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The CHAIRMAN: In the Name of God The Most Compassionate, The Most Merciful,

I declare open the 1982 session of the Committee on Disarmament and its
one hundred and fiftieth plenary meeting.

The procession of the English alphabet has brought the Islamic Republic of Iran
to occupy the Chair of this Committee during the month of February, and the privilege
of doing so has fallen to me as the remresentative of that country. With the help of
God, I shall do my best to fulfil the duties and responsibilities of the Chairman in
conformity with our rules of procedure and with the assistance of our distinguished
Secretary, Ambassador Jaipal, whose counsel has been most valuable. Heedless. to
say, I seek the co-operation of all members, for I am quite new to my task. But I
hope that the moral and spiritual sincerity with which our Islamic revolution has
armed me will suffice to compensate for any deficiency in my formal experience as a
diplomat, as I believe that the cause of disarmament needs strong doses of moral
concern for the future of mankind if it is to survive.

At the outset, may I thank Ambassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia for his
outstanding contribution to the work of the Committee during his tenure as
Chairman. His skill and diplomatic experience guided the Committee through
difficult discussions and have been particularly helpful to ue all in the
preparations leading to the nresent session.

In my capacity as Chairman of the Committee, I would like to welcome the new
representatives who join us for the first time as leaders of their respective
delegations. May I also welcome the presence once again among us of Mrs. Inga Thorsson,
head of the Swedish delegation, who will address the Committee today.,

I also wish to note the presence of Mr. Ustinov, the Under-Secretary-General for
Political and Security Council Affairs of the United Nations, and of Mr. Martenson,
the Assistant Secretary-General of the Centre for Disarmament.

We are commencing our work for this year at a time when the winds appear to be
blowing against the ship of disarmament, and therefore the crew will have to work
with greater energy in order to keep the ship on its true course and prevent it
from following the currents of the arms race. The diabolic weapons of mass
destruction that ill-minded and immoral men have invented should make us stop and
think how we can collectively prevent global catastrovhe. For we cannot possibly
live as rational human beings under the growing shadow of nuclear holocaust.

I come from a region in vwhich my country has been defending itself against
unprovoked and continuing aggression. We have personal experience of the terrible
ravages of war and of the heroic sacrifices made by the flower of our revolutionary
youtk., Our sufferings have redoubled our faith in the noble cause of disarmament,
Just as the total failure ol the political and strategic objectives of the aggression
against us has proved the utter futility of war. We therefore consider it our duty
to strive for the establishment of an international mechanism that could be mobilized
against the destructive potentialities of the arms race. The human species was not
created so that it might destroy itself. There is a higher destiny for mankind, but
it cannot be fulfilled unless war and the instruments of war are renounsed by all
nation States, and especially by those which have the greatest capacity to wage war.
This certainly requires man to rediscover the origins of the essence of his
"raison d'étre".
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This is no longer the dream of philosophers. It has become the political
imperative for man's survival. I hope that in our thoughts and actions we
will be guided by the concerns and interests of mankind, and by faith in
disarmament.

I now give the floor to the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General
and Secretary of the Committee, Ambassador Rikhi Jaipal, who will read out the
. message of the Secretary-General of .the United Nations.

Mr. JAIPAL (Personal Representative of the Secretary-General and Secretary of
the Committee on Disarmament): The following is the message of the Secretary-General
of the United Nations to the Committee on Disarmament at the opening of its 1982
session:

"It is with a feeling of profound disquiet and a deep sense of
responsibility that I avail myself of this opportunity to address a
message to the Committee on Disarmament. As I have only recently assumed
office, I wish on this occasion to pledge my wholehearted and resolute
devotion to the cause of disarmament, and my strong personal support for
your endeavours. Fifty years ago today, here in Geneva, the first
international conference on disarmament was convened by the League of Nations.
Two basic premises were set forth at the very opening of that conference:
first, that armed peace is no guarantee against war, and second, that the
arms race, in itself a source of mutual fears and suspicions, paralyses the
will to peace.,

"As the Committee starts its 1982 session today, against a background
of widespread public concern at the deadly dangers of the arms race, these
two premises remain as pertinent as they were half a century ago, but the
danger to mankind has grown immensely. The arms race has piled up weapons
of incredible destructiveness and the existence of nuclear weapons has
given particular urgency to disarmament efforts.

"It must-be said, in sober truth, that the current levels of arsenals
no longer bear any relationship to the rational requirements of self-defence.
these arsenals are now so huge that, should they ever be used, they would
menace the future of the human species. It is also true that the ever
greater accumulation of armaments causes an enormous drain on resources
desperately needed for reducing the burden of poverty on the majority of
the world's population. The amount required to provide the basic
necessities of the entire human race for one year is estimated to be less
than the cost of the arms race in a month.

" "At the heart of the problem of prevention of war is the question of
disarmament, which has been stubbornly resisting the efforts of various
organs, including the Committeé on Disarmament. A favourable international
climate is, of course, highly desirable for the success of disarmament
negotiations. The building of mutual confidence, the correction of
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and Szcretary of the Committee on Disarmament)

misconceptions of one another's military capacities and intentions, the
peaceful resolution of disputes, the adoption of verification measures, the
promotion of mutual security through respect for the national sovereignty
and territorial integrity of other States -- even the reduction of economic
disparities between North and South -- these are all as important as the
technical aspects of disarmament.

"The world cammot afford to wait for the dawn of ideal conditions
before undertaking measures of disarmament. Disarmament cannot be achieved
through confrontation and condemnation. The short-term benefit of military
advantage is invariably neutralized by the long-term harm of the arms race
it provokes. Ve should recognize before it is too late that the most basic
aspect of all peoples and nations is their shared humanity and consequently
their shared responsibility for a world without war.

"The present session of the Committee on Disarmament takes place at
a time when international relations are under severe strain. The
understanding between East and %West so painstakingly built over the last
decade and so crucial to a stable peace has been eroded. The past year has
witnessed major acceleration in the upward spiral of military expenditures
around the world.

"At this stage in international affairs, there is a compelling need
to make a credible and substantial advance towards arms limitation and
disarmament. The United Nations is preparing, at the forthcoming second
special session of the General Assembly, to breathe new life into
disarmament efforts and to restore the momentum of progress in this field.
There is no question that such an effort is vitally necessary if we are to
halt the arms race and check the drift towards confrontation. The special
session will be closely followed by a growing world audience increasingly
alarmed by the prospects of a nuclear holocaust. In this endeavour, the
role of the Committee on Disarmament is crucial. There is widespread
interest in the comprehensive programme of disarmament that the Committee is
engaged in formulating. The importance of such a programme for initiating
a planned and progressive process of disarmament in stages would provide
the General Assembly at the special session with a solid and encouraging
bagis for its efforts.

"Another important issue is the long-awaited conclusion of a
comprehensive test ban treaty. This would provide a major impetus for
further progress towards the limitation and eventual elimination of nuclear
vweapons. It would also be of significance in strengthening the
non-proliferation régime.

"Renewed and sustained efforts on the part of the Committee on
Disarmament, particularly the nuclear powers, to make substantive progress
on the complex issue of nuclear disarmament are also of paramount importance.
It is clear that some States have a larger share of responsibility than
others, and I hope that proposals and practical suggestions will be made in
response to the resolution recently adopted by the General Assembly on the
prevention of nuclear war.
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""While the intermational atmosphere remains clouded at present,

the resumption of bilateral negotiations between the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics and the United States of America on intermediate-

range missiles marks a step forward. I hope that negotiations will be

resumed soon on strategic arms reductions.as well. Progress on these

questions is of vital importance for the entire world community. rhey

would also have a favourable effect on the work of the Committee on

Disarmament and contribute significantly to the success of the second

special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

"I wish the Committee every success in its endeavours."

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Jaipal and I would request him kindly
to convey to the Secretary-General of the United Nations our appreciation for
his important message.

In this connection, may I also draw the attention of delegations to
document CD/231, entitled "Letter dated 1 February 1982 fraom the Secretary-General
of the United Nations to the Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament, transmitting
the resolutions on disarmament adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth
gession".

I announce with deep regret the death of His Excellency
Ambassador Vittorio Cordero di Montezemolo on Monday, 1 February.

Ambassador Montezemolo had been the Permanent Representative of Italy to
the United Nations Office and the other international organizations in Geneva
since July 1979. He was the Permanent Representative of Italy to the Committee
on Disarmament until its 1981 session., Cn my behalf and that of the members of
the Committee, I wish to convey my sincere condolences to the delegation of Italy.

I have on mr list of speakers for today the representatives of Mexico,
Netherlands, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Belgium, Czechoslovakia
and France.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, the distinguished
representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles.
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Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): This is the second time
in the history of the Committee on Disarmament that a member —-in the present
instance, Iran ——of vhat is known as the Group of 21, to which my country belongs,
has come to preside over the opening meeting of the annual session of this the only
multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament. Allov me, Mr., Chairman,
to offer you my delegation's sincere congratulations on that score, and to promise
you our utmost co-~operation in the performance of your important duties. I should
also like to place on record once again our deep appreciation for the distinguished
and efficient manner in which your immediate predecessor, Ambassador Sani, the
distinguished representative of Indonesia, guided the work of the Committee during
the final month of its 1981 session. My delegation associates itself with the warm
words of welcome you expressed at the opening of our meeting, and alsoc with the
condolences vhich you have just extended on the occasion of the death of
Ambassador Montezemolo.,

It is the time-honoured custom for the delegation of Mexico to open the general
debate in the Committee on Disarmament, and in doing so today I should like first to
refer to one of the resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly at its
thirty-sixth session: resolution 36/83, which the General Assembly adopted in
December 1981 by 138 votes in favour and none against. 1In that resolution, the
General Assembly, the international community's most representative body, after
recalling with satisfaction that the United Kingdom and the Netherlands had become
parties, in 1969 and 1971 respectively, to Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, generally known as the "Treaty
of Tlatelolco”, noted also, with satisfaction, that the United States of America had
likewise become a party to that Protocol on 2% November 1981, upon the deposit of its
instrument of ratification. Consequently, there remains pending only one ratification,
that of France, as the Protocol is open only to the four States which are
"internationally responsible" for territories lying within the limits of the
geographical zone established in the Treaty.

Two reasons have prompted me to make this choice: the first, which is, I think,
readily understandable, is that, as you all know, the Goverrment of Mexico has the
honour to act as the Depositary Govermment of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which created
the only nuclear-weapon-free zone covering densely populated areas which it has been
possible to establish to date. The second is that the measure to which I have just
referred, although modest, is the only concrete disarmament measure to have oecurred
since the Committee concluded its 1981 session on Friday, 21 August of last year.

Among the very many other resolutions on disarmament which the General Assembly
adopted on the basis of draft resolutions referred to it by its First Committee,
resolution 36/97 I on "Strategic Arms Limitation Telks" certainly deserves priority.
I think it worth mentioning in connection with this resolution firstly that it was
adopted by consensus, and secondly that in its preamble the General Assembly.

(1) Reaffirmed once again its resolution 33/91 C of 16 December 1978, in which
it, inter alia: :

(g) Reiterated its satisfaction at the solemn declarations made in 1977 by the
heads of State of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, in which they stated that they were ready to endeavour to reach agreements
which would permit starting the gradual reduction of existing stockpiles of nuclear
weapons and moving towards their complete, total destruction, with a view to a world
truly free of nuclear weapons;
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(b) Recalled that one of the disarmament measures deserving the highest
priority, included in the Programme of Action set forth in section III of the Final
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General issembly, was the conclusion
of the bilateral agreement known as SALT II, which should be followed promptly by
further strategic arms limitation negotiations between the two parties, leading to
.agreed significant reductions of and qualitative limitations on strategic armsj; -

(¢) Stressed that in the Programme of Action it was established that, in the
task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all nuclear-weapon States, in
particular those among them which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, bear
a special responsibility.

Resolution 36/97 I of last December did not confine itself to the reaffirmations
which I have just read out, important as they are; it went further:

(2) It also reaffirmed that, as stated in its resolution 34/87 F of
11 December 1979, it shares the conviction expressed by the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in the joint statement of principles and
basic guidelines for subsequent negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms
that early agreement on the further limitation and further reduction of strategic .
arms would serve to strengthen internmational peace and security and to reduce the
risk of outbreak of nuclear war,.

Indeed, last December's resolution went even further:

(3) It recalled that, at its first special session devoted to disarmament, it
proclaimed that existing arsenals of nuclear weapons alone are more than sufficient
to destroy all life on earth; that the increase in weapons; especially nuclear
veapons, far from helping to strengthen international security, on the contrary
weakens it; and that the existence of nuclear weapons and the continuing arms race
pose a threat to the very survival of mankind, for vhich reasons the General Assembly
declared that all the peoples of the world have a vital interest in the sphere of
disarmament.

In the operative part of the resolution adopted last December— which, it is
worth stressing once again, was adopted by consensus, which-means that it was
adopted with the full assent of the two nuclear Superpovers — the General Assembly,
inter alia: . .

(1) Urged the United States and the Soviet Union to ensure "that the process
begun by the SALT I Treaty and signature of the SALT II Treaty should continue and
be built upon';

(2) . Likewise expressly urged those two States 'to pursue negotiations, in
accordance with the principle of eguality and equal security, looking towards the
achievement of an agreement which will provide for substantial reductions and
significant qualitative limitations of strategic arms";
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(3)._Meloomed-Itife commencement of negotiations at Geneva on 30 November 1981
between representatives of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on nuclear arms_in accordance with the joint communiqué issued
by Secretary of -State Haig and Foreign Minister Gromyko on 23 September 1981" and
expressed confidence that "such negotiations will facilitate the enhancement of
stabllity and 1nternat10na1 security';

(4) 1Invited the two Govermments to "keep the General issembly appropriately
informed of the results of their negotiations, in conformity with the provisions of
‘paragraphs 27 and 114 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the
General Assembly"; and

(5) Stressed "the need for both parties to bear constantly in mind that not
only their national interests but also the vital interests of all the peoples of the
world are at stake in this question'.

We must confess that it has been a source of great disappointment to us that,
despite the substantial changes which the delegation of Mexico and those of the
other States which co-sponsored the original draft resolution-— submitted to the
First Committee of the General Assembly as document A/C.1/36/L.42-- agreed to
introduce in the draft in order to make it acceptable to the United States and the
Soviet Union and thus enable it to be adopted by consensus, there are those who now
maintain that the negotiations on medium-range nuclear veapons which have been taking
place in this city and the negotiations on strategic nuclear arms (whether they
continue to be labelled SALT or are henceforth known as START) which, -in accordance
with the provisions of the resolution I have just quoted should already have béen
or should be on the point of being resumed ~~ there are those, I repeat, who maintain
that there should be a "linking" or "linkage" of these negotiations with other events
in international life.

Such an attitude could not be more disccuraging. The international behaviour
of the miclear Superpowers, it must be acknowledged, often leaves much to be desired,
whether on the part of one or of the other or of both at the same time. Obviously,
then, to accept the "linkage" argument to which I have just referred.would mean that
there could never, or virtually never, be serious negotiations on disarmament. This
is unjustifiable if it is agreed that, as was emphatically reiterated by the latest
resolution which the General Assembly adopted by consensus legs than two months ago,
both parties must '"bear constantly in mind that not only their national interests but
also the vital interests of all the peoples of the world are at stake in this
question', The 1ncompat1b111ty of 'this argument with a policy of international peace
and co-operation in keeping with the United Nations Charter is all the more evident
if we recall what those parties solemnly declared in 1978 when they affirmed in the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament that: .

"The arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect, runs counter to efforts
.to achieve further relaxation of international tension, to establish international
relations based on peaceful co-existence and trust between all States, and to
develop broad international co-operation and understanding. The arms race
impedes the realization of the purposes, and is incompatible with the principles,
-0f the Charter of the United Mations, especially respect for sovereignty,
refraining from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State, the peaceful settlement of disputes and
non-intervention and non-interference in the internal affairs of States."



CD/PV. 150
14

(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

The foregoing leads us to hope that the report which, pursuant to the provisions
of paragraphs 27 and 114 of the Final Document, the two nuclear Superpowers will
surely submit to the General Assembly at its second special session which is to begin
on 7 June next, will contain news of positive developments, not only with respect to
medium-range nuclear weapons but also as concerns strategic nuclear arms.

Another item, also relating to an aspect of nuclear disarmament, which was on
the agenda of the last session of the General Assembdly and vhich has rightly occupied
first place on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament— we are certain that it
will do so again this year-— is the cessation of all nuclear weapons test explosions.
I shall now present some comments on this item.

Just as it had done at its thirty-fifth session, at its thirty-sixth session the
General Assembly adopted two resolutions on this item, resolutions 36/84 and 36/85.

In the second of these resolutions, somewhat guardedly but nevertheless
unequivocally, the Committee on Disarmament was requested "to take the necessary
steps, including the establishment of a working group, to initiate substantive
negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty as a matter of the highest priority
at the beginning of its session to be held in 1982".

The first of these two resolutions, which the Mexican delegation had the
privilege of proposing for adoption, was unquestionably the clearer and more
comprehensive, both as regards the background of the matter and with regard to the
objectives pursued and the means of attaining them.

In its preambular part, assuredly in order to bring these facts well to the fore
since they are essential to a correct evaluation of this question, the resolution
recalls that the subject has been under consideration for more than 25 years in the
United Nations; that the General Assembly has adopted more than 40 resolutions on it;
that on seven different occasions the General Assembly has condemned nuclear-weapon
tests in the strongest terms; that whatever may be the differences on the question
of verification, there is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a treaty
on that subject; that when the existing means of verification and the exhaustive
technical and scientific studies that have been made of all aspects of the problem
are taken into account, the only conclusion to be drawn is that all that is needed
now is a political decision; that the three nuclear-weapon States which act as
depositaries of what is known as the partial test-~ban Treaty undertook in that
instrument, almost 20 years ago, to seek the achievement of the discontinuance of all
test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time; and that such an undertaking was
explicitly reiterated in 1968 in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons,

In the preamble to that resolution the General Assembly also recalled that in
its resolution 35/145'A of 12 December 1980 it had urged all States members of the
Committee on Disarmament to "support the creation, as from the beginning of its
session in 1981, of an ad hoc working group which should begin the multilateral
negotiations of the treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests", and
deplored that, as stated in paragraph-44 of the Committee's report for that year,
"the -Commi ttee on Disarmament was prevented from responding to that exhortation
owing to the negative attitude of two nuclear-weapon States".
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In the operative part of the rcsolution the General Assembly, in addition to
calling upon the States depositaries of *the lioscov Treaty to institute a moratorium

as a provisional measurc, intcr 2lia reiterated ite grave concern that nuclear-veapon

testing continues “against the vishes of the overvhelming majority of liember States™;
reaffirmed its conviction that the treaty which has been the object of fruitless
efforts for so many years 'constitutes a vital element for the success of efforts
to prevent both verticel and horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and a
contribution to nuclear disarmament’; and once again urged "all States members of
the Committee on Disarmament®:

”(3) To bear in mind that the consensus rule shculd not be used in such a
marmer as to prevent the establishment of subsidiary bodies fer the effective
discharge of the functions of the Committce;

(h) To support the creation by the Committee, as from the beginning of its
session in 1982, of an ad hoc working group which should begin the multilateral
negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear-wezpon tests;

(c) To exert their best endeavours in order that the Committee may transmit
to the General Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament the
multilaterally negotiated text of such a treaty".

It is thesc three exhortations or recommendations of the General Assembly vhich

ve should seek faithfully to carry cut when ve embark on our substantive work. It
should be recalled that on 30 July 1981 the delegations of Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Svreden and Yugoslavia presented a vorking paper (CD/204) suggesting that if, "upon
initiation of the Committee's session corresponding to 1982" -- that is, the session
vhich ve are begimming today -- "it viere not yet possible to give effect to the

repeated requests of the Group of 21" for the establishment of an ad hoc vorking group

on the item "Nuclear test ban", the proposal contained in that working paper should
be formally considered in plenary sessior by the negotiating organ., The proposal in
question is for the addition to rule 25 of the rules of procedure of the
Cormittee on Disarmament of the following:

"The rule of consensus shall not be used either in such a way as to prevent
the establishment of subsidiary organs for the effective performance of the
functions of the Committee, in conformity irith the provisions of rule 23."

My delegation ventures to hope that it will not be necessary to resort to this
revision of the rules of procedure in order to prevent any attempt to transfer the
abuse of the veto, so frequently seen in the United Nations Security Council, to this
multilateral negotiating body on disarmament, which is of an essentially different
nature,

While nuclear weapons have the highest priority, according to the provisions
of the Final Document, next in order of priority, according to that same Document,
come other weapons of mass destruction, the most important of these being chemical
weapons, the only such wveapons to be specifically mentioned.

Here agnin, as in the case of the test ban, the General Assembly adopted two
complementary resolutions, 36/96 A and 36/96 B, on the subject of "Chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons®”, From the combined content of the two
resolutions it is clear that the Assembly vished explicitly and unequivocally:
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To reaffirm the necessity of “ztrict obcervancze by all States of the principles
and objectiv~s" of the Gencva Proto-:1 and "of the adkr _rence by all States to
the Convention® on the yrohibation «f birologicel and toxin weapons;

To reaffirm also the necd “for the earliest elaboration and conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling
of all chemicel weapons and on their destruction";

To call upon the Unit~d Statcs and the Soviet Union to "resume at thc earliest
possible date bilateral negotiations® on the subject and to “submit their joint
initiative" to the Committee on Disarmament;

Also to call upon all States to “refrain from any action vhich could impede
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and specifically to refrain
from production and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical
weapons, as vell as from stationing weapons in those States wvhere there are no
such weapons at present’,

It should also be pointed out that the General Assembly appears to have wished
‘o emphasize the importance it attachcs to another appeal vhich should be of
particular interest to all members of the Cormittee on Disarmament as it is addressed
to the Committee itself. The Committee is urged, in connection wvith the proposed
convention on the elimination of chemical weapons, “to continue, as from the
beginning of its session to be held in 1982, negotiations on such a multilateral
convention as a matter of high priority, taking into account all existing proposals
and future initiatives, and in particular to re-establish its Ad Hoc Vorking Group
on Chemical Weapons with an appropriately revised mandate enadbling the Committee
to achieve agreement on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest date®.

lly delegation considers that it is the inescapable duty of this negotiating
body to heed thir appeal by the General *ssembly, vhich apprars in identical terms
in the two resol. .ions that wvere adopted. Resolution 36/96 A was in fact adopted
by no less than 147 votes in favour and none against, with a single abstention.

The six resolutions vhich I have just rapidly revieved constitute barely
one eighth of the very large number of resolutions vhich the General Assembly
adopted on disarmament questions last December ot its thirty-sixth session. It
would be out of place to try to examine here, hovever superficially, all the other
resolutions. I should like to say, however, that certain of those resolutions,
for example, the resolution on the cecsation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament, are of such particulcr significance as to merit an entire statement,
and I hope to be able to make such a statement vhen the time comes in our programme
of work for the consideration of that item. To conclude my address today, I shall
confine myself to adding a few words ebout the Vorld Disarmament Campaign and the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament.

With regard to the former, the General Assembly zdopted resolution 36,92 C by
143 votes in favour and none against, vith only 2 abstentions. In that resolution,
after noting with satis sfaction the contents of the study carried out by the
Secretary-General on the subject of the Campaign, and commending its conclusions,
the General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to transmit to it at its
second special session both the study and the opinions thereon received from
Governments, so that it might proceed to the solemn launching of the Campaign.
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The resolution explicitly states that one of the main actions to be taken for the
launching of the Campaign should be-the holding of "a pledging conference® to take
place at the initial stdge of the special session, vhen Heads of State or Government
and Ministers of Foreign Affairs vill be in Hev York, and it is to be hoped that
there will be many of them attending the session, as was the case for the

first special session in 1978.

Vith regard to the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, I should merely
like to recall vhat I have often said, both here and in New Yorl:, concerning our
conviction that the success or failure of the special session which is drawing
near will depend largely on vhat happens with respect to that Programme. This
increases the responsibility of this Commitiee, to vhich the General Assembly at
its first special session on disarmament entrusted the elaboration of the draft text.
As we all know, the Committee is endeavouring to prepere a draft programme in its
Ad Hoc Working Group on that subject, which has now held 47 meetings: 10 in 1980,
24 in 1981, and 12 so far this year. I should also like to repeat what I said last
October, upon opening the general debate in the First Committee of the
General Assembly, when I ventured to put forvard the two conditions vhich my
delegation considers the Programme must meet, namely, faithfully to reflect the
guidelines clearly set forth in paragraph 109 of the Final Document of 1978, and,
not to contain any provision vhich, in letter or in spirit, could be interpreted
as a step backwards in comparison with that Final Document.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mexico for hie
statement and for the kind vords he addressed to the Chair,

Mr, FEIN (Netherlands): The Hetherlands delegation wishes to congratulate you
upon your assumption of the chairmanship for this first month of the 1982 session of
the Comnittee on Disarmament. In this function you ill carry a heavy responsibility.
We wish to assure you of the willingness of the Netherlands delegaticn to co~operate
in all efforts thrt will be made to promote our common cause and I extend to you our
best wishes for success, It ic vith sadness that I join in the words of condolence
that you addressed on nur behzlf to the Italian delegation with respect to the demise
of ocur good friend Ambassador liontezemolo.

In my statement today, at the opening of this year's session of the
Committee on Disarmament, I shall first make some general observations and discuss
the nature and the modalities of our work., Then I shall indicate vhat v'e see as our
main tasks during this year's session.

But first I find myself nbliged to make an observetion of a political nature,
It has been observed many a time in this negotiating body, and never contradicted
convinecingly, that disermement negotiations are by their very nature highly
sensitive to the general political climate since they are related directly to the
security interests of member States, While it might be possible in certain other
international forums to isolatc oneself from the upheavals of international events
in this restless world, this is npt so in disarmament negotiations. Having said this,
I should alsc add that on the other hand the Committee on Disarmament is not the
proper place to deal substantively with the various intermational crises as they
unfortunately occur from time to time in various parts of the world. If we did so,
we wvould make still less progress in our work than unfortunately is the case, and
we would not serve our cause vell,
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It is from this balanced stance that I shall say today, in this forum, that my
Government deplores the grave developments in Poland, the imposition of martial lav,
the massive violation of human rights and the suppression of fundamental civil
liberties, vhich are in clear contravention of the United Nations Charter, the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Final Act of Helsinki., Illoreover, if
a great military pover time and again deems it fit to impose its will upon its
neighbours in the presumed interest of its oun security, then this cannot but have
adverse repercussions on a vide range of international relations, including
disermament negotiations. For the only conclusion one can dray from such behaviour is
that,. vhen all is said and done, the final, overriding factor in its relations with
its neighbours is its ovm national security interest, at the expense of the natiocnal
interests of others,

I nov wish to make a fev observations about the multilateral disarmement machinery
as it exists today and as .it concerns us, that is, the Committee on Disarmament here
in Geneva on the one hand, and the First Committee of the United Nations
General Assembly and the United Nations Disarmament Commission in New York on the
other.

Those of us vho participated in the General Assembly last year were vitness to
the fact.that the First Committee again passed a groving number of resolutions
especially dealing with disarmament. And those of us who have been engaged in
disarmament work, or at least United Nations work, for a longer period of time will
recall that the First Committee has not always been that productive, at least if one
counts the proposing of resolutions ac proof of productiveness. If we go back, say,
twenty years —- to the fifteenth session of the General Assembly -- you vill note that
the First Committee at that time adopted only five resolutions, each with just two or
three preambular paragraphs and a fev operative paragraphs. Those resolutions vere,
each of them, negotiated during several veeks, and each vord was weighed carefully.

As a consequence those resolutions vere taken seriously by all Members. Ten years
later,.in 1969, at the General Assembly's twenty-fourth session, the number of
resolutions adopted by the General Assembly had grown tc nine and their length had
growm considerably. Last year the General Assembly adopted no less than 48 resolutions
under the title of disarmament, with a total of 623 paragraphs, both preambular and
operative,

As I said and Ambassador Garcfz Robles referred to this, but I shall not hide
from you that I do not consider this developuent a positive one. The less so since
ceveral of these last year'c resolutions, vhich vere cheerfully adopted by the
General Assembly, are meaningless, if not worse, In my personal opinion, some of
these resolutions were propagandistic, or even 1ll-intenticned. Some I found rather
foolish. - -

The Committee on Disarmament, vhich is expected to be a serious negotiating body,
would do well to keep that in mind, and not to assume that just because there was a
majority in the Genersl Assembly for this or that resolution, its recommendations are
necessarily useful to real disarmament. In any case, this delegation will treat a
resolution just as seriously as .we thinlk it was proposed. And I can only express the
hope that the First Committee will f:nd a vay to conduct its business in a more
responsible manner then has unfortunately become its hebit of late.
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" Having said this about the First Committeec in Nev York, I should add in all
fairness that it camnot be caid that the Committee on Disarmament itself is entirely
vithout bleme as lar as the conduct of its’own work is concerned. We have at times
witnessed in this Committee a tendency to use this negotiating forum as just another
platform from vhich to i1ssue declaratory statements. We have unfortunately also
vitnessed a groving tendency to employ certain tactical moves, sometimes of a
deceptive nature, to prevent progress.

But fortunately e can also say that there have been some very serious attempts
to improve on our working methods and procedures.

In this context I wrish to recall the useful exchange we had last ycar on
improving the functioning of the Committee on Disarmancnt. Upon reflection, ve
believe that ideally the Committee on Disarmament should be in session the yecar
round, in three or four sessional periods ivith intermediate recesses for study,
evaluation etc, If the Cormittee on Disarmament viere to meet the year round,
delegations could be staffed with negotiating experts who would not be bothered by
deliberations elsevhere. Actually, it is a curious phenomenon that under the present
system those responsible for conducting negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament
are also called upon to judge the results of Committee on Disarmament negotiations in
deliberative organs, such as the United Nations Disarmament Commission and the
First Cormittee of the United MNations General Assembly. Thus, the viability of the
Committce on Disarmament suffers, Valuable time vhich could be used for negotiations
is instead sacrificed to mectings of & purely deliberative nature.

\Je propose, therefore, that the Committee on Disarmament should reach its
conclusions on a more efficient vork structure before the second special session
of the United Nations Ceneral Assembly devoted to disarmament. For both practical
and constitutional reacons, it is for the Committee on Disarmement itself to put
its house to order rather than to lcave thiz task to the General Assembly at its
second special session,

We would suggest thal the Committee on Disarmament should be given the function
of a steering committee, a board of management, under which permancnt, possibly
perennial, working groupe vould operate. These irorking groups vould enjoy a somewhat
independent status, so that they could szet their owm schedules and create subsidiary
bodies. They would have the same chairmen all along as well as a medium-sized
bureau., There should be no obligation for the full membership of the CD to
participate in each of them, At the ramc tire, participation in their vork should
be open to States that arc nol members of the CD and that have an interest in the
subject matter of the rorking group. This arrangement would go a long vay towards
solving the membership problem of the CD. The Committee on Disarmament secretariat
could be exponded rith experts. It might be desirable for the Committee on Disarmament
to recruit again, as the LFDC and the CCD did for a thile, a complete team of
translators and stenographers. Then, verbatim records would come out at much
shorter notice and delegations would no longer feel cbliged to read out prepared
statements. Serious negotiationg vould varrant the additional cost rthich I presume
wrould be shared by members of the Committece. The vrorking groups could report back
to the Committee on Disarmament al regular intervals or as required. The
Committee on Disarmament could then evaluate results and, vhere appropriate, supply
further guidance to the vorking groups. 4t the samec time, a Committee on Disarmament
acting as a steering committee 1ould be free to function as a clearing house for
political tensions, so that the vorking group: would not be exposed to them,
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We realize that crganizational improvement of the Committee on Disarmament does
not in itself gu=zrantee better results. Still, ve cannot imorc the serious flaws in
the present syste.s under vhich each working group mects once a veck. One of the
shortcomings of this system is that it does not reflect the fact that during various
phases of negotiations one subject might become much more time consuming than
another,

Coming now to the second part of my statement, in which I shall outline the
Netherlands approach to this year's vork programme of the Committee on Disarmament,
I should be remiss if I did net hail the initiation here in Geneva of bilateral talks
between the United States of America and the USSR on intermediate range nuclear
forces. Ve consider not less important the resumption as soon as possible of
bilateral negotiations between the United States and the USSR on the reduction of
strategic weapons, since a substantial reduction in nuclear weapons iwrould be the
most important step tovards nuclear disarmament. The Netherlands Government hopes
strongly that the prospects for these ncgotiations v/ill improve in the near future.
We have alwvays deplored the fact that the SALT-II Treaty did not enter into force.
All the more, therefore, we nov express the hope that the two nev sets of negotiations
I mentioned a moment ago will constitute between them a basis for further and broader
arms control negotiations betwveen the two States involved. We strongly urge the
United States and the USSR to expand their joint efforts to other realms of no less
vital importance, such as, firstly, a comprehensive test ban, where resumption of the
trilateral talks together with the United Kingdom is called for, secondly, a
convention banning chemical veapons, and thirdly, the arms race in outer space.

It stands to reason that most activities in the Committee on Disarmament spring
session will be geared to contributing to successful preparations for the
second special session of the United Hations General Ascembly devoted to disarmament.
In that connection, priority should be given to the initiation in the
Committee on Disarmament of practiczl discussions on a comprehensive test ban, teo
vhich item the Final Document of the firct special cession of the General Assembly
devoted to disarm.ment attaches the highest priority. I shall not diell at length
on the reasons which bring us to focus on a {TB. In many forums we have repeatedly
expounded them time and again. Ve hope for a gradual diminishing of the role of
nuclear weapons., To that end a CTB trcaty :rould malte a significant contribution,
helping to stop both vertical and horizontal proliferation of nuclear veapons. In
fact, achieving a2 CTB treaty would be a concrcte, practical demonstration of howv to
come to grips with the many highly complicated aspects of the nuclear arms race.
Another pressing reason for cstablishing a CTB treaty at short notice is that without
a CTB the maintenance of a non-discriminatory and credible non-proliferation régime
is difficult to achieve, ;

The Netherlands delegation calls for the opening of serious and constructive
negotiations in the Cormittee on Disarmament on a comprehensive test ban, but wve
fear that in fact interest in a CTB treaty is on the vane. It is a matter of great
concern to the Netherlands Governmment that every nov and- then, from various quarters,
the relevance of o CTB treaty for all time is cuestioned or belittled.

In our vieuv both the ripeness of the file and the urgency of the matter call
for the ectablishment by the Committee on Disarmament of a CTB working group with
a meaningful mandate. Ve hold the role of the Committee in achieving a CTB treaty-
for 211 time to be an essential one if the ensuing treaty is going to attract -- as
it should -- the widest possible international support and adherence. In our view,
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not only is it necessary to arrange adecuvate verification measures in a CTB treaty
but we are convinced that adequatc verification is a2lso possible. As far as there
are technical prc.lems, ‘e are confident ihat they can be overcome, inter alia, by
draving on the experience gained and to be gained in the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts on seismic events, in vhich the Netherlands participates. I may recall that
significant progress has been made by this Group in the design of a global
verification system. Effective continuation of these efforts, including a full
scale test of the seismic system, is called for. The time is also ripe for vorking
out the administrative elements for such a ceismic system within a CTB treaty.

A corollary to a CTB treaty would be a so-called cut-off" agreement vhich would
ban the production of fissionable materials for veapons use. This, too, would be an
effective step in curbing the nuclcar arms race. Ve are not unaware of the
verification problems involved, but a cut-off presents one of the fev effective
nuclear arms control measures for which in principle an international verification
system has already been vorked out, to “rit: nuclear safeguards. It seems logiczl,
therefore, that the Committee on Disarmament should deal vith this matter as vell,

It stands to reason that thc A4 Hoc Working Group on Chemical ‘capons should be
re-ectablished. The Netherlands delcgztion is one of tnose vho hold that under the
inspiring chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard of Siceden the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on
Chemical Weapons came cloce to exhausting its mandate last year. Ve hope very much,
therefore, that a nev mandate can be agreed upon noi, enabling the Ad Hoc Working Group
to elaborate, as a matter of high priority, a multilateral convention on the completie
and effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chenical weapons, and on their destruction.

Next to matters relzting to the scope of a chemical veapons convention, the
Ad Hoc Working Group will have. to deal extensively with itc verification provisions.
We believe that verification should serve as one component in a cystem that, together
vith a meaningful scope and a reasonable amount of protective measures, vwill give a
State more nation:l security than the mai-tenonce of the chiaical veapon option would
do. Without adequate verification, States 'ill nect be confident that the provisions
of a convention vill be observed. As ve stated before, it is our considered vieu
that vithin the framework of a chemical weapons convention, national and international
verification are complementary. After all, we are dealing vith a proven weapon
system, ready and available in large amounts.

At the end of last year's cummer cession, at the 143rd meeting of the
Committee on Disarmament, on 4 August 1981, I had the honcur to introduce
document CD/203 concerning consultative and co-operative verification measures
and a complaints procedure in the framework of a chemical veapons convention,
This document gives a complete outline of a reasonable, but effective, verification
system and vas designed in such a vay as to take core especially of practical needs.
Allow me briefly to recapitulate the main characteristics of nur proposals:

Consultation, co-ocperation, verification and complaints are not treated
individually but form elements of one integrated, consistent cystem;

National and international verification arc therefore interlinked;

The establishment of national implamentation agencies rill be called for;
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The national implementatior agency will, inter alia, work closely together
with a consultative committee to be established;

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dach State party to the convention may use national technical means of
verificationg

Complaints can be lodged with the Security Council. Each State party undertakes
to co-operate in carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may
initiate.,

In view of both the outcome of last year's activities of the Ad Eoc Working Group
on Security Assurances and of the massive support for General Assembly resolution 56/95,
introduced by Pakistan, my delegation is certainly in favour of the re-establishment
of the negative security assurances Working Group. In fact ve vere pleased and
encouraged by the positive attenticn vhich ire received when lazt year we proposed a
model “common formula' for o Security Council resolution covering the common ground
contained in the national statements of the nuclear-vreapon States. It secms,
hovever, that last year the Ad Hoc Vorking Group took things as far as we can carry
them and that the ball is now also very nuch in the camp of the nuclcar-weapon States.
We call therefore for a joint effort by the nuclear-weapon States involved to bring
their respective negative security assurances nearer to -each other and possibly to
harmonize them. As long as such a joint effort is not undertaken by the nuclear-veapon
States involved, we can hardly conceive of room for much further work for the
Ad lloc Working Group on Security Assurances. The Vorking Group vould therefore be
more or less on a stand-by bhasis, .

During the thirty-sixth sessicn of the United Nations General Assembly the
Netherlands delegation actively worked for the adoption of a draft recolution on
the prevention of an arms race in outer cpace, in conformity with the relevant
provicsions of the I'inal Document of the first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. The General Assembly decided to entrust this important
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matter to the Committee on Disarmament. We would suggest that the Committee should
adopt a two-phase approach to this complicated and rather sensitive problem. The
first phase, during the Committee's spring secsion, vould consist of a mapping effort
aimed at establishing an inventory of all the problems which might crop up. To that
end, next to giving statements in plenary and submitting working documents, the

CD delegations might be well advised to hold 2 series of informal meetings vith
experts, .After that, in the second phase, vhich might coincide with the CD

summer session, further appropriate action could follow, e.g. the establishment of
an ad hoc working group.

Developments in the Committee on Disarmament in relation to the so-called
radiological weapons have not persuaded us to change ocur position from that vhich
we defined in 1970 in working paper CCD/291 when we concluded that: "Judging by
the available information, possibilities for radiological warfare do exist
theoretically but do not seem to be of much or even of any practical significance‘.

We largely agree with the excellent analysis cortained in the statement of
Ambassador Lidzard of Syeden at the 122nd meeting of the Committee on Disarmament,
on 7 April 1981. Ve appreciated the Swedish attempt tc beef up the othervise skinny
parameters of the draft radiological weapons convention. That is vhy, at the
137th meeting of this Committee, on 14 July 1951, the Netherlands delegation
introduced a formula which slightly amended the original Swedish proposal.

Whatever the outcome of the negotiations in a re-established Ad lloc Working Group
on Radiological Weapons may be, the Netherlands delegation is not eager to lend 2 hand
towards producing a convention just for the sake of making a Committee on Disarmament
product available to the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. If there is going to be a radiological weapons convention,
it vill have to be one with real substance offering, inter alia, an effective
prohibition against the dissemination of radiocactive materials by attacks on civil
nuclear energy installations with high radiation intensity.

We trust that the organizational arrangemcnts required for the implementation of
the work programme for this year's Committee on Disarmament session along the lines I
have just set out vwill encounter no procedural difficulty. After all, the
Committee on Disarmament can drav on experience gained in the past feu years in
the establishment of ad hoc working groups as well as in the selection of chairmen
for them. The observations I made earlier on as regards the best work structure for
the Committee on Disarmament are not meant to bear upon the tasks that lie immediately
before us. The best procedure would seem to be to folloiw: the course of action we took
last year, vhile making a parallel endeavour to agree upon a better work structure
for the future.

One of the agenda items of the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament will be the comprechensive programme of
disarmament. The Comnittee on Disarmament has set up an Ad Hoc Working Group vhich
is engaged in preparing this comprehensive programme., The Netherlands delegation
supports the approach contained in the working document (CD/205) introduced last year
by the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany on behalf of a group of
Vestern delegations.
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Perhaps I may make a few more personal remarks on this matter. To be frank,
I am not entirely convinced that a comprehensive programme of disarmament can make
a decisive contribution to disarmament, Of course, the world community can set
priorities and goals and establish principles as was done in the Finzl Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly on disarmament, a text vhich
we continue to endorse and uphold. Conceding that stages in the process of arms
control and disarmament do exist, I am of the opinion, however, that one should not
conceive of the relevance of these stages in their relation to time but rather in
their relation to the prevailing degree of confidence, or the lack of it, in existing
security arrangements. I still fail to see vhat over-all criterion could be applied
to select a certain set of arms control measures to fit into a certain phase -—-
however important they may be as such -~ if abstraction is made of the relevance
of the arms concerned to a given particular security environment. In viev of this,
the introduction of necessarily vague deadlines seems somewhat useless and perhaps
even harmful for the credibility of the whole enterprise. Arms control and
disarmament is a painstaking job, requiring much devotion, vhere only a step-by-step
approach, building on what has been achieved, will bring results. Obviously, the
one important criterion that should be applicd wvhen embarking on negotiations on
certain arms control measures is the verifiability of compliance vrith the provisions
of the agreement that is sought. Such a realistic approach is conducive to creating
confidence and without the constant nurturing of confidence there can be no progress
in the pursuit of an arms control and disarmament programme which is meant to be
taken seriously in both political and military terms.,

In other words, for the Netherlands, the programme of action contained in the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, which vas adopted by consensus, remains the guide for future actions.

If a2 comprehensive programme of disarmement is to be meaningful, it should follow

as closely as possible the programme of action contained in the Final Document. We
are not prepared, however, to apply the degree of agreement reached on a comprehensive
programme of disarmament as a yardstick for the success of arms control endeavours

in general and of the second special session of the General Assembly on disarmament

in particular, Arms control is a matter of here and nouv, a task to be pursued,

inter alia, in the Committee on Disarmament in detailed, often difficult negotiations.

VWhatever may become of the comprehensive programme of diszrmament, the success
of the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament will depend on the degree to vhich we all avoid superficial and
unrealistic proposals and concentrate on the serious negotiation of effective and
verifiable arms control measures that enhance security and stability.

In conclusion I wish to make a few remarks of a personal nature. It is novw
four years since I joined what was then called the CCD. During these four years I
have had the privilege of serving my country in our efforts to promote arms control
and disarmament, both here in Geneva and in Nev York, Soon I shall be ldéaving Geneva,
perhaps not for good, but at least for the time being, and I shall relinquish my
responsibilities ac leader of the Hetherlands delcgation. Mr. Wagenmakers will be in
charge until the arrival of my successor, Ambassador Frans van Dongen, probably within
two weeks., I vish to place on record my very decp appreciation for the friendship and
co-operation that I have enjoyed during the past four years from all my colleagues in
the Committee on Disarmament and from the secretariat. And when I refer to my
colleagues I mean not only those whe represent countries allied to mine, but also
others who belong to a different alliance, or to nonc at all. The fact that p-rsonal
respect, esteem and friendship can exist side by side with an official relationship
vhich sometimes puts us at odds, is perhaps one of the most gratifying and encouraging
phenomena of cur work in the Committee, I wish you all success in your vork and
happiness in your pravate lives.



) The CHAIRMAN: I thanic the distinguished ropresentative of the Netherlands for
his statement and for the kind wordés he addressed to the Chair.,

Mrs. THORSSWI (Sweden): Mirst of all, liv. Chairmaa, let me extend to you the
congratulations and good wishes of the Swedish delegation on your taking up the
high and important office of Chaimman of this Committee for the month of Iebruary.
I can assurc you of the full co-operation of the Swedish delegation with you in the
Chair. I would also like to thank you very much for your personal kind words of
welcome to me. Iurthermore, I would like to extend the thanls of the Swedish
delegation to the head of the Indonesian delegation for functioning so effectively
in the Chair during the last part of the Commiitee's 1981 session.

Allow ne also, Iir. Chairman, to associate the Swedish delegation with your
vords of welcome to the new heads of delegations to the Committee on Disarmament
as well as with your words of condolence on the death of the head of the Italian
delegation. May I also join you in extending to Ambassalor Fein of the Netherlands
our great appreciation for having been able to co-operatec with him as head of
the Netherlands delegation for four years. We have had, in my view, an excellent
co~operation between our twe delegations, and I would like to extend my thanks
to him for that and to wish him good luck in his new oflice.

Vhen I addressed the CCD on 31 January 1978, four months before the start
of the United llations General Assenbly's first special session on disarmament
I said, intex alia, the following:

‘During this session the CCD will lface the greatest challenge in its

l6-year history. Vhat does the outside world, anxiously and impatiently
awalting decisive results of years of disarmanent elforts, think of us as

a negotiating body? Is our image onc of a group of idle talkers achieving
glaringly insufficient concreie progress? Or have wve nanaged to get the
vorld outside this body to secc the complexities of the problems that we

have been a:r'ted to solve, the many ~2rious and variou:r obstacles that we

cone upoix in our search for goluticns? Does this cuitside world doubt or

does it believe in a sincere and sufficiently strong political will among

the governments in the CCD negotiations to reach these sclutions at long last?

"I do not know the answvers to such questions as I said four years ago. What
I do know is that the efficiency and effectiveness of the CCD will be put
under scrutiny in a few months f{rom now by the most authoritative organ of
the world community. It is up to us now, representatives of the two military
blocs as well as of non-aligned and neutral States, tc face this challenge
and to work in such a way during this spring session that our special report
to the United Nations will reflect lasting progress in the most important
areas of our worlk.,"

When I reread these words I felt as if the past four years had disappeared,
as in a drean, from the history of the scle multilateral disarmament negotiating
body. No results have been reached since then. The Committee on Disarmament has
worked hard, but in vain. Significantly, the situstion is the same as -- and in
some sases worse than -- in early 1978.

True, some small progress can »e vegistzred in gome of the nsgotiating working
groups. But this is due not to contributions from the major nmilitary powers, but to
the steady and persistent efforts of delegations from cther States, more avare of the
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tremendously dangerous situation in which the world finds itself today, more
angious to relieve this world of ours of the threats to its future than, obviously,
is the case with the major powvers. :

Quite frankly, I have some doubts about the sincerity of these powers in their
attitudes towards multilateral disarmament negotiations. Iy impression, founded
not least on my experience of the past three years of the history of the Committee
on Disarmament, is tha. the Superpowers weaien and undermine these negotiations.
They prefer secret and limited talks, shut off from the views of others. They
expect the Committee to play the rcle of a mail-box for their draft treaties to
the United Nations, rare as those may be. They deny the Coumittee the right and
the possibility to negotiate the lhighest priority items on its agenda, e.g. and
foremost the CTB. They limit the mandates of the negotiating working groups in
accordance with their own.interests. They disregard legally not binding but
politically committing resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly
on which they themselves have voted in feavour.

Recently, reports have reached us which seem once again to confirm what I have
just said. It is indeed shocking to learn from official sources, through the press,
that the United States is planning to propose additional treaty negotiations on
chemical weapons - beside those conducted in this Committee at the request of the
United Nations General Assembly -- in an attempt to head off criticism from the
international community and to legitimize their preparations for the production of
a new generation of exactly these weapons, should those negotiations fail. The talks
proposed would be among the signatories of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. There is indeed
a need to improve the Geneva protocol, which lacks a verification mechanism. But it
is not acceptable that such negotiations be used as a smokescreen for the production
of new chemical weapons.

According to the same information, it is planned to use the Committee on
Disarmament for "discussing the issue", focusing on the contention that the USSR
has been using a toxin against, inter alia, Afghan guerillas. Are we to understand
that this multilateral negotiating body the Committee on Disarmanent, will be
degraded to a forum for exchanges of allegations ead that the considerable progress
made in the Committee's ad hoc negotiating working group will be discarded?

I should appreciate an explanation from the United States delegation on its
current plan.

All this has had a devastating effect on the standing of the Committee in the
eyes of world public opinion, so newly aroused to activites of protest against an
abominable situation. While there were earlier expectations and hopes, there is now
disappointment. Uhile there werc carlier interest and involvement, there are now
shrugged shoulders. I spoke in 1978 about '"the outside world", at a time wvhen all
our meetings were closed to world public opinion. Since January 1979 the Committee
on Disarmanent has opened its plenary meetings to the public. In the following early
stages the plenaries vere well altended. TFor a long time now, the public gallery
is most of the time alumost enpty. Particularly at a time wvhen world public opinion
is awake and marching, all members of the Committee should be seriously concemed
about this state of its affairs. Do the citizens of the world, vhom these affairs
ultimately concern, still have any confidence in what we may be able to achieve or
do they shrug their shoulders at our work? -

These serious questions are indeed before us, when we start to consider our
possible achicvements during the spring session of 1982, Not least when we look
back on the year 1981, just passed. Let us be frank.
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The year 1981 was another lost year for disarmament. Is there any reason to
presume that the year which has just started will be more rewarding® The picture
is, indeed, contradictory. In the political field, a sensc of deep distrust,
suspicion and fear permeates relations between the Superpowers and their military
alliances. The occupation of Afghanistan continues on its third year with no
nationally or internationally acceptable solution in sight. Regional war and
tension, unilateral use of force and annexation characterize the situation in the
Gulf area and in the Iliddle East, both areas of vital economic importance and the
focus of competition and interference from the Superpowers.

In Europe, efforts at increasing confidence and co-operation, inter alia, at
the Madrid follow-up meeting of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Burope, have received a rude reminder of the volatility of gtability through the
tragic suppression of freedom and democratic aspirations in Poland. Once again, the
world has been reminded that the true face of Communism imposed on Lastern Burope
is force, that it is fit for subjugating the lives and minds of people, but unable
to survive in a society where free and unthreatened choice is possible.

At a2 time when an impressively increasing number of people are becoming aware
of the threat involved in the militarization of society and in the accumulation and
possible spread of nuclear weapons in particular, and would like to do something
about it, the underlying causes of tension and conflict are thus intensifying and
making solutions even more intractable.

Still, remedies of these tensions and conflicts rust be sought and found.
Sweden will continue to advocate the adoption of widened confidence-building
measures aimed at reducing distrust, suspicions and fears among nations and increasing
openness in international relations and the fieedom of peoples.

Not only because of the disastrous effects of the present state of things
politically. But also because of the subsequent effects cf these tensions and
conflicts on the arms race, iiself a factor in increasing t-nsions and conflicts.

One, and perhaps the most important manifestation of these effects is the
present trend ir military research and technology. This is currently moving in
directions which may well, unless they are checked, within a decade have rendered
amms control, not to talk about disarmament, virtually impossible. Although this may
possibly be the not so secret desire of armamenil protagonists, it is a course which
can only lead to an alarming destabilization and decrease in security. The history
of arms control is replete vith lost opportunities and so-called bargaining chips,
which turned out to be irresistibly tempting pieces of nilitary equipmeirt once
developed. lIIRVs werz once one such negotiable commodity. They have now become
a central feature of ballistic missiles technology. SALT II put a lid on theixr
nunbers but the sad failure to ratify the treaty may now lead to a further
fractionation of warheads, vwhich will frustrate not only defensive efforts but
arms control as well.

The new cruise missile technology is even mcre ominous in this regard. Not
only may the cruise missile, through its small size and its capacity for carrying
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction as well as conventional weapons,
ultimately become an utterly destabilizing weapon, particularly if, as plans
indicate, these missiles are deployed in large numbers on mobiie launch platforus
and moving at supersonic speeds. Further, their flight characteristics and
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possible deploynent areas noy also negatively affect the security and sovereigniy of
neutral and non-cligned States. And finally, fron the arms control peint of viewv,
they may well co:.pletely defy adequate vorification. For ¢ll these reasons, cruice
migsile technology reprzsents o queatun jJumn vhich, because cf its dire conscquencacs,
had better not be taken. It would, indeed, be ircnic if the same peowle who are,
mostly for good reasons, the staunch supporters of stringent verification measures
in the diszarmawent ficld, were, by bettiag on noa-verifiable cruise missiles, very
likely to dig the grave ol, or, at least, to render necrly insoluble, intemational
disarmanent and arms conirol efforts. Incidentally, the nuilitary advantage of such
missiles would, of course, be only tenporary and socin be turmed into a c¢lear
disadvantage, once the adversary has mastered ithe same technology. There is little
reason to believe that he would not do so. The upwerd spiral of military technology,
and consequently the amms race, will just contiaue.

Individual nations and the inteimationzl communiiy must make a decisive effort
to find ways — verifiable, of couise = to come to grips with militaxry R & D, ot
only does it devour enormous resources -- in 1931 at lecast $40,000 million in
Government spending only -- but it is currently on the verge of taking us beyond
the point of no return, vhere ams control will have been rendered futile and the
insecurity and mutual suspicion of States eveir more intense and dangerous than
today. The quest for technological supericrity in the military ficld, as well as
military superiority generally, is z dead end, in the literal sease of the word.

I should like, here, once again, as I did two years age in this body, to point
to the fact that, bccause of the rapid and tremendous advances in military it & D,
time is a crucial fastor. Owing to increased Gifficulties in reaching agrecuent on
sufficiently acceptable verificetion measures hecause of these advances, the longer
negotiations and agreements are delayed, the wore difficult results tend to vecomne.
There is a nmomentum here that we should all be aware of with legitimate horrow.

And a word of urgent varming must be issued to the Superpowers: these two
countries should seriously consider the srave responsibility that they carry,

responsibile as they arc for 85 per cent ol world cxvenses for nilitary R & D.

Ways nust indeed ve sought in intemetional co-operation to curtail R & D
for offensive umilitary purposes. It is well documented that many systems may be
the subject of successlul negotiations up to the testing but not beyond. Curtailing
of such military R & D could be done through measures aiued at the early identification
of new and dangerous trends in arms resecrch and development with a view to
precluding the testing and deployment of such weapons. There are precedents for
this in the Anti-Ballistic llissile treaty, the biclogical weapons Convention,
the ENM(D Convention, the talks on anti-satellite technology and some of the limits
agreed on in the SALT II Treaty. Another complementary approach is to preclude the
military or hostile use of certain pgeographiceal arezs, as has been done, vholly
or partially -- I should like tc emphasize partially -- for the Antarctic, outer
space and the seabed.
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Cruise missiles are one important part of the recently started theatre
nuclear forces negotiations. It must, of course, be welcomed that those have
got under way, although the climate of distrust which I have just referred to,
and the complex substance, cannot make us confident about early results. On the
other hand, talks on nuclear arms control and disarmament are of decisive importance
to all nations. These talks, carried out between the Superpowers, should not be
allowed to be contingent on changes in relations between any group of countries,
and should, hence, be pursued vigorously.

The political and symbolic value of the TNF ncgotiations is enormous.
And the reaching of a comprehensive agrcenent on the weapons in question is of
paramount importance. The negotiations teslify to an encouraging new sign in
disarmament, the stronger involvement of many groups of free public opinion.
This is certain in the West and perhaps some repercussion could follow even in
the East. The madness ol the nuclear arms race and the incalculable and disastrous
consequences for all nations, including the Superpowers, of a pogsible future
nuclear war is at last being brought home to everybody. It is, indeed, perplexing
that this insight has not dawned earlier, since the nuclear threat has existed for
decades, but it is all the more welcome.

The fact of the present situation seems to be, simply, that for both sides
rough nuclear parity means that they cannot have complete confidence in the
deterrent force of their nuclear weapons. A [irst strike attempt, however
suicidal, cannot be completely ruled out. This leads to new attempts to increase
survivability and even a quest for superiority, i.e. an assured first strike ’
capability, which will be destabilizing. Furthermore, the pure deterrent function
of the weapons is being eroded. This 18 caused by a flexible response doctrine which
by stressing various thcoretically possible selective or counterforce uses of
nuclear weapons makes nuclear war appear more likely. This could, in theory,
lead to strengthening pure deterrence, thus raising the threshold of use of
muclear weapons and of war itself.

In this field, however, using theor; only is one of the most dangerous ways
to approach the problem of peace or nuclear war. Vithout imaginative perceptions
of the concrete realities of nuclear war, theories based on computers and war
gemes will in fact tend to become factors lowering the war threshold. Loose
references to the possibilities of actually using nuclear weapons in war have
been made. And it 1s probably correct to argue that the alammingly increased
tendencies to stress the military usability of nuclear weapons — as different from
their political deterrent function — will in themselves in practice lead to a
lovering of the nuclear threshold. This fendency may be further encouraged by the
false belief that nuclear war, even if purportedly selective, can be "won'" in any
meaningful gense of the word. Again developing technology, to which I referred
earlier, is making this perverted thinking more "credible" though, in fact, its
bagis is very shaky and unrealistic.

Since it has become obvious to everybody that even limited nuclear strikes
will in most cases have widespread consequences and are unlikely to remain
limited, the whole doctrine of flexibile response is encountering increasing
public resistance. Ironically, recent attempts on both sides to further develop
this doctrine by the deployment of new types of intermediate-range weapons is
having the unexpected result of exposing the contradictory and impossible
consequences of the whole doctrine -- perhaps of nuclear veapons themselves.
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The terrible dilemma of our present situation is, however, that it cannot be
excluded that in certain situations nuclear weazons would actually be put to their
cataclysmic use, out the reply would, of course, bc instant and equally cataclysmic.
To ensure cne's own defence, cnc wwuld also ensure one's own utter and final
destruction.

The need tc rid Burope of this insanc situation is obvious, but very difficult
to achieve. Vhat has almost light-heartedly becn implanted in and around Lurope
during the last threc decades, cannot be removed without upsetting an established
balance of terror, however precarious aind nefarious it may be. TNF negotiations
will, of necessity, start with a limited number of issues. However, in the nuclear
field all weapons are interlinkea, and increasingly so, by virtue of developing
technology, vhich tends to blur distinctions between tactical, intermediate-range
and central, strategic nuclear weapons. If eveniuzl results of TNF talks are io
have any real significance, they must, therefore, subsequently be broadened to cover
further categories of theatre nuclear weapons and their carriers. The complexity of
this matter is evident but cannot be avoided.

In this context, a particular effort should be made, without too much delay,
to approach the issue of lowering the number of tactical nuclear weapons, with the
aim of their ultimate abolition. ‘Their mission is unclear, as testilfied by many,
their usefulness on a'swiftly moving battlefield against a mobile adversary doubtful,
if their use is not to be delegated to lower levels of command in contradiction to
what is thought to be a matter ol highest-level and, therefore, time-consuming
decision-making. If, on the other hand, the use of tactical weapons were io be a
matter of decision by local commanders, such weapons become a dangerous trip wire,
which could far too easily lower the nuclear threshold and trigger an escalation
to major nuclear war.

Tactical nuclear weapons, be they neutron or other, thus lack credible military
usefulness and represent clear dangers of escalation. They should, therefore,
gradually become wrime torgets of negotiations. Ho doubt, the question of
verification wou.d ve particularly daunting. It would probably be difficuli to
imagine that satisfactory solutions could be found which would not feoresee the
abolition of these weapons. To easure military balance, nuclear disarmament should
be accompanied by appropriately bLalanced roductions in conventional weaponry.

Finally, TNF negotiations might be fairly meaningless unless scen in the
wider context of stirategic nuclesr weapons. It is, therefore, our very eamnest
hope that the talks bn strategic nuclear weapons will soon resume with the aim
of preserving what can be saved from the wreckage of SALT II, but also of working
towards sizeable reductions in the enormous overkill strategic arsenals of the
Juperpovers. It follows from what I said earlier that Sweden considers it i
urgently necessary to find ways to put a lid on further technological improvements
and innovations in the technology of nuclear weapons and their carriers.

To sum up these lines of thought:

On the vhole, considering the recent rapid developments in weapon technology,
the role of nuclear weapons as usable military and, consequently, political
mnstruments in a crisis situation scems to be put in question, not least due .to
the far-reaching waves of proiests against these weapons as such. The whole doctrine
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of "flexible response" seems to be in doubt, considering the generally admitted
risk of large-scale escalation. The credivility of "first use" would thereby be
seriously endangered. Simultaneously the importance of the role of conventional
weapons would seem to be enlarged. Thereby, the concomitant importance of wide
confidence-building measures would be enhziced,

It seems necessary to remind everybody of the decisive role entrusted to
the Committee on Disarmament in all aspects of disarmament negotiations. Nuclear
disarmament in all its aspects -- which in the past was exclusively handled by
nuclear-weapon States--is a high priority item on the Committee's agenda in
accordance with paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It is therefore of the utmost
importance to establish a link between the werk of the CD and the ongoing or
pending negotiations between the Superpowers or the military blocs on all aspects
of nuclear disarmament.

I revert now to a perennial cn the Committee's agenda, the CTB. The question
of a CTBT has been before the multilateral negotiating body in Geneva since its
beginning. Owing to the stubbom resistance of some of the nuclear-weapon States,
the Committee on Disarmament has, as we all lknow, been preventeld from even starting
concrete CTBT negotiations. Like several of my colleagues around this table, I have
on numerous occasions stated that it is a quite unacceptable practice to use the
consensus rule in order to prevent the establishment of subsidiary organs for the
effective conduct of negotiations of an item on the Committee's own agenda agreed
upon by all delegations. As membters may recall, the Swedish delegation has
supported proposals to the effect that the consensus rule should not apply to
decisions relating to procedural matters.

It fills me with despair and frustration to note that in spite of all our
efforts the CTB issue scems to be in worse shape than ever. The trilateral CTB
talks, which at times were used as a pretext for preventing the Committee from
fulfilling its duty to negotiate a CTBT, have been suspence’ for more than a year
and a half. There is still no information available as to ithe future -- if any --
of these negotiations.

Continuing developmenis in the nuclear field underline the fact that the
achievement of a CTBT is as urgent as cver, despite indications that some
nuclear-weapon State is inclined to consider it a "non-issue'. This view will
never be accepted. The CTB is important in crder to prevent, or at least render
more difficult, the further improvement of existing capabilities as well as the
attainment of nuclear explosive capability. This argument has been advanced
repeatedly over the ycars and it reunains as valid as ever. Sweden expects,
therefore, that zll sides will now accept the early establishment during this
session of a worlking group on a CTIBT with full powers to negotiate all relevant
aspects of such a treaty.

As to the question of verification of such a treaty, the seismic expert group
is well on the way to developing an invernational system for the seismic monitoring
of a CTBT. This work has clearly demonstrated that {rom the technical point of
view the question of contrcl of a CIBT can be solved.

In this context, I should like to mention the possibility of identifying
certain nuclear explosions by analysing samples of airborne radioactivity. There
exigt, in fact, already today a number of stations around the world where airborne
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radiocactivity is collcocted and analysed. I% seens 1o be worth considering the
possibility of organizing thece staticns and futuue ones in & systen for the
international surveillance ol airborme ¢ licactivity. Thir system would, unc dzubt,
constitute an effective oid ilacxpeonsive rdditicnal method of obtoriing informaiion
regarding nuclear tests and cther forms of clandestine nucliear activities, Ye are
furthermore convinced that suclhi a gystem would have made it poessible to obtain much
clearer information about certain suspecied cvents, lixe the onc that occurred
south of Africa on 22 Ueptember 1979. In the viev of thie Swedish delegation, <his
question should be considerecd by the Commitice on Disarmament in an appropwicte
context. We are therelore plamiing io svomii z working paper on this subject.

Nuclear wespons constitute a threat tc mankind that can only be removed by
the elimination cf thesc weapons. DNuclear c¢isammanent is, therefore, the most
urgent concern of our time., As there are hardly any prospects for rapid progress
in nuclecr disarmament, it micht be useful %o consiler certain other arrangenments
in order to reduce the risk of the outbreak of a nuclear war. I wish, however,
to make it quite clear that no such arrangetient can replace nuclear disarmament.

The very complex and technologically sensitive nature of nuclear weapons
systems is in itself a source of constani anxiety. There is always a possibilily
that sheer technical malfunction of the sysicms or hwwan failure could precipitate
a nuclear war. The neecd to talie measures in order to redauce such risks is obvious.
A great many incidents have happeined already.

In the past some cfforts hove been made to reduce the risks of nuclear war
by mistake or miscalculation. Suffice it to mention the agreements between the
United States and. the Soviet Union regarding the "hot line', "Accident leasures",
"Prevention of Nuclear Var" and ccrtain provisions of the SALT egreements
relating in particular to national means of verification. One basic clement
of all these agreccments is that a reliadle and crodible line of communication
rust be maintained betweon States possessing ruclear arms.

Over the years severzl pronosals have been cate with a view to reducing the
risk of nuclear war by preohibiting or restrictinz the use ¢f nuclear weapons.
The best known concepts proposed in this context are the ban on first use and the
complete ban on the use of nuclear weapons. The problen with these interesting
proposals is, as is well lmown, that owing lo the diiferent military doctrines of
the nuclear-weapon 3tatcs and a decp-seated lack of confidence vetween them it has
not been possible tu reach agreemenis o the fundements sf these ideas.

it its thirty-sixth session the Genaral Assembdly adopted by congensus a
resolution requesting all nuclear-weapon Staies Lo submit their views an”
proposals for ensuring the preventicii of wuclear war., In the abscnce of any
tangible result in nuclear disarmament, I believe that peoples in non-nuclear-weapon
States aad in the nuclear-veapon Stztes themselves have a right to lmow what
further steps the nuclear-weapon States ars prepared to take in order to alleviate
the risk of nuclear war., This is in Sueden's view gn urgent matter and we consider
it very important that all nuclear-weapon Stctes comply with the request ol the
General Assembly to submit their views on the matter.



CD/PV.150
33

(Mrs. Thorsson, Sweden)

A number of the issues I have referred to in this statement are obviously
relevant in this context. The suppression of nations and of the right of peoples
and individuals st stop, for all kinds of reasons, inter alia, because it leads
to increased tension and Superpower confrontation. Strategic arms reduction
talks, theatre nuclear forces negotiations and the proposal for a conference on
disarmament in Burope must be vigorously pursued with a view towards a strong
reduction in weaponry and a strengthening of confidence.. Limitations, vhere
possible, on new, destabilizing, arms technology must be sought by controlling
and restraining military R & D. And strong efforts to halt the vertical and
horizontal proliferation of nuclear arms must be made. While all those gpals are
being sought, collateral measures to reduce the dangers of accidental nuclear war
should be taken, both nationally and internationally. A connzrted eflfort in +his
direction to create a web of strong and mutually interdependent relations could
g0 a long way towards enhancing stability in the nuclear age.

In Maxch this year, multilateral disarmament negotiations will have been
pursued for twenty years. Vhat kind of jubilee clebrations should we plan?
What can we do during this 1932 session of the Committee on Disarmament in oxrder
to meet the requests of a rapidly increasing and increasingly important world
public opinion, what George Kennan recently called the most striking phenomenon of
the beginning of the 1980s? How can we, irrespective of political doctrines and
economic and social systems, co-operate in efforts to save the peoples of this
only earth of ours from the danger of a new general war leading, in the nuclear
age, to devastation?

We shall, all of us, have to answer these questions, in all sincerity, by
effective action if we are to face our constituents straightforwardly and in good
conscience. So let it be.

The CHAIRMAN: I thani the distinguished representative of Sweden for her
statement and for the kind words she addressed to the Chair.

VWe have practically exhausted the time available to us for the moming. If
the Committee agrees, I would suggest that we suspend the plenary meeting now and
resume it this afternoon at 3 p.m. If there are no objections, we will proceed
accordingly.

It was so decided.
The meeting was suspended at 1.10 p.m. and resumed at 3 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN: The one hundred and fiftieth plenary meeting of the Committee
on Disarmament is resumed. As agreed this morning, the Committee will now listen
to the remaining speakers.inscribed to take the floor today.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): DMNr. Chairman, I should like first of all to congratulate you, the
representative of a neighbouring country with which we are linked by long years
of good-neighbourliness, upon your coming here and occupying the important post
of Chariman of the Committec on Disarmament for the month of Februery. I hope that
this month will be fruitful and that it will be marked by progress on the various
questions on our agenda. At the same time T should like to welcome our new
colleagues in the Committec oh Disarmament on the start of their work in this
the only multilateral disarmament ncgotiating body.

I should a2lso like to wish Ambassador Fein of the Nethcrlands success in
the new and important functions he is to take up in his country's capital.

Lastly, allow me to express profound condolences on the death of
Ambassador 