations on this matter were proceeding
until they were, regrettably, unilaterally broken off by the delegations of the-
United States and the United Kingdom. Because of the highest priority which we
attach to this question, my delegation was alarmed by the approach of the
United States to the necessity of banning nuclear-weapon tests which was reflected
in the statement of Mr. Rostow, the Director of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. If we are told that the achievement of the relevant agreement
is not urgent and remains only an element in the full range of long-term
United States arms control objectives, then we fully understand and share the
discontent vhich has been voiced about this statement by so many delegations.
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Item 1 of our agenda has been fridely discussed recently in connection with the
proposal of the United States delegation, supported by tlie delegation of the
United Kingdom, to establish a subsidiary body "to discuss and define issues relating
to verification and compliance which wculd have te be dealt with in any comprehensive
test~-ban agreement". As to our delegation, we have a definite idea of vhat this
agreement should be about. Therefore the expression "any comprehensive test-ban
agreement" seems, after years of ncgotiations cn the subject matter, rather
outdated. It is our understanding that this expression has been used intentionally
and is precious to the United States delegation. Its use leads us to believe that
its proponents are willing to-discuss verification and compliznce in total isolation
from the concrete provisions of a future agreement.

Besides, my delegation has alsc serious doubte on the utility of creating one
more body to deal solely with precblems of verification and compliance. The right
approach to this problem rras choser in 1976, vhen the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Dxperts to Consider International Co-operative lieacsures tc Detect and Identify
Seismic Dvents was created., The results achieved sc¢ far in this expert group, wvith
the active participation cf *two experts from Czechoslovakie, create a solid basis
for a reliable verification system, corcisting of both national and international
verification procedures.

lioreover, the proposal of the United States delegation is very unclear. It
escapes our -understanding why a delegation suggests that a subsidiary body be
created to discuss the verification and compliance aspects of an agreement the
conclusion of which in the near future is cexcluded by this very delegation. But
there is no need for me to seeit all necessary clarifications since the rclevant
guestions were raised by the distinguishod represcntatives of the German Democratic
Republic and Poland in their statements of 12 and 23 liarch respectively. Regrettably,
the United States delegation has so far not offered any answers.

A number of delegations around this table elaborated eloquently on the
dangerous consequences cf the further perfectioning of nuclear veapons, should
their testing continue unabated. Neutren wveapons, the prohibation of which my
delegation fully supports, should be a sufficient warning in this regard. And
my delcgation considers, that a vorking sroup +rith the mendate sugsested by the
United States delegation could not cepe effcciively with the problem of a nuclear
test-ban. We therefor: associate ourselves vith the view expressed by the
distinguished representativc of Figeria in his statsment cf 23 larch in which he
said: "A more serious look at the propcsals and the further clarifications that
we have heard so far in this Committee do not justify the orchestrated optimism that
heralded those pronosals'.

Lt the same time, we fully support the creation »f an ad hoc working group
on iter 1 of our agcende ihich should rnegoitiate cn a treaty prehibaiing 211
nuclear-weapon tests. In this respcct vz fully suppexrt the preposal of the
German Democratic Republic concerning the mandate cf the relevant vorking group
contained in document CD/259.

We were told by some delegations that the United States move concerning the
creation of a working group on the verification of a nuclear tect-ban was a step
forwvard, hovever small a onn. Vo still -ronder rhether a meve vhicl: will 10t bring
about anything concrcte with resvect tc the desired treaty can be called @ step
forvard.
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I am now going to refer to another issue of high priority, that of a convention
on the complete and effective prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of cliemical weapons and on tiaeir destruction.

For the last three years this issue has been dealt with predominantly in the
relevant Ad Hoc Vorking Group. The Czechoslovak delegation acknowledges with
satisfaction that the Working Group has been re-established this year with a
revised mandate enabling it to start elaborating the text of the convention,

Our delegation highly appreciates the able leadership of Ambassador Sujka of
Poland as the Chairman cf the Group, and fully supports his intention "to translate
the positions expressed in comments contained in document CD/220 into the language
of alternative elements or various versions of elements".

Ve all know that in spite of the many years' efforts in the Committee, there
continue to be significant divergences of vieus on a number of aspects of the
principal elements of the future convention. The task of the Group will, therefore,
certainly not be easy. Still, our delegation is convinced that substantial progress
can be achieved, provided that the problems are approached in a business-like manner,
and with good political will to co-operate and to find concrete and realistic
solutions.

This is fully true also with regard to the problem of verification.

Rather too often, clamorous demands have been made for an over-all intrusive
verification, according to which verification should permanently, through on-site
inspection, in fact cover an unlimited range of industrial, defence and other
types of activity. It seems self-evident that such one-sided and exaggerated
demands, often virtually in the form of an ultimatum, cannot serve as a basis for
serious international negotiations.

We are glad to note that some of tho proposals submitied in the last period
of our work shoy a greater sense of reality. With perhaps a few exceptions, the
idea of an interlinked system of naticnal and interrational verification measures
seems to be generally accepted. It is also becoming increasingly understood not
only that an atmosphere of co-operation is a prerecuvigite for verification, but
.also that all procedures relating to consultation, co-cperaticn, national and
international verification and complaints compose an integrated system assuring
compliance with the convention. While national control of implementation, exchange
of information, consultations and co-operation would be the main permanent
procedure, the intrusive methods of verification should be reserved for selected
situations. A lack of information on a substantive activity covered by the
convention or a contradictory information which could not be sufficiently explained
might perhaps be one such reason for suggesting the use of an intrusive international
verification procedure.

We fully support the view of delegations suggesting the elaboration of concrete
specific verification procedures for each relevant provision of the treaty. Such an
approach will make it possible to discuss things in concrete terms and to evaluate
the necessity of specific information, material, laboratory evidence, etc., with
regard to all provisions of the convention,

As far as the Jtates parties to the convention are concerned, it seems evident
that they should create a national verification system. Ve are aware of some
opinions expressed in the Committee that 2 national verification system may be a
rather ineffective self-control of the Govermment concerned.
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. Such an agpproach might indicate a certain lack of information or at least a
seriour underestimation of the cormplexity of the problem.

The chemical weapons conventicn will have important implications not only for
military activitics btut alsc for industry and research. Under present practice, no
governmental organ exists covering such a broad spectrum of diverse activities,

We are not going to suggest the octablisiment of any obligatory national
institutions controlling the implementation of the convention. This is fully for
each Govermment to decide.

In principle, hovever, in any country vith a dsveloped chemical industry and
a significant research btasis (irrespective of the posseasion or non-possession of
chemical vieapons), there should be an organ recponsibie to the Government (but
independent of institutions fulfilling the duties imposcd by the convention), which
vould survey the implementation of the iieaty by 211 institutions under the State's
Jurisdiction. It should have permanent access to all data relevant to the convention,
and should collect, check, asscss and publish them in a proper vay. It should also
have permanent access to all relevant activities, including the poscibility of
laboratory testing, etc.

In our understanding, this should ve an organ to assist, in the first place,
its own Government, since it is certainly the Government vhich is responsible
for the implementaticn of the treaty. Ome can, hovever, assume that for routine
contacts with a correspronding intermational organ such as the proposed consultative
comnittee, there would be a delegeiion of the Government's responsibility to such
ar organ. :

Also, for any intrusive intermational verification, the infommation gained
from such a national organ would probably be the moct important peint of departure
for any verification precedure. A closc co-operation witlh such a national organ
vould also be indispensable in cases vhore tecimnical ascistance vas needed, etc.

I have explained cur vieus on sowe fun~tionz of the national verification
system in more detail mainly to demonctrate thet in onr understarding the principle
of a balanced system of national and intornailional verification measures has quite
a concrete content vnich opens a vay for the further clatorztion of specific
cuestions.

Giving our main emphasis to positive, constructive efforts in the committee,
we camnct avoid exprcssing our doer concern wiil: regard te some scrious events
threatening to abelish the resultis of all effort: made se far tovardc elaborating
the chemical weapons corvention, cr 2t least 1o make our vork still mere complicated
ard difficult.

I have in mind above all the d:cision eof the United States Government to start
production nf a new grnexration of chcmical woapernc, namely, binary reapons, 1 am
certainly not going to reveat the avgrmcnts indicating hov much the proliferation
of hinary vezpons rould hinder the =laboration cf a convention., Our viev was fully
expressed in document CD/253. Onr distinguished colleague, Ambassador Ficlds of the
Tnited States, in his last statoment rejected eny idea about binary weapons creating
obstacles for negotiatiors very cotegorically. We would, hovever, be mnuch more
satisfied if in addition to strong language some morc concretc evidence cupporting
his viewv could he displayed. T
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In any case the American decision to start a new spiral in the arms race,
witl. an aggressive military deterrence doctrine in the baclground, has a most
negative implicetion for the internatiorrl political atmospnere. Instead of
concentrating all efforts on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons,
the main attention of a great Pover is focused on boosting its chemical armaments.

Trying to find arguments to justify its chemical veapons programme, the
United States Government has also initiated and systematically elaborated an
unprecedented propagandistic campaign of allegations, suggesting that the
Soviet Union and its allies have been vging chemical and even biological warfare
cgents in several areas of conflict.

In his last statement, the distinguished delegate of the United States once
nore repeated, for example, a three-years-cld story concerning a so-called "highly
‘musual outbreak of anthrax in Sverdlovsk', It is not a nev issue; it was
presented on many differcnt occasions.

In the mecantime, hovever, a very interesting piece of information was published
in the American press: at the time of the "Sverdlovsk case", and American scientist
on an cofficial United States-Soviet exchange wvas vorking in Sverdlovsk and-living
with his family in the tovm. In his published statement he denied the American
accusation fully.

. Moreover, it can be documented vithout any difficulty that since the
Second World War anthrax has been extensively studied for the purpose of biological
varfare in only twvo large military research institutes: one of them happened to be
Tort Detrick in the United States, the other one the Porton establishment in the
United Kingdom.

In addition to this, it is equally easy to prove that all philosophy of
modern binlogicol varfare wvas boin in the United States of America. As far as
socialist countr! s are concerned, the b >logical veapons :-:sue was always tackled
exclusively from vhe point of view of defence and biolegical warfare was outlawved.

The American accusations are thus not only lacking in any substantive ground;
they are also totally inconsistent vith all historical facts regarding biological
veapons,

The same kind of unbelievable inconsistency betveen confusing and contradictory
evidence on the onec side, and far-reaching political conclusions on the other side
i3 also very typical for all storics iwe have so far hcard with regard to the
alleged use of toxins and (undefined) chemical weapons. It is not only our claim;
statements about the unbclievable inconsistency betwecn confusing and contradictory
evidence vere recently made in several articles in the American press.

The Americen propagandistic so-called "yellov rain' evidently has a lot of
ur:ique characteristics:

It was demonstratively coloured;

It was used in the form of a coarsc-particle aerosol, vhich is the least
effective form in vwhich a biological agent can be applied;

People died after touching a sample contaminated with a toxin which can kill
only if eaten in doses many times higher than those reportedly detected in the
laboratory of Dr, llirocha of the University of liinnesota;

C! emical weapors have allegedl:” hecn vsed i: sore regiors sirce 1974: after
gix years of =mrch clvmical varfare, during vhich thevsands of people werc
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reportedly killed by toxinc, neobody, including the Trnited Nations Cermission of
experts, was able to find one singlc casc of iypical'int04lc;tlcn. .

And, vhat is ecually striking, there is an ab- >lute a““epne cf medical ’inding° of
chemical exwosure cver crong those clairing te have just suffered from "yellow, ralﬁ
ettacl:s in the areas along th» Thai-Kampuchea border. Tt is not necessary to remind the
Comaittee that the reports of chomirnl varfarc in ngrhucheu appear 10 cmanate alebt
entirely fror the Pol iot nilitary oxganization. -

Compared vith the terrihlec conscnuences of the firct primitive use of chemicel
wveapons in the period of the Firct Verld VWar, or with the lasting devastating effectis on
the ecology and the health of the population in Yiet Ilan, vheve chemical weapons vere used
Ly the United States army meore than o decade agn, the yellow rain vith its wntracable
effects really seems to be a most sﬁectaculgr cese ir the histeory of chemical varfare.

In spite of these braimraching attempts to make the issue of the prohibition of
chemical weapons as fuzzy as possible, v still sincercly believe that the great majority
of delegations in this room are vitally interested in the total and effective prohibition
of chemical weapons, and they vill not diminish their offorts aimed at reaching that
goal as soon as possible.

Finally, I would like to cffer a few comments on the infermal consultations on
issues relating to toxicity determination held bty the Chairman of the Vorking Group in
the veck from 15 to 19 llarch 1982. The fart that 32 uxperts from 25 countries
participated in the consultations only indicates the importance delegations attach to the
solution nf technical preblems relovent to thc cenventiom. Ve aclmovledge with
satisfaction that two standari protocols for octimating toxicity vere elaborated, so that
screening procedures reedcd fer the practical application of the toxicity criteria for

-

the purpose of the convention.havs bocomc availeble,

At the same time, treo important resiviction: on the applicatiorn of toxicity criteria
vere indicated by experts: the nrecursors of binary chemicsl veapons and incapacitating
agents cammot be classificd for the purpose of thoe convention according to their toxicity
levels. Hence, in addition to the general purposs critcrien, othei approaches should be
elaborated, and the elaboration of illustrative lists of nrecursors and of incapacitating
agents vas suggested as a taslh: for the future consultations,

Our delegation vishes to express its support for this recommendation, since the
coluticn of both the above-mentioned auestions ould be very important for the elaboration
of several basic elements of the convention (such as definition, scope, verification,
etc.).

»
l

It i1s hardly necessayy to recall that Czechosloval:ria has alvays been active in all
relevant meetings wvith tlie participation of experts. Ve value very much the cualified
opinion of our experts, and we have ltecn using their assistance as frequently as possible.
There is also no nced to emphasize hov many scrious and complex technical problems
underly thc chemical weapons issue. C

However, I would like to express our viev that all crucial guestions regarding a
chemical weapons convention are basically of a pelitical nature, andé that political
decisions of principle are the fundanental prerequistite for the success of the negotiations
on a convention. Technical procedurcs ané susgcstions, inportant as they wdoubtedly are,
play basically an auxiliary role ﬂnu t 0neC ‘+11nlv can be no reason for any delay in
the work on the treaty becausc oi technical cuvestione,

In conclusion, lr. Chairman, may I assurc you that the Czechoslovalk delegation stands
ready to contribute as much ac posecible to the final efforts of the Committec to find ways
to contribute to a succeszful cutcome of the forthcoming second cpecial session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmauent.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Czechoslovakia for his statement. I am also grateful to him for the kind words he
addressed to the Chair. I now give the flosor to the representative of Italy,

Mr, Cabras.

Mr. CABRAS (Italy): Mr. Chairman, I would like, on behalf of the Italian
delegation, to speak about item 7 of our agenda entitled "Prevention of an arms race
in outer space'.

Two resolutions dealing with arms control and disarmament in outer space were
adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session; both requested the
Committee on Disarmament to take action on that issue. Our Committee has accordingly
agreed to include a new item in its annual agenda and has scheduled two informal
meetings for a first airing of the subject. These are welcome developments which
prompt my delegation to place on record some preliminary views on the subject.

We believe that the informal meetings and the more substantive discussion which
we expect to take place during the second part of the session could serve three
main purposes:

Firstly, to offer a general overview and an evaluation of what has been achieved
so far in terms of stemming a military competition in outer space; ’

Secondly, to proceed to an assessment of the activities taking place in outer
space and of scientific and technological developments liable to threaten the
preservation of outer space as a peaceful environment;

Thirdly, to identify those "further measures" and "appropriate international
negotiations™ which, in the words of paragraph 80 of the Final Document, are to be
undertaken in order to prevent an arms race in outer space.

Both resolution 36/97 C and resolution 36/99, adopted by a very large majority
at the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly, refer the question of preventing
an arms race in outer space to the Committee on Disarmament. It is -- in our view --
a recognition of the fact that this question cannot be treated in total isolation
from the complex issues of sccurity on Earth and the global process of disarmament.
We have noted with satisfaction that delegations with a long-standing interest in the
subject, like the delegation of Sweden, have indicated that the Committee on
Disarmament has now the primary responsibility for efforts in this field.

It is all to the credit of the United Nations, and in particular of the
Committee on the Peaceful Uscs of Outer Space, the motive force in international
co-operation, that progress in space sciences and technclogies is being achieved in
an orderly manner and benefiting mankind as a whole. These results are highly
commendable, and the work of the Committee and other bodies such as the Outer Space
Affairs Division remains essential. The international community has now appealed
to the specific expertise and role of the Committce on Disarmament to complement
that work from another angle, that of arms control and disarmament proper.
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My delegation understands the concern expressed by the distinguished
Ambassador of Egypt at the plenary meeting of 1C February not to lose sight of the
goal of preservinz outer space for peaceful uses orly, in tine intcrests of all peoplea
of the world.

This should indeed remain our common goal, in keeping with the principles set
forth in resolution 1962 (XVIII) unanimously adopted by the General Assembly at i%s
eighteenth session. The Committee cn Disarmament should make its contribution towards
the achievement of this goal in the field which is proper to this negotiating foruu,
concentrating on the specific objective we have set for ourselves, that is, the
prevention of an arms race in outer space.

My delegation feels that the problems of outer space cannot be effectively rolved
through an all-embracing approach of the kind devised in 1961 for the Antarctic.
The earliest of the post-World War II arms limitation agreements could hardly provide,
in 1982, a suitable pattern.for a comparable treatment of outer space.

We share the opinion, widely supported also in the scientific community, that
such an approach would result merely in the delaying of urgently needed, more limited
measures which are within the bounds of feasibility and can effectively curb the
most immediately threatening developments. To tackle effectively the disarmamert
issues relating to outer space, we have to place them in a forward-looking perspective
and identify priorities. These issues are not stationary: they evolve at the pace
of technology which, in the case of outer space, is particularly rapid. Some of
them cannot wait for over-all progress on all fronts. Without establishing an order
of priorities we may just be creating a storehouse of highly volatile problems with
potentially harmful consequences for the future of our endeavours.

The two States with major space-capabilities seem to have established an order
of priorities for themselves when, between 1978 and 1979, they held three rounds of
bilateral talks on the limitation of anti-satellite systems. The work in the
First Committee last year showed that a growing number of ccuntries appear to be
aware that the testing and deployment of physical and technical means to destroy,
damage or interfere with space objects constitutes the most immediately threatening
development.

A survey of specialized literature indicates that this is also a largely shared
opinion among experts and scientists.

Let us dwell for a moment on this aspect.

The existence of many public sources describing in detail the activirtaies
currently performed by satellites saves my delegation from having to refer to this
aspect at length, at least at the present stage.  One such source is the "Study on
the implications of establishing an international satellite monitoring agency', drawn
up by a group of governmental experts and annexed to document A/AC.206/14 of
6 August 1981. It offers a very useful general survey.
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Even a cursory reading of this study suffices to give a good idea of the
efficiency of satellites and of their extreme versatility. Their use extends to
fields as diverse as meteorology, cartography, geodesy, communications, reconnaissance,
navigation, early warning, etc. Reconnai_sance satellites ,rovide the most efiective
means of verifying compliance wich ceriain disarmament agreements and play a
stabilizing role in crisis-monitoring. The use of early warning satellites contributes
to international security and confidence.

Many current and potential uses of satellites are of great importance for the
economic and social developmznt of all countries, particularly the developing
countries.

The relevant technologv is no longzr the mononoly of two States; other nations
possess a national capacity in this field, while a number of others participate in
the implementation of space programmes through organs of international co-operation.

The importance of satellites and the dependence of States, of all States, on
them are likely to increase: 1in many instances, satellites provide unique
capabilities, capabilities that cannot readily be duplicated by ground-based systems;
for certain other missions they are cost~effective or perform with higher efficiency.

These very characteristics, together with their vulnerability, make satellites,
virtually all satellites, tempting targets. Outer space is at present a medium still
mainly free from kill-mechanisms. Yet the deployment of anti-sateilite systems
marks the beginning of a trend that unless checked, can introduce the arms race into
this new dimension.

Without, for the time being, going into the complex details of the various
anti-satellite systems, be they at the experimental stage or at the operational stage,
it is sufficient to note that in this sector the ingredients for a military
competition seem to be present: the impecrtance of satellites as targets, the
development of 'a panoply of phycical and technical anti-satellite means which would
give the holder = considerable advantage, the difficulties of protecting satellites
by making them less vulnerable, etc. -- all these factors could set in motion the
reactive cycle which characterizes an arms race.

It is easier to forecast an arms race in the anti-satellite system sector than to
indicate its 1likely consequences. It seems clear, however, that it would be extremely
costly, strategically "destabilizing", and disruptive for the orderly exploitation of
outer space in the interest of all mankind. Resolution 36/97 C describes the
negotiation of an agreement on the matter as "an important step" towards preventing
an arms race in space and assigns priority to it. 1Its consideration would be an
appropriate task for the Cecxm. ttuec (.. Cisarmoment, as it would constitute a genuine
disarmament measure, entailing a ban on systems which are in existence, which form
part of military arsenals, which arzs deployed.

It would be premature to undertaken even a preliminary analysis of the issues
involved in the question of anti-satellite systems. It would, however, be useful to
try to glimpse the complexity of some of these to demonstrate that a serious
consideration of them would already constitute a formidable task in itself.
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Foremost among these issues is the definitional question of what constitutes
an "anti-satellite system". The vulnerability of satellites to an array of weawons
and techniques makes a solution particularly arduous. How broadly is the term
"anti-satellite system" to be construed? Should it ~nly encompass weapons specifically
designed to damage or destroy a satellite and their components? Should it also
comprise any weapon constructed and deployed for an ASAT role, or tested in an ASAT
mode? Would it be possible or desirable to identify the various types of ASAT systems?

In addition, the even more difficult issus would arise of what constitutes an
"anti-satellite activity". In fact, without necessarily damaging or destroying the
satellite, it is possible to interfere with its functioning, for instance through
electronic jamming or by blinding it with lasers or by moving it from its orbit, etc.

Adequate verification, which is an essential requirement of any arms control and
disarmament agreement, would, in this case, be very difficult to achieve. Ewen a
limited ASAT capability, acquired or retained in evasion of an ASAT ban, could be
significant. For this very reason, a comprehensive consideration of the problem could
not avoid the question of disarmament per se. Operational capabilities in this field
are already a reality. The issue of dismantling procedures for existing ASAT systems
and their components, and the related verification procedures, would be yet another
very complex issue.

Any draft treaty or proposal purporting to deal with the problem of ASAT systems
should be judged in thes light of the whole range of issues involved in this highly
sensitive area and on the basis of the answers it provides to them.

What, for instance, would be the value, in terms of arms control and disarmament,
of an agreement that amounted to a "no-use' arrangement? If ASAT systems can be freely
tested or deployed, would not each side anticipate that they might be used, and take
appropriate measures? It can be argued that anything less than a prohibition of
testing, deployment and use would be seriously flawed.

The opportuni.y before us is ripe, bi . perishable. As z result of the bro.d
examination that we are going to commence on this iteu, we need to identify our
real priorities, lest we disperse our energies. If we want to keep outer space
free from any kind of weapons, should we not start with those weapons that already
exist, that have been deployed?

- .
We are aware that this would be only a step, a first step, in a process.

Consistent with its long-standing interest in the field, the Italian delegation
stands ready to contribute further to the work of the Committee on item 7, but
most of all it stands ready to listen, to learn and to give serious consideration
to any suggestion or proposal which can serve to advance our common endeavour.
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lir. LIDGATD (Sweden): IIr, Chairman, like most previous spealers today, I am
going to focus my intervention on issues under item 4 of our agenda, namely, concerning
chemical weapons.

It should be obvious to z1ll that a chemical weapons convention is now more
urgently nceded than ever., It is thersfore a source of great satisfaction to my
delezation, as well as to me personally, that the Cormittece on Disarmement has thic
year vprovided its. Ag Hoc VWorking Group on Chomical Wiernens with an imnroved
mandate which cnables it to embark upon genuine and serious nesotiations in order to
achieve agreement on such o convertion. Ve are grateful to imvassador Sujka for
having talien upon himcel{ the strenuous butv also stimulating $ask of leading those
negotiations this year. I am confident that vith his serious resoclve and diplomatic
qualities the negotialiong will talte an important step ftowvards the conclusion of a
convention.

It has teken the Committee three ycars = and I wvant %o rcm_no you that our
predecessors dealt vith this issue from 19680 —— %o roach the stage vhore we now are in
the negotiation process. In tiie first year we were tcld that the matier was not
ripe for being dezlt with in a Vfoxrizing Groun. It wvas only the following year that a
Vorliing Group wac established but rerrettably only with a vague mandate. I think
today ncbody would contesct ihie value of rultilateral negetiations on cnemical weanons.
The exncrience we have obtained in the Vorliing Croup proves the viazbility of the
existing machinery for such negotiations. Thics bedes well for our hone that the
future ccnvention will gain universal accewntance. The example of the Yorking Group
on Chemiccl Vecpons should a2lso Le ugsed to digssinate the remaining reluctance about
multilatersl negotiations on olher diszarmameni matters.

T ts in the Vorking Groun during the present session,
Sweden welcomeos the increased marticinalicn ty the mejor powvers in the worlk, They
have more clearly than previously steted their vievc and precented concrete proposzls.
This hac certainly contributved to the solution of meny of lhe otill cutstanding issues.
This year, as last year, nany other countries alsc have made very interesting and
valuzble contributions as regards hoth the sceve and the verification cf & chemical
weapons convention.

Ac regards the develonments

P

It is obviocus that importent differences of oninion regarding the ccepe of & future
cenvention ztill remain. Zmong them could be mentioned she questions whethier a
coenvention cheuld include a prohibiticn of ure and whether it ghould include

prohiviticns resarding enimcls and “Twnts. «ncther qunasticon in which myr delesation

nas talen a particular intercst is the prohibition of planning, corgenization and training

@)

for the utilizaticn of ‘he icxic proncrties of chemicels as weapons in comvat. 1y
delezation har submitted o vorzing maner to the Uovking C;cup on thic last 1csue,

document Cu/CU/ Car, 29 doted 15 liarch 1932 nespending to the request of the Chairman
of the Vorking Croup, we have cugsested wordln;u to be added to ilie elements included in
last year's wencrt of the Vorking Groun. e have also regsmonded ito various quections

o

and commcntc with regard Yo ouxr vronecs:l.

“mile no delepation has questicned cur stxtement thai in order most effectively
10 eliminate a chemical varfare capsbilit; it 1 necesscary also te nrohibt organization,
nlanning and ‘reining for the nurpose of such uarfore, some have acserted that iv would
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be difficult to verify such provisions. One could, however, recall thzat other
prohibitions, too, have been suggested that mey ve very difficult to verify, e.g.

the non-existence of stockpiles of chemical weapons. Ilo one, of course, seriously
questions this prohibition. The verification measures that .he Lvedish delegation has
suggested to accompany its nronmosal would to o larce extent be based on an exchange of
information regarding different activities.

Iy delegation has alcc nointed out that, for practical reacons, the nrovisions
on planning, organization and training would most nrovably talte effect only after the
complete destruction of 211 main stockpiles., Ve hope that other delegations will
study our suggestion and nalte comments, so that an appropriate solution can ve found.

The other week the Chairman of the Aid Iioc Vorking Group on Chemicezl Veapons held
consultations with delegations assisted by their technical experts primarily on
guestions concerning toxicity determinations cnd on their standardization.: The
Swedish delegation would like to express satisfaction on the results obtained in those
consultations. Thus, it vas most valuable that the participants were able to recommend
two protocols on standardized toxicity tectc to the Vorizing Group. Ve express our
appreciation to the Polish expert, Trofessor ump, for his highly cualified work, vhich
made this result possible.

Another develomment during the consultations vill neo doubt prove important for our
future negotiations, namely, the discussionc of the application of the toxicity
criterion and thereby also of toxicity tests in order to relate the so-ceflled
precursors of chemical weapons to the provisions ol a chemical weapons convention.

This is a complicated quection, althoush far from unsolvable. Iy delegation has
suggested a concentual basis for the application of the toxicity criterion in this
connection, A working paper on this cuestion will be submitted to the Committee on
Disarmament in the near future. The édiccussion vhich toolr place on this issue during
the consultations chowed how difficult it ic to have o purely technical digcussion when
political restrictions are impoced. liy delegation considers, for example, that the
question of the reliability of toxicity tests on chemical reaction mixtures, including
those from binary weanons, is irrelevant.

It is not the toxicity of the reaction mixture as such that matters, but of the
toxic chemical warfore agent formed, zmong other chemical reaction products.

3y saying this my delegation does not want to give the impression that binary
veanons do not nose a provblem for our negotiations. It is, on the contrary, wvith
great concern that my delegation learned of the prevarations by the United States to
start production of vwinary chemical wvreanons. This has sometimes been explained,
inter alia, by the lacik of willingnecs of the Soviet Union to provide information that
would digsipate fears of an overvhelming strength as regards chemical weapons on its
part. The United Utates decision to build up its chemicol vespons arsenal is,
however, more likely to lead to further escalation of the arms race than tc the alleged
purpose of promoting a chemical weapons convention.

This brings me to the question of verification. Ve have studied the vorliing naper
gresented by the United Kingdcm delegation on verificatvion, document CD/244, with creat
interest. It is clear in its aim. e have also noted the exnlanation by
fmbassador Summerhayes the other day that the suggestions in the vorking paper do not
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imply that proposals vhich are notdealt with in it would not be accentable to the
United Kingdom. The Swedish declegation shares the vieu that the verification
provisions of a chemical weapons convention should include on-site verification. Ve
thinl:, hovever, that a more balanced presentation of all the aspects relevant to an
interrelated complaints and verification wrocedure would have been obtained if the
problem had been anproached vithin the framevorl: of the existing elements in CD/220
rather than by presenving a nev structure.

Por the moment, I would only like to gtate that the Svedich delegation attaches
great imnortance to an adequately functioniaz structure, vhich allovs
information-gathering, lfact-finding and information-dissemination fo serve the parties

to the convention. t is our Iirm belief that a consultative committee — which is
necessary for many purposes —- camnot determine the resnective security nceds of the

parties and vhat those neceds may require as to clarificationc from or on-site inspection
on the territory of other parties. In this connection ve note with interest the
discussion on remote continual verification, the so-called IEBCOVEL project, vhich
highlights an interesting approach tovards less intrusive verification measures. The
Suedish delegation feels that this possinility should e further investigated.

lly delegation noted with satisfaction ithe ctatement the cther vecel: by the Chairman
of the Vorling Group in which he expressed confidence about the development of the
negotiations on verification icsues. Ambassador Herder on thot same occasion gave a
comprehensive and intcresting reviev of the verification »rovlems. A continuing
constructive treatment of these questions would be most velcome, including an agrcement
on the necessity ol adequatec on-site inspection of the destruction of chemical weapons.
The Federal Republic of CGermany also introduced in the form ol working naper CD/265
dated 24 licrch 1902, a considerec¢ vieu, inter alia, on the verification of
non-production of chemical warfare apents, vhich my delegation will study with great
interect.

In this context I should lilte to state that I listened with great interest to
vhat imbassador Rodriguez ilavarro said this morning about confidence-~building measures.
ily delegation entirely shares his evaluaticn of the importance of such measurecs. Ye
intend to submit in due course a vorking paper on the subject to the Committee.

The discusgions about allegations of the use of chemical veapons in various paris
of the wvorld very forcefully indicate the need to establish permanently available,
flexible and objective complaints and verification mechanisms in arms limitation and
disarmament agreements. They could, in the form of an international machinery, give
the parties the possivility of having their cases investicsated in an impartial manner.
Such mechanisms would provide for investigations to be carried out vithout hindrance and
for full access to sites and materials, vhich would shed light on the facts in each case.
It is conceivable that the existence of such mechanismc would have Leen ugeful and of
acSistance tc the countries involved in the precent dispute.

Another lesson to ve drawm from the current experience is that an effective contrel
of disarmament apgreements, including the one on chemical weapons, requires greater
openness. To suggest relying on mutual trust is merely a niouc home when there
is a grave dispute about compliance. ‘Vhen zllegations of breaches of international
agrecments are made, co=cperation between the parties.will in most cases be difiicult
to obtain through bilateral contacts. This is but one of the factors vhich underline
the necessity of multilateral negotiations and international solutions tc nroblems
vhich affect us all.
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The CHALIDILuUI (translated frem French): I thank the representative of Sveden
for hic statement. I 5%il11 have on my 1list of gspeakers for today'c meeting two
delegations, these of licrocco and Jelsiuvn. In viev of the lateness of the hour I
nronose, if there zre nc objections, to su.:pené this meeting nov and to resume it this
afternoon at 7 o'clock. 7whe delegetions of llorocco and Selgium have been good enough
to agrec to toke the floor on the resumption of our meeting this aftermoon. So, if
there are no dvjections, I shall nov suspend lhe meeting and wo shall meet again
this afternoon at 3 ofclocl. ’

-

The meetin; was susnended at 12,55 n.m. and resumed at 3 D.m.

The CHAINLY (franslated from I'rench): I declare reopencd the 167th plenary.
meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.

I give the floor to the representafive or liorocco, Ilis Dxcellency Ambassador Skalli,

lir. SKALLI (liorocco) (translated from Irench): l!ir. Chairman, I should like
first of 2ll to welcome Ambassador Vejvoda on the occasion of his appcintment as the
representative of Czechoslovakia to the Committee on Disarmament. It is gratifying to
see again amony us so eminent a dinlomat, whom I had the pleasure of knowing and
appreciating at the Conference of the Committee of Disarmament.

¥y delegation intends to deal today with the question of the complete ﬁrohibition
of nuclecar weapons tests.

The lloroccan delegation has repecatedly exmressed its views as to the importance of
concluding a treaty prohiviting nuclear weapons tests everyvhere and by everyone.
It has always stressed the responsibility of the three nuclear-weapon Povers which
are the dcpositaries of the 1963 partizl test-ban Treaty and of the Treaty on the
Hon-Froliferation of .luclear Veapons. In thot connection, my delegation noted with
satisfaction the ctatement by the distinguished renresentative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist llepublicz on 18 Pebruary that the signing of a comwrehensive test-ban treaty
by the other ruclecar-veapon lovers vwas not essential for its entry into force.

In my intervention of 4 Ilarch, I referred to the deadlock in vhich the Cormittee
has found itself since this subject was placed on its agenda as a priority item
in 1979, I expressed the hope that this year that problem would be satisfactorily
resolved. It seems that that hope, chared by 211, is now perhaps on the way to
becoming a reality.

ror the present situation is indeed very different from the one that existed
before the statements made by the disciinguiched representalives of the
United States of imerica and the United Kingdom of Great Sritain and llorthern Ireland
on 1l liarch 1932,

s first analysis of these twe statemenis revecls the following facts:
Pirst of all, unanimity‘thus exists today on the need to create, atv this stage

of our work, z subsidiary hody on item 1 of our agenda. Ve may hope that this body
would be an ad hoc vorlzing group, os the Group of 21 has always wished.
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There is also unanimity concerning the lmportant question of the responsibility
of the Committec on Disarmament in the sphere of ‘disarmament ‘and eupe01ally that of
nuclear disarmament. The stotement of the distinzuished representative of the
United Gtates ic clear on this point. To:- Ambassador T'ields declared: "The
United States fully shares the view expressed Wy many delegations that the
Committee on Disarmement must effectively dischar~e its responsibilities", He also
said: '"The Commitiee on Jisarmement should address every isgue vhich relates to the
vital security interests of all States, including the control, reduction and eventual
elimination of nuclear veapcns'", and that: "The Committee on Disarmament, the only
disarmament body in wvhich all five nuclear-wcepon States participate, is an appropriate
forum for dealing vith the interest in nuclear disarmament — an interest deeply shared
by all States".

The two delegations proposed that the suhsidiary body should concentrate its
efforts on the ey issue of -erification. The Lmerican delegation specified that
this body would ve recponcible for examining and defining problems relating to
verification. The comnrehensive test-ban treaty should deal with these problems,
Ais for the United Kingdom delegation, it expresced the hope that discussions in_the
subsidiary body would not only throw light on the nature of the problem of
verification, but would 1n61cate detailed vays in wvhich it might be resolved.

Ile understand thic bto mean that the worliing groupn will be required to deal with
a problem of a political nature cnd not vith the technical asnects of verification,
which are within the competence of the CGroup of Txreris.

As we all tnov, the ..d _lloc Groun of Scientific Zxperts has been studying these
aspects for nearly six years and the Group, which is headed by the emlnent Ur. Lricason
of Oweden, has accomplished a great deal in this area.

The three essenticl elements we have noted in the statemenis of the imerican
and Dritish delezations may Le cummarized as folloys

The establichrant of a wvorliing groun;
aeaffirmation of the responsibility of the Committee;

Initiation of a process of a political nature.

1y delegetion welcomes with salisfaction the pronosals put forward by the
American and British delecationc. It believes that a new development has occurred
in the Commitlice, vhich could lead to the beginning of negotiations on a comprehensive
nuclear test-ban treaty. The loroccan delegation, awvare cf the fact that the
problem of verification of compliance with a comnrehensive nuclear test-ban treaty
is an important element of such a trezly, believes thal consideration of this rroblem .
could be a starting point for negotiations on this treaty.

4lthough the ..merican and Britisht delegaticns have siven reason to hone that the
Commiitee may succeed in emerging from the impasse of carlier years, they have also
raised many cuestions, narticularly as regards the mandate of the proposed working proup.
These cuestions are at present being discussed in the drafting group, which is presided
over by ycursclf, lir. Chairman, and ovnen to all delegations. "he Moroccan delegation
will do its best teo help clarify these points.
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‘le believe thet with the goodwill of 211, the Committee could reach. a
consensus fairly rapidly on the mandate of the working group. It vould thus be
taking a step closer to negotiating a comprehensive nuclear tegt-van trealy. You
will remember tha' the Committec vac in tl : rame cituation t-ro years ago vhen the
liorking Croup on Chemical ‘Jeapons was established. Alihough this Groun has not
yet achieved tangible results, it ic neverthelecs currently engaged in serious
negotiations with a view to the elahoration of a convention on the prohibition of
"these veapons. ’ .

In this connection I would lile to express to you, llr. Choirman, my very
sincere thanks for your tireless efforts both during the informal consultations

and in the drafting group on the mandate of the woriiing groun on item 1 of our
agenda.

I would now lile to deal with the question of the prohiviiion of radiological
weapons. Ve vish to exprescsc our catisfaction al the fact that the Ad Iloc
Vorking Croup on this question has been able to overcome the difficulties which
arose last year concerning the wvay it should anmproach all the problems relating
to the scone of the prohibition of such weanons. Thic result was made noscible
thanks to the flexibility ané onen-mindedness chovn by the various delegations,
determined as they were nct to limit the cvhere of wrohibvition to radiological veapons
properly so-called but to include in it attaclis on peaceful nuclear installetions.
I would liize to stress the extremely nocitive rele played by the distincuiched
representative o the Tederal epublic of Cermeny, Ambascador ‘legener, in his
capacity as Chairman of the "Joriing Croun, especially in bringing avout a
reconciliation betveen oppocing views. Ve would offer him here our sincere
congratulations on the way in vhich he is guiding this worl.

Iy delegation vhich, together vith others, hos agreeld, 25 a possible procedure,
to the separate examination ol ihe two aspects of the convention on radiological
wveapons, vishes to reaffirm its position of rrincinle that the Convention mus
contain nrovisions nichibiting attacl:s onn peacelful nuclear installations. The
Israeli attack of June 1931 on the neaceft’ nuclezr nover st .iion of Yammuz in Iraq
provided ample justificction for ocur viewz., s regards the definition of
radiological weapons, positive formulations musct be souzht vhich define these
veapons directly and precicely.

‘VJe continue to believe thai the rapid conclusion of a convention nrohibiting
radiological weapons would constitute a valuable contribution to the efforts of
the Committee under item 5 of our apgenda.

Defore concluding this siztgment T wish to say how ruch ve regret the departure
of our emineat colleague and friend, imbassador lialiiza of lomania,

Knoving his intellectual and human qualities e do not doubt that, ac you so
rightly said, lir. Chairman, we chall very much mics them. Ve vwish .imbassador Ilalitza
every succesc in his nev and igportant functions.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Morocco
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to me in my capacity as
Chairman. I now give the floor to the representative of Belgium,

His Excellency Ambassador Onkelinx.

Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from French): I think I am right in saying
that this is the last formal meeting of the Committee that you will be presiding over.

I should therefore like to thank you for the way you have guided our work during this
important month for the Committee on Disarmament. We already had an opportunity,

at the beginning of the month, tc praise your talents, your intelligence and your
experience, but I can truthfully say that you have not disappointed us. I know

that in our conversations we sometimes wondered whether you inherited your diplomatic
talent from Machiavelli, Cavour or the doges of Venice, but I do not think we have
time to go into that question now and I should like simply to express our gratitude
to you for the very imaginative and skilful way in which you have conducted our work.

Our work during this session has been charcocterized by the emphasis placed on
the activities of the four working groups we set up, in which we hope significant
progress will be made with a view to the forthcoming special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament.

I would like to refer today to two metters other than those for which working
groups already exist -- two questions on which, for various reascns, positive
developments have taken place in recent weeks.

The first concerns the prohibition of nuclear tests. For the first time, the
Committee on Disarmament has been able to agree on a procedural formula, namely,
the establishment of a working group which should enable it in due course to lay the
foundation for the negotiation of such a prohibition. The consensus which is now
emerging in the Committee on the establishment of such a working group is already
one of the striking features of this session. That is vhy, Mr. Chairman, I wish
to repeat the Belgian delegation's full support for the consultations you are holéding
on the formulation of this working group's mandate.

We do not think that the Committee's working groups are the appropriate place
for academic exchanges. Cn the contrary, we think that they ought to be able to
deal effectively with the matters before them. Such effectiveness is necessary to
the success of a process which should lead to agreements to ban the weapons concered.

With regard to the banning of nuclear tests, my delegation believes that we
should concentrate on the issues vhich present the greatest difficulties. This means
in fact the problem of verification, for this questien was the stumbling-block
in the negotiations on a total nuclear test ban which were carried on in the separate
talks the latest assessment of which was communicated to the Committee on Disarmament
in June 1980 (document CD/130). '

The verification of compliance with agreements im the sphere of arms control
and disarmament is not of equal importance in every case. ' It depends very much on
the subject-matter of the prchibition. The 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, for example, did not give
rise to any particular verification problem. ‘hat is no doubt why it was possible to
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conclude the Treaty without the inclusion of any provisions concerning its
verification. This Treaty can easily be verified, principally by national

technical means. However, the situntion is quite differeni when the object of

the prohibition is more ambitious, as in ﬁhe'case of a total nuclear test ban. Such
a ban vould properly constitute the field of applicntion of the comprehensive treaty
envisaged in paragraph 51 of the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as my colleagues from Pakistan and

Australia have already pointed out. The crux of the problem of a total nuclear

test ban thus clearly resides in the question of verification.

The experience of the trilateral negotiations should constitute an important
element in our vork on this subject. It would also be useful if this work, which
will by definition be of = political ané legal nature, were to take due account
of the accumulated experience of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-Operztive Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. A
revision of that Group's mandate might be a useful coniribution to the work of the
Committee's working group. It could, for example, consider the necessary methods
of detection — especially seismic and atmospheric —- for the verification of
compliance with a total nuclear lest ban. It could also determine the means
required for the implementation of those methods: national means and international
means. In that connection it could also consider the institutional machinery
needed for a verification and complaints procedure.

Echoing the remarks made earlier in this connection by my colleagues from
Australia and the USSR, I too would likc to stress our very great concern that this
opportunity of initiating a process which might lead to 2 nuclear test ban should
not be wasted through an excessive concern for the wording of the mandate of the
working group we are on the point of setting up. )

The second question I wish to refer to today is that of the prevention of an
arms race in outer space. We are pleased that the Committee on Disarmament has
placed this item on its agenda and that it has agreed to hold informal meetings
on the subject in the near future.

Ilaving said this, we recognize that not all the items on the Committee's agenda
offer the same possibilities for negotintions. This question is a new item, which
the Committee is taking up for the first time, and it is important because of its
implications for the security of our States. It is necessary, at this initial
stage, for the Committee to explore the subject.

The obligation to take up this question arines from paragraph 80 of the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly. /s early as
1979, Italy proposed that the matter be taken up when it submitted document CD/9.
At the last session of the General Assembly two resolutions vere adopted —- neither
of them gave rise to any objection, and one of them, resolution 36/97 C, was
co-sponsored by Belgium ~— requesting the Committee on Disarmament to take up this
matter for consideration.

Our objective ought therefore to be to try gradunlly to fill the gaps in the
existing international legislation.

.t present, such legislation rests principally on the 1967 Treaty on Principles
Governing the /ctivities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space,
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. It would also be useful to take into
account the implications for outer space of the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty anc the
1972 Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic liissile Systems.
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We ought further to consider the possible connections between the prevention of
the arms race in outer space and the establishment of an intems=ztional satellite
monitoring agency, which was the subject, in particular, of General Assemoly
resolution 34/83 E, co-sponsored by Belgium.

Ve believe that initially the main aim of the Committee's work should be the
question of the negotiation of an effective and varifiable agreement prohibiting
anti-satellite systems. /At the present stage, such systems constitute the greatest
identifiable destabilizing threat.

In fact, anti-satellite weapons could seriously compromise the mechanisms designed
to ensure respect for arms control and disarmament agreements.

Particular attention ought also to be given to methods of verifying such a
prohibition, with reference again, to the subject of the prohibition. This would
imply, among other things, a definition of the concept of arms in relation to outer
space. My delegation hopes that at the informal meetings we are shortly to hold
it will already be possible to clarify some of these questions.

It would also be useful, I think, if the Committee could considexn in the light
of its priorities, the most appropriate procedural arrangements to enable us to begin
substantive discussions in the most effective manner possible a2t our summer session.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Belgium for
his statement. I should like to thank him also for the kind and far too flattering
remarks he addressed to me; they were undoubtedly dictated by = spirit of friendship,
for vhich I am particularly grateful to him., )

I have no more speakers on my list for today. Do any other delegations wish to
take the floor? The representative of the Soviet Uniom,
His Excellency Ambassador Issraelyan has asked for the floor. I give it to him.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have asked for the floor in order to make a slight
factual correction. The Ambassador of Belgium, Mr. Onkelinx, has just said, if I
correctly understood the Russian translation of his statement, that the prohibition
of nuclear wezpons depends on the solution of the problem of verification and
compliance. I must say, as the representative of a State which participated for
more than three years in the nepotintions on the prohibition of nuclear weapons
tests that took place between the Soviet Union, the United States and the
United Kingdom, that that is not in accordance with the facts. I should like to
refer to the authoritative opinion of the leader of the delegation of the
United States of .merico at the negotiations on the prohibition of nuclear weapons
tests, Mr. Paul C. Warnke, vho writes in today's issue of the International Herald
Tribune: ‘'The implementation of a-freeze could logically begin with the rrompt
completion of the comprehensive test ban treaty that has been under negotiation with
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom since mid-1977'. Md even more important
is what he says next: 211 that nov stands in the way of an agreed-on total ban on
nuclear explosions is the necessary political will.® I think that Mr. Wamke is
correct and Mr. Onkelinx is not correct.
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Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) (transleted from Trench): I did not realize that after
my statement 1 was going to be taken tc tesk by my friend .‘mbassador Issraelyan!
But it is with gr-at pleasure that I ansv r him., What I ccruld do would be to reread
the relevant passuge in my statement, n pessage vhich wvas summed up in one sentences
it is that sentence that he has taken exception to; it was about the problem of
verification. This question has been the stumbling-block in the negotiations on a
complete prohibition of nuclear tests thnt took place through separate talks;, an
assessment of which wes communicated toc the Committee on Disarmament for the last time
in June 1986, For my pert I drev my irfermatien, not from a private author as
Ambassador Issraelyan has just done, but from the report we received here on the
trilateral negotiations, document CD/130. It vas in that document that I discovered
that the sphere of verification was npparently the one on which the parties to the
trilateral negotiations had not succceded i rezching agreement. .nd it was from
that report that I drew the conclusions that I have just nou presented to you.

lr., ISSR.ELYAN (Union of Soviet Socinlist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Allow me again very briefly to quote from lir. Warmke. He said: .11 that now
stands in the way of an agreed-on total bah on nuclear explosions is the necessary
political will.' I think lir. Warnke is right.

The CHAIRMAN (iranslated from French): I thank the representative of the
Soviet Union. If no other representatives wvish to speak, I should like, as I

announced at the beginning of this plenary meeting, to put before the Committee for
adoption the recommendations containec in the report of the id loc Group cof
Scientific Ixperts to Consider Intcinational Co-operative lieasures to Detect and
Identify Seismic Events, vhich has been circulated in document CD/260. In
particular, the £d loc Group of Scientific Experts has proposed that its next
session should be held from 9 to 20 -ugust 1982 in Geneva.

If there are no objections, I shall tcke it that the Committee adopts these
recommendations of the Ad lloc Group.

It was so decided.,

The CHLIRM:Y (tronsleted from I'rench): Distinguished colleagues, since this
Plenary meeting is the last one for the month of liarch, I should like to express to
all of you my sincere gratitude for ithe spirit of co-operation you have shown, for
the very effective suppert ycu hove so kindly given to my chairmanship and also for
the many expressions of friendship that have been addressed to myself. Thanks to
the assistance and goodwill of =211, it has been possible to held very useful
exchanges of vicws znd negotiations on a considerable number of questions of substance.
At the same time, the four ad hoc werking groups uncer the able guidence of their
respective chairmen, have been able to intensify their work and in scme cases to make
progress. But this month of liarch hes undoubtedly been marked by the developments
that have taken place in the consideration of the cuestion which appears as item 1
of our agenda, ‘'Nuclear test ban''. Since the Ccrmittee entrusted me with the task
of conducting private consultations on this subject ané since it asked me to preside
over the drafting group which is at present engnged in formulating a draft mandate
for a possible subsidiary body, all my efforts have been directed tovards the goal
of securing & positive advance in the hendling of this priority issue which has for
50 many years been the focus of attention of the intemational community. I think
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that the intensive negotiations wvhich have been going on since have permitted some
progress to be made in the rcciprocal understanding of the various positiors ‘on this
subject, I sincerely hope that the continuation of these negotiations may lead as
soon as possible to a positive conclusion. To that end, I should like to appeal to
all delegations to spare no effort to try to reach the conclusion we all desire in the
interests of the activity of the Committee on Disarmament with respect to item 1 of
its agenda.

Allow me to say that one of the privileges of the Chairman is to work in close
contact with the secretoriat. I have thus been able to sppreciate to the full the
great competence and the qualities of Ambassador Jaipal, Secretary of the Committee.
I should like to express to him all my gratitude, a gratitude wvhich reflects my most
sincere feelings. ‘The advice and assistance of lir. Berasategui have also been
extremely valuable to me during this month of my chairmanship; I should like to tell
him how much I have appreciated his assistance during this perioc. Iy gratitude
goes also to all the staff cf the secretariat as well as to the interpreters and
translators whose competence and dedication I have been better able to appreicate.
Lastly, I should like to offer my successor, ‘mbassador Ckawa of Japan, my very warm
good wishes for his success in the exercise of his mandate. I think it is a very
happy coincidence for the Committee at such an important monent in its work that it
will have as its Chairman so eminent and competent a colleapue as Ambassador Okawa.

I am sure that under his guidance the Committee will be able to conclude its work

in the most efficient menner pcssible and that he will be able to submit a meaniingful
report to the United Nations General Assembly at its special session devoted to
disarmament.

In accordance with our time~tatle for this week, the Committee will, immediately
after this plenary meeting, hold an informal meeting on item 7 of its agenda,
'Prevention of an amms race in outer space', and we shall also be able, if we have
the time, to take up again the question of the date of closure of this session as well
as the problem of the composition of the Committee.

The next plenary meeting of the lormmittee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 1. pril 1932, t 10 a.m.

The meeting is adjourned.

The meeting rose at 3.50 p.m.




