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The CHATRMAN: In the Name of God The Most Compassionate, The Most

Merciful, I declare open the one hundred and fifty-sixth plenary meeting of the
Committee on Disarmament.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Canada, Egypt,
Peru, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, the representative of
Canada, Ambassador McPhail.

Mr. McPHAIL (Canada): Let ne, at the outset, welcome thosc new
representatives who have joined the Committee and congratulate you, Sir, as you
take the Chair in this opening month of our session. Not only do I want to pledge
to you the traditional support of my delegation, but also to express the kind of
sympathy that has to go with every Chairman who experiences the first month of the
Committee's session. Having been through that myself, I know that the sympathy is
needed and you have it.

Let me pay a tribute, as well, to your predecessor, who had to experience the
final month of the Committee's session last year, as this too is the kind of
onerous task that deserves not only commendation, but sympathy and he indeed has
deserved and received all of that from us.

I want for just a moment to pay a tribute to our former Italian colleague.
I do so, not least because within this room he displayed humanity, humour and
friendship, and I can think of no international conference context, with the
complexities with which we deal, in which those qualities are more important.
I think he had them and displayed them, and I think we would do well to remember
him and draw our inspiration in difficult moments from the example he set for us.

Today I wish to consider the activities of the Committee on Disarmament in the
peripod leading up to the focus of our efforts in this first part of our work this
year. the second special session on disarmament. I would accordingly like to
present our estimation of where the Committee on Disarmament might best apply its
efforts, given present circumstances both within this Committee — and outside it.

For a number of reasons 1982 is-an extraordinary year. But in the twentieth
century, each year seems extraordinary offering both cpportunities and risks. This
year, the time available to seize the opportunities open to us is especially short.
Equally, the life of this body has been short —— only four years, since it was
established by the first special session and it may be too soon to make lasting
judgements. Nevertheless, the second special session will, on behalf c¢f the world
community, assess the efficacy of this body and its ability to make progress on
those critical issues entrusted to it. Our thoughts about the outcome of that
agsessment should surely be scober.



CD/PV4156

(Mr, McPhail, Canada)

International security and the Committee on Disarmaments:

There is inevitably an international atmosphere within which we must conduct
our business. Progress — or lack of it — by the Committee on Disarmament, equally
inevitably, is a reflection of the world outside these chambers. No procedural
manoeuvre, however timely, no drafting, however skillful, can erase the hard fact
that the Committee on Disarmament can go no further than the realities of
international life permit. '

Present international conditions are an object lesson that international
security and stability cannot be taken for granted. One focus of great international
concern — Afghanistan — has now been joined by another — Poland. Many of us have
drawn the same conclusions from both, however different local circumstances may
seem. Surely it is incontestable that events in Poland eloquently — and
tragically — underline the interdependence and interconnectedness of the world
community. Surely events in that country, which some may claim are a purely internal
affair, have had a profound and negative effect on immediate prospects for the
construction of a new East/West atmosphere of confidence., Our deliberations — ‘and
our chances of making progress — are accordingly affected.

Prospects for stability and security in Europe, but in other areas of the world
as well, have effects -far beyond their region itself. Prime Minister Trudeau, like
others, has recently pointed to the fact that econocmic problems and international
disputes have increased in both number and complexity. Political and economic
instability is painfully evident-across the entire spectrum of international
relations and, indeed, the problems of East/West and North/South relations, energy
nuclear proliferation, the environment, refugees and sporadic outbursts of violence
and war all form a complex of cause and effect.

Yet despite the present international atmosphere, is it not in the mutual
interest of all for every effort tc be made, for every avenue to be explored, in
pursuit of the goals the Committee on Disarmament has set itself. Expectations must
necessarily be limited by the realities the international situation imposes upon us.
We do not believe that ignoring these realities makes any easier the resolution of
the problems they represent. Appeals to "political will" will not help. But let us
get on with the job. We are for real negotiation, not confrontation. ,

How then to assess the prospect for success of this session of the Committee on
Disarmament? Should we take encouragement from the results of the last
General Assembly? Many resolutions were passed, but no resolution dealing with any
substantive topic relevant to the concerns of this Committee was endorsed by the
Assembly by consensus. This is not progress. Likewise the appearance of those
regolutions whose purposes serve the interests of the sponsors more than those of the
international community as a whole cannot be construed as progress. It is, in
addition, a debatable Ttlessing that other resolutions should have been passed.by the
Assembly looking for organizational solutions to substantive protlems, thus turning
such problems over to the Committee on Disarmement particularly at a time when this
body already has a surfeit of work.

These are facts., It is only on the besis of a greater recognition of these
facts and a willingness to deal with them that we will be able to contribute to the
success we all hope for at the second special session on disarmament. Can we not
build on that consensus reached in 1978 rather than destroy it by inadvertence —
or by design? Should we not be governed by the considerations that lead to that
consensus and strive to achieve the highest level of agreement on ways to move ahead?
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Last spring, I noted that, in ocur opinion, it would be wise for the Committee
to make an objective assessment of the direction in which we were moving and why
precisely because we were leading towards the next special session devoted to
disarmament. While it is true that the Committee on Disarmament is the sole
multilateral negotiating body and therefore possesses unique authority, its
authority, we repeat once more, ultimately depends upon the results it produces.
This year we face a shortened session, yet this year, even more is expected of the
Committee: and, let us face it, more hcpe is invested in it than in the past.
These, then, are the international and internal atmospherics affecting the tasks
with which the Committee is charged in the period up to the second special session.
I now would like to turn briefly to these tasks:

Those who participated in the efforts of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons
have reason to be satisfied. A number of the most complex areas in the elaboration
of an eventual chemical weapons treaty were identified and set down. Complex
problems remain, some substantive and some technical, particularly in the field of
verifying the terms of an eventual treaty; and some, of course, of a more
political nature,

It is a matter of great regret to us that the traditional resolution on
chemical weapons jointly co-sponsored by Canada, Poland, the Byslorussian SSR and
Japan was not adopted by consensus at the last General Assembly. The lack of
consensus on this resolution could mean that the way is open for a prolonged debate
on procedural matters, should some in this Committee so choose. Such a debate in
our view would, we fear, sacrifice substance to form. We are confident, however,
that such a debate can be avoided and indeed we hope and expect that the mandate
of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons will be adopted in this Committee by
consensus.

Many expect that the comprehensive programme of disarmament will be a
"centrepiece” of the second special session on disarmament. There are few areas
where the consensus-building procedure of finding the lowest common denominator of
agreement and raising it to the highest is more important than during our efforts
to develop a comprehensive programme that can be accepted by all. This process
will require patience and flexibility, for only through compromise is consensus
possible. Great problems remain and consensus is by no means certain. We are
encouraged however, that it does appear there is a gathering consensus on the
holding of review conferences. This is only a beginning, but a good beginning.

We continue to believe that a treaty on radiological weapons has the advantage
of closing off a weapons option and the prospects for its development. We do not
exaggerate the importance of such a treaty, but we do think it would be a positive
step. This said, if at all possible — and we think it is possible — the
conclusion of the text of such a treaty by the time of the second special session
would represent the first concrete evidence of the Committee on Disarmament's
ability to produce an agreement. It is for this symbolic reason that we consider
the conclusion of a text more important than it would otherwise be. There are still
a number of proposals which could be incorporated into the text.of a treaty on
radiological weapons, particularly one put forward by Sweden on the safeguarding
from attack of civilian nuclear facilities. It is surely not beyond the skill of
this negotiating forum to find a technique for addressing seriously this question
in parallel with the work already undertaken on the treaty.
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In our judgement, all aspects of the question of negative security assurances
have now been -explored, often in exhaustive detail, The time has therefore come
to reach the highest common denominator of agreement on this matter. In the present
circumstances, for reasons well known to tiis Committee, no "common formula" is
likely to be agreed. We therefore support the proposal that, as an interim solution,
means be explored for the Security Council to announce, in a suitably-worded
resolution, the summation of each individual nuclear-weapon State's negative
security assurances., Such a move by the Security Council would, we believe, be
rarticularly appropriate during the second special session.

The debate on nuclear matters within the Committee — we cannot yet call it a
negotiation — will resume. We were encouraged at the last session by some
aspects of thig debate: it contributed to greater understanding of the complex
issues posed by the existence of nuclear weapons, a requisite, we believe, before
we can talk meaningfully about nuclear disarmament. In respect of conventional
weapons, we must understand why they exist before advocating disarmament whish will
meet specific conditions, as it must. We hope, however, that this debate will
evolve into more of a dialogue engaging nuclear and non-nuclear Powers alike for
the practical and constructive ends, and not abstract ones, we all seek., In the
meantime, we welcome a continuation of the process begun last year. Let us continue
to give priority to the substantive over the procedural or abstract.

In that context, we continue to believe that it is productive for the
Committee on Disarmament to give due weight to the question of setting up a
working group on a CTB; but let us not give it undue weight. In the present
context, this is essentially a procedural matter, although of great symbolic
importance to many. Our substantive interest should be the eventual conclusion of
a test ban treaty; it is not the setting up of a2 working group as such. We would be
advised to focus our efforts on areas where progress is possible. I wish now to
put forward some considerations on where we might best apply our endeavours.

The realization of a verifiable multilateral comprehensive test ban treaty, to
end all nuclear terting in all environments for all time, continues to be a
fundamental Canadian objective. It is one of the four interrelated nuclear arms
control measurss of the "strategy of suffocation" proposed by my Prime Minister at
the first special session in 1978. The concept of the strategy was reaffirmed in
the Canadian House of Commons last June.

The subject of a nuclear test ban has been part of the United Nations agenda
since 1954. Since 1963, when the Partial Test Ban Treaty was signed, the negotiating
body in Geneva Has annually been requested by the United Nations General Assembly
to reach agreement on a comprehensive tcst ban treaty. The United Kingdom, the
United States and the USSR conducted negotiations from July 1977 to November 1980,
when they were recessed. The conscnsus necessary for the establishment of an ad hoc
working group to deal with the negotiation of a comprehensive test ban treaty as
requested by the United Nations General Assembly, continues to elude us.

For the past two years or so, our principal concern has been that the Committee
on Disarmament should assume some substantive role in the elaboration of a
comprehensive test ban treaty —— that this negotiating body do some useful and
constructive work, at an early date, without prejudicing the amcomplishments of the
trilateral negotiations. Canada has called for the resumption of these trilateral
negotiations. A year ago, in this Committee, Canada announced its "readiness to
contribute to the definition of the Committe.'s substantive role". We have publicly
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stated that we were in favour of the establishment of an ad hoc working group with
an appropriate mandate. Canada co-sponsored resolutions at the thirty-fifth and
thirty-sixth sessions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the
establishment of a working group, although, as stated in our intervention on

16 July last year, "our objective is the achievement of a comprehensive test ban
treaty and not the establishment of a working group per se; and our support for

a working group rests on our belief that it could assist in this directiont

that is to say, the working group should be viewed as a means to an end and not

the end itself ... let us not permit debates on this issue to become bogged down in
symbolism to the detriment of the actual matter at hand".

The question of setting up a working group on a comprehensive test ban is
essentially a procedural matter, but we would support the establishment of a
political experts group under the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament to
discuss matters which were not at issue in the trilateral negotiations from 1977
to 1980.. They could include the financial, legal and administrative aspects of an
international seismic data exchange as proposed in the Committee on Disarmament in
April 1980 by Australia. The mandate for such a group would of course have to be
agreed in consultatlon with the trilateral negotiating States.

Canada is not convinced that nuclear weapon testing must go on forever or at its
current disturbing pace. Restrictions on the number and yield of tests should be
possible, as well as on geographic locations of testing sites. To existing nuclear
testing agreements could be added further agreements which would move towards the
objective of an eventual. comprehensive test ban treaty. There is 2 need to
generate some movement in the negotiating process. There is a need to avoid the risks
inherent in a continued freeze in the negotiating process on nuclear testing. A
number of arms control treaties were rcalized as a result of the precedents created
in working out the partial test-ban treaty of 1963. They include the Threshold
Test Ban Treaty of 1974 and the Treaty on peacceful nuclear explosions of 1976. It
has been argued by some that the ratification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and
the Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions would be undesirable and could be
counterproductive. We do not agree. PFully implemented, these two Treaties, with
international co—operation, could be utilized and built upon to move towards a
comprehensive test ban treaty.

The ratification of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and on the Treaty on peaceful
nuclear explosions would bring into force limitations on yield, albeit at a high
level. It would also bring into force the exchange of technical data about testing
programmes and the limiting of testing to specific designated sites, as provided for
in the Protocol to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. It would also brimg into force the
provisions of the Protocol of the Treaty on pecaceful nuclear explosions dealing with
technical arrangements for monitoring and exchanging information.



CD/PV.156
11

(Mr., MaPhail, Canada)

A very useful further step would be the resumption of the trilateral
negotiations for the specific purpcse of negotiating a second-stage agreement_which
would further restrict the rumbers and yields of tests and the location of testing
sites. Such an agreement could be for specific reductions or, even better, for
sets of reductions over time.

With such a process in motion, it would seem possible to envisage a greater
role for the Committee on Disarmament's Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on
Seismic Events by involving it in aspects of the exchange of information which would
be occurring with the two Treaties carlier mentioned., At some stage in the neot too
distant future, the implementation of the international seismic data exchange (ISDE)
would also appear to be useful.

The implementation of this international verification measure in conneetion
with an interim agreement implies that such on agreement, once reached in trilateral
negotiations, would, in certain respects at least, lead to the Committeec on
Disarmament's involvement.

Canada would hope that in such a process the other nuclear-weapon States, France
and China, would join and would sign the partial test-ban Treaty.

The confidence which a veritable second-stage agreement would build should, in
turn, bring within the realm of possibility whatever further agreements on
limitations and reductions may be required to move towards a permanent comprehensive
test-ban treaty. '

The above ideas arc being contrituted in an effort to help focus the Committec's
efforts on what seems to us to be possible — some positive and constructive movement
in the negotiating process on nuclear testing. My delegation will be glad to work
towards this end, the ultimate objective of which is the achievement of an important
goal of the international community -— a comprehcensive test-ban treaty.

In my closing remerks I wish to consider the relationship between the
Committee and the second special session., We believe that it is in the interests
of the Committee to bring to the second special scession the greatest possible
number of tasks for which it has been charged fully completed. Some have argued
that those items not rcadily lending themsclves to resolution in the Committee
should he left to the spocizl session itsclf, We should not have any illusion that
natters unresolved in this negotiating forum can be any more readily dealt with at
special session, whose functions zond purpose are fundementally different. We trust —
and it is indeed our gocl — that the Committce!s contribution to the sccond special
session on disarmament should be the grcatest possible; its contribution should not
be a burden, as indeed it might be should the Committec fall short of its goals.
The Committee on Disarmement is, in &« real sonse, on trial and will be judged by
the results it produces at this session. Let us therefore proceed with this
firmly in mind.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair. I
now give the floor to the representative of Egvpt, Ambassador E1 Reedy.

Mr. EL REEDY (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. Chairman, you opened
this meeting in the name of God the Merciful and Compassionate. Ue join with you in
praying that God will help this meeting to contribute towards the achievement
of a better world. We also take this opnortunity to congratulate you on your
direction of our work and to convey our best wishes to our brothers, the people
of Iran, to whom our own people are linked by indissoluble bonds. Ue also wish
to express our sincere appreciation to Amhassador Sani, our previous Chairman,
for his wise and effective direction of the work of this Committee.

On behalf of my delegation, I would like to express our sorrow and condolences
to the Italian delegation on the death of our dear colleague, Ambassador Montezemolo.

I also welcome all our new colleagues representing Australia, Bulgaria, Burma,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Nigeria and the United States of America.

As we begin a new round of work, it is only natural to pause for a while
to take stock of the situation regarding the arms race, the halting of which is
the raison d'étre of our deliberations here. It is regrettable to note that,
in spite of extensive discussions and numerous resolutions, the production of
weapons of mass destruction has continued unabated; indeed it has gained further
nomentum and, thanks to the astonishing advances of science and technology,
these weapons have increased in destructiveness. This state of affairs has
given rise to the emergence of a new category of ragular statistics, commonly
known as over-kill statistics, directed at calculating the number of times the
present arsenals can destroy mankind. In short, the present and potential
destructiveness of existing arsenals and the expenditures towards further oproduction
are beyond imagination.

In this unreal atmosphecre which prevails over the almost year-round
discussions of disarmament issues, in which our discussions constitute an important
element, we cannot but wonder at the gap between words and deceds, between
promises and their fulfilment:

In the interval since the first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, held in 1973, which outlined an international disarmamant
strategy and rationalized thc disarmament machinery by establishing a body for

"deliberations and another, namely, the Committee on Disarmament, for ncgotiations,
not a single real achievement has been made in the field of disarmament. Indeed,
we are practically today at an impasse.

If we add to this the worscning economic situation in the third world, and
the absence of progress in the establishment of a new and equitable international
economic order, then the continuzd waste eof hugc human and material resources
on the production of more instruments of war and annihilation draws a picture
which indeed calls for pondering on the sombr2 road taken by humanity.
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We as a developing country have responded to the calls addressed to us.
Suffice it to note that a great number of non-nuclear-weapon States, the majo.iry
of which consist of developing countries not party to any military alliance, have
adhered to the non-proliferation Treaty, which by the same token commits
the nuclear-weapon States to achieve nuclear disarmament and to halt nuclear-weapon
testing. But unfortunately this commitment has so far remained totally
unfulfilled.

Moreover, in this Committee, my delegation, togcther with the group of
non-aligned countries, has done its best and has submitted a number of proposals
to advance our work. Yet we are unable to discern any tangible result during
the four-year interval between the first and the second special sessions of
the ‘General' Assembly. The greatest evidence of this is that in spite of our
persistence and-in spite of successive General Assembly resolutions, we have been
unable even to -éstablish the appropriate machinery for dealing with items 1 and 2
of our agenda.

It is axiomatic to say that there is a relationship between the internaticdnal
climate coriducive to disarmament negotiations and international behaviour, the
world' having recently witnessed increasing violations of the rules of international
law and international legality. The continued oppression of the brotherly
people of Afghanistan is dire evidence of this. We would also add that there
has been an increasing resort to the policy of force and the violation of the
sovereignty of national independence of countries, as well as attempts to annex
territories by force. Such violations undeniably affect the international climate
and heighten the feelings of suspicion, mistrust and insccurity. In this context,
we believe the Superpowers have a responsibility to see to it that their behaviour
is in accordance with the norms of international law and the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations. They also have a major responsibility for the
strengthening of the international machinery for the peaceful settlement of
international disputes, the decterrénce of aggression and ensuring respect for
the principles of the Charter.

In the light of these considerations, it may be nccessary for the
General Assembly, at its second special session, to examine the relationship
between disarmament and all that relates to international behaviour, international
security, the activation of the machinery for the peaceful settlement of ’
international disputes, and guaranteeing respect for the principles of the
Charter and the implementation of resolutions of the United Nations.

But at the same time disarmament issues have become so important and urgent
that the continuation of negotiations is imperative, and we do not believe that
they should come to a halt under any pre-text or circumstance ~- for no one can
deny that the accumulation and development of nuclear weapons constitutes the
deadliest and most immediate danger to the survival of mankind as a whole.

Theréfore, my delezation welcomes the opening in Geneva on 30 November last
of negotiations between the United States of America and the Soviet Union on
the removal of intermediate-range nuclear missiles from Europe and believes that
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it is an important and positive development. In spite of the worsening
international situation, these negotiations have started, 2nd we wish them all
success. We share the desire of the two sides to achieve security in Europe
under which the European peoples can live in an atmosphere free from the threat
of the use of nuclear weapons on their territories.

Egypt is especially interested in these negotiations since the strengthening
of European security would obviously have a positive impact on the security
of our region and on our efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
the Middle. East and Africa.

At the same time we strongly urge the two sides to reach agreement on an early
commencement of the negotiations on the reduction of strategic nuclear weapons.
This will. no doubt enhance the glimmer of hope discernible in this climate,
otherwise saturated with pessimism.

I wish now to make a few comments on the state of our work in the Committee.
We cannot but start by reiterating our position of principle to the effect that
this Committee has to discharge its responsibilities with respect to items 1 and 2,
namely, a nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, which have been on its agenda from its first session. Egypt
at almost the very same time last year, on the occasion of its ratification of
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, clearly stated that
in taking this step and accepting the obligations arising out of its adherence
to the Treaty, it hoped that the nuclear-weapon States would also meet their
obligations. In this connection the statement of the Egyptian Foreign Ministry
issued on that occasion and which was distributed as a document of the Committee
on Disarmament read as follows:

1Egypt wishes to express its strong dissatisfaction at the
nuclear-weapon States, in particular the two Superpowers because
of their failure to take effective measures rzlating to the cessation
of the nuclear arms race and to nucliear disarmament."

The statement went on to say:

"Moreover, in spite of the fact that more than 17 years have
elapsed since the conclusion of the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear-Weapon
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, the
nuclear-weapon States are alleging that various difficulties still
stand in the way of a permanent ban on all nuclear-weapon tests,
when there is only need for a political will to achieve thap end."

On the basis of this clear statement we once again urge the nuclear-weapon States to
fulfil the obligations they undertook. I would add that we believe that we

also have a right to be enlightened about the fate of the trilateral negotiations,
which we had hoped would have assisted this Committee in fulfilling its primary
responsibility. In the same vein, we resolutely continue to call for the
establishment of two ad hoc working groups on these agenda items to enable the
Committee to discharge its mandate with regard to the most crucial and dangerous
disarmament issues.
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Turning now to the item on chewical weapons, on wnich a good measure of
progress hez tozn rade in reaching agrcoement on spscific climonts and detailes
formulations fo- inccrporation in a tresrty on the complete and effective proribition
of the development, produclion wnd steckpiling of all chemical weapons and on
their destruction, we believe that the early conclusions of such a treaty has
become an imperative and urgenc matter in view of all the developments presaging
a stepping up of the production of chemical weapons, a situation which would
create additional difficulties if a speedy conclusion of the treaty is not
forthcoming. Today we are at a2 critienl turrning point. Consequently, this
Committee should gear all its efforts towards the finalization of a treaty on
caemical weapons, taking advantage of the progress pade last year in the
Ad Hoc Working Group under rhe leadership of Ambassador Lidgard.

Cnly a few mocnihs lie ahead of us before the beginning of the
second special session of the General Assembly. We are therefore working under
the pressure of time to finalize consideration of certain issues before this
deadline. Foremost amonfg Lhem is the comprehensive programme of disarmament,
which hopefully will be finally agreed and formulated before the end of this
session in April. The Ad Hoc Working Group on this subject has made considerable
progress in exploring the various elements to be included in the prograrcme.
What renrains is to .each agrecrment on some of the key issues, in particular those
relating to "meacures", tne nature of the programns, and the time-frame for its
implementation.

In addition to the C?D, which we hope will be finalized by the end of ‘our
current session, should we not also endeavour to firalize agreement on some
dther matters under consideration in order to submit the results to the
second special session?

In this regard, one cf th2 mect impcortant zopects is to reach agreement on
a clear and categorical commitment wherehv the nusleamr-wean~n States undertake
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon
States. At the first cpecial session, ihe nuclear-weapon States issued their
unilateral declarations. However, it i3 now generally recognized that these
declarations are not sufficient and do not ofter sufficient assurances. If we
can, in this Comuittee, on the basis of the discussions which took place in the
relevant Ad_Hoc Working Group, the plenary Committce itself and the )
General  Assembly, reach an agreement whereby the nuclear-weapon States commit
themselves, clearly and unequivoecally, tc renouncing the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear-veapon States, then we will be able to
claim a first significant achievement. Morcover, such a development will answer
the legitimate demand or vae non-nuciear-weapon States, the majority of which
have voluntarily renounced the :auclear option within a treaty framework and have
subjected their nuclear installations to international inspection and verification
procedures.

In addition, we believe that we have to pursue cfforts to conclude a treaty
prohibiting the production and use of radiological weapons. Although such a
convention is not an urgent priority on the disarmament agenda, its conclusion,
in our view, would be a contribution to our cfforts to prevent the development
of new types of weapons of mass destruction. My delegation considers it essential
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legally to prohibit attacks on peaceful nuclear installations. This question has
adcquired added significance as a result of the Israeli attack on the Iraqgi

peaceful nuclear reactor last summer. We hope that 2 solution can be found

to this question and that the nuclear-weapon States and other States members

of nuclear alliances will understand this just and reasonable demand of the
non-nuclear-weapon States -- a legitimate demand which has been further substantiated
by events.

For more than 20 years, specifically in the wake of the launching of the
first space satellites, Egypt has, together with the group of non-aligned
countries, been in the forefront of nations calling for the use of outer space
exclusively for peaceful purposecs.

Although my delegation believes that the best way to handle this question
is to establish a legal rule or international legislation prohibiting the use
of outer space for other than peaceful purposes, the logic thus being the remittance
of the issue to the Legal Sub-Committee of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses
of Outer Space, in response to the preference shown by many delegations for
considering the subject in the Committee on Disarmament, we have agreed to its
inclusion in our agenda. We would, however, like to emphasize two points:

First, the objective of our endeavours would be to reserve outer space for
peaceful uses and to safeguard against its militarization. Consequently,
we have to avoid the risk of finding ourselves being dragged into an exercise
that may lead to the legitimization of some military uses of outer space.

Secondly, the consideration of this item should not be at the expense
of the priority items on our agenda, particularly the questions of a nuclear
test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

In this connection it might be useful if the secretariat, at the proper
time, could prepare a compilation of thc relevant background material, including
the various proposals made which may be of help to us in the consideration
of this question.

The second special session of the General Assembly will be for us, as
responsible members of the community of nations, an occasion to assess and
evaluate the efforts being made to halt the arms race and achieve general and
complete disarmament. In this regard, our Committee has a special responsibility,
through its evaluation, to help the General Assembly to be fully aware of the
implications of the ever-deteriorating situation. This would help the
second special session to chart a road which could make our planet a more
secure and brighter world. )
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The CHATRMAN: I thank you for the words yonu addressed to the Chair and the kind
refetence you made to thé pecple of my country. I now give the flnor to the
representative of Peru, Ambassador Valdivieso.

Mr. VAIDIVIESO (Peru) (translated from Spanish): Mr, Chairman, allew me to express
my delegation's pleasure at seeing you assume the chairmanship of our Committee. During
the fulfilment of this important and delicate task, you can count on our full, although
surely modest, co-operation. I would alsc like to express, through you, our deep
appreciation for the successful work cf your predecessor, Ambassador Sani of Indonesia.

I would like to pay a tribute to the memory of our very distinguished friend and
colleague, Ambassador Corderc di Montezemolo, who, as head of the Permanent Mission of
Italy, represented his country with dignity, competence and decorum which earned him
our respect and consideration. Our sincere condolences go to the Mission of Italy.

My delegation also welcomes the new representatives cf Australia, Bulgaria, Burma,
Czechoslovakia, the Federal Republic cf Germany, Italy and the United States of
Lmerica, to whom we offer our co~cperation.

We are meeting at a time when certain intermational events are causing deep
concern among large sectors of world public opinion, which is alarmed by what some
regard, not without reason, as a plain and simple return to the so-called cold war,
that is, to a relationship between the Superpcwers based cn confrontation and
uncontrolled competition. ’

In any event, it must be recognized that the internaticnal system is in the
process of becoming increasingly unstable as a result of the crisis of confidence that
seems to be developing between the worlds known as East and West.

For anyone whc reads the international rress, it is no secret that most of the
current international tension and crises have gained momentum as a result of the
change that has taken place in strategic verceptions at the level of the Superpcwers.

For example, the apccalyptical hypothesis of Mutual Lssured Destruction, whose
initials make up the English word "MD" in suggestive symbolism, is being replaced by
the hypothesis of a "limited nuclear war" cr a war whose effects can be controlled.
Lt the same time, hurried efforts are being made to establish a force that will be
permanently ready and capable of intervening in any part of the globe; and the cld
and creaking regional "mutual defence" alliances forged as a result of the cold war
are being revived.

Such fundamental changes in strategic perceptions at the global level have
serious repercussions not only on relations between East and West, but alsc on the
South, i.e., on the developing countries as a whole.

Not only is the possibility of a muclear war now accepted —-- waking the classical
concept of deterrence obsolete -- but plans are being made in function of that
possibility; and, in international relations, everything depends on the absclute
predominance of the East-West crisis.

There is no time now for the North-South dialogue; nor place for international
codes of conduct to govern the functioning of the existing international system. There
is no need to codify the international law of the sea and no need for new crders,
whatever their subject=matter. The concept of international co-operation for
development is being redefined, with private and bilateral agrccements prevailing over
public and multilateral agreements. Lction to combat underdevelopment, that is, the
hunger, poverty, illness, marginality and denial cf basic human rights suffered by two
cut of every three people cn the planct, is nc longer a priority for the international
community.
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The priority issue ncw is "security", as dcfined Ly the North, It means mere
military cxpenditures and fower sccial programmes overywhere, in times, merocver, of
widespread rccesslon.

Our countries cannot afferd such a reversal of pricrities; and we 4o not
understand the distinction between the concepts of "security" and "development!
because, as far as we are concerned, they arc -exactly the same. Our countries' prcsent
insccurity is a result of the underdevelopment of cur societies. ALccerdingly, the
achievement of our security requirements necessarily implies the achievement of our
development, which is nothing less then being able to give our citizens standards of
living compatible with the human dignity proclaimed in a solemn Universal Declaration.

This is our concept of security: we are now losing a war which is older and more
destructive than any in this century and which kills thousands of our children, men,
vomen and elderly people everyday.

We all tremble at the thought of how unbearstle the neutron bemb is, tut I wonder
how many of us trcmble with the same fear at the theught of the intangible bembs of
hunger and illness, which are sc harmless tc things and so deadly to human beings and
which, because of our failure to act, have constantly been dropped on every corner cf
the underdeveloped world ever since its history became part of that nf the West as a
result of the colonial phenomenon.

No, Mr. Chairman, we do not agree with the new strétegic definitions. They put us
on the second level cr simply ignore us. They deprive us of ouxr national identities and
place our future in the hands of others, hcwever friendly they may be.

It is painful, though not irreclevant, tc see how the process of disarmament is
affccted by such developments.

The fact of the matter — if indeed it lies in the statements of high Government
officials and in specific militery budget and sales figures -~ is that there has been
an escalation of the arms race and it has not been limited to the Superpowers or indeed
to any of the Powers; it has, rather, spread to the developing world.

Developing countries such as mine have cther, specific reasons for this concern,
which is, in our case, overshadowed by the prospects for the North-South dialogue in
which we, as a developing country, beliecve that we can better project our national
interests in the international arena.

We are aware that some States question the very idea of this other way of looking
at the international system. The issue is, however, not onc of labels or words, but,
rather, in our view, cnc cf proving and stating one of the basic facts of the present
world order, namely, the co-existence of developed and developing States in a structure
of interrelations that places the latter, sometimes involuntarily, at the mercy of the
former.

When one of the big ones sneezes, many of the little ones catch ccld. This is the
most common effect of so~called "interdependence", which few seem to remember, and it
shows just how vulnerable and dependent the weaker ccuntries really are,

One of the clearest examples of the asymmetrical relationship between the two
groups of States is to be found in the field of security and armaments policy.

Contrary to what some people think, the third world countries do have direct and
vital interests in the process that guides and defines rclations between the political-
economic-military blocs, whose strategic and security perceptions directly affect us,
as shown by the escalation of the arms race and the international crises that have
broken out in the developing world.
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As a rule, the largest concentrations of arsenals in developing countries and,
consequently, the most violent vars that the world has Xmown since the end of the
Second World Var have taken place in areas that were trapped in the clutches of
East-West rivalry and teunsion.

Not even during the best of times of détente, whose absence today seems so
tragic to us, did any significant change take place in this dynamic or, in other
words, in the historically verifiable fact that the rivalry betveen the two blocs,
with their mutual deterrent power, naturally tends to affect the peripheral
regions of the third world, which thus become an impotent theatre sacrificed to
foreign confrontations.,

The Superpowers' definitions of their "vital interests", "strategic concerns"
or similar concepts are based on the assumption that the natural setting for such
definitions is the world as a whole.

The most important consequence of the way in vhich the Superpovers see
themselves and international reality and which.characterizes the positions they
have adopted is the unequal distribution of security at the world level and,
therefore, an order which is as unjust and out of proportion as that which
characterizes the other structural levels of relations between weaker and stronger
countries,

The latter, which are in an absolute minority in the community of nations and
have a minority share of the world's population, nevertheless have a near-monopoly
on security, while the former are condemned to live in constant insecurity because
their right to define their own ideas of security is not respected.

This is the result of the fact that the security of the peripheral countries
is almost always defined in terms of the strategic —~ and the economic, political
and ideological -~ interests of the blocs vhich comnete for universal supremacy
and, as far as ideological-political models and international leadership are
concerned arc held up to the developing world as the only two alternatives.

In accordance with our approach to international relations, our interests focus
on the need to establish a nev international security order vhich will guarantee the
legitimate rights of the developing countries to develop in gmenuine independence and
to follov the path of non-alignment vis-d-vis the East-West crisis, which is neither
inevitable nor desirable.

It is understandable that we should be dceply concerned about the breakdown of
the dialogue and the crisis of mutual confidence between the Superpowers because we
know that, if events continue on their present course, the developing countries
will have to pay for most of the damage.

We as Latin Americans are particularly concerncd about the fact that
Central America is vell on its way to becoming a new critical trouble spot because
of persistent attempts to subordinate its complex problems to the inadequate logic
of the East-West dialectic and because of public speculation about the possibility
of direct foreign intervention in the area.
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The pecoples of this sister region, heirs to a common history, should not have
to endure interference in their efforts to find solutions to the specific, age=-old
problems of achieving economic developmert, social justice anC institutional growth
and stability in a truly democratic and pluralistic climate in vhich human rights
are fully respected.

Ve are; as stated on numerous occasions by my country's Minister for Foreign
Affairs, therefore opposed to any foreign interference in the affairs of this
region. '

And we are therefore also concerned about the noticeable increase in the flow
of weapons to this area and about the introduction into Latin America of the
highly sophisticated military equipment from which it has so far been spared.

Imports of modern high-technology weapons create problems and difficulties for
all developing countries not only because it is scandalous to use valuable resources,
which should be spent on social programmes and development, to purchase very
expensive arms, but also because such.imports increase the recipients' capacity for
violence and make them technologically dependent on their suppliers and such
dependence can be used to create political and strategic alignments.

This brings us to the relationship between disarmament and development, an
aspect of the disarmament problem that is of the greatest importance to the
developing countries. :

According to the report of the intermational group of experts, a select group
of eminent persons which vas presided over by lirs. Thorsson, vhose presence we
wvelcome, and was requested by the United Nations to explore the nature of that
relationship, the links between disarmament and development include the following
significant facts:

In the last 30 years, nearly 6 per cent of the world's available resouxrces
have been consumed every year by the arms race.

Since the end of the Second World War, the nuclear Powers have manufactured
more than 40,000 nuclear warheads with a combined explosive capacity 1 million times
greater than that of the bomb which, in one of the darlzest chapters in mankind's
history, was dropped on Hiroshima in 1945.

If we could recycle the materials used to build and station only 200 land-based
intercontinental missiles, we would have close to 10,000 t of aluminium, 2,500 t of
chromium, 150 t of titanium, 24 t of beryllium, 890,000 t of steel and 2.4 million t
of cement.

llore than 50 million people, including almost 20 per cent of the world's
engineers and scientists, are employed directly or indirectly in the production
of military goods and services. ‘ '

More than half a million skilled experts are involved, at a cost of $35 billion
per year, in military research and development programmes on new deadly technologies.
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About 6 per cent of annual oil output is uscd for military purposes and to
produce weapons systems which use morc copper, nickel and »latinum every year than
all the countries of Africa, isia and Latin America consume for other purposes.

In the developing countries, more moncy is spent on tanks, aircraft, missiles
and artillery than on public health or education.

There are more people in military uniform in the world than there are teachers
and more research is carried out and capital invested for military purposes than
for research on nev energy sources, health care, pollution control and agriculturc.

The modernization of a small air~to-air nissile costs more than the
@100 million spent in 10 years by thc World Health Organization to eradicate
smallpox.

Prom various points of view, disarmamcent and development are the two
inseparable sides of the samc coin. And since both are basic to problems that
affect the international community as a wiiocle — and not only a few States,
however powerful they may be — the United Nations, the most universal forum, has
been recognized as the legitimate principal protagomnist and rightful initiator of
the process of disarmament,

Speaking on behalf of a small country vhich believes in intermational law,
vhich supports respectful dialogue among States, pluralism and the subordination
of individual interests to the greater good and vhich is thercfore opposed to "the
use or threat. of use of force and to arrogance and contempt for the rights of
others, we strongly reaffirm our unswerving belief in the irreplaceable role of
the United Nations and in the great respect due to its most democratic and
representative organ, the General Assembly, whose will we sec as the repository
of the highest moral authority.

Various speakers who have taken the floor before me have noted that this
session of our Committee is of particular importance in view of the forthcoming
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

It is imperative that the second special session should not fail, for if it
does, there will be no way of halting the worsening of the intcrnational situation
or the acceleration of the arms race, especially the muclear arms race.

And if it is essential for the second special session devoted to disarmament
not to fail, it is just as obvious that, in the work it will carry out between now
and April, our Committce must achicve positive tangible results. In a very real
sense, the destinies of both meetings are inextricably linked. We thus have a
very heavy responsibility on our shoulders.

If we are to achieve positive results in our work ian order to enable the
second special session to make a substantial contribution to the process of


file:///il-iich

CD/PV.156
e

ir

(i'r. Valdivieso, Peru)

disarmament, therc will have to be a radical dcparture from some of the trends vhich
have emerged in the Committee ia the last fouw years and have prevented it Iron
fulfilling its mencdate,

In this connection, there is no doubt that the primary obstacle to be overcome
is the nuclear Povers' nroven lack of political will teo conclude specific, binding
agreenments designed to halt the current arms race and reversc it through a mutually
agrecd process of arms limitations.

It is this lack of political will — demonstrated, moreover, by the specific
actions of States outside this body — which has virtually brought the negotiatious
in the four established Ad Hoc Working Groups to a stand-still and has delayed the
establishment of working groups to speed up the work on items 1 and 2 of our
traditional agenda, to vhich the General Assembly has repcatedly ziven the highest
priority.

This is not a simple procedural matter. As ve all know, there are no
instructions which say that the only way of holding negotiations on specific
questions of disarmament is to establish ad hoc working groups, but we also know
that, in practice, ad hoc vorking groups are the only negotiating bodies we have.
In the best of cases, plenary meetings are useful for broad exchanges of views on
specific issues, but that is all. They are usually used more for a gencral and
open debate on all the items on the agenda and even to air questions which
basically have nothing to do wvith the agenda items.

Custom, which is more powerful than is usually believed, particularly in the
United Nations, has thus created a de facto situation in vhich matters nct dealt
with in an ad hoc working group are "frozen", so to speak, as far as their
effective handling is concermed.

Opposition to the establishment of ad hoc working groups to negotiate specific
agreements on items 1 and 2 of the agende is therefore tant-mount to opposition to
multilateral negotiations on these questions. This is, in our view, unacceptable,
whatever the justification offered — not only because of the repeated mandates of
the General Assembly, but also because of the intrinsic importance for the process
of disarmament of the immediate prohibition of all nuclear tests and the achievement
of agreements on the halting of the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race.

We are also of the opinion that the 24 hoc vorking groups that are already
dealing in the ncgotiating process vith items 3, 4 and 5 of the draft agenda must
be authorized to resume their worl: as soon as possible. As they carry out their
task, we hopc that they will be able to remove the obstacles hampering the-
achievement of specific agreements. In this connection, we were encouraged to-
hear that the mandate of the Vorking Group on Chemical Weapons, presided over
with such diligence and success by Ambassador Lidgard, will be broadenecd.

I also wish to repeat the fact that we consider it truly shameful that the
muclear Powers consistently refuse to grant the non-nuclear-weapon States formal
and binding assurances against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. For

"
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us, this is a matter of principle because we consider it morally intolerable for
the nuclear Powers to take such great care not to offer such guarantces in a formal
manner; their refusal is like a sword of Damocles holding the developing countries
hostage to the nuclear Povers and their uisputes.

The nuclear Powers scem to have known vhat they were about vhen they coined the
term "negative security guarantees'" because they are in fact the ones vhich are
claiming that the non-nuclear cowntries should grant them a negative guarantee of
credibility that is conceptually different from the positive, genuine and binding
guarantees we are asking of the nuclear Powcrs.

The elaboration of the comprehcnsive programme of disarmament, which will be
the centre-piece of the political process to be set in motion at the second
special session next June, is vithout a doubt the Committece's most important
immediate responsibility at this session.

Fortunately, the visdom and patience with vhich our very distinguished friend,
Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles of llexico, has guided the Ad Hoc Working Group on
a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has made it possible for its worl: to
progress with a dynamism that is remarkable in this Committee.

That does not, however, alter the fact that the differcnt interest groups
still disagree on matiers of substance. Ve lhope that the fruitful exchanges of
views that have taken place until now vill have convinced all of us that the task
at hand is not one of elaborating yet another document vhich is open to any
interpretation vhatever, contains no timc~frame and depends on the goodwill of
States.

Now is the time for us to be lucid enough to elaborate a comprehecunsive
programme which is clear, contains time-frames —— even if they are only indicative —
and is able to generate effective agreements that will lead to specific disarmament
measures.

This will, however, be possible if the nuclear Povers and, in particular, the
Superpowvers do not translate into action the desire they have proclaimed for
international peace and moral coumitment to Article 2, paragraph 4, of the
United Nations Charter, which, as Illr. Bugene Rostov, Dircctor of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, reminded us a few days ago, prohibits the
threat or use of force against the territorial intcgrity or the political
independence of any State.

As long as there is no such change in the conduct of the States which have
a monopoly on force at the international level, we will still be able to say that
the disarmament effort is a Utopian and quixotic activity, but it is none the less
one from which we vho can say that our sling is that of David will not flinch.

The CHATRIIAN: I thank you for the kind words you addresscd to the Chair. I
now give the floor to the representative of Yugoslavia, Ambassador Vrhunec.
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Mr. VRHUNEC (Yugoslavia): Mr, Chairman, I wish to offer you, the representative
of the friendly non-aligned country of Iran, ry congratulations on assuning the
chairmanship of the Cormittee for this month and to assure you of the full co-operation

of my dclegation .n carrying cut your diflicult tasik.

I would also like to pay 2 iribute to Ambassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia for a
very well and cfficiently dene job as Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament during
the closing month of its last session and the opening phase of the current session.

T also extend a very warm welcome to the many new colleagues who have joined us for
the new session of the Committee. May I also take this opportunity to pay a tribute
to our distinguished colleague, Ambassador Fein of the Netherlands, and wish him the

best in his new and important responsibilities in the Hague.

It is with great sorrow that the delegation of Yugoslavia has learned of the
passing away of our colleague, Ambassador Montezemolo. Expressing our sincere
condolences to the distinguished represcntative of Italy, we ask him to transmit our
sympathy to Ambassador Montezemolo's family.

This year's session of the Cormittee on Disarmament has started its work under
the shadow of highly cexacerbated international relations. The situation which we
are facing today in international relations is extremely unfavourable and gives
ground to the greatest concern.

In evaluating such a situation, we proceed from the fact that the existence of
bloes and the pursuit of a policy from a position of strength on the part of the Great
Powers inevitably leads to a policy of domination and hegenony. This, in turn,
gives impetus to the increasingly accelerating arms race which leads to a confrontation
of a global nature and the spreading of spheres of interest to which are subjected
all developments in the world and all areas of international life.  Although
yesistance to such a policy is constantly growing, it continues to be pursued to the
detriment of peace, security and co-operation and causes insecurity and instability,
which lead to a gencral aggravotion of international relations. All this goes
against the vital interests of the whole <f mankind; constz 1t pressure is placed on
the national independence and security of particular countriés, especially the
non-aligned and developing countrics, thus greatly hindering possibilities for
economic development and jeopardizing world peace.

As a European, non-aligned and socialist developing country, Yugoslavia gives
particular attention to developments in international relations. It strives to
nake a maximum contribution to the overcoming of bloc divigions and the attenuation
of bloc confrontations by strengthening those elements in international relations
that can ensure the reinforcement of peaceful coexistence among States, Tespect for
the freedom of man and independence, as well as the prevention of interference in
internal affairs of particular countries and the improverient of broad and cquitable
international co-operation.

Striving for the consequent implenentation of the United Natioms, Charter and
the authentic principles of the movenent of non-alignment, Yugoslavia and other
non-aligned countrics are aware that only along these lines is it possible to ensure
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the creation of universal détente and a democratic systen of international political
and econonic relations that will, inter alia, make it possible to halt the arms race
and open the process of general and complete disarmament. In keeping with such
policy, the highest political organ of Yugoslavia, the Presidency of the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, continuing the political traditions of President Tito,
devoted a separate session in January this year to the consideration of current
questions in the area of disarmament in the light of the efforts being made to solve
this vital problem and ensure peace and stability in the world.

Proceeding from the assessment that the present serious aggravation of the
international situation has to a great extent been caused by the constantly
increasing arms racc; the scssion of the Presidency stressed, inter alia, the
nccessity to renew and intensify the activity of the entire mechanisnm of the
United Nations for negotiations on disarmament and underlined the inportance of the
need to activatc negotiations on conventional armament in Vienna, as well as the
negotiations on strategic and theatre nuclear weapons. Particular cnophasis was
placed on the necd to reach an agreement at the CSCE Meeting in Madrid on convening
a conference on disarmanent in Europe. In view of the forthconing second special
session of the United Nations General Asscenbly devoted to disarmament, the Presidency
discussed the preparations for this session and the co-operation of the non-aligned
countries, as well as the contribution that the session should nmeke to the halting
of the arms race and the opening of the process of genuine disarmanent.

Similarly, when recently delivering his report on the foreign policy activity
of Yugoslavia before the Federal Assembly, the Federzl Secrctary for Foreign Affairs,
Josip Vrhovec, accorded considerable attention to questions relating to problems of
disarnanent and international security. In his assessnent of these problems, he
said that they are "one of the nost scnsitive areas of international life which has
a strong bearing on the global situation in the world. Here, we once again find
ourselves in a critical stage, perhaps the most uncertcin one since the world has
enierged from the cold war. We can freely say that the feat of strength which is
going on betwecen the existing military giants shekes our planet and causes the most
profound uneasiness not only in many Governments but also in the broadest strata of
the population. Peoples are expressing their exnsperation because of the
continuation of this race in an increasingly direct manner and are asking the
Governnents of their countries to halt it".

"Nevertheless", -~ he went on toc say -- "the race continues while equilibrium
is cstablished and disturbed at a constantly higher level, which in fact is nothing
other than an increcasc in the danger for the outbreak of the third, i.e. nuclear,
world war".

The arns race, which is beconing a universal phenonenon, especially in present
conditions of enhanced interdependence and interrelatedness of the world, has manifold
negative effects. Thc conscquences are particularly grave for the econonic and
social devclopnent of particular countries, as well as for the deforming of the
structure of the world eccnony. The arms race not only absorbs huge human, natural
and material resources, but also contributes to the decpening of the general crisis
of the world cconomy and over-all international economic relations, entailing grave
political and social consequences. This affects the developing countries
particularly hard and nany of thenm are in a very difficult position. The competition
in arnaments is directly transmitted to the developing countries in all parts of the
world. They have great difficulties in bearing the costs for armaments which they
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are conpelled to spend in order to protect their independence and territorial
integrity. This lecads to a slowing down or postponemcnt of the settlement of the
urgent problens of their economic and social developnent, while the world cconony is
sinking into a decper crisis. All this has a conconitant cffect on increasing the
general policy of instability in the world because questions of economic and political
enancipation zre eossential components of peace and sccurity in the world.

The nany negative effects of the arms re s are nanifested in all other arcas of
international life. Meny countrics, as the protagonists of the arns race, forget
that they jeopardize nan's basic right, that is, thc right to life.

Attempts are often made to justify the policy of armament by various doctrines
"on the balance of power and security", "the balance of fear", deterrence, the need
for suppressing or inflicting the "first, second” or similor nuclear strikes and the
like. Quasi-theories are launched on the possibilities of a linited and local
nuclear war, thus enhancing the production of corresponding new wcapons of nass
destruction. Claims are nmade that completely stable international relations or an
ideal militory balance or complete confidence must first be established, etc., and
only then is it possible to come down to disarmcment. Often, one's own exercising
of pressure and interference are justified by soie lofty goals or hidden intentions
of others that should be forestolled and then these sane acts cormitted by others
are condermed and they are made responsitle for the deterioration of relations and
the arms race. We do not accept the argunents of any doctrine which boils down to
the absurdity of the aris race and which coannot but end in destruction. For those,
especially the Great Powers, which spread such doctrincs, it would be better if they
were to change their policy. Mutual accusation for various acts which serve to
justify armament should be abandoned and political will should be shown in action.

 There is no need to try to convince anyone that, for any race, and for the arms
race as well, at least two competitors are required. Unfortunately, thc present
arms racce involves 2 nuch greater nunber of participants. As concerns the
responsibilities of countries, they are very clearly stipulated in the Final Docuuzent
of the first special session on disarmanent, as are the pricrities concerning
disarmament. Any assurances of one's own desire o roeduce tensions in the world and
negotiate about the reduction in armaments and towards disarmorient sound very
unconvincing if they are simultancously sccompanicd by the publication of data in the
daily press regerding the production of new lethal weapons of mass destruction or an
astounding increcase in militery budgets.

‘For all the above reasons, the Yugoslav delegation cannot agrece with the
position of those who are scying that it is not possible to initiate the process of
disarnarient while the unfavourzble and exacerbated intcrnational situation still
lasts. Ve are of the opposite opinion. It is precisely in aggravated international
circunstances that greater political will should be shown to nake even greater
efforts to halt the 2rms race and nmeke use of all the possibilities, such as this
Committee of ours, to move towards concrete résults. They, in turn, will undoubtedly
have a positive influence on the global state of international relations. There is
no alternative to the process of disarmament in this respect.
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What can we expect this year from the work of this session of our Cormittee,
the first part of which was rightly assessed as very inportant by nany preceding
speakers, in view of the forthcoming second special session of the United Nations
General Agsenbly devoted to disarmanent?

It is evident that we are not working in a vacuun and that the general state
of intermational relations is also reflected in the work of thig Cormittce. We
consider, however, that, despite the deterioration of the international situation
and precisely because of it, the work of the Committce should be approached
constructively, responsibly and efficicntly. Any other approach would be harmful -
and would be conducive to negative, grave comsegquences., This is why we rust not
allow the Comnittec to become a venue for bloc rivalry and mutual accusations for
the sins comniitted on the world scene, as this will render its work impossible.
We should not reconcile oursclves to this state of affairs. Instead, negotiations
should be approached as a means of achieving concrete results, which have been
negligible thus far. The current international situation requires resoclute efforts
to contain the amms race and open a broad process of disarmamcnt.  After all, that
is the main task of this Cormittee. Although there is very little tine left until
the second special session, we think that this Comnittee can play a significant role
in the realization of sonc results that would considerably iuprove the record of its
work and contribute to the success of the sccond special session. We are convinced
that this Comnittec has sufficient strength and accuwmlated experience to carry out
these tasks. It is only necessary to show political will and nakc a conscientious
effort to overcome the differcence of views which would be amply rewarded by lasting
political benefits for all peoples of the world. All the efforts of my country
and the countries of the Group of 21 are directed toward this end. The rmultilateral
inportance of the Comnittee on Disarmancent and the advontages it offers should be
used to the full, especially sincc the efforts invested so far have not yielded
results that would give rise to a historical turning point from armament to
disarmanent.

The task of greatest priority for the Cormittec on Disarmanent, on the basis
of the consensus reached in the Final Docunent of the first special session, is to
negotiate on nuclear disarmament. Three and a half years after the first special
session, the Cormmittee has still not begun to negotiate on nuclear weapons, which,
as we have all agreed, pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of
civilization. Sonie nuclear Powers persistently oppose the conduct of such
negotiations in the Committce and the crecation of an ad hoc working group for
negotiations on which we continue to insist.

The case is similar with respect to the negotiations on a CTBT as well. The
conclusion of such an agrceiment would represent an important aspect of the halting
of the nuclear arms racc and a first step towards nuclear weapons reduction.

Solemn declarations and numerous resolutions of the United Nations General Assenbly
urging the conclusion of such an agreenent and a series of requests nade by the
Group of 21 and sone other umembers of the Cormiittec for the creation of an ad hoc
working group for this purposec encounter the persistent refuszl of some nuclear
Powers. Those who, through their rcfusal, contribute in the nost direct manner to
the continuation of the nuclear arms race are assuiing the greatest responsibility.
The ninimmun that can be asked of the Cormittee is the creation, at the beginning of
the session, of working groups for nuclear disarmement and a CTBT and the opening of
the negotiating process which has been awaited for so long.
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The second question with regerd to which further progress can be made in.
conparison with last yecar is the reswiaption of the work of the Working Group on
Chenical Weapons and the setiing of its new mandate, which would cnable the
cormencenient of concrete negotiations on the text of 2 chemical weapons convention.
The urgent initiation of negotiations on a convention is all the nore necessary in
order to elininate in the nost concrete nonner the threat of the use of these
weapons and threats to produce new types of the nost lethal binary chenical weapons
stockpiles. Any postponenient of the initiation of this weork provides an additional
track for the ams race, whose consequences are difficult to perceive and control.

My delegation also considers that the work of the working groups on the ban of
radiological weapons and on negative security assurances should be resuned as soon
as possible,

We believe that, by the second. specizl session on disarmanent, the conclusion
of a convention on the tan of radiological weapons can be achidved. The questions
that remain to be solved 4o not represent insurnountable difficulties. The
Yugoslav delegation is prepered, in a spirit of consensus, to contribute to the
successful . conclusion of the work of this group.

As regards ncgative security assurances, ry delegation has always considered
that this right should unconditionally and automatically refer to all non-nuclear-
wcapon States which have renocunced these weapons and do not have them on their
territories. We hope that the nuclear-weapon States will be able to subnit an
acceptable forrula on negative seccurity assurances before the second special session.

The success of the sccond special session is also most directly linked to the
elaboration, by the Committce, of a couprchensive programic of disarmanment. The
Working Group headed by the distinguished Aubassador from Mexico, Mr. Garcfa Robles,
has done a considerazble share of the work. There still remains, however, much to be
donc and time is running short. The difficulties that the Ad Hoc Working Group
encounters in its work are nct to be underestimated, but they arc not of such a
nature that they cannot be overcoue through patient work and mutuzl understanding
of the positions of particular dclegations, all thc more so since the majority of
delegations has the same or very similar views to those contained in docwacnt CD/223
subriitted by the Group of 21. The franework for the claboration of the comprehensive
prograrmic of disarmanent is contained in many paragrephs of the Final Document of the
first special scssion and, in particular, paragreph 9,which, inter alia, specifies
"thet a conprehensive disarmament prograire, passing through all the necessary stages,
should lead to gecneral and complete disarmenent under effective international
control'; paragraph 50, which speaks cf "a comprehcnsive, phased prograare with
agreed tine-franes"; and paragreph 109, which spocifics that the "Commitiee on
Disarmanent will undertake the claboration of a comprehensive programnce of disarmament
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encompassing all measures thought to be advisable in order to ensure that the
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control
becomes a reality" and that "the comprehensive programme should contain
appropriate procedures for ... a continuing review of the implementation of the
programme".

The Group of 21 has therefore initiated in its working paper GD/223 the
elaboration of the draft comprchensive programme cf disarmament which contains
a detailed programme of disarmament measures to be implemented in stages and
within the corresponding time-frames, which have been set in a flexible manner
as they are of an indicative nature. The review mechanism which the Working Group
has not considered yet in greater detail should represent an important link for
the establishment and implementation of disarmament measures.

The Committee should not fail to submit the draft of the comprehensive
programme of disarmament to the second special session on disarmament. It is
not necessary that it be perfect in all its parts, but it should be detailed
enough to be able to be easily improved on at the session itself and for a
decision to be made on its adoption.

Our spring session will take place in an atmosphere of preparation for the
second special session on disarmament, which should, as stipulated in paragraph 128
of the Final Document of the first special session, "nect be the end tut rather the
beginning of a new phase of the efferts of the United Nations in the field of
disarmament".

The Committece on Disarmament can make its best contribution to that session
if it achieves two results. First, to succeed in submitting a concerted proposal
for a CPD. Second, to reach an agreement on some arcas of disarmament which are
on the Committee's agenda. By deing both nf these things, we would create that
constructive atmosphere which will indced be needed for that universal gathering
of members of the world community. It should trace new, comprehensive and concrete
roads in order that we can finally and in effect embark upon the road to the
systematic realization of those objectives for which an enormous majority of
countries has opted innumerable times throughout the entire post-war period. This
would be a definite break-through in halting the arms race and opening the process
of gencral and complete disarmament. We have the full support of the entire
world public for the achievement cof this goal and it is something we owe to future
gencrations. It is only by achieving this geal that mankind can avoid its own
destruction and embark upon new roads of co~-operation for development and the
prosperity of all countries and people on earth.

The CHLIRMiN: T thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair.
I now give the floor to the representative of Ethiopia, fmbassadior Terrefe.
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Mr.--TERREFE (Ethiopia): Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer you my congratulations
on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee for the current month and
pledge to you my delegation's full co-operation in your heavy responsibilities.

To your predecessor, the distinguished Ambassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia, we

are grateful for his able guidance during the Committee's work at the end of its
1981 session. I also wish to greet and welcome our new colleagues who have joined
us this year. My delegation would like to associate itself with the other speakers
in expressing condolences to the delegation of Italy on the passing away of
Ambassador Vittorio Cordero di Montezemolo.

My statement today will be of a general nature. Having listened with great
interest to the statements made by various recpresentatives in the plenary, we
may drav two general conclusions from the statements of the majority of delegations.
First, that the Committee is beginning its 1982 session at a time when the
international situation is very disturbing. Secondly, that increasing concern
about the questions of the arms race and disarmament is being expressed with
intensity by peoples all over the world. Hence, growing world public interest is
being generated in the convening of the second spccial session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. It is unavoidable, therefore, that our negotiations will,
to some degree, bc conducted with this awareness in mind. Whether thesc reflections
impede or inducc our task, the performance of the Committee at this session will
have significant bearing on the forthcoming special session on disarmament.

It is not the intention of my delegation to discuss international events
which have their own fora outside this Committee. However, we do not negotiate
in this Committee in an insulatcd capsule. There arc certain developments that
have a bearing on items on our agenda and which may be taken up with full validity.
On the other hand, thcre are political situations which should be confined to
other bodies, since their discussion here would in no way promote our negotiations.
It is on this basis that my delegation cxamines international events in this
Committee.

In many of the meetings on disarmament and rclated topics going back to many
years, a number of references are madc describing the then prevailing international
situation as being critical, tense, dangerous or cven grave. Indeed, there have
been many world crises, including aggrcssions and conflicts, many of which have
led to wars. But recently there is a new doctrine which makes the international
situation far more dangerous, with the increased possibility of nuclear catastrophe.
I am referring to the concept of a limited nuclear war and the feasibility of
conducting such a war. For cxample, the modernization of artillery pieces which
would be capable of firing nuclecar shells. The possibility of a limited nuclear
war enunciated by thc leader of one of the major nuclear-wcapon States is a cause
of grave concern. Ethiopia joins the multitude of nations and international
public opinion in rejecting such an irrcsponsible attitude, which constitutes an
unprecedented threat to the survival of mankind.

~

The forcign policy of Ethiopia is guided by the well-known principles of the
non-aligned nations: respect for peace, justice and equality, national
independence, national unity and non-interference in the internal affairs of other
countries. These principles arc also the cornerstone of the Charters of the
United Nations and of the Organization of African Unity. Guided by these principles,
my country views with great apprehension the recent arms build up and the
unprecedented increase in the military budget of a major nuclcar Power to the
detriment of national and international socio~economic goals. It is equally
disturbing for us, as a member of the Committce on Disarmament, to hear statements
by high officials of this same Power rejecting the very basis of the principle of
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respect for the equal rights of all nations and questioning our own working procedure
in the Committee, namely, the principle of consensus. Within such a frame of mind,
my delegation therefore fully understands if some members of the Committee showed
displeasurc and indignation at the propaganda dirccted against them and at the lack
of respect shown for the sovereignty of the States that they represent or for actions
taken by them with their own national sovereignty.

Turning briefly to the situation in our region, we view with particular concern
the militarization and continued deterioration of the political and sccurity climate
in the Indian Ocean. The policy of the United States to securc military bases and
facilities for its expanding Rapid Deployment Forces as well as war games and exercise
conducted recently by it in the region gives grounds for decp concern. As Ethiopia
attaches great importance to thc Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,
it regrets the failure to convene thc Confercnce on the Indian Ocean at Colombo last
ycar, as requested by the General Assembly in resolution 34/80 B.

I shall refer to another situation which my Government continues to be deeply
concerned with, namely, the implications of South Africa's nuclear capability for the
peacc and sccurity of Africa. Those Western States which assist South Africa with
its nuclear programme and provide its nuclear material continue to turn a blind eye
there to this rcgional concern of ours, yet call for the strengthening of the
nuclear non-proliferation régime. When we consider the nuclear item, my delegation
shall highlight and focus on this particular threat.

However, enough has becn said about the cxistence or non-existence of linkages
between the present international political climate and disarmament negotiations.
Our attention should focus on the danger of nuclear war posed by the existence of
tens of thousands of nuclear warheads whose destructive capacity is millions of times
greater than the atomic bomb which destroycd Hiroshima in 1945. It is a fact that
the chances of using these weapons are rapidly increasing due to tense relations,
particularly between the major nuclecar-weapon States. Therefore, we cannot deny
the urgency of concentrating seriously on our substantive negotiating work. This
urgency is particularly evident in the fact that the thirty-sixth scession of the
General Assembly adopted over 50 resolutions on disarmament and in view of the
forthcoming second special session of the General Asscmbly devoted to disarmament.

Without prejudging the outcomec of the sccond special session or the performance
of the Committee between now and the next few months, my delegation is of the view
that the Committee on Disarmament should reactivate the three ad hoc working groups
set up last year, so that they may continue their work while we continue to explore
vays and means of reaching consensus on the establishment of ad hoc working groups
on items 1 and 2, namely on a CTB and on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament. Useful suggestions have already been submitted as late as
last Tuesday, for instance by the German Democratic Republic, indicating the
mandates and duration of the new ad hoc working groups.

With the current international background and the growing risk of a nuclear war,
the Ethiopian delegation welcomes, therefore, the recent commencement of talks on
medium-range nuclear missiles between the Soviet Union and the United States. We
express the hope that, with the beginning of the Geneva talks, ¢ period of rencwed
disarmament efforts will be encouraged and that the SALT process will likewise rcsume.

My delegation is pleased also that under your leadership, consultations have
led to a consensus on the inclusion of the item concerning outer space. In view of
the great speed with which space research and technology is progressing, it is high
time that we should be concerned at the growing dangers of the military usc of outer
space, while other United Nations bodies consider concomittantly the legal aspects



CD/PV.156
32

(Mr. Terrefe, Ethiopia)

and the questian of the peaceful uses of outer space, for herein lies an unlimited
chance for mankind to direct its universal knowledge to benefit all countries of

the world in the solution of their economic and social problems, particularly in

the field of communications and the exploitation of natural resources. In the
Committee on Disarmament, our immediate task is to negotiate measures of preventing
the nuclear arms racc from being extended into outer space, for the use of satcllites
for early warning system against nuclear attack and other uses of outer space

suggest the likelihood of space war in the future. This concern, however, should
not detract the Committce from pursuing its priority items.

In the light of thec growing intcrest displayed by States and conccrned people
all over the world in the convening of the second special session devoted to
disarmament, the work in the ad hoc working group on a comprchensive programme of
disarmament in its preparation of a draft comprehensive programme will most
naturally command special attention in the Committee’s work. In this connection,
it is indeed good fortunc that the working group on a comprehensive programme of
disarmament has the distinguished representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcfa Robles,
to steer its work with his characteristic comprehensive and skilful approach.

The views of my delegation on the number of issues pertaining to the CPD are
rceflected in the position of the Group of 21 as contained in its working papers
Cb/223, CD/229 and CD/230. Bascd on the provisions of the Final Document, these
working papers, which havc been the object of cxtensive examination by various
delegations, provide a realistic and effective approach for ensuring a meaningful
disarmament draft programme for thc sccond special session.

On the question of nuclecar weapons, the objective of some delegations to cquate
nuclear weaponz with conventional weapons would be difficult for my delegation to
accept. Also, attempts to question the priority accorded to the question of nuclear
disarmament in disarmament measures would equally be difficult to accept.

With respect to the items on ou?'agenda, I would likc to reiterate that my
delegation would like to see the ad hoc working groups established last year
continue. their work without delay. On thc nuclear test ban and the gcessation of
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, which arce items of thp highest priority,
we wish to relteratu our vicw and. emphasizé the urgcnt need to set up ad hoc
.working groups.- It is unfortunate to note that, in view of the statemcnt made on
the nuclear question by the dlstlngulshed representative of the United States at
the plenary meeting on 9 February, it may prove difficult to attain this particular
objective at the present time. However, with respect to chemical weapons, we should
be able to make more progress under the rcvised mandate of the working group. In
this connection, we regard published rcports of the decision by the United States
to build a facility to produce chemical weapons, as well as the allocation of
incrcased funds for chemical weapons production, as regrettable, as it will
inevitably intensify the chemical arms race. e arc fearful that, in vicw of this
disturbing trend, the complexity of chcmical weapons negotiations will only increasc
over time. Therefore, the urgent nced to achicve rapid progress on a chemical
weapons convention is self-evident.

In conclusion, I would like to take cognizance of the report of the
Secretary-General on the study of the rclationship betwcen disarmament and development,
which we received with great interest. Under the chairmanship of Madame Thorsson of
Sweden, to whom my delegation wish to cxpress appreciation for the valuable contribution
made, the study will not only provide a useful basis for the examination of the
socio-economic consequences of the arms race, but will also hold the key to potential
resources for the developncont objectives of the developing countries.
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The CHATRMiN: I thank you for the kind words' you addresscd to the Chair. I
now give the floor to the represesntative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation would like to express ils views on the first
item on the agenda, "Nuclear test ban".

It is not by chancc that the Committee on Disarmament is starting its work with
a consideration of the question of a nuclear-weapons test ban, because this priority
issue is indeed extremely important and urgent and its practical solution would mecet
the vital interests of all mankind.

The question of a nuclear-weapons test ban is one of the most acute amid the
complex of problems relating to nuclear disarmament. The conclusion of a treaty on
the complete and general prohibition of nuclcar weapons tests weould place an obstacle
in the path of the improvement and further proliferation of nuclear weapons. If the
solution of this problem is further delayed, the accelerated development and
production of new and even more destructive types of such weapons will continue.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries have actively and consistently
advocated and continuc to advocate the complete and general cessation of nuclear
weapons tests by all States in all spheres for all time; they are in favour of the
speediest possible solution of this important and urgent protlen.

For a number of years we have urged that the Committece on Disarmament should play
an active role in bringing about the complete and genceral prohibition of nuclear
weapons tests. We have supported the proposal of the group of neutral and non-aligned
countries for the establishment of an ad hoc working gr.up to carry out negotiations
in this regard. In his statement on 15 February the rcprescntative of the German
Democratic Republic proposed a wording for thc mandate of such a working group. We
share the approach of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic.

Despite persistent efforts for many ycars by a large group of cowntries, and
dozens of General issembly resolutions on this question, multilateral negotiations
in the Committee have still not been started owing to the position of the
United States and the United Kingdom, which have blocked the establishment of an
ad hoc working group and the commencement of negotiations on this iter in the
Committee. ’

4is you know, at the end of the 1970s trilateral negotiations were conducted on
the question of a complete and general nuclear-weapons test ban between the
Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom. From the very beginning the
Soviet Union sought to ensurc the success of the nocgotiations and to this end took
important steps to meet its Western partuers, introducing detailed proposals on
various topics. These negotiations have been broken off by the United States and we
yan say nothing about their further destiny.
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At the same time, taking into account the great interest of the members of the
Committec on Disarmament in this urgent matter, the Soviet delegation would like to
inform the members of the Committee of the Soviet Union's pesition on some aspécts
of the questiion of the elaboration and conclusion of a treaty on a complcte and
general nuclear-wecapons test ban.

We believe that the treaty should contain a commitment on the part of each party
to prohibit, to prevent and not to carry out any test cxplosions of nuclear weapons in
any place under its jurisdiction or control, in any sphere, as well as to refrain
from the instigation or encouragement of or any participation in the conduct of
nuclear weapons test explosions anywhere clsec.

We believe that the treaty should be supplemented by a protocol on nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes, which would be an integral part of the trcaty and
would take into account the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Under the protocol, the parties to the treaty
would institute a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions and refrain from
providing any inducement or encouragement to, granting permission for or taking any
part in the carrying out of such explosions until an appropriate procedure for
conducting them has been elaborated.

We support the idea that after the treaty enters into force the parties to it
should continue without delay to examinc the question of a procedure for the carrying
out of peaceful nuclear explosions. Such a procedure could be embodied in a special
agreement or special agreements and bc brought into force through appropriate
amendment of the protocol mentioned above.

We believe that in order to ensure that the treaty was without prejudice to any
arms limitation agreements concluded earlier, it ought not to touch upon commitments
compatible with it that have been undertaken by the parties under other internatiocnal
agreements, In our opinion the treaty should provide a procedure for its amendment
and should contain a provision concerming withdrawal from i. on grounds of higher
national interests.

Recognizing the great importance of questions of verification of compliance with
the treaty, we believe that the parties to the treaty should use the available national
technical means of verification, as well as the possibility of the international
exchange of seismic data. In the elaboration of such measures a leading rolc could be
rlayed and is being played by the Committee on Disarmament, under whose aegis a group
of seismology experts has been working successfully for a number of ycars past.

Other means of co-operation could also be examined, in particular; the exchange
of additional seismic data. This would be connected with the establishment and use by
the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom of high-quality national seismology
stations with agreed features.

This position was, of course, stated during the trilateral negotiations and it
is reflected in the progress report on those negotiations which was submitted to the
Committee on Disarmament.
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It can be affirmed that the greater part of the work of elaborating the treaty
was done. There remained only two or threc questions to be agreed on for the
successful compl-tion of the negotiation...

However, the adoption by the West of a policy of intensifying military
preparations resulted in the negotiations on this extremely important matter being
broken off, and the Unitcd States now declares that the entire problem of a
nuclcar-weapons test ban is not pressing.

The Soviet Tnion is in favour of the resumption of the trilateral negotiations
without delay and is rcady to do everything in its power for their successful
conclusion., At the samc time, as we have sircsscd many times, the Soviet Union has
always supported and continues to support the idea that the possibilities of the
Committee on Disarmament should be fully used for the successful conduct of
multilateral negotiations aimed at putting a stop to nuclear weapons tests in all
spheres and by all those who carry them out.

We are also preparecd to support the proposals for the submission by the Committee
of a report to the seccond special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament on the situation as regards the elaboration of a treaty on
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests.

In conclusion, we would like to stress here in the Committee that the Soviet Tnia
would agree to the treaty's entering into force even if initially not all five
nuclear-weapon Powers participated in it, but only thrce — the USSR, the United States
of imerica and the United Kingdom. In other words we reaffirmm our readiness for the
treaty to be signed initially by three nuclear-weapon Powers -- the USSR, the
Tnited States and the United Kingdom -- and that we should not wait for the adherence
to it of China and France. In that casc the trcaty would enter into force for a
definite, agreed period of time and would rcmain permanently in force if the other
nuclear-weapon Powers signed the trecaty before the e:xpiration of the fixed time.

Before concluding this statement, the Soviet dolegation would like to dwell
briefly upon another question, which has been raised several times here in the
Committee. This is the matter of Soviet-imerican ncgotiations on nuclear arms
limitation in Europe. In the course of the genoral debate the majority of delegations
have welcomed these negotiations. The reason for this is obvious. The very fact
of the commencement of these negotiations was received with satisfaction everywhere
in the world and particularly in the European countries where the negotiations have
given rise to hopes for the reduction of tension, the decepening of ddtente and
confidence between pecoples and the removal from Europe —— and indeed from the whole
world — of the threat of nuclear catastrophe.

Lt the same time, the manifestly tendentious and biased evaluations of the
progress of the negotiations given in a number of statements by representatives of
the Western countries have not failed to attract attention. For example,
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the United States representative said on 9 February that President Reagan's proposal
for the abolition of all intecrmediate-range land-based nuclear missiles, wherever
located, was beins considered at the negetiations. The United Kingdom representative
said in his statement of 11 February that "achievement of the zero-level for land-
based medium-range missiles on both sides would be a majop contribution to
international stability and thercfore to progress in other areas of arms control
endeavour".

The so-called 'zero option" and the draft treaty based on it, which was submitted
by the United States delegation on 4 February, is also widely propagandized as a
"constructive" basis for the achievement of an agreement by the mass media of the
Western countries,

In this connection allow me once more to draw the attention of members of the
Committee to the report on the reception by L.I. Brezhnev of representatives of the
Ldvisory Council of the Socialist Imternational on Disarmament, which has been issued
as an official Committes document (CD/240), as well as to the article entitled "A
new spiral in the arms race: to be or not to be?", both of which contain an analysis
of the situation at the above-mentioned negotiations. The article was published in
the newspaper Pravda on 10 February of this year and has also been circulated as a
press~release of the USSR Mission in Geneva.

The article quotes the words of L.I. Brezhnev that the state of affairs at the
negotiations "cannot but cause a certain watchfulness". The reason for this is the
reluctance which is becoming increasingly evident on the part of the Lmerican side to
seek solutions that would meet the principle of equality and equal security. The
substance of the "zero option" proposed by the fmerican side and propagandized in the
Committee is that the Soviet Union should unilaterally liquidate all its medium-range
missiles. 4s a result, "the number of NATO's medium-range nuclear-weapons would be
in no way reduced, while the number of such weapons in the European part of the USSR
would be reduced by more than half", and "NATO would gain more than a double advantage
as regards the number of medium-range nuclear-weapon delivery vehicles and triple as
regards the number of nuclear warheads",

As for the Soviet Union, it is prepared to agree on a genuine "zero option" —
one that would mean, not unilateral disarmament by one side but the total renunciation
by both sides of all types of medium—-range nuclear wecapons aimed at targets in
Europe, and more than that -- the renunciation of both medium-range and tactical
nuclear weapons.

The article sets forth in detail the USSR position on all these questions and
the proposals put forward by the Soviet side with 2 view to the speediest possible
achievement of agreement.
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The CHAIRMAN: That concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any other
delegation wish to take the floor?

As -you know, we need to take decisions on the agenda and the programme of
work for the first part of the 1982 session, as well as on the establishment of
ad hoc working groups on effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,
radiological weapons .and chemical weapons. I understand that the consultations
held in connection with the mandate of the ad hoc working group on chemical
weapons have been concluded and that we may be able to deal with this matter today.

I intend to suspend the plenary meeting now and resume it at 3.30 p.m. On
that occasion, we will take decisions on those questions. )

Immediately afterwards, ve will hold an .informal meeting to continue our
consideration of pending matters.

The plenary meeting is suspended.

The meeting was suspended at 1.20 p.m. and resumed at 3.30 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN: 1In The Name of God the Most Compassionate, The Most Merciful,
the one hundred and fifty-sixth plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament
is resumed. The representative of Zaire has asked for the floor and I give it
to him. ' ’ '

Mr. BAGBENI (Zaire) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, in taking the
floor for the first time at this session, my delegation joins others in
congratulating you on your brilliant election to the chairmanship of our Committee
for the month of February 1982.

Your predecessor, Ambassador Sani of Indoncsia, had the honour of closing
the work of our 1981 session and his positive contribution to the Committee's
work deserves our gratitude.

My delegation would like to express its most sincerc condolences to the
Ttalian delegation for the untimely death of Ambassador Cordero di Montezemolo.

It welcomes the .new colleagues to the Committee and much appreciates the
presence of Mrs. Inga Thorsson, the Head of the Swedish.delegation, in the
Committee. Her comparative study of the relationship between disarmament and
development is a very positive contribution to our Committce's work.

The current session-is, in our view, particularly important because it
is called upon to assess four years of work in the field of disarmament and to
submit a full report on its activities to the.second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which is to-be held in June 1982 in
New York.
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There is no denying the fact that the Committece on Disarmament will be held
largely responsible for the success or failure of the second special session of
the General Asscanbly devoted to disarmament -~ all the more so because the current
membership of the Committee on Disarmament is significant in several respects.

The Committee includes all the nuclear-weapon Powers and those which aspire te
become nuclear-weapon States.

The nuclear-weapon Powers which are members of the Committee on Disarmament
are also all permanent members of the Security Council and usc their right to
the veto to express their disapproval of positions which run counter to their
interests. Under Article 26 of the Charter of the United Nations, they are also
responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee
referred to in Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations
for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments, in order to
promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security
with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources.

However, in order to carry out the mission entrusted to them in the Charter
of the United Nations, which they signed voluntarily, the restoration of an
appropriate climate for the re-establishment of confidence and understanding and
even détente and co-operation, requires all States to abandon the illusive race
for supremacy and their hegemonistic aims,

Making such statements before those who are primarily responsible for
maintaining international peace and security at a time when international relations
are characterized by a breakdown of détente, the resumption of the cold war and
hegemonistic rivalry between the great Powers, which are ever in pursuit of zones
of influence, bases and raw materials, not to mention the arms race and, in
particular, the nuclear arms race, is not unrealistic, because it is on the basis
of political .will alone that they have adopted attitudes designed to create a
general climate of uncertainty and distrust which exacerbates the potential threat
of a nuclear holacaust.

The nuclear holocaust is no longer a topic of theoreticui speculation; it
has become a credible hypothesis as a result of the proliferation and reduction
in size of atomic weapons, whose use is seriously envisaged in the event of
conflict.

The advent of tactical atomic weapons, such as the medium-range theatre nuclear
weapons deployed in Europe, is entirely compatible with the concept of the use
of atomic weapons in military strategy and renders the theories of deterrence and
the maintenance of international peace and security through the balance of terror
null and void.

The attention focused by the international community on the very concept of
general and complete disarmament should encourage States to achieve their legitimate
political, economic, social and cultural objectives without resorting to war or
to a spirit of war and confrontation.

Is it necessary to mortgage the future of nations, peoples, generations and
even mankind itself through the excessive accumulation of sophisticated weapons,
of which mankind could easily lose control?
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Mankind is currently living in a time when any promise or deed of destruction’
is possible because the potential annihilation of mankind has become an end
in itself. 1In :che past, war opposed ad -ersaries who fought for a specific cause
and, when the war ended, there was a winner and a loser, but with the weapons
the world has today, it is possible and even certain that there will be no winners
or losers because the world itself will be destroyed and, therefore, everyone
will lose.

Commitment to the process of general and complete disarmament and, in
particular, nuclear disarmament implies acceptance of the notion of control,
especially effective international control. The nuclear-weapon States will therefore
be called upon to allow the body responsible for control and verification to
carry out its mission. Frontiers and installations must be open to it.

South Africa‘s acquisition of nuclear weapons with the complicity of certain
Powers is a very serious threat to the security of the African States. - It is
contrary to the frequently voiced desire of our Heads of State to make the
African continent a denuclearized zone. My delegation believes that the -
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament
should adopt measures to that end.

My delegation will have an opportunity to express its position on the various
items on the agenda of the current session, but it would like to state at this
Juncture that, in its view, the substantive negotiations taking place in the ad hoc
working groups should be continued, as should the working group on a comprehensive
programme of disarmament so competently presided over by Ambassador Robles of
Mexico. The ad hoc working groups on radiological weapons, chemical weapons and
effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons should be re-established and the
mandate of the group on chemical weapons should be broadened.

My delegation also fully supports the idea of creating two further ad hoc
working groups, one to negciirle o ruclear~tcst ban treaty and the other to
consider measures to halt the nuclear arms race with a view to promoting nuclear
disarmament. The resolutions of the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly,
for example, resolutions 36/34 and 36/85, should be taken into account by our
Committee so that their implementation is guaranteed, particularly since the
latest session of the General Assembly considered the first two items on our
agenda to be matters of the highest priority.

My delegation is pleased to note that agenda item 7 will be considered
separately from the other agenda items.

My country, Zaire, has always advocated the peaceful settlement of conflicts
and disputes. It will continue to make its voice, that of a non-aligned country,
heard in our Committee's discussions so that peace, the essential condition for
progress and the ultimate objective of general and complete disarmament, may
be achieved.
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair.

I would like now to take up the questions of -the agenda and programme'of work,
as well as the re-establishment of subsidiary bodies.

In accordance with rule 29 of the Rules of Procedure of the Committee, "the
provisional agenda and the programme of work shall be drawn up by the Chairman
of the Committee with th> assistance of the Secrctary and presented to the
Committee for consideration and adoption'.

The Committee has today before it Working Paper No. 47/Rev.2, which is
submitted in conformity with rule 29. Before the Committee takes 2 decision
on Working Paper No. 47/Rev.2, I wish to make the following statement:

"In connexion with the adoption of the agenda for 1982 and the
programme of work for the first part of the session, it is understood
that the question of the non~stationing of nuclear weapons on the '
territories of States where there are no such weapons at present can
be considered under item 2 of the agenda, as was done lasat year.

Taking into account the views expressaed, the Committee will
decide to hold informal mectings at an appropriate time to consider
item 7 of the agenda during the first part of the session. The further
treatment of this item during the sccond part of the session will be
decidad in the light of the situation then prevailing. In considering
this item the recommendations contained in General Assembly
resolutions 36/97 C and 35/99 will be duly taken into account."

If there is no objection, I will consider that the Committee adopts Working
Paper No. 47/Rev.2.

Mr. de SOUZA e SILVA (Brazil): The Brazilian delegation has no objection
to the statement you have just made on the agenda and programme of work. It is
the understanding of the Brazilian delegation that the further activity of the
Committee during the 1982 session will be decided on the basis of the priorities
established for its work.

The CHAIRMAN: Sincec there is no objcction, it so decided.

It was so decided.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic) (translated from Russian): The group
of socialist countries, anxious to see tho Committece get down to considering
substantive issues at the earliest possible moment, does not object to. the
adoption by consensus of the Committec's agenda for 1982 in the form proposed by
the Chairman in his working paper. However, it regrets that, owing to the negative
stand taken by the delegations of the United States and its close allies in
NATO, it has not been possible to include in that agenda the important item
on the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon.
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As you know, as long ago as on 9 March 1578 the socialist countries of
the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republie, the
German Democratic Republic, the Hungarian People's Republie, the Mongolian
People’s Republic, the Polish People‘'s Republic, the Socialist Republic of Romania
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted to the Committee on
Disarmament a draft convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling,
deploynent and use of nuclear neutron weopons (document CCD/559).

Considering the importance and urgency of this question, the group of
socialist countrics in the summer of 1901 called for the earliest possible start
of negotiations, with a view to elaborating such a convention and establishing
an appropriate working group within the framework of the Committee. However,
such establishment was blockad at that time by the United States delegation.

The extreme urgency of this question has been repcatedly stressed by numerous
delegations both in th: Committee on Disarmanent and in the United Nations
General Assembly. In resolution 35/92 K, adopted at its thirty-sixth session,
the General Assembly recuested tic Committee an Disarmnment to start negotiations
on the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons without delay in an appropriate
organizational framework, and to submit a report on this question to the
General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session. The serious concern evoked by the
emergency of the noutron weapon is also cxpressed in the communiqué issued by
the Mecting of Ministers of Foreisn Affairs and Heads of Dezlegations of the
Non-iligned Countries to the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly, held
on 25 and 28 September 1981. The rcsolution adopted at the beginning of 1932
by the Council of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Vleapons in
Latin America (OPANAL) also calls upon interested parties to avert the danger
inherent in the production of neutron weapons.

The group of socialist countries considers that the refusal to include in
the aganda an item on the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons runs counter to
the view of the majority of States, as expresscd, in particular, in United Nations
General Assembly resolution 36/92 V.

The socialist countrics, for their part, are resolved to continue to raise
this question when the relevant agenda items arc considered by the Committeec.

The CHAIRMAN: T would like now to draw the attention of the Committee to
Working Paper No. 48 containing a draft decision on the establishment of ad hoce
working groups on cffective international arrangements to cssure non-nuclear
weapon States agiinst the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, radiological
weapons and chemical wcapons.,

I put for decision of the Committce the draft contained in Working Paper No. 48.
If therc are no comments, I will considor that the Committes adopts the draft
decision.

It was sc decided.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): As one of the delegations which has participated in
the consultations preceding this decision, I want to express our sincere
satisfaction that we have now taken this imoortant step in the history of our
nezotiations on chemical weapons. The language of the mandate for the Vorking
Group on Chemical Weapons could, of course, have been furtner improved, but
still T would like to express our appreciation, not least to the two States which
participated in bilateral negotiations on the subject, namely, for accopting
this broad mandate ~nd thereby wnole-heartedly agrceins to participate with
restraints in these vcry important and difficult negotiations.

I sinccrely hope that the earliest date referred to at the end of the
paragraph deéaling with the mandate for the Working Group on Chemical Weapons will
menn 2 dnte in the not too distant future.

Mp. MIHEJLOVIC (Yugoslavia): I wish to state for the record, on behalf of my
delegation, that the Yugzoslav delcgation understands that the mandate for the
Working Group on Chemical Weapons weans that it covers all chemical weapons. I
say so for the recason that all chemical weapons have been mentionad in the
resolutions adopted in the United Nations, as well as in paragraph 75 of the
Final Document of the first special session.

The CHATRMAN: The Sccretarist has circulated today, at my request, an
informal paper containing a time-table for meetings t- be held by the Committee
during the coming week. The timec-tahle is of course tentative, since there are
a number of questions that need to p2 settled if we wish fully to utilize the
time available to us. Provision is made for the id Hoc Working Group on 2
Comprchensive Programme of Pisarmamnnt to meet on Tuesday afternoen instead
of Monday afternoon, at the request of the Chairman of that Working Group. We
will continue to hold informal mretings to deal with those matters still pending
and we have left open datz2s for mcetings of the three id Hoc Workinz CGroups
establishad by the Committee today, since e still nced to take decisions concerning
the chairmanship of thosc hodies. 1In any casc, as soon as consensus is reachad on
this matter, I wculd like tc be so informed.

As agreed by the Committec, we will hold on informal mceting five minutes
after the adjournment of this plenary meeting to continuc our consideration of
requests for participation by non-members.

The next plenary mecting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held
on Tuesday, 23 February, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 4.15 p.m,
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The second request is from Finland, dated 18 November 1981, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 50. g/ If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted.

It was so decided.

The third request ic from Norway, dated 20 November 1981, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 51. j/ If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted.

It was so decided.

The fourth request is from Austria, dated 18 December 1981, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 52. A/_If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted.

I+t was so decided.

2/ "In response to the request of Finland (CD/247) and in accordance with
rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representative of Finland to participate during 1982 in the discussions on the
substantive items on the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee,
as well as in the meetings of the A¢ Hoc Working Groups established for the
1932 session'.

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part of its session, the representative of
Finland is invited to indicate in due course the particular concerns of Finland".

"In response to the request of Norway (CD/248) and in accordance with
rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representative of Norway to participate during 1982 in the discussions on the
substantive items on the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee,
as well as in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Groups established for the
1982 session", /'

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part of its session, the representative of
Norway is invited to indicate in due course the particular concerns of Noxway".

"In response to the request of Austria (CD/249) and in accordance with
ryles 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representative of Austria to participate during 1982 in the discussions on the
substantive items on the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee,
as well as in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Groups established for the
1982 session",

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part »f its session, the representative of
Austria is invited to indicate in due course the particular concerns of Austria”,
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The fifth request is from Turkey, dated 15 January 1982, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 53. j/ If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted.

It was so decided.

The sixth request is from Spain, dated 30 January 1982, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 54. é/ If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted. '

It was so decided.

The seventh request is from Tunisia, dated 2 February 1982, and the corresponding
draft decision is in Working Paper No. 55. 1/ If there is no objection, I will take
it that the draft decision is adopted.

1t was so decided.

We have concluded our consideration of requests for participation of non-member
States. In conformity with its programme of work, the Committee considers today
item 1 of its agenda, "Nuclear test ban". In accordance with rule 30 of the ™™ -
Rules of Procedure, members wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject
relevant to the work of the Committee. '

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of India,
Czechoslovakia, Japan, the United Kingdom.and Australia.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, the representative
of India, Mr. Saran.

"In response to the request of Turkey (CD/250) and in accordance with
rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representative of Turkey to participate during 1982 in the discussions on the
substantive items on the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee,
as well as in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Worklng Group on the comprehensive programme
of disarmament".

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part of its session, the representative of
Turkey is invited to indicate in due course the particular concerns of Turkey

§/ "In response to the request of Spain (CD/251) and in accordance with rules
33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to .invite the representative
of Spain to participate during 1982 in the discussions on the substantive items on
the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committes, as well as in the meetings
of the Ad Hoc Working Groups established for the 1982 see51on".

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part of its session, the representative of Spain
is invited to indicate in due course ‘the particular concerns of Spain".

1/ . "In response to the request of Tunisia (CD/252) and in accordsnce with rules
23 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the representative
of Tunisia to participste during 1982 in the discuscions on the substantive items on
the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee".

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1982 session and
the programme of work for the first part of its session, the representative of Tunisia
is invited to indicate in due course the particular concerns of Tunircia”,
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lir. SARAW (India): Ir. Chairman, may I first of all join you in offering the
varm congratulations of ny delesation to ambassadcr Ahmad of fakistan,
Ambassador Sujla of Doland und smbassador Yegener of the Federal Republic of Germany
on their appoiniment as Chairmen of the various Ad lioc Working Groups that have
been re-established for the current session of the Cormittee on Lisarmoment. Ve
have every hope that, under their skilful ~uidunce, the Working Groups will achieve
sipnificunt and concrete results.

On 2 February 1972, the ulternative represente tive of the Jelesation of
Czecheglovalkiu invroduced before this Ceommittee the agrecd position of a Froup of
socialist countriec on the cuesztion of the comprehensive programme of disarmcment.
In my statement today, vhich is in conformity itk rule 30 of the DRules of
Procedure, 1 vould like tc offer our initial comments on some aspects of this
agreed pogition and secclr ceriain clarifications vith o vieu to achieving a further
convergence in our regpcctive approaches.

lly delegation has been rrutified to note thut, in severl acpects, the
proposals submitted by ibe Group of 21 largely coincide vwith the agreed positions
of a group of scecizlist countriec. We have also noted vith satisfaction that the
distinguished .ubasscdor of Poland, in his statenent on 106 February, expressed
complete asreement uith the vieuvs put fexruard by the hexd of my delesation,
Ambassacor A.F. Venlkatesuuran, on tie question of th~ comprehenszive nrogramme of
disarmunent. Deveral of the clurific.ations ve seck, therefore, weuld in effect
be aimed at confiirming our points of convergence and rdentifying any significant
diversences that e need to vorl upon in the future.

It hos been ctated by the ¢iztinguished representctive of Czechoslovakia that

the comprehensive nrogramie of disarmament "should be an asreced complex cf
measures «ine¢ .t the cevsation of the arms race and the implementation, by stages,
of genuine disermament vithin the framevork of established time-limits". Ve angree
uith thig vieu. Iouever, ve find thet, in detailine the various uneacurec to be
included in the comprehenaive prograrme of dlisarmament, no attempt has been made

to indicate the stuces vithin vhich {hese meusurcs vould be implemented. The
interrelationchip anong the vurious neasures us vell as the sequence in vhicn

their implementation ig envisaged can only become cleur xnd manifest through the

s¢ of a framevork of stuges. Ve would be grateful, therefore, if the Czechoslovak
delezation could clarify to us vhether the four-stape wnproach adopted in
docunment Cﬁ/223 is acceptable. If thig opproach is accept.ble, then it uould be
mogt useful fer us te have some ideu as itc hov the viarious meusures of arms
limitution and disarmament envisoged by a group of socialist countries are to be
ordered amons the various stases. Until this informotion is available, it would
be difficulv for us to 1dentify the common ground Letueen us except in rather
brocd conceptucl termns.

The distinguiched represent.tive of Czechoglovcliia has listed the various
neasures "in the field of ait.e limitution ond disarmament, the implementation of
vhich vould lead touarcds the ultimzte senl of ~enersl and complele dicarmament’.
However, vhile these measures Lave been caterorized under certain broad headings,
no logical secuence hus been folloved ir their orderins. Tor oxurmle, in vhat
iind of secuence are the meagures listed in n.ragraphs (2) to (i) under "Nuclear
veapons' to be implemerted? Uhich anong these meacares belong to ctuze I, vhich
to stage IT and oo onf?

g
e
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The other difficulty ve encounter in going through the list of measures lies

in the mingling together of concrete and specific measures uith those which are

extremely broad and general in charzcter. Thus, a broad-ran~e measure

encompassing the entire process of nuclear disarmament is inclucded in

paragraph (b) under "Wuclear veapons", together with a very specific measure

such as the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the production,

stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron veapons (parasraph (e)).

Similarly, a specific measure such as '"the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition

of the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space" has been lumped together

vith a non-specific and indeterminate category entitled "Further measures to

prevent the conversion of outer space into a sphere of military confrontation".

The Group of 21 has tried to put foruard as many concrete and specific
measures as it could identify under each broad veapon category. Such measures
are, for obvious reasons, more specific in character for the first stage, becoming
more general for subsequent stages. The agreed position put forvard by a group of
socialist countries does not give us any clue as to how the every concrete and
precise measures envisaged by it are to be related to the broad and general
categories included in the programme. A related question here would be vhether these
socialist countries share the viev expressed by the co-sponsors of document GD/205
that the specific agreements to be negotiated cannot be predetermined and must be
left to be vorked out among the parties involved in the negotiations themselves.
Such an approach would point to adopting telesraphic and general formulations in
the listing of measures in the comprehensive programme of disarmament. On the
other side is the approach adopted by the Group of 21, which culls for specific
and concrete measures, whose objectives, if not results, are predetermined by mutual
agreement. To ugs, it appears that the socialist countries on vhose behalf the
Czechoslovak statenent uas made have adonted a bit of both approaches. We would be
grateful if this point could be clarified.

We have all agreed that the ultimate goal of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament is the achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective
international control. In our vieu, the comprehenscive programme of disarmament
should therefore encompass measures for the cessation and reversal of the arms
race in all its aspects, the reduction of armaments and armed forces and their
final and complete elimination. However, the list of measures contained in the
statement of the distinguiched representative of Czechoslovakia does not give us
a clear picture of the final stages of the process of achieving general and
complete disarmament under effective international control. In several cases,
measures included under the various separate headings are, in this sense,
incomplete. For example, under the heading "Armed forces and conventional veapons',
we hove one measure calling for the freezing of the armed forces and conventional
veanons of the permanent members of the United Nations Security Council and their
allies, coupled vith another measure entitled "The reduction of armed forces and
conventional weapons". Ve do not have in the list an indication of when and hou
the complete elimination of armed forces and conventional armaments would be
achieved. Similarly, under "The reduction of military expenditures", provision is
mafe for a reduction in the military budgmets of militarily significant States, as
alsc for a freeze on military budgets in general. No indication is given as to how
other States will reduce their military expenditures and hov a total abolition of
military appropriationc vould be achieved. In fact, if one wvere to go merely by
the statement of the representative of Czechoslovakia, the complete elimination of
military appropriations uould not zppear to be an .objective of the comprehensive
prograrme of disarmument.

Tiet me hasten to add that the list of measures to be included in the
comprehensive progrumme of Gisarmument cannot pnsgibly be exhaustive. However,
since the precgrarme is to be ¢ self-contained one, it must include measures, even
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if indicative, for all the various stages of the process of achieving general and
complete disarmament. Our colleagues from the socialist delegations could perhaps
shed some more light on hou they envisage measures required for the final stages of
the comprehensive prosgramme of disarmament.

Before turning to the measures themselves, I vould like to comment briefly on
some of the principles for the comprehensive programme of disarmament outlined by
the renresentative of Czechoslovakia. One such principle he has mentioned is that
of "equality and equal security''. Ve would like to kmou hov this principle would
be applied in practice in the implementation of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament. In particular, ve wvould like to drav attention to the fact that a vast
imbalance exists betueen nuclear-weapon States, on the one hand, and non-nuclear—
veapon States, on the other. This imbalance is constantly increasing. How uould
the principle of equality and equal security be applied to such a situation?

Another principle mentioned in the statement of the representative of
Czechoslovakia concerns the process of nuclear disarmament. It has been stated tlict
at all stages of the process of nuclear disarmament, "the existing balance in the
sphere of nuclear pouer must remain the same uith o constant reduction of its level'.
Does this imply that the existing status quo would have to be mrintained as among the
five nuclear-veapon States? At vhot point vould the nuclear arsenals of all the
nuclear-ueapon States be eliminuted?

We have carefully studied the lisi of measures to be included in the
comprehensive programme of disarmoment as envisuged by a group of socialist countries.
It is vith satisfaction that ve have noted a coincidence with respect to several of
these measures. Houever, I uould like to single out some of the items contained in
the list vhich need further discucsion and clarification. .

Under the catepory entitled '"Nuclear ueapons', reference is made to the
renunciation of the first uce of nuclear veapons by nuclec.r-veapon States. Houever,
a complete prohibition on the use or threat of use of nuclear uveapons, vhich is
broader and more universal in scope, has been omitted. This is despite the fact
that the socialist countries, on vhose behalf the statement by the representative of
Czechoslovakia vas made, all voted in favour of General Asgcenbly resolution 36/92 i,
entitled "Non-use of nuclear ueapons and prevention of nuclear var". Ve uould be
grateful if it could be explained to us vhy this important measure uas excluded.

5till under the category "Huclear weapons", it hus been stated that "as a first
step, the possible stages of nuclear disarmament uith their approximate contents
could be discussed, and in particular the content of the first stage". Ilovever, Ifor
my delegation, the various stages of nuclear dicarmament have already been clearly
spelt out in paragraph 5C of the Finul Document. Whai ue necd to Go nou as part of
the negotiations on the comprehensive programme of disarmament is t elaborate these
stages of nuclear disarmament.

The position of my Government concerning the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons is vell Lknoun. We could not, therefore, accept the mezsure outlined
in paragraph (f) under the heading "Nuclear veapons'.
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Let me now turm to the section entitled "The prevention of the proliferation
of the arms race in new spaces explored by man" in the statement of the
representative of Czechoslovakia. Under this section, one'of the measures
listed is '"the conclusion of o treaty on the prohibition of the stationing of
weapons of any kind in outer space'". At the thirty-sixth session of the
United Nations General Assembly, my delegation stated that any treaty for the
prevention of an arms race in outer space must cover the development, testing
and deployment of uveapons of any lind in outer space.

Under the section uith the heading "Regional measures", reference has been
made to "the renuncintion of the expansion of the existing military and political
groupings and of the creation of new ones". As far os military alliances are
concerned, India, as a non-aligned country, has consistently called for the
dissolution of all such military blocs. We cannot, therefore, accept a mere
freeze in the existing situation. Secondly, it is not clear vhy political
groupings should also be the object of renunciation if they do not have military
connotations. For example, would the non-aligned movement have to freeze its
existing membership and at some point dissolve itself? What about other
‘political bodies of a regional character? We would be grateful if it could be
clarified to us in vhat sense the term "political grouping'" has been used.

Under the same heading, provision is mnde for the "limitation and lowering
of the level of military presence and military activity" in the Atlantic Ocean,
in the Pacific, in the Mediterranean Séa and in the region of the Persian Gulf
and "the limitation and subsequent reduction of military activity in the
Indian QOcean". Such formulations make no differentiation betueen foreign military
presence and military activity in these regions and the entirely legitimate
military presence and activity of the States belonging to the region. Of course,
in the final stage of the comprehemsive programme of disarmament, all military
activity in all regions would cease. However, when ve speak of partial and
regional measures, it ic necessary to highlight the logical sequence of measures
which vould lead to disarmament on a truly global scale. In such a logical
sequence, the establicshment of a Zone of Peace, for example, in the Indian Ocean
in terms of the Declaration adopted in 1971 by the United FNations is obviously
a first and necessary step. Peace and security in the Indian Ocean are nou
threatened by the rapidly increasing military presence of outside Pouers and
the Scramble for military bases in the Indian Ocean area. The removal of
foreign military presence and the cessation of foreign military activity
in the Indian Ocean cannot be put on a par and sought to be achieved together
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vrith the cessation of military activity by the littorcl and hinterland States
of the Indian Ocecn. Yet, this ig »recicely the imnrescion that may be
created by the formulation azed in the statement by the distinguished
representative of Czechoslovukiu. we wiudd be graveful 1i ve could have a
nore detailed explanation of th: secusnce. of steps in vhich measures under
paragraphs (f) and (L) vould bHe implcment~+d and the responsibilities of
littoral and hinterland States and extra-repional States -t each stuge.

As a State belonging te Acia, ny deleazatica is naturzlly interested in
the measure included in this section in paragraph (j) entiiled "The
conclusion of a convention on mutunl non-ag wro sion ano non-uce of force in
the relationgs betueen the States ol Asiz and the Pacific Geean". Ua vould
be grateful for further details cn the proposed cenventicn. It may be
explained to us hov cuch a convention would be different from the
respencibilities already undertaken by States of cll regions unuer the
United Nations Charter. Ve uould also like to knou vhether uhat is being
proposed herc is a multilateral convention limited fo the States of the region
of Asia and the Pacific or vhether a serirs of bilaterzl treaties is envisaged.
How would breaches of the convention be doult with and vhat would be the
relationship of such a security system to the collective security {ramevork
already nrovided for under the United Kationc Charter?

Under '"Collateral and other measures', provision has been-made for a
vworld treaty on the non-use of force in intermational relations. Is not
adherence to the United Ilations Charter itself a commitment by all States
to the non-use of force in relatiens amongst then? Vhat purpose would be
sexved by a separute trcaty on ihe non-use of force?

These are some of the comments that I wanted to make on the positions
advanced by a group of socialist cAuntries concerning the comprehensive
programme of disarmament. These comments have been made in the spirit of
seeking further areas of convergence vith ‘our socialist colleagues on issues
relating to the comprehensive programme of disarmanent. Ue believe that it
is only through a process of debate, a process of questinoning, that ve can
arrive at better mutual understandins of our respective positionsz. It is
our conviction that, in the replies and clarifications that ue are certain
uill be provided to our cuestions, we shall be able to discover opportunities
to broaden the already considerable area nf agreement that exists between
use.

)
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The CHATRMAN: T thank you. I nov give the floor to the reprecsentative of
Czechostovakia, Hinister Strucka, vho will introduce the vorking paper contained in
docunent GD/245.

Mr; STRUCK. (Czechoslovakic) (transiated from Russian): Mr. Chairman, in its
statement at the plenary neeting of the Commititee on the occasion of the opening of
ite current session on 2 February CJ/EV.‘,O), the Czechoslevak delegation had the
honour, .as the cc-ordinatcr of the group ,of socialict countries on the question of a
conprehensive progranme of discrmament, to prescent the agreed position of the
delegations of the Ieuple's Republic of Bulgariz, the German Democratic Republic,
the Hung:rian(Peoplc'c Republic, the Hongolian, People's Repulblic, the Pclish People's
Republic, the Union of Scviet Socialist, AcﬂubLlC: ond the Czechoslovax Socialist Republic
on the question of the content of the GPD

We note with satisfaction that our stafement has aroused serious interest among
delegations and is proving useful in the consideration of the question of elaborating
a CPFD, beth at” plenury nmeetings of the Tommittee and in those of the Working Group
on thls question and the three contact groqp concerned.

This was élso showvn in today's statement by tne distinguished representative of
India. We shall, of coursec, study ambassadcr Saran's statement with the proper
attention and in due course furnish an additional explanation. As regards certain
roints touched upen CJ the represerntative of Indic, the delegations of the socialist
countries have already given some explanation in the CPD VWorking Group and in the
contact groups. We shall contimue to adopt o constructive approach in the search for
2 compromise solution to the problem of elﬂboratlng a comprchensive programme of
disarrament.

In view of the interest showm in tke um"eed Position of the socialist countries
on the question of a CED and in ocrder to° fu0111tutc acquaintence with it, we decided
to set forth that posltlon in the form of ah ~fficial document of the Cormittee.
accordingly, on 19 Tebruary, the Jzuchoblc*ak‘dcleguﬁlon, on rehalf cf the
aforementioned socialist cvuntriec, trohsmitted to the Cormittee secretariat the text
of a working paper, which has alrecdy ‘been circulated among delegations under the
symbol CD/245. ° -

_ The said working paper submitted by the group of socialist countries reproduces
21l the mein points of our statemert o‘ 2 Februexry. To facilitate its use, we have
divided it into the fcllowing sections: general provisicns; objectives of the:
pregramme; principles: specific measures; disarmement and cother global problems;
time-limits and procedures fcr the 1“plemcntatlon of the prograrme; monitoring of arms
limitation and disarmament; nechanisms and procedurcs, and participation of world
public opinion in efforts to achieve disarmement.

On the basis of the formulations contained in our intervention of 2 February
and in document CD/245, the co-sponsors cf that document have already begun practical
work. In particular, having regard to the fact that in many cases our proposals
coincided with points contained in documents issued by the Group of 21, we decided to
adopt those documents as a basis for our work, -adding to them those of our proposals
which were absent from the Group of 21's documents. Thus we proposed additions to the
proposals put forward by the Group of 21 on the subjects of the objectives, priorities
and principles of the CPD. We shall continue to employ this -- in our view
constructive -~ method of work also in the future.
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Working paper CD/245 reflects the constant readiness of the socialist-countries
to make a substantial contribution to the elaboration of a meaningful draft
comprehensive progrorme of disarmament,. which the Cormittee mzy submit as a concrete
achievement for consideration at the second special scssion of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

We are convinced that the implementation ¢f the provisions in document CD/245
would represent a constructive contribution to the solution of the disarmament problen.
Allow me, Mr, Chairman, on behalf of the group of socialist countries, to assure the
Committee, once again, that we shall ccntinue to play a fundamental and active role in
the elaboration of a CPD, We shall adopt a constructive approach to the proposals of
all countries, and above all those »f ths Group of 21, whose position coincides largely
with our own. .

Mr, CKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairmen, I cannot help expressing my delegation's
disappointment that, as we begin our substantive work at this 1982 session of the
Committee on Disarmament, a comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear weapons seens
still to be eluding our efforts and receding even more into the future. Six nonths
have passed since I nmade my last appeal in this Committee for 2 comprehensive test banj
approxinately a year and a half has passed since the trilateral negotiations were
suspended; and 19 years have passed since the partial test-ban Treaty was concluded with
the promise that the three nuclear-weapon States would be continuing to seek a
comprehensive ban,

On 9 December last year, the United Nations General .assenmbly again adopted two
resolutions on nuclear testing; beth cf ther reiterated the Assembly's grave concern
that nuclear-weapon testing continues unabated; and toth of then reaffirmed the
Assembly's conviction that a treaty to achieve the prohibition »f all nuclear-test
explosions by all States for all time is a matter cf the highest rriority. The view
of the overwhelming majority of the States Members of the United Nations cannot be
nmisunderstood or iznored. And ny Governnment associates itself with this majority view
on muclear testing. ‘

The Japanese Governnent has cn many occasions made representations to the
Governnments of the nuclear-weapon States z2gainst the nuclear tests they have been
conducting over the years. These representations spring from the fundamental position
that Japan continues to be opposed to nuclear test explosions of any kind —- undertaken
by any State., And that is why ry Government has also spoken cut several times in
favour of a moratorium on all nuclear explosions pending the entry into force »f a CTB.

The achieverent of a comprehensive test-ban treaty has always been regarded by
my Government as the one nmeasure of the highest priority in the whele field of arms
control and disarmament. While welconing the trilateral negotiations on a CTB, we
have stressed the need for such a treaty to be achieved through truly raultilateral
negotiations in this Cormittee.

I an under standing instructions frorm ry Governcent to reiterate our appeal for
the commencerment c¢f rultilateral negotiations in this Cormittee to achieve a
comprehensive test ban at the eorliest possivle date. Ir this connection, I continue
to hope that a conscnsus can bte reached itc set ur a working group or other subsidiary
body of the Cormittee to deal with this question in the most effective and concentrated
manner. My delegation repeats its willingness to put forward a draft nandate for such
a working group at the appropriate momernt. 4s I stated in this room on 6 August last
year, "The nere setting up of a CTB working group would be a very meagre achievenent
indeed, but if the Committee on Disarmanent were able tc report even that achievement
to the special session next year, it would be of some significance”.
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The 4d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts will be reconvening from the beginning
of March to continue its important work cf setting up an irternational system .for
the exchange of seisnic data to help in detectinz underground nuclear tests. My
delegation looks forward to hearing the 4d Hoc Group's evaluation of the second
trial exchange which was conducted in November last year, especially since more
countries than at the first trial participated this time, including several
socialist States. We understand that it would be possikle to detect underground
tests down to a yield of about 10 kilotons with a reasonable degree of accuracy if
the detonation took place in hard rock, provided there is an appropriately deployed
network of seismic stations. The detection threshold would be higher if the
explosion were detonated in alluvium, for instance. Ve are told that such a
network would render it possible to distinguish between earthquakes .and nuclear
explosions of a relatively low yiecld. If that were the case, surely it would be
worthwhile to endeavour to achieve 2 ban on underground tests of a yield above,
say, 10 kilotons. This would certainly be a welcome one step forward in the
direction of a comprehensive ban of all underground tests :

There are apparently various ways of evading detecticn cf an underground
nuclear explosion by an international network of seismic stations. The experts
will no doubt continue to seek ways of closing these loopholes. The effective
functioning of a reliable verification system is of fundamental importance to any
disarmament or arms control neasure. However, the quest for absolute perfection
in the verification mechanism, an infallible verification nethod, may result in no
agreement at all, A reasonable balance has tc be struck between the value of
having a positive if not complete disarmament agreerent, on the one hand, and the
risk that certain violations nay be theoretically possible in spite of the
verification mechanisnm that has been agreed upon, on the cther. DPerhaps the
adequacy of any verification system is ultinately a matter of political judgement
and mutual- trust. .

While my Government refuses to abandon the hope that a truly comprehensive ban
on all nuclear explosions cf any kind ancd by any State is an attainable objective,
it also feels that, in the state of affairs where we are, even linited additional
restrictions ~n nuclear-weapon testing would have the effect of at least slowing
down the further development of new types of weapcns or hindering the further
sophistication of ecxisting ones. 4nd above all the political impact of such.a
step on international efforts devoted to the cause of disarmament would be undeniable.
The very first step in the direction of miclear disarmament would have been taken
and this would give much-needed new hope and encouragement to those engaged in
the disarmament process.

As a representative of a non-nuclear-weapon State, I can merely express the
hope that the nuclear-weapon States bear in nmind the pledges they made in the
partial test-ban Treaty cf 1963 and the non-proliferation Treaty of 1968 "to seek



CD/PV,157
17

(lkc. Okava, Japan)

to ackieve the discontinuance of zll test explosions of nuclear weapons for all
time and to continue negotiations to this end."

If an Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts has been allowed to conduct such
useful work over the years, why con we not have an ad hoc group of administrative
experts, for instance, to work cut the necessary administrative arrangments for
the proposed seismic dota exchange? as anbassodor llePhail, the distinguished
Anbasszdor of Canada, pointed out last week, the idea was originally proposed
by the Australian delegation two years ago. My delegation has been in favour
of that proposal. The Cormittee or a suitable subsidiary body should begin
discussing the financial, legal and adninistrative aspects of the envisaged.
international seisnic data exchange. These details should be worked out before
the entry into force of the CTB trcaty so that the data exchange can begin
operating together with the trecaty and not from an unspecified date after the
treaty has entered into force.

Much has been said about the importance of a CTB in the context of
naintaining the non-proliferation régime and I will simply recall the unhappy
outcome of the 1980 NPT Review Conference and renind member States that the next
Review Conference in 1985 could turn out to be crucial to the NPT régime.

My delegation understands that the Trcaty on the Linitation of Underground
Nuclear Weapon Tests of 1974, and the Treaty on Underground Muclear Explosions
for Peaceful Purposes of 1976 are under consideration by the signatories for
ratification. I wish to reiterate my Government's view that the entry into
force of these two instruments would constitute an important step towards the
achieverient of a CTB. May I also express ryy delegation's hope that the trilateral
CTB negotiations can be reopened at the earliest possible date.

My delegation listened with interest the other day to the idea put forward
by Mme Thorsson, the distinguished Under-Secrctary -of State of Sweden, in
connection with the international surveillance of airborne radiocactivity as a
neans of monitoring nuclear tests in the atmosphere. We look forward to
receiving the working paper that Mme Thorsson promised us. We would also be
interested in hearing the rcactions of other delegations.

Allow ne to conclude ny s*atenent by citing the following paragraph from
the message of the Secretary-General of the United Nations read out to us by
our distinguished Secretary, Ambassador Jaipal, on 4 February: "Another
inportant issue is the long-uwaited conclusion of a comprehgnsive test-ban
treaty. This would provide a major inpetus for further progress towards the
linitation and eventual elinination of nuclear weapons. It would also be of
significance in strengthening the non-proliferation régine." It is precisely such
a "major impetus" that we are all seeking, especially as we move forward to the
second special session,
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The CHAIRIAN: I thank you. I nov give the floor to the rcpresentative of the
United Kingdom, Ambassador Summerhayes, who will introduce the working paper
contained in document CD/244.

Mr., SUIMERHAYES (United Kingdom): Ilir. Chairman, as you have just said, I have
asked for the floor this morning to introduce document €D/244, which we have
entitled "Verification and the llonitoring of Compliance in a Chemical Weapons
Convention", We have put this document forward as a contribution under item 4 of
our Committee's agenda. We tabled this new wvorking paper to be available at the
time vhen the Committee had just taken the decision to give a revised mandate to
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. We look forward to the resumption of
the Group's work later this week under the leadership of Ambassador Sujka of Poland
and we hope that our paper, vhich we have also asked should be circulated as a
working document under the symbol CD/CWA/P.26, will be considered in detail in
that forum as soon as possible. We understand that all language versions will De
available this evening.

I will not take up much of the Committee's time now in describing the substance
of the working paper, but I think it is useful to do so very briefly. As I made
clear in my opening statement on 11 February, my Government has had a long-standing
commitment to the achievement of a comprehensive, effective and adequately
verifiable ban.on checmical weapons. Ve believe that verification is the central
problem to be faced in draving up a CW convention and that the Working Group will
neel. to ensure that adequate attention is devoted to this key issue if we are to
make progress. This is the reason why my delegation has concentrated on
verification and compliance in the paper I have introduced; we are nevertheless
very much aware that other important issues such as the definition of the scope of
the convention will also need to be resolved aind we hope that it will prove
possible to worlt in tandem on these issues.

Perhaps I should now make a few explanatory remarks about document CD/244
which other delcgations might ‘find helpful in further considering our proposals.

The paper is set oéut in two sections: the first describes in the form of a
memorandum the United Kingdom's viev on the vay in which a chemical weapons
convention should be verified; the second sets out, in the form of draft elements,
the type of provisions vhich a convention would nced to include in order to fulfil
the requirements set out in tlie first section of the paper. We will of course be
happy to elaborate further upon the reasoning behind our vroposals; the first
section of document CD/244 gives a preliminary explanation of the provisions which
are set out as vhat we have called draft elements.

In looking at the substance of document CD/244, delegations may find it helpful
to lmow that we approach the verification of a chemical weapons convention from two
directions: first, the verification of the destruction of stockpiles and, secondly,
the verification of the non-production of chemical weapons, which we have called
"monitoring of compliance". We have divided verification into these two separate
categories because the different activities to be verified will need different
monitoring techniques. lloreover, for the vast majority of countries which, of
course, Go not possess any stock of chemical weapons, only the second category of
verification measures, that is, those relating to the monitoring of non-production,
would conme into force.
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As our working vaper malics clear, thie verification of both thesz aspects of a
ban on chauical vecazens will reguire a cormbinatvion of national and iuternaticnal
neasures. lNational measurcs of verification may in time be of increasiag value in
monitering the non-nroduceic . 3f ohenical vcapons.

lire SADLEIL (Australia): fir, Cheirmen, nay I, ir this intervention, address
nysell tc item 1 cf the Committce's agenda, namely, the nuclear test ban. 1y
remarks vill to scme cxteit ariify vhat I sai’ briefly on this item in my general
statement on 11 Febvruary. There should be no doubt that Australia deeply shares
the videspread reoret at the feiilvwre to maike progross itowards a comprechensive ban
on the testing of wiclear 'rcapons., The deadlock we liave reached on the matter is
a matter of priority fcx the Committor »u Disarmaacnt, for our Govermments and the
pwovles they represcni. Our tasi ac negotiators and as (iplomats is te find a wvay
of resolving the protlen, Clearly nev ideas arc called for. Several ncv ideas
which dcserve seriously to be looked at were made on 18 Iebruary by

Anbassador 1icPhail of Canada.

A1l members of this body are committed to the aim of a nuclear-test ban., What
e have all had in mind is onc treaty which prohibits test cxplosions of nuclear
weapons in all caviroiments, with related provisioas covering nuclear cxplosions
for peaceful purposes. It is an aim vhich, as ve have found, does not casily
translate intc negotiation. The tripartite report of July 1980 said this was
becausc many ¢f the issues are novel, scusitive 2u0d invtricate, and because
national security concerns are directly cdoncerned. Tiwe question then arises: are
we likely to nmake progress by coatinuing to urge that o CTD be tackled all in one
go and all at oace? Illy delegation, as committed as any in this room to' a CTB treaty
at the earliest possible datc, is willing to consider altcrnatives to the
all-or-nothing approach if such alteraatives hold o scriows prospect of leading
to real, substantial progress. '

The international climate, as those vho have addresscd the Cormittee this
session acknowledpe, is not encouraging. It does not scem to favour sveeping
agreements, no matter how urgout thc necd for theme On the cther hand lesser
agreements ought to be within reach. Arreements on chermical teapons, radiological
weapons, nesative sccurity assarances and, I cven venture to suggest, on a
comprehensive programme of disaxmament arc feasible, out oaly, it scems, on a
step-by-step basis. There arc many precedents for agreemcuts of tlhas sort which
have had distiunct velue even wvhea they have not gone the whele way —- the
Antarctic Trecaty, the Outcr JSpace Treaty, the non-proliferation Treaty, the
Trzaty of Tlatelolce and, of scursc, the partial tcot-bvan Treaty. Certainly they
all leave gaps cf cac kind or another.

The concent of ;aps is particularly relevant. The Trecaties I have just
nentioned, imwerflect as they might be, ¢o vaise impertant barriers to the
unrestricted testing of nuclear uveapons, There are large gaps betwveen each of
them, wut vhy, in the absence ¢f any more encouraging prospect, should we not do
our best to crcate furcher barriers? Clearly if the Tlatelolco principle, tc talke
only one examnle, verc extcnded, it would cut Cowm the geographic area over which
testing takes place. If oxtended everyvhere, it would have the same effect as a
CTB treaty. BSimilarly, one could cousider a lovering of the permitted yield of
nuclear tests, perhaps in a succession of treaties, until the zero target is
reacheds this again vould achieve a CTD treaty.
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The attraction I find in the Canadian statcment of 13 February is that it offers
a coherent apnroach to a CTD based on the closiang of gaps. Ambassador licPhail drev
attention, for example, to thc possibilities existing in the Threshold Test Ban Treaty
and the Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions. These Treavies could also conceivably
lend themselves to extension.

If for a moment ve forego the all-in-one approach to a CID, many thoughts are
provoked. Ilight existing Treatics — whether bilateral or multilateral — be
extended to those nuclear-wveapoa States vhich are nct yet parties to them? Iiight
the bilateral treaties ve doveloped into multilateral ones? The Threshold Test Ban
Treaty prohibits explosions above 150 kilotons, but, if the public debate is a guidc
to national securiiy concerns, then a threshold vhich is one order of magnitude
lover could be quite quickly achievable. The verification provisions of the TTBT
and the PNET, providing for a wide measure of detailed data exchange and direct
co-operation betwveen the parties, might be of great relevance in a wider context.

What would wc be doing if we had been in a position to establish a
working group on a CTB? ily gucss is that wve would not be attempting to Graft, not
at an early stage anyvay, on nevel, sensitive and intricate issues. llore likely
ve would, as in the Chemical Veapons Working Group, be drawing heavily on existing
internationdl instruments and the results of negotiations in restricted forums and,
in general, followiay a step-by-step approach.

I have referred to barriers and gaps: it might e more explicit if I referred
instead to the briclis necessary to make a wall. We have an opportunity to add more
briclts with the ain of steadily building a total and complete barrier to nucleaxr
tests., Australia in the past has suggested that we tackle the legal and
administrative aspects of an international seismic data exchange. Other proposals
have been made. An expanded scope for the Ad Heoc Group of Scientific Experts has
been suggested. I submit that, if we can dcvise a wey to relate each of these
ideas, brick-by-brick to our final objective, the eventual wall, we will not attract
negative reactions from thosc who, for one reason or another, shy at building a wall
in one strolie and from those who, on the other hand, consider that one brick is too
insignificant — indeed too distractive — an impediment to be worthwhile putting
in place. Apart from the fact that the process of building can go on in different
places at the same time, there is the practical neecd to get the lower ones cemented
in place before adding nigher ones. Here I an thinking again of the Australian
proposal made in_document CD/95.

Canada has proposed the establishment of a group of political exverts, under the
aegis of the Committee on Disarmament, to discuss matters which were not at issue
in the trilateral negotiations. Iy delegation feels this proposal has some merit,
in the difficult circumstances in wvhich we find ourselves on a CTB. The same group
could discuss all the points I have made today and give the Committee an indication
of wvhether new anproaches nay help it to tackle its priority agenda item.

I stress, in closing, that I commend for further study the ideas that Canada
has put forward., I do so as a means of keeping movement towards a CIB alive in a
climate vhich, in the absence of a step-by-step approach, is in danger of leading
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to the CTB being shelved for a quite unacceptoble period of time. In other words,

I am attracted to the idea of maintaining, in the words of the Canadian Ambassador
"some movement in the negotiating nrocess to avoid risks inherent in a continued
freeze in the negotiatin~ »rococcs on nuclear testing". In szying this I also stress
that the need which I see tc have a closcr look at what Canala suggests should not
in any vay be takea as replacing or diluting the ultimate and central aim that the
Avstralian Government hac, nauely, that of developing a CTB.

The CIATRIIAN: That conclucdes my list of spcalzers for today. Does any
delegation wish to take the {loor?

The nexv plenary meeting of the Coxmittee on Disarmament vill be held on
Thursday, 25 Fcbruary, at 10,30 a.x.

The mecting stands adjourned.

The meetings rose at 12 noon.
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The CHAIRMAN: In The Name of God The Most Compassionate, The Most Merciful, I
declare open the ISBth plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Committee continues today
its consideration of item 2 of its agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament". 1In conformity with rule 30 of the Rules of Procedure, members
wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject relating to the work of
the Committee.

I would like to extend a warm welcome to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Romania, His Excellency Stefan Andrei, who has come to address the Committee today
as our first speaker. Mr. Andrei has held several positions of high political
responsibility in his country. Since 1975, he has been a member of the Grand
National Assembly and, in March 1978, he was appointed Minister for Foreign Affairs.
He has participated in many international congresses and conferences and has
published several studies and articles on political questions, including some on
international relations. I am sure that all members of the Committee appreciate the
interest that he shows in the work of.this -Committee by coming to deliver his
statement.

I have on my list' of speakers for today the representatives of Romania, the
United States of America, Kenya, Nigeria, Brazil and the German Democratic Republic.

I now give the floor to the first speeker on my list, His Excellency the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Romanja, Mr. Stefan Andrei.

Mr. ANDREI (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, I should like
to begin by offering you the Romanian delegation's sincerest congratulations on
your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament For the month )
of February. The ties of friendship and co-operation between my Sountry and yours
are yet another factor that assures you of the Romanian delegation's constructive
support in the performance of the importaat tasks entrusted to you. I should also
like to congratulate Ambassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia who served as Chairman
before you and acquitted himself of his duties with such distinction and success.

First, I should like to say how pleased I am to be able to address the
Committee on Disarmament, a body whose mission is a universal one and which is
entrusted with the heavy responsibility of helping to initiate an effective process
of negotiation with a view to achieving genuine progress on disarmament.

The international climate in which the Committee has resumed its work this
year lends very special importance to the current session. I therefore deemed it
advisable to address this distinguished body in order to inform it of the deep
concern felt by the Romanian people and Socialist Romania at the intensification of
the frenzied arms race and the grave threat it poses to mankind's very existence
and to stress both the urgent need to achieve concrete steps towards disarmament
and the heavy responsibility which the Committee bears in this connection.

The Committee has, indeed, resumed its work under the shadow of serious
international tension resulting, in particulab, from the intensification of the
policy of force and diktat, the struggle for spheres of influence, continued and
heightened conflicts in various parts of the world, the escalation of the arms race
and an increasingly acute economic crisis.
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All-out military competition, which is now being waged in terms both of
quantity and of quality, is strongly influenced and inflamed by advances in
military technologies and strategic doctrines, which only go to show that the
possibility of a nuclear war is, after all, not entirely unthinkable. The policy
of force and arms build-ups is becoming an increasingly dominant feature of
contemporary international life. The fact that these developments are taking place
in conditions of growing international tension and in a climate darkened by so many
complex and unresolved probleins and by distrust and suspicion heightens the danger
of war because, under the influence of such a psychosis, any major political
confrontation may ignite the fuse, leadins to partial or total recourse to the most
lethal weapons, including nuclear weapons.

The unprecedented escalation of military expenditures and competition has
brought about an alarming increase in the danger of a devastating nuclear war, to
the profound and legitimate dismay of all peoples. As President Nicolae Ceaugescu
has stressed, "Things have come to such a pass and the arms race has assumed such
proportions that the life, the very existence of peoples, are threatened.™

Mankind has reached the point where the pursuit of nuclear arms, far surpassing
all security needs, has, in actual fact, become a factor of insecurity and
instability that gravely imperils civilization. It is no exaggeration to say that
never since the Second lorld War has the danger of a nuclear conflagration been as
great or as real as it is today. The imperative need to act energetically, before
it is too late, in order to reverse this disastrous trend is therefore the
international community‘s highest priority. It is high time, as stressed in the
Final Document adopted by consensus at the first special session of the
General Assembly of the United WNations devoted to disarmament, to put an end to
this situation, to abandon the use of force in international relations and to seek
security in disarmament.

The recent resumption of the arms race is not only a grave threat to all
mankind. Rocketing military expenditures are also becoming an increasingly
difficult burden to bear for all peoples, including those in the industrialized
countries, since arms build-ups have distorting and destabilizing effects on
international political and economic life as a whole and on the economic and
social development of every State.

Faced with this critical situation, Romania and the entire Romanian people have
come out stronzly on the side of disarmament and said a firm WO to the arms race,
to war and to nuclear arms of all kinds. At his frequent political meetings, as
well as from the rostrum of international forums, President Nicolae Ceaugescu has
constantly advocated the definitive abolition of the use of force and the threat
of use of force in relations between States, an end to international tension, the
achievement of effective disarmament measures, particularly nuclear disarmament
measures, and the strengthening of international peace and security.

It is in this spirit that, in the United Nations and other international
bodies and in its bilateral relations, Romania has consistently adopted a policy of
actively promoting disarmament, submitting concrete proposals and taking resolute
action to halt the arms race and secure the adoption of concrete disarmament
measures, above all in the nuclear field. Thus, at the special session of the
United Nations General Assembly, Romania proposed a package of practical measures
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aimed at the cessation of the arms race and th= adoption of specific steps to
achieve disarmament; these m2asures reflect the Roaanian people's unshakable desire
for peace and constitute an appeal for the strengthening of co-operation among all
States with a vieus to preventing war and ensuring a l»sting peace. Sone of these
measures have been reiterated by thie Romanian delegation in this Committee.

In acting thus, we proceed from tne premise that the security, peace and
progress of States cannot be ensured by an escalation of the arms race, increased
military expenditure and the further stockniliing of weapons. Real security can be
achieved only by re-establishing the military balance at the lowest possible levels,
reducing military forces and arwms, rradually cutting dowm military budgets and
going over to disarmament, above all nuclear disarmament, under adequate and
effective international control. GCenuine security demands that all States should
promote a policy of broad international co-operation, strict observance of the
fundamental principles and rules of international law, the establishment of a climate
of mutual respect and confidence -- all of which are essential pre-conditions for
any real progress towards disarmament.

Romania, which is eager to make an effective contribution to efforts to impart
new momentum to the disarmament nezotiations and to break the deadlock that has
paralysed them for several years, has brought to the attention of the United Nations
the question of a freeze and reduction in military budgets, as a practical way of
initiating a genuine process of disarmament. The implementation of this Romanian
proposal would release substantial funds that could be used both for the execution
of development programmes in the couniries which cut back their military budgets
and to support the developing countries' efforts to accelerate their economic and
social progress, eliminate underdevelopment and narrow the gaps which separate
them from the industrialized countries.

In making this proposal, the Romanian Governament, convinced of the positive
effect which unilateral disarmament measures might have on efforts to halt the arms
race and on the economic and social advancement of peoples, has itself made successive
cuts in its milit.ry budget and used the “unds thus released for economic and social
purposes. '

In line with its policy of actively promoting the fundamental noal of
disarmament, Romania has paid and continues to pay special attention to the work
of the Cormittee on Disarmament at Geneva, the sole United Nations multilateral
negotiating body in this field. The new Committee began its work with the
advantage of an enlarged membership and a more democratic framework; its activities
are based on a programme of action that was accepted and adopted by all Member
States of the United Nations. Quite legitimately, peoples and international public
opinion expect the negotiations in the Committee to prove effective and to open up
the way for the adoption of concrete measures to halt the arms race and initiate an
effective process of disarmament.

Unfortunately, the results that can be notched up at the end of three years'
activity fail to meet those expectations. Despite improvements in the functioning
and methods of work of the Committee, despite the considerable number of
resolutions adopted by the United dations to intensify disarmament efforts and
despite the participation of all five nuclear Pouvers, the pace of the negotiations
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has been particularly slow, often giving rise to fruitless debates, in striking
contrast to the massive growth of military budgets and the frenzied acceleration

of the arms race. For several years, the Committee has been unable to reach a
single agreement on disarmament. Consequently, it is now faced with a grave
dilemma: to continue, as it has so far, to hold meaningless discussions, while
vwitnessing the incessant build-up of arms, particularly nuclear arms, which may -=-
by design, accident or miscalculation -- lead to catastrophe, or to opt for the

only rational alternative, namely, serious negotiation in good faith, with a view
to the adoption of effective disarmament measures, above all nuclear disarmament
measures. The present critical international situation calls peremptorily for the
latter option, all the more so because the spectre of nuclear war causes all peoples
to feel deep anxiety and concern. The Committee cannot ignore the massive popular
demonstrations which have been taking place in recent months throughout the

European continent, including Romania, as well as in other parts of the world, against
war and the arms race and in favour of disarmament, above all nuclear disarmament,
and the building of a lasting peace; and which are a new factor in international
relations and eloquent testimony to such feelings of anxiety. It is becoming
increasingly clear in the hearts and minds of people that, if we are incapable of
arresting forthwith the senseless competition in nuclear arms, which threaten to
destroy all life on the planet, our generation will bear the crushing responsibility
of having failed to create the necessary conditions of peace for preserving human
civilization and ensuring its steady development.

In this context, we cannot help but express our concern at attempts to divert
the Committee's attention from the all-important objectives of the cessation of
the arms race and disarmament.

The Romanian Government considers that the Committee on Disarmament has an
obligation and a responsibility, as well as the capacity, to make an effective
contribution to the achievement of the fundamental goal of disarmament -- which is
the only way to remove the threat of a nuclear war and to secure and strengthen
the peace and security of all nations. We regard it as the duty of the Government
of each member State of this body to co-operate, out of a sense of responsibility
for the destiny and future of mankind, so that tangible progress may be made in the
disarmament effort. To that end, the prime need is to give new impetus to the
activities of this Committee, which must embark resolutely on the path of
negotiation and the conclusion of agreements aimed at the cessation of the arms
race and the reduction of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.

The main objective of the Committee at its present session is to elaborate a
draft comprehensive programme of disarmament for consideration and approval by the
General Assembly at its special session. Under the Committee's mandate, the
comprehensive programme of disarmament, which must represent a ‘serious commitment,
is intended to become the main United Nations instrument for intensifying and
co-ordinating the efforts of States to achieve the ultimate goal of general
disarmament and, above all, nuclear disarmament. The adoption of the programme
by the General Assembly should represent a radical turning point in the disarmament
negotiations and a new approach to such problems.
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We also consider that there is a need to reactivate the negotiations aimed at
achieving genuine progress on certain vital aspects of nuclear disarmament which
have been under consideration by the Comrittee for some time now and include the
conclusion of an agreement banning all niuclear weapons tests, the cessation of
the production of nuclear weapons and their gradual reduction to the point of
complete elimination, the prohibition of radiological weapons and the prohibition
of the development of other weapons and systems of mass destruction. It is
necessary to agree on the adoption of measures to prevent the latest scientific
and technological advances from being used for the manufacture of weapons of mass
destruction or for tne improvement of existing weapons. It would be extremely
useful if, pending the conclusion of an international treaty or convention banning
new weapons of mass destruction, the powerfully armed States could adopt unilateral
measures to prevent scientific and technolog cal discoveries from being used for
military purposes.

The Committee's efforts to hold negotiations on the conclusion of an
international convention prohibiting chemical weapons must also be intensified.
Requests that it should honour, without further delay, its clearly assumed and
often reaffirmed obligation to conclude such an international instrument are,
in our view, perfectly legitimate.

One important question to which the Committee should continue to turn its
attention and which calls for urgent solution is the conclusion of an international
agreement on the granting of security guarantees to the non-nuclear-weapon States,
As already pointed out, Romania firmly believes that the best guarantee for all
States lies in nuclear disarmament. But, pending the achievement of that objective,
great importance would appear to attach, for the purpose of preventing the
proliferation of nuclear weapons and building confidence between States, to the
conclusion of an international agreement in which the nuclear-weapon States
would assume a clear obligation never to use nuclear weapons in any circumstances
and not to threaten to use such weapons or to use force in general against the
non-nuclear-weapon States.

We consider that the results of the negotiations to be held at the
Committee's present session and the substantial contributions expected of it
should be reflected in the special report which the Committee is to submit to
the General Assembly of the United Nations at its second special session this
year. 1In our view, the report should contain both an analysis of the Committee's
activities and proposals aimed at enhancing its future effectiveness.

The achievement of significant progress in the Committee's activities
would contribute substantially to the easing of international tension, the
renewal of the policy of détente and the creation of a climate conducive to
the success of the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament.

To that end, Romania has welcomed the start of negotiations between the
Soviet Union and the United States of America on the subject of medium-range
missiles in Europe and has expressed the hope that those negotiations will lead
to positive results. Considering the formidable military forces and highly
sophisticated weapons which are now concentrated in Europe, the danger of a
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major conflict in that important area of the world is extremely grave. This
situation, which is a matter of serious concern to the peoples of Europe, calls
for energetic action by all States to prevent the stationing of new weapons and
initiate a process of arms reduction on the continent. In expressing the
Romanian people's deep concern about the future of peace in Europe and in the
world, Romania has taken and continues to take a firm stand in favour of the
non-stationing of, and a rapid reduction, to their lowest possible level, in
medium-range missiles in Europe and the elimination of intermediate-range and
any other nuclear weapons in Europe. It is our unswerving belief that
disarmament is Europe's cardinal, vital and fundamental problem at the present
time.

This consistent stand adopted by Romania has been vigorously reaffirmed in
the messages which were addressed by President Nicolae Ceaugescu to the President
of the Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev, and to the President of the United States
o' America, Ronald Reagan, and which have recently been circulated as offic¢ial
documents of this Committee, as well as in the messages addressed to the other
Heads of State or Government of the countries which signed the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe.

Since the presence of the aforementioned weapons affects and directly
threatens the vital interests of the European countries, we consider that it is
the legitimate right of all those States, whose very life is at stake, to
participate, in one way or another, in the negotiations on the reduction and
elimination of nuclear weapons in Europe. The Grand National Assembly of
Romania, which shares this concern, has urged the Parliaments, Governments and
peoples of Europe, the United States and Canada to take immediate energetic
action and to use every available means, before it is too late, to reduce and
eliminate nuclear weapons from the European continent, in defence of the
fundamental right of all peoples to life, liberty and peace.

"It is now," said President Nicolae Ceaugescu, "before the nuclear bombs
begin to fall, while we are still alive, and before it is too late, that nuclear
weapons must be halted and the transition must be made to general disarmament
and, above all, nuclear disarmament. Once the nuclear bombs have fallen, it
will be too late. There will be no one left to judge the guilty. There will
be no more judges, and no more guilty persons. It is now that we must take
united action to save mankind from nuclear war and protect life on our planet."

Romania's firm commitment to the cause of disarmament is also reflected in
its active support for the conclusion, at the Madrid Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe, of an agreement on the convening of a conference on
confidence-building and disarmament in Europe.

The organization of such a conference would contribute greatly to the cause
of peace, co-operation and understanding throughout Europe because, for the first
time in the history of the disarmament negotiations, it would provide a democratic
and representative framework in which all European nations could co-operate
constructively with a view to the adoption of meaningful measures designed to
build mutual confidence and promote disarmament.
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We regard the problems of disarmament and peace in Europe, and in every other
part of the world, as matters of direct concern to the Committee on Disarmament
because all measures aimed. at disarmament, regardless of the body in which they
are negotiated, must pursue the fundamental objective of general and complete
disarmament, for the achievement of which the Committee is vested with particularly
important responsibilities,

The achievement of positive results at the Committee's present session will
depend on the political will of all its members to co-operate and negotiate in a
constructive spirit, lucidly and realistically. We regard it as our duty to act
with all the necessary responsibility to ensure that the Committee may, during its
present session, produce results commensurate with the legitimate expectations of
peoples. What is expected of all of us has been and continues to be clearly
expressed during the mass demonstrations that have taken place in many countries,
including Romania, against the threat of a nuclear war and in favour of
disarmament and peace, a return to a policy of co-operation, détente and mutual
understanding. Also directed towards that same goal are the ever firmer stands
against war and in favour of disarmament adopted by scientists, who are the best
qualified to know the destructive capacity of modern weapons and what disastrous
consequences any outbreak of nuclear conflict may have for all of mankind and for
the very future of civilization. It is appropriate to recall in this connection
the appeal addressed to peoples by the participants in the recent Bucharest
International Symposium "Scientists and Peace", in which they denounce the great
danger of nuclear war, take a firm stand in favour of disarmament and state that
they are determined to make their opinions known in the United Nations, the
Committee on Disarmament at Geneva and in all international bodies concerned with
problems linked with disarmament, international peace, security and co-operation.

In this vitally important effort to halt the arms race and initiate a genuine
process of disarmament in which it is the responsibility of all States, above all
the major powerfully armed States, to participate, we attach great importance to
the potential role of the non-aligned States, the devcloping countries and small
and medium-sized countries, whether or n-'t they belong to thie military blocs.

The strengthening of their co-operation and solidarity will serve to stinulate the
disarmament negotiations and promote the claboration of agreements on the cessation
of the arms race and the effective reduction of forces and arms.

The potential of-the Committee on Disarmament for fulfilling its mandate
and really serving the cause of disarmament is far from being fully exploited.
If all members of the Committee really wish, and have the political will, to
contribute to the settlement of existing problems and, if the proposals of all
States are taken into consideration, the available framework is entirely adequate
for negotiating effective and equitable solutions that could, without placing any
State at a disadvantage, serve the real interests of all nations and contribute to
the reduction and removal of the threat of nuclear war, to substantial arms
reductions and to the achievement of general nnd complete disarmament.

Romania is determined to do its utmost, in co-operation with other delegations,
to contribute effectively to the revitalization of the disarmament negotiations in
the Committee in order to achieve concrete results designed to meet the expectations
and aspirations of all peoples.
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The CHAILRMAN: I thank His Excellency the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Romania for his statement, which I am sure has been followed by the Conmittee
with particular interest. I also than: him for the kind words he addressed
to me and for the kind reference he made to Ly country. I am certain that our
two friendly countries will continue their cominon effort to achieve universal
disarmament. I now give the floor to the representative of the United States of
America, Ambassador Fields.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): wMr. Chairman, this is the first
opportunity which I have had formally to address this Committee. Accordingly,
I should like to take this opportunity to express to you the appreciation of my
delegation for your able and impartial service in your capacity as Chairman of
the Committee on Disarmament during the opening month. I should also like to
say that it is with considerable personal pleasure that I have assumed the role
of the United States representative to this Committee, and I appreciate the
expressions of welcome that have been tendered by my colleagues. I have already
had the benefit of working closely in New York with a number of my colleagues
present here today. I look forward to continued close collaboration with you
all and others whom I have had the pleasure of meeting here since my arrival in
Geneva.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate my delepation with your warm welcome to
the distinguished Foreign finister of Romania, who honours our Committee by his
presence.

Today I should like to address very briefly the question of the work of the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, which is scheduled to convene its
13th meeting here next weel.

Last summer, the delegations of Italy and Japan addressed the quastion of
what the future work of this group should be. Thus far during this session, the
distinguished representative of Sweden, Mrs. Thorsson, hzs made the suggestion
that the Committee on Disarmament should consider in an appropriate context the
possibility of organizing stations which sample radioactivity in. the atmosphere
into a system for international surveillance. During this session also, the
distinguished represcntative of Japan, Amvbassador Okawa, has once again noted
the ongoing work of the Group of Scientific Experts and reminded us that we shall
be hearing from the Group its evaluation of the second international experiment
related to the exchange of scismic data. .

I would recall that, in addressing this Committee on 9 February, the
Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Dr. Eugene Rostow, expressed the interest of my Government in discussing with
other delegations the possibility of an enlarged mandate for the Group and, in
particular, a mandate which would enable it to consider the feasibility and
usefulness of exchanging data on nuclear explosions and other unusual events
occurring in the atmosphere. This may prove to be an attractive effort in
view of its relevance to the Strengthening of existing trcaty régimes and in
anticipation of further agreements in this area.,

My delegation believes that the Group of Scientific Experts has, and should
continue to have, an important role in our work in this complex, but vital area
of verification. From the outset of the modern era of agreements in the field
of arms control and disarmament, the ability effectively to verify compliance
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with the terms of agreements has been recognized as a matter of the utmost
importance. This is the case not only in the negotiation of the terms of a
specific agreement, where scope and verification must be considered together,

but also in the implementation of the agreement throughout the course of its
existence. The Antarctic Treaty, for example, makes provision for on-site
inspection, by any party, of any other party’s facilities throughout the region,
to ensure that the terms of the treaty are being complied with. It also provides
for aerial observation over all of the region. Other treaties have more far-
reaching provisions. The nuclear non-proliferation Treaty provides for a system
of safeguards operated under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, which are employed to ensure effective compliance. I might add that

the United States and the United Kingdow, as nuclear-weapon States parties to

the NPT, have also, on a voluntary basis, concluded agreements with IAEA placing
their peaceful nuclear facilities under safeguards. These initiatives demonstrate
that the NPT verification provisions are neither unduly onerous nor a threat to
commercial activities involving nuclear energy. As well, they point up the fact
that it is the responsibility of all of us to build confidence in international
arms control and disarmament agreements.

The Group of Scientific Experts has not completed its current work. It -
would be premature for the Committee on Disarmament to take a decision now on
its future activities. The Group has a considerable amount of work to accomplish
in the field of an international seismological data exchange under the terms of
its present mandate during its forthcoming aeeting. And it has important tasks
which will occupy it into the summer and possibly beyond. My Government supports
fully the present work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts and will continue
to do so0, so long as it is useful. We do believe, however, that the time has
come to begin thinking and consulting on tasks which we should assign the Group
for its future work. The time for decision will probably come during the summer
meeting of our Committee, when we will have had an opportunity to review the
report of the Group of Scientific Experts in response to its current mandate.
We are indeed indebted to those who have already put forward concrete ideas and
we look forwaru to hearing from and discussing with other delegations their
ideas, in particular concerning the possibility of an expanded mandate for the
Group of Scientific Experts. In consideration of ways of improving the
monitoring of the atmosphere, this could make a useful contribution to our
verifigation capabilities.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair
and now give the floor to the representative of Kenya, Mr. Don Nanjira.
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Mr, DON NANJIRL (Kenya): lir. Chairman, my delegation is very pleased to see
the distinguished Foreign llinister of Romania among us here and cordially welcome
him and express cur deep and sincerc gratitude for the important policy statement
which he hac just delivercd te this Committec.

Mr, Chairman, thc Committee on Disarmament has been in session for three vecks
already and during this time my delegation har~ mede 2 good number of interventionms.
Since, hovever, this iz the first time I am taking the floor in the plecnary of this
Committee, I wish to reiternte the satisfaction of the Kenya delegation for the
manner in vhich you have been conducting the deliberations of the Committee. We
ere indeed grateful to you and to your delegation as well asz to all the members of
the Secretariat of this Cormittce, under the competent leadership of lr. R, Jaipal,
Ambassador, Secretary of the Committee and Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General of the United Nationz, for the excellent job you are doing, and
you can count on the fullest co-operation and support of this delegation.

The issues before us for discussion are broad in scope and very complex in
nature, but I wish in my current intervention to share wvith you and with the
distinguished representatives seated around this table some thoughts about some of
these issues vhich I believe deserve the fullect attention of this session of the
Committee. I have in mind the cuestions of:

(a) the organization of the vorlc of the Committec;

(b) strengthening the capacity of the United Nations to deal with disarmament
questions .through the crecation and/or effective utilization of competent mechanisms
for disarmament negotiztions:

' (¢) +the provisional agenda and work programme of the Committee for 1982;

(a) preparations for the second spccial zession of the General Assembly
devoted to disormament;

" () nuclear disarmaments

(£f) effective internationsl arrangenents to assure non-nuclear-weapen States
against the use or threat of usec of nuclear veapons;

{g) the comprehensive programme of disarmament (CPD); and
(h) disarmament and devclopment.

Organization of the worlz of thc Cormittce. on Disarmament

On the organization of the irorlz of the Committee on Disarmament, there is no
doubt that the Committee’s voriz needs to be better organized if the Committee is to
carry out its mandate efficicntly, cffectively and spcedily. This Committee might
therefore consider seriously the pocsibility of allocating several of its informal
meetings to the discussion of this mucntion. I believe that, within the framevork of
rules 27 and 29 of the Rulce of Procedure of thic Committez, the inter-sessional
Chairman should be enporercd to conduct informal consultations both vith delegations
in Geneva and in FNev York, and vith the incoming Chairman of the Committee, with a
viev to reaching agreement on the provisional agenda and vork programme for the
coming year, but such consultations should take place before the convening of the
first or so-called spring session of the Committee in February. If necessary,
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pre-sessional consultations should be held in Geneva for a few days in the last weck
of January. The purpose of such meetings would, of course, be to agree on the final
draft agenda and -rork programme for the Committee's coming year. The practice
hitherto of spending the first tuo or threc or even more weeks of the Committee's
sessions on procedural uwrangling should be stopped at once, because it is not proper
for the Committee to work on the basir of unadopted agendas and vork programmes,

as has been the case, for instance, vith the agenda and work programme of the
Committee for 1982, vhich i1as adopted only lact week on 18 February.

The ouestions of strengthening the capacity of the United Nations to deal with
disarmament auestions and,'or the creation and effective utilization of competent
mechanisms for disarmament negotiations are clocely interrelated to the question of
organization cf the Committee's vork. You will recall that the creation of effective
mechanisms for disarmament was one of the main preoccupations of the first
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. At that session,
the necessity of establishing both deliberative and negotiating fora for disarmament
vwas emphasized. ./nd as a result of that requirement, the United Nations
Disarmament Commission was re-cstablished as a subsidiary, deliberative organ of
the General Assembly, vhile the latter itself remained the main United Nations
deliberative organ and its First Committee became another deliberating forum for
disarmament,

The current trend, then, of turning the Committee -- the main United Nations
negotiating organ on disarmament -- into a debating forum is contrary to the
requirements and provisions of the Committee's terms of reference. We should hence
make every effort to halt and reverse this dangerous trend before it is too late.
We need to spend more time negotiating on substantive disarmament questions, rather
than politicking and talking about procédural issues, exercising rights of reply
and the like. We muct find vays and means of improving and strengthening the
capacity of the Committee to discharge competently the negotiating functions
entrusted upon it by the world community. And since the United Nations itself
has primary responsibility in the disarmament field, it must play a significant
role within the framework of paragraphs 114, 123 and 124 of the Final Document
itself.

I believe that one way of assisting the Committee to exccute its mandate
effectively and efficiently is through subsidiary bodies which should be created
in sufficient numbers to tackle the key issues of the disarmament process. This
essentially calls for the continued functioning of the Ad Hoc Working Groups
established by the Committee on 17 March 1930, which were re-established for the
Committee's 19€1 sescion and three of vhich were reinstated for the Committee's
1982 session only last week, on 138 February namely, the 4d Hoc Working Groups on
Chemical and Radiological Veapons, and Ad Hoc Worling Group on Effective International
Arrangements to issure Non-Nuclear-Veapon States against the Use or Threat of Use
of Nuclear VWeapons.

My delegation is happy that these Vorking Groups have been reinstated and will
be meeting shortly to organize their vork programmes for this session of the
Committee. The oncs on radiclogical and chemical weapons have moved fast and, as
ve all know, they had their first organizational sessions yesterday under the
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chairmanschips of the distinguished usmbasesrnders of the Federal Lepublic of Germany
and Poland, to vhom I hercby fornelly cffer tie congratulations and appreciation

of the Kenya delcgatior. The vork schedvles proposed ty thi2 caid Chairmen are
acceptable to my delegation, nrovided, of wowrro, “hat rigidity will be avoided

and flexibility meintained., I believe that ad _hoc groups, once established, should
function uninterruptedly in their respcctive capacities and terms of reference until
they complete their mandates, alvays besring in mind, nf course, the poesibility

of revising such mandates if and +then necessary. The practice of setting up contact
groups within ad hoc viorking groups is a very good one vhich chould, needless to say,
be maintained, but contact groups must worl: and complete their assignments within
relatively short periods of time - in any case not more than tio veeks. It ac on
this understanding that my delegztion accepted the creation, earlier at thic session
of the Committec, of thc cortact grouns on objectives, prioritiecs and principles of
a CPD. I am grateful to thc co-ordinators of these groups, the distinguished
Ambassadors of France, Brzzil and the German Democratic Republic, for their
untiring efforts to achicve a mecting of minds on the various proposals. It is

very gratifying to my delegation that the distinguished 4mbassador of lexico has
been guiding so competently and patiently the ..d Hoc ‘Viorking Group on a CFD. This
Group embarked upon its difficult vork right at the beginning of this spring session
of the Committee, but, ac 1 said carlinr; I should like to see the CPD ‘orking Group
spend morec time on substantive questions rather than on procedural irrangles or on
conceptual and philosophical exchanges zuong the learnad representatives. This should
apply to every vorking group set up by this Cormittece. This is a negotiating forum
and I vould hence like to sce it spcend more time fiddling vith, and staring at,
drafts, rather than representatives sowing the air vith their considercd rhetorical
and philosophical compositione.,

The adoption of the agends and vork progrerme of the Committee for 1982 has,
in effect, paved the vay for the concentration of our energies on such fundamental
items as the second spccial scccion of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
nuclear disarmament, negative security assurancez, a CPD, the denuclcarization of
Africa, the Declrration of the Indian Ocean ac a zone of Peace, the establishment
of other zones of peace in the rorld and the estahlizhment of nuclear-veapon-free
Zones,

At this cession of the Committee, -re have as onc of our primary tasks to make
a valuable contribution to the proparatory process for the second special secsion
devoted to disarmamert ccheduled for 7 June to 9 July thic ycar in Iiev York, vhere,
incidentally, the Preparatory Committec Tor the second special session will alco
meet from 26 April to 14 lley. The time 5till availabls to us ic thus very short
and the sooner ve start formulating the elements of th> cpecial report e are under
a mandate to prepare for the cecond cpecial session, \mder General hssembly
resolution 36/92F of 9 December 1981, the better. iiy delegation listened attentively
to the vieus exprecsed by various d-legations at the informal mecting of the
Committee held earlicr this weelr on 22 February and ve agreed vith the general viev
that the special report to the second cpecizal sesscion should be drawm up on the
basis of guidelines given by delegelionc; +that it should contain an accurate
assessment of the probleoms, failures and succesces of the disarmament negotiations
and give practical proposals for thc achievement of concrete resultc on disarmament
issues; and that the special rcport sheuld be one of the basic documents of the
second special sescion.
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We are all agreed that nuclear disarmament has as its ultimate goal the
complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear veapons. It is in this
regard that we have velcomed the commencement of bilateral discussions between
the Soviet Union and the United Statec on intermediate-range nuclear forces and
ve urge these Superpovers to initiate, a2c soon as possible, bilateral talks on the
reduction of strategic veapons. Nuclear war must be prevented from occurring in
all its possible forms and at all costs. It is therefore imperative that measures
be promptly taken by all the concerned States to reduce and control nuclear-weapons
as a major step towvards nuclear disarmament. The Committee must give this issue
the highest priority and greatest attention. It is necessary that the United States,
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom resume and intensify their talks on a
complete and comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon tests and non-proliferation of
nuclear veapons, vith a viev to concluding a comprehcnsive test-ban treaty in this
critical field. 4lco, I can hardly over-emphasize the urgency of reaching agreement
on national and international verification and other measures through vhich,
inter alia, the arms race in outer space will be halted and the ban on chemical
weapons achieved.

My Government recognizes the need for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, but
such uses must be accompanied by nuclear safeguards and a coufidence-building
régime which will prevent States from using nuclear energy for military and other
destructive purposes. Acts of aggression, foreign occupation and other violations
of the United Nations Charter have a very negative impact on disarmament
negotiations, including nuclear disarmament. How can ve sit around this table
to negotiate issues of disarmament, while fear, suspicion, mistrust, regional var
and annexation, as well as international tensions and conflicts prevail in
international relations?

As for effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-veapon States
against the usc or threat of use of nuclear veapons, paragraph 59 of the
Final Document is particularly relevant, and security guarantees for these States
should be embodicd in an international trzaty.

On the critical comprehcnsive programme of disarmament, the Kenya delegation
fully subscribes to the position of thc Group of 21, as outlined in the following
documents:

CD/CPD/WP.55 on the principles of the C¥D;
CD/CPD/WP.56 on the objectives of the CPD;
CD/CPD/UP.57 on the priorities of the CPD; and
CD/223 on measures of the CID.

I note with deep regret that some delegations here still have considerable
difficulties wvith the position of the Group of 21, but the fact is that the
provisions of those Working Iapers have been derived from the Final Document

itself, which was adopted by conscnsuc at the first special session on 30 June 19781

The significance of the CPD lies in the fact that it is the instrument
through vhich general and complete disarmament under effective and sufficient
international control can be attained. In the disarmament process, then, it is
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imperative that the Governments concerned undertake, without delay, to eradicate
the danger of war, especially nuclear var, and to stop once and for all the arms
race and thereby cnsure lasting peacc and security throughout the vorld. We are
obligated to formulate meaningful and balanced CPD provisions —- be they draft
objectives, priorities, principles or measures -- for consideration and ultimate
adoption at the second special session. The Group of 21 attaches great importance
to this matter, but unfortunately, there are still many fundamental differences,
as can be seen from the positions of the other Governments on these very issues.

A lot of hard bargaining and negotiation is thus still needed in order to narrow
the divergencies. Problems of definition of veapons; ccope of agreements;
time-frames and procedures; criteria and methods of verification; selection,
ordering and classification of the objectives, prioritics, principles and measures
of the CPD, and so on and so forth, arc indeed difficult to resolve, but ve have
no option but to tackle them systematically, earnestly and vith dedication.

At this juncture, permit me to share vith you and with the other distinguished
representatives seated around this table, some thoughts about the kinds of measures
my delegation would like to see incorporated in the comprehensive programme of
disarmament. I believe that the chapter on measures of the CPD will be the most
difficult section to negotiate because disarmament neasurcs have, as their ultimate
goal, the attainment of the objectives of the CPD. The implementation of the
measures vill thus have to conform not only to the objectives, but also to the
priorities and principles cet forth in the CFD., The fundamental requirement is
that the CPD must be truly comprehensivc and global in character. In this regord,
the Group of 21 proposal has, in our judgement, met this requirement. Therefore,
apart from subscribing fully to it, thc Kenys delegation calls upon the other groups
of delegations to accept not only the logic and approach expounded in the Group of 21
draft chapter on meacures, but also the structurc and format of that paper.

Talking about the structure of the CPD, many options are open to us. For
instance, there could be an introductory part to the measures chapter, vhich
introduction would govern all the sections of each stage or we could have a chopter
or short and concisc introduction at the beginning of each section or subsection,
as the case may be. In any case, I deem it necessary to indicate briefly at the
beginning of each stage the general philocophy of the chapter and vhat it ultimately
aims to achieve., Then the provisional time-frame should be given within vhich the
measures of every stage should be fully implemented. Furthermore, the CPD should
be legally binding on all States and this chould be made cuite clear in the
introductoxry part of the programmec.

Thus, there should be no ambiguity ac to the objectives vhich the disarmament
measures of the CPD will strive to achieve and vhich provide the basis for the
classification of measures into various stages -- but bearing in mind, of course,
the ordering of priorities of the CI'D and of its objectives into irmediate,
intermediate or continuous, and ultimate objectives. As agreed in the Final Document,
the ma2in objectives of the CPD arc to halt and reverse, prevent and prohibit the
arms race, in particular the nuclear srms race, as vell as to reduce the arms race
and 21l kinds of armaments or wveapons and armed forces and thercby totally eliminate
the arms race, particularly the nuclcar arms race, and the danger of var, especially
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nuclear var. It is this accepted reascning which hac led the Group of 21 to prepose
the four stages in document CD/223, dated 19 August 1281. The measures are
interrelated and mutually supportive of one another, Furthermore, they have been
patterned on the Final Document itcelf and structured in a logical secuence and

teke fully into account both the elements and the piecemeal nature of the disarmament
procese. Thus, the halting and rcversing of thr arms race, particularly the

nuclear arms race, must fall in the first phasc of the measures of the CPD. The
reduction of the arms race, armaments and armed forces, muct fall in the second
phase; the total elimination of 2ll Lindc of nuclear veapons, nlus very substantial
reductions in other types of veapons, as uell ac prevention of an arms race in
outer space, should be the aim of the measures of the third phase. I'inally, the
elimiration of conventional weapons and armecd forces, excent for those mutually
agreed to for internal security within their ovm territories, should be achicved

by the end of the fourth phace. In each phase, strecs must be given to the necd

to reallocate resources recleased from military to socio-economic purpocses,
especially for the benefit of the developing countries.

In identifying measures in the context of the objectives, priorities and
principles of the CFD, ve chould also identify them in the context of their
immediate or short-term, medium-term and long-term implementation recuirements.

We should further identify measures according to vhether they are common to all
phases of the CPD or only to each of the phases, In this undertaling, ire should
bear in mind the levels and kinds of mcasures vhich must be taken in implementation
of the CPD, i.e., vhether action neecds to be taken at the national,subregional,
regional, interregional or global level or vhether a measurc or measurec ought

to be taken unilaterally, bilaterally cr multilaterally,

With regard to measures for regional disarmament and sccurity, they require
the establishment of zones of peace in South-Zact Lsia and in the Indian Ocecn area,
as vell as of nuclear-veapon-free zonec in various regions of the world, c.g.,
Latin America in the Americacs region, in Lurope, iAfrica and Asia, the FMiddle LBast,
South Asia and South-iinct Asia.

The cuestion of the rcview and appraisal of the implementation of the CPD
is critical and must therefore feature prominently in the disarmament programme.
A phase-by-phase procedure vould be best and there should be o reviev and appraisal
at the end of each implementation phasc in order to take stock of past performancec
and map out strztegics for the future, accelerated implementation of CFD measures.
In the review and appraisal exercice, two factors vill be crucial: the factor of
time-frames and the factor of reviev and appraisal mechanisms for the implementation
of CPD measures.

On time-frames, provisional time-spans must be inscribed in the prograrme, both
for each implementation phase and for tlic entire package of meacures. The CPD is a
development plan ofdisarmsment action and, as such, it must have tentative timec-
frames within vhich it sliould be implementcd and vhich will also be subject to
reviewv, This is the normal practice, vhether in retional development plans, or in
United Tations plans or programmes, :uch as the International Development Strategy
for the Third United Nations Dcvelopment Decade, the Vienna Programme of Action on
Science and Technology for Devclopment, the Nairobi Programme of iction for the
Development and Utilization of llew and Renevablc Sources of Inergy and many others.


http://II.in.iira

CD/1V.158

(lir. Don -Nanjira, Kenya)

In most of these cases, revieus and appraisals occur every five years. Iven the
United Nations Decclaration of the 1980s as thc Second Disarmament Decade, anncxed

to General Assem:ly resolution 35/46 of Z December 1980, provides for a reviev

and appraisal of the implementation of the Declaration after five ycars,

Paragraph 25 of the Declaration reads: "“In addition, the General Assembly will
undertake at its fortieth cession, in 1985, a reviev and appraisal, through the
Disarmament Commission, of progress in the implementation of the measures identified
in- the present Declaration'.

\hen, therefore, the Group of 21 decided on an over-all CPD implementation
period of 20 years, vith five-ycer periods of reviev and appraisal of each
implementaticn ctage, they acted in good faith and in perfect and complete
conformity with the generclly accepted practice of the formulation of development
plans of action, ‘

As for review and appraisal mechanisms for the implementation of the CFD,
the first priority should be to strengthen the capacity of the United Nations to
deal with discrmament cuestions along the lines proposed in paragraphs 114, 123 and
124 of the Final Document., The relevant organs, organizations and bodies of the
United Nationc system should VLe mere deeply and seriously involved in the reviev
and appraisal exercisc of CPD measurcs, i.e., the deliberative organs of the
United Nations -- the General Assembly, its First Committee and the
Disarmament Commission -- 2nd the ncgotiating organ —- the Committece on Disarmament,
Contributions should be velcome and indeed encouraged from research centres such
as the United Nations Unaiversity bascd in Tokyo: the University of Peace based
in Costa Ricaj; the United liations Institute for Training and Research (UHITAR)
and its United Nations Inctitutc for Disarmament Nesearch; as uvell as from
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), non-governmental organizaticns (NGOs) and
appropriate and lmowledgeable academic centres specializing in disarmament matters,
Furthermore, special sescions of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
contributions made in the intecr-sessional periods of the said special sessions and
uorld disarmament conferences iould also offer excellent opportunities for revieus
and appraisals of CPD implementation. Provisional revieus, uvhere necessary, could
also take place even before the normal reviev periods proper, for example, half-vay
between the review-periods of time,

Now that ve have re-established the four Ad Hoc Vorking Groups, ve should next
create enough additional working groups to expedite the Committee's work, especially
as the Commitbee prepares for the Preparatory Committee meeting and second special
session of the General Assembly dcvoted to disarmament, Our priorities muct be
clearly identified and they no doubt include:

(a) Attainment of a draft CPD for the second special session's consideration
wvithin the Vorking Group established on the item;

(b) Attainment of progress on chemical veapons vithin the Working Group
re-established on these weapons; :

(¢) Attainment of progress on radiological weapons vithin the Working Group
re-established on thesc weapons;
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(a) Attainment of progress on negative security assurances within the
Working Group re-established on these assurances;

(e) Attainment of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban, vhich, I am convinced,
also deserves and should have a working group established as soon as possible; and

(£) Attainment of progress on the halting of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament, on which a worling group should likevise be created, as proposed by the
Group of 21 in 1981.

I rmust also reiterate at this juncture the necessity to intensify the process
of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones through agreements concluded on a regular
basis. We would in this regard call for and velcome the early denuclearization of
the Indian Ocean and the declaration of it as a zone of peace. Such a measure would
help promote effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States,
such as my own, Kenya, against the use or threat of use of nuclear veapons. Kenya
attaches great importance to this matter for many reasons, including the fact that
e are an Indian Ocean littoral State. The denuclearization of Africa, as decided
upon by the OAU in 1964, vas a very significant political act to which my Government
attaches the highest priority and vorks for its earliest fulfilment. MNuclear weapons
should not find any place in Africa and we would be totally opposed to the promotion
of the nuclear arms race in Africa by the defenders of the inhuman and racist
policies of "separate development® vhich have been pursued in South Africa for more
than three decades already.

Finally, but not least, I should mention here that the question of the
relationship betieen disarmament and development is of the uttermost importance to
my delegation. Obviously, we shall have opportunities in the future to dwell at
length on this crucial issue, For the moment, I just wish to point out that
studies conducted so far on the intercommection betieen disarmament and development,
including the Secretary-General's recent report on the topic contained in
document A/36/356, present some shocking revelations about tae colossal amounts of
resources (more than %500 billion) spent annually for military purposes, vhile
hundreds and millions of people all over the vorld are dying, inter alia, of disease
and chronic hunger and malnutrition, in particular in the historically and
continuously exploited regions of 4Africa, Asia and Latin America, This is a subject
which developing nations are, and-will no doubt continue to be, sensitive about
and continue to call for their accelerated development through, inter alia, the
elimination of the imbalarnces and inequalities existing in present international
economic relations, I believe, that the attainment of a new intermational economic
order must be part and parcel of the ultimzate objective of a CPD. Kenya believes
in the ncv international economic order because it is the instrument through which
the basic needs of all nations, in particular the developing nations, can be met.

I therefore reiterate thc importance we attach to the need to release real resources
nov being very unuisely squandered on the arms race and reallocate them for
soclo-economic purposes, especially for the benefit of the developing countries.

This is all I have to say today, but let me recerve the right of my delegation
to intervene again at later stages of this session,
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair and
now give the floor to the representative of Nigeria, Ambassador Ijewere.

Mr. IJEWERE (Nigeria): We had the privilege of being uddressed this morning
by the Foreign Minister of the Socialist Republic of Romania and my delegation 1s
very grateful for this opportunity. His message was a most valuable one.

Mr. Chairman, I should also like to welcome my immediate neighbour to my right,
the Ambassador of the Netherlands, Mr. Frans van Dongen, who joined us this morning.

My brief intervention today will be devoted to itam 1 of the Committee's
1982 annual agenda — the nuclear test ban-- which : my delegation regards as the
centre-piece of the disarmament negotiations.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations rightly set the tone of the current
session when, in his uessage to us, he said:

"The world cannot 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 nzsutralized by the long-term harm of the arms race it
provoikkes. Ve should recognize beforc it is too late that the most basic
aspect of all pcoples and nations is their shared humanity and consequently
their sharced responsibility for a world without war".

Indeed, my delegation believes that the time is long overdue for substantial
progress towards the limitation and eventual climination of nuclear weapons. At
the 136th plenary meeting of 9 July 1981, the Nigerian delegation noted with regret
and dissatisfaction that the Committeec on Disarmament, the single multilateral
negotiating body on disarmament, had not been able to initiate substantive
negotiations on a nuclezar test ban. Nearly one yz2ar later, the situation remains
the same with no prospects of a breakthrough in disarmanent negotiations. I cannot
but register here again my delegation's regret and total dissatisfaction that
concrete multilateral negotiations on a nuclear test ban have not yet commenced in
the Committce on Disarmanent.

It is not because of the lack of interest by the international community that
no agracrnent has cmerged on this most burning and high priority issuc of our time.
For well over 25 years, thore has been 2 continuous intcrest by the international
community, 'expressed not only hy protest marches, but also in the form of over
40 resolutions of the General Asscnbly of the United Nations. The latest
expression of this concei'n was at thc thirty-sixth session of the Gzneral Assembly
of the United Nations. At that scssion, two rosolutions were adopted, namely
resolutions 36/34 anc 36/85 on the subjeet of a nuclear test ban.

In resolution 35/84, operative paragraph 4 urges all States members of the
Committec on Disarmament:
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(a) To bear in mind that the consensus rule should not be used in such a

manner as to prevent thc cstablishment of subsidiary bodies for the effective
discharge of the function-s of the Comnittoe;

(b) 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 weapon tests;

(c) To exert their best cndeavours in order that the Committee may transmit
to the Gencral Assembly at its sacond special session devoted to disarmament the
multilateral negotiated text of such a treaty.

Resolution 36/85 reciterated the indispensable role of the Committee on
Disarmament in theé ncgotiation of a treaty prohibiting nuclear testing;
operative paragraph 7 requested the Committee on Disarmament to determine, in the
context of its negotiations on such a treaty, the institutionzl and administrative
arrangements necessary for c¢stablishing, testing and operating an international
seismic monitoring network and an effective verification system. Operative
paragraph 10 called upon the Committec on Disarmament to report on progress to the
General Asscmbly at its sccond special session devoted to disarmament and at its
thirty-seventh session. It is clear from the above that the international
community attaches great importance to a nuclear test ban, as the first step
towards nuclear disarmament, and that CD has a vital role to play in the
achievement of the goal.

It is therefore a matter of thc utmost frustration for my delegation that two of
the five nuclear-wcapon-States sitting in this Committee have refused to join the
consensus, in the Committea, to cstablish an ad hoc Working Group for no reasons
other than that of their own idea of what constitutes their security interests and
that of political expediency, which do not take into account the security interests
of those States that. have foregone the nuclear option. What are the reasons for
this state of affairs? Part of the answer can be found in the statement of
Mr. Eugene V. Rostow, Director of the Uniied States Arms Coatrol and Disarmament
Lgency, to the Committee on 9 February 1932. Mr. Rostow, having stressed the
linkages between the international situation and disarmament initiatives, went on
to state that:

"It is clear that any consideration of 2 complete cessation of nuclear
explosions must be related to the ability of the Western nations to maintain
credible deterrent forces. It is equally clear that a test ban cannot of
itself end the threat posed by nuclear weapons". He continued: "Thus, while
a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing remains an element in the full range
of long-term United States arms control objectives, we do not believe that,
under present circumstances, a comprehensive test ban could help reduce the
threat of nuclear weapons or to maintain the stability of the nuclear
balance".
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My delegation has argued and will continue to argue against nations basing
their sccurity on doctrines of nuelear doterronce, which, togecther with doctrines
of strategic balancc and parity steam from thc narrow sceurity perceptions of the
nuclear-weapon-States. It doos scem to ny delegation that, for intcrnational
pcacc and sccurity to be meeningful, the perception of sccurity has to be broadened
to take into considcration the stability of all nations irrcspective of their
regions. Above 211, there must be regard for sceurity from hunger and poverty,
taking into account the closc link between disarmament and developnient.

It is also rclevant to refer to the Sceretary-General's Coimprehensive Study
on Nuclear Weapons, which, in its conclusion, notcd the following:

"Peace requires the prevention of the danger of a nuclear war. If nuclear
disarnmement is to become a reality, the commitment to wutual doterrence through
a balance of turror must be discarded. The concept of the maintcenance of world
peace, stability and balance through thc proccss of deterrencc is perhaps

the most dangerous collective fallacy that cxists".

My delegation agroes with the viows cxpressed in the conclusion. We are all too
awarc that the toechnical barriers to the conclusion of a treaty on a nuclear test
ban have been completely cxhausted. Its central importance in the urgent task of
ending the qualitative improvement of nuclcar weapons and the devclopment of new
types of sucih weapons and of proventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons has
been universally acknowledged in the consensus vicw expressed in paragranh 51 of
the Final Documcnt of the first specinl session of the Gencral Assembly devoted
to dizarmament. It is now thc lack of politieal will of two nuclear-wecapon-States
that holds back the cssential work cxpected from the Committee, cspecially since
the tripartite negotintions have not resumed and no longer can be cited as providing
the best way foruard.

In view of the paralysis of the tirilaternl negotiations and of the fact that
consensus on the establishmnent of an ad hoc working group on a CTBT has been
blocked, how iz the Coanittce to proceed? Certainly, the impending second
spcecial session devoted to disarmzment will call into quostion the crecibility of the
Comuittce on Disarmament as a negotiating forum if no nrogress is made on this widely-
accepted highest priority item. Firs. Iaga Thorsson of Sweden has, in her
intervention on ¢ July 1901, alrcady inforacd "the unsuccessful trilatcral
negotiators™ that they "had bLetter propare themselves for scovere and adamant
criticism of their failurc at the sccond special session of the General Asscmbly
devoted to disarmament®. '

As a co-~sponsor of document CD/204, my dclegation fecels tha time is "ripe" to
give consideration to an amendmont to rulce 25. Ve are convinced that man is
living in a dynanic world in which nothing is statie. 4 set of rul:zs made b us,
and for us, ossentially to facilitate the worl: of the Committze ought to be
re-cxanined and amended as desirable to suit the oxiating realities in the Committee.
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a situation whereby sone countrics tend to use the rule of consensus to perpetuate
discraiminatory intcrests not only negnatac the goals this forum sceks to achicve

but obviously is Jysfunctional to the systom. Ue still firnly believe that vorking
aroups providco the nost effective nachinary forr conducting multilateral
negotiations in thc Coumittoc; hence we support the position of the Group of 21

on this subject. In his intcrvention, Mr. Rostow did note that the ultimate
desirability of a2 tast bar has not boen at issuc, vut unanimity has been lacking on
questions of approach and timing. Docuuaent CD/131 of the Group of 21 presents

an appronci tnat deserves scrious considcration vy the Comnmittec. A scrious
claboration of the clenents rclating to the scope, verification and [inal clauses
of a futurc treaty would be an cffective contribution of the Committee on Disarmament
tc the second spccial session.

Many delegntions have defended their positions in this Committee on the basis
of their respective sccurity concerns. I mercely wish to state that we in Africa
also have grave security concerns. Resolution Ci/Res.854 from the eighteenth session
of the Asscmbly of Heads of State and Government of OAU, held in Nairobi in
June 1981, clearly denounces the proposed South Atlantic Organization comprising
South Africa, the Unitod States and certain Latin Amcrican countries as a secrious
threat to the peace and, security of tho African continent. The same resolution
also calls upon the United Nations Security Council to tighten its resolution No. 418
forbidding tho supply of arms and related materials to zpartheid South Africa and
to eonsure the strict observance of the arms embargo.

The international community is alrceady aware of the nuclear capability of
racist and terrorist South Africa. For my country, onc of the first signatorics
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (WPT), the days ahead arc
oncs for sombre reflection. Horizontal nuclear proliferation appears all too real,
coupled with the risik of accidental nuclear war. It is in this light that my
delegation attaches great importance to o nuclear test-ban treaty. As we have
stressed on several occosions, the lack of progress in the field of a comprehensive
test-ban treaty constitutes a breach of faith by the nuelear-weapon Powers since
such a treaty is, s it were the quid pro quo for the obligeuions waich we the
non-nuclear States, the nuclear nave--note, nave assumed. Ve sincercly hopa that
the rigid positions which the nuclcar-ucapon States have tcnaciously clung to for well
over 25 years will bend. Failurce not to do so miy be apocalyptic. )

Before concluding this short statcment, ny delegation would like to say that it
was encouragzed by the statement of Ambassador Sunmcrhayes of the Unitod Kingdom on
11 February to the offect that the United Kingdom had dostroysd its entire stock
of chemical weapons wuore than 10 ycars ago. This statenmcnt by the British
delegation is particularly sisnificant at a tiwe when mor2l values no longer seenm
to be important in the war game.
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Mr. de SOUZA e SILVA (Brazil): Mr., Chairman, the item inscribed on the
programme of work for today has been in the forefront of the preoccupations of the
whole community of nations for almest four decades now. It would not be unwarranted
to stress that all llember States of the Uunited Hations once again recognized
the crucial urgency of the cessation of the nuclear armgc race and nuclear
disarmament only four years ago, in a consensus document at the close of the first
special session devoted to disarmament.

Since the inception of the Committee on Disarmament, the members of the
Group of 21 and other delegations as well have deployed untiring efforts to ensure
that this Committee be allowed to {ulfill the expectations of the world community
by starting substantive negotiations on this question. 4 few members of the
Committee, however, have prevented the adoption of any procedural modalities for
nultilateral negotiations in this forum. Commitments sclemnly undertaken in the
Final Document as well as in international instruments of a legally binding nature
have been simply ignored.

During the 1981 session of the Committee, the Group of 21 renewed its endeavours
1o secure the establishment of a working group on item 2 of the agenda. Once agzain
the argument that the treatment of this issue by the Committee was "premature"
because' of the "complexity" and "sensitivity" of the problems involved was invoked
by those who do not wish the world community to search for a multilaterally
negotiated solution to a question that affects the very foundation of the security
of every nation. Peace and security seem to be regarded by the Superpowers as their
exclusive property. For them, the rest of the world has no other choice but to
abide by their dicta on such "complex" and "sensitive" matters.

In what way have the Superpowers exercised their supposedly exclusive right
to protect their own security? They have done so by jeopardizing the security of
every other nation, throush a prodisious escalation of their nuclear arsenals, a
continuous increase of their military budgets to staggering amounts and a callous
disregard for the very survival of mankind as a vhole. <the current session of the
Committee on Disarmament has started with the now too familiar flow of accusations
and counter-accusations between the two Superpowers. Each attempts to justify
its armaments policies on the grounds that it was the other who started it all and
that a perceived inferiority must be redressed. We have heard the strange
contention that there is no arms race, but merely a sustained military effort by one
Superpower to gain superiority over the other. In the light of the data that appears
every day in the press and other public sources of one part of the world and
judging by the information gathered on what goes on in the opposing campy the claim
that there is no arms race does not stand to reason. On the contrary, the two most
powerful States :in the history of mankind seem now to have overstepped all boundaries
of restraint in their quest for absolute military power. Other boundaries are on
the verge of being crossed by the ever-increasing plethors of new means of
destruction: outer space might soon become the next arena of confrontation and
hostility.
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Policies that rely on the continuous increase of military might can hardly
be reconciled with the universally accepted goal of general and complete disarmament
under effective international control, For instance, the expression "disarmament"
was replaced by te ambiguous phrase "armns control", which of course does nov imply
any reduction but merely some kind of leverage over the quantity of armaments —
* downwards as well as upwards. Such departures from the language and concepts
formally accepted by all members of the world community raise justified apprehensions
over the faithfulness with which the cormitments embodied in international documents
have come to be regarded by scme States. Unequivocal and auntheoritative statements
reaffirming adherence to such commitments seem thus to be urgently called for.

Iy delegation welcomes, in this comnection, the statements made by the
representatives of the German Democratic Reputlic and the USSR on 16 and 10 Tebruary,
respectively, in the plenary meetings of the Committee. While Ambassador Issraelyan
dealt with the question of the CTB and offered constructive overtures,

Ambassador Herder suggested the text of 2 mandate for the proposed working group
on item 2. He also stated that consultations as proposed in document CD/193 should
be resumed without delay and that such consultations would facilitate the achievement
of a consensus on an ad hoc working group on item 2. My delegation fully shares
that view, which is consistent with the stand taken by the Group of 21 in

document CD/180, and looks forward to the early start of such consultations. We
would not, however, favour a solution tiat would merely provide the Committee with
a setting for academic exchanges of views on the vide range of questions related
to the cessation of the nuclear arme race and nuclear disarmament. <[The experience
of last year's two informal sessions on that item have strengthened our conviction
that the negotiating character of this body must be respected. Adequate

procedural arrangements must be actively sought to ensure that the Committee on
Disarmament discharges the responsibilities entrusted to it by the United Nations
with the consensus of all States represented here. Unless there is the will %o
search for a generally acceptable procedure to deal with item 2, there is nothing
to be gained by engaging in a second round of academic discussions, from which no
practical conclusion would be drawn and even the summary of which would then be
suppressed as if 1nfit to be divulged to "ie remainder of ti - membership of the
United Nations. Ve hope, therefore, that delegations will be prepared to engage
in good-faith consultations with the aim of breaking the wall of intransigence and
finally permit the Committee on Disarmament to exercise the priority functions with
which it was entrusted.

For the achievement of this purpose, my delegation is heartened by the statement
made by Mr. Rostow on 9 Febrﬁary, in which he said that "the United States fully
shares the keen concern of members of this Committee to move forward rapidly in
the effort to remove the burden of nuclear weapons from world politics", and that
his country "will work constructively with the Committee in its efforts to achieve
this end". We attach the greatest significance to this statement, coming as it
did from an official in the high position held by Ifr, Rostow. During the whole of
the 1931 session, this Committee was promised by the then representative of the



CD/PV.158
29

Gﬁr.jgg Souza e Silva, Brazil)

United States, Ambassador Floweree, that his Govermment would eventually complete
a thorough review of its defence policies, the results of which would find their
reflection on the instructions to the United States delegation to the Committee.
One could infer that !lr. Rostou's statement on 9 February indeed represents a
summary of the considered views of his Govermment on the questions on the
Committee's agenda. Ify delegation would expect that the delegation of the

United States will indeed "work constructively with the Committee" and will come
up with concrete suggestions on how "to move forward rapidly" so as "to remove
the burden of nuclear weapons from world politics". Those nations which did not
contribute to create that burden have diligently formulated innumerable proposals
and have patiently awaited for constructive responses from those which have a
special responsibility for that burden. Iy delegation still expects that the
delegations directly concerned will, in the very near future, address themselves
substantively to the subject-matter of item 2. It is high time for this Committee
to receive adequate satisfaction.

Allow me to dwell now on another point which is directly connected with the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament and to which my
delegation attaches great importance. As we know, the thirty-sixth session of
the General Assembly adopted by consensus resolution 36/31 B, by wvhich the
nuclear-weapon Powers are urged to submit, for consideration at the second special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, their views, proposals
and practical suggestions for ensuring the prevention of nuclear war. By adhering
to the consensus on th~ adoption of that resolution, every State has once again
recognized "the threat to the very existence of mankind posed by the existence of
nuclear weapons" and that "the removal of that threat is the most acute and urgent
task of the present day". Accordingly, it is incumbent upon the States that have
a special responsibility, that is, the nuclear-weapon Powers, to make full use of
this opportunity to share with the world community, that is, those States which
have chosen not to purchase their security at the expense of everybody else's
security, their views and opinions on how that "most acute and urgent task" should
be carried out. Reliance on doctrines of nuclear deterrence should not be construed
a8 justification for the maintenance and the continuing improvement of nuclear
arsenals; rather, the consensus recognition of the threat of nuclear extinction
and of the specialresponsibility to avert it should provide added incentive to the
nuclear-weapon Powers for responding in good faith to the call of the
General Assembly.

No guarantee against the threat of nuclear weapons can be credible as long
as a handful of States cling to the exclusive possession of suck formidable means
of warfare and seem determined not only to keep them but to make them even more
dangerous and menacing. So far, the nuclear-weapon Powers have been reluctant
to give unequivocal assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States aiainst the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons and have preferred to qualify their official
statements on guarantees with conditions geared to serve their own security and
military doctrines. As they are formulated, such formal statements by the
nuclear-weapon Powers amount in reality to a guarantee of their nuclear status
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and of their ability to make use of the weapons in those circumstances vhich they
deem appropriate. As-long as the nuclear-weapon Powers do not decide to review their
stand on this question, there seems to be little point in trying to evolve a common
approach based on the formal declarations, because any such common formulation would
contain that fundamental flaw. Instead, by focusing our attention on the prevention
of nuclear war, it might be possible to arrive at an agreed basis from which to
proceed forward on the path towvards the final elimination of nuclear wveapons {rom

the world environment. "That would, ol course, constitute the only real guarantee
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Resolution 36/S1 B, of which Brazil was a co-sponsor, thus provides another
constructive approach to the difficult question of the cessation of the nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament., !y delegation hopes that this new avenue for
finding multilateral ansvers to a problem that confronts all nations alike will
not be misused by those to whom it is mainly directed. Once again the community
of nations turns to the nuclear-weapon Powers in a spirit of good faith to invite
them to work constructively for the removal of a threat whose acuteness and urgency
is recognized by they themselves in no ambijzuous terms. It would indeed be a most
regrettable mistake if this call to reason and understanding is ignored or if,
instead, the second special session is turned into yet another arena for bipolar
confrontation and recrimination. History has a way of catching up with errors in
perceptions of the political realities of the world. If a few States insist on
making their exclusive possession of nuclear weapons an institutionalized part of
reality, there may be soon nothing left for history to catch up with.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr. Chaiyman, it gives me particular
pleasure to place on record at the beginning of my statement our welcome address
to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania,
Mr. Stefan Andrei, who represents a country with which the German Democratic
Republic maintains close and friendly relations. I am convinced that this important
statement he made will be studied thoroughly and contribute to help the Committee
to discharge its high responsibilities. T would like %o ask the representative of
Romania to convey to him our beest wishes .or a pleasant and successful stay in
Geneva. At the same time, I would also like to welcome Ambassador Frans van Dongen,
the newly appointed new representative of the Netherlands to the Committee on
Disarmament, who today is taking part for the first time in our meetings. . Ve
assure him that we are ready to continue the business-like and mutual advantageous
co-operation we always had with his predecessor and his country's delegation,

These days, the Committee on Disarmament is concluding its debate devoted to
item 1 of our agenda— a nuclear test ban. As is well known, the German Democratic
Republic has always attached the highest importance tc this question. On
16 February, my delegation reiterated this position., At.the same time, we put forward
some considerations on the future dealing of the Committee with a comprehensive
test ban and submitted a draft mandate for an ad hoc working group on item 1.
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It is now my intention to express in a preliminary manncr the first conclusions
we have drawn from the exchance of views in the Committee on a CTB and to elaborate
on some concrete suggestions wade in the course of the debate held on item 1.

It was of great satisfaction %o my delsgation that, from the very beginning
of this session, the overwhelmin;, majority of the member States of the Committee
underlined the importance of a complete and general prohibition of nuclear-wveapon
testss W2 fully agree with Ambassador Fein of the Netherlands, who, in his
statement on 2 February, pointed out that "achieving a CTIB treaty would be a
concrete, practical demonstration of hovw to come to grips with the many highly
complicated aspects of the nuclear amms race" (CD/PV.150).

Furthermore, many a delegation stressed the useful role of the trilateral
negotiations and called upon the three parties to resume them quickly and bring
them to a rapid and successful conclusion. Unfortunately, at least one nuclear-
weapon State seemed to be unprepared to follow this appeal.

At the same time, my delegation was very pleased by the frank and clear
statement made by the revresentative of the USSR on the problems involved in the
trilateral negotiations. Thus, the USSR responded to appeals and questions put
forward by many delegations of non-nuclear-wveapon Ltates. Ve also velcome the
reneved readiness of the Soviet Union to put a treaty on the complete and general
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests into force even if China and Trance do not
adhere to it from the outset. Indced, this is further proof of the constructive
attitude of the USSR towards a CUB.

Last,but not least, a number of delegations once again stressed the necessity
of enhancing the role of our Cormittee in the negotiation of a CIB treaty..
Together with the groups of socialist and non-aligned States, most countries of
the Western group — directly or indirectly -- expressed their interest in establishing
an ad hoc working croup on item 1, Let ne quote in this regard frem the first
statement (CD/PV.151) of the Japanese delegation in vhich Ambassador Okawa
underlined that "the achievement of a comprehensive test ban is of paramount
importance; and 1t is a concrete and tanzible proposal. Tuat is why my delegation
is of the view that the question of a CTB should be dealt with systematically and
with concentration — and the most effective way of doing so would be, in our
view, in a special vorking rcroup established for that purpose"

It was with deep regret that my delegation listened on @ February to the
statement of the United States delegation explaining the outcome of the recent
United States review of CIB matiers. Contrary to the clearly stated goals of the
United Nations lMember Ltates, the Final Document ~of the first special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the mandate of the Committee and many
United Nations resolutions, the United States openly declared a CTB as nct being
"ripe', At the same time, we were told that the "United States will work
constructively vith the Committee in its efforts to achieve this end" (CD/PV.152).



CD/PV.158
32

iz, Herder, German Democratic Republic)

However, no clear idea was expressed how this should be done. Ilioreover, as
last year, the United States delegation, together with the delegation of the
United Kingdom, opposed the setting up of an ad hoc working group on a CTE.

At the same time we were offered to merge items 1 and 2 of our agenda. But the
lumping together of both priority items could hardly help to solve the CTB issue.
Moreover, such a step would be apt to divert attention from item 1, which has
been explored for years and is now ripe for a political deccision. The Committee
was right in rejecting such a proposal.

In this connection, we listened with great attention to statements made
recently by some delegations belonzing to the Vestern group. Vith great astonishment,
my delegation noted that some delegations of Western non-nuclear countries started
moving away from a CTB, from a "priority task" to a "central and ultimate aim"
What does this mean? Are these delegations ready to forget about a CIB as an
immediate and urgent step to curb the nuclear arms race and conceive it as a
"long-term objective", as was done by the United States? Such an approach, we
fear, would provide for possibilities to create new, still more sophisticated
nuclear weapons, as, for example, the so-called neutron bomb.

At the same time "new ideas" were expressed as "alternatives to the all-or-
nothing approach" in order to maintain "some movement in the negotiating process"
and "keep movement towards a CTB alive".

My delegation, of course, does not question the serious interest of the
delegations of Australia, Canada and Japan in achieving a prohibition of all
nuclear-weapon tests. We highly appreciate their resolve to seek a way out of
the situation created by the stubborn attitude of some nuclear-weapon States towards
a CTB,

On the other hand, we cannot but raise serious doubis about some of the
ideas expressed recently with regard to the further approach to this item. In
our view, these ideas pose a real danger of diverting the attention of this
Committee from a CTB to issues of secondary importance.

Let me try to illustrate this by a few examples.

Firstly, it was proposed to establish "a political experts group under the
aegis of the Committee on Disarmament, to discuss matters vhich were not at issue
in the trilateral negotiations from 1977 to 1980". Vhat could be the contribution
of such a group to the elaboration of a CTB treaty? WVhile creating the illusion
of having a CTB working group, would it not merely duplicate the discussions we
already have and had in the plenary meetings? Our substantive interest should be
the elaboration of a CIB treaty in an appropriate subsidiary body of the Committee;
this ¢annot be achieved by setting up a new deliberative forum.
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Having this in mind, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic, on
16 Pebruary, tabled a corresponding draft mandate concentrating on the main tasi,
that is, the elaboration of a draft treaty.

Secondly, ideas were put forward to reach a CIB, through a series of "limited
steps", as, for instance:

the extension of existing treaties to those nuclear-weapon States which
are not yet parties to then;

the development of bilaterzl treaties such as the TTBT and PIET into
multilateral ones;

the lowering of the permitted yield of nuclear tests in a succession
of treaties.

The German Democratic Republic, of course, was always in favour of exhausting
all possibilities which could bring a CTB within our reach. Thus, in 1963, it was
among the first signatories of the PTBT. For years, we have been appealing to the
other States, in particular China and France, to adhere to this treaty. In 1974
and 1976, we welcomed thc Soviet-American treaties on a threshold test-ban and
underground peaceful nuclear explosions and are still waiting for their ratification.
At that time, we hoped that the United States would change its attitude and that,
over some period of time, it could agree to a more comprehensive solution. That
is why we welcaomed the besjinning of the trilateral negotiztions started in 1977.-
Unfortunately, after some success was achieved at these negctiations, the
United States suspended them unilaterally.

Over more than 20 years, ecnormous efforts have been invested in achieving a CTEB.
Thus, this disarmament issue has occupied the uninterrupted attention of the
lMember States of the United llations for a longer period of time than any other
disarmament issue, as it was rightly stated in the United llations report on a CIB
(cp/86). Shall we now, after all, come back to an approach which has been discussed
in this Committee for years — from the late 1960s until the mid 1970s? Iy
personal experience stemminz from more than seven years of participation in the work
of this Committee makes me believe that such a "threshold approach" hardly could
bring us to the conclusion of a CIB treaty. Instead of having negotiations on a
CTB, most likely we would be engaged in a peripheral issue with the illusion
of making headway towards a so-called "long-term aim".

Thirdly, there have been proposals today; such a similar proposal has been
repeated by the distinguished representative of the United States to enlarge the
mandate of the Group of Scientific lxperts on Seismic Events and to concentrate
on the administrative, legal and financial aspects of an international seismic
data exchange. It was even proposed to establish a working group of administrative
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experts. To be quite frank, my delegation is not against a discussion and
solution of organizational aspects connected with an international seismic data
exchange and other verification problems if this is done in close connection with
the elaboration of a corresponding agreement, i.e. a CTB treaty. Thus, in 1977,
after one year of reluctance, an expert from the German Democratic Republic wvas
sent to the Group of Scientific Experts on Seismic Events established in 1976
under a wedish proposal, since we felt that this Group could lend assistance

to the trilateral negotiations and the Committee in solving verification problems
of a CTB. With the same understanding, the German Democratic Republic and other
socialist countries took part for the first time in a trial exchange of seismic
data last year.

Now, since we know the negative attitude of the United States towards a CTB,
we may ask ourselves vhat would be the outcome of taking up the above-mentioned
proposals. Would this not only be l'art pour l'art, i.e. "movement for the sake
of movement"? Why should enormous resources be invested in the establishment and
examination of a broad international seismic data exchange system if an early
conclusion of a CTB treaty is out of sight? It is in this light that we will have
to examine today's proposal submitted by the distinguished representative of
the United States, in particular concerning the possibility of an expanded mandate
for the Group of Scientific Experts.

Concluding my statement, I would like to reiterate the conviction of my
delegation that the peoples of the world and the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament expect the Committee on Disarmsment to
come out with real ideas on a CTB. Vague considerations on a limited step-by-step
approach as well as on administrative and other organizational matters of
verification would hardly serve this aim. Perhaps it would then be better to be
frank and honest enough and to state in our report to the second special session
that the Committee, due to the attitude of some nuclear-weapon States, was not
able to make headway concerning a CTB.

The CHAIRMAN: That concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any
delegation wish to take the floor?

Although I should have done this earlier, I should nov like to extend a warm
welcame to the new representative of the Netherlands, Ambassador van Dongen, who
has joined us today. His previous experience on disarmament questions as leader
of the Netherlands delegation to the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe will, I am sure, be of value to the Committee. I wish him success in all
his functions in Geneva.

The Secretariat has circulated today at my request, an informal paper
containing the time-table for meetings to be held by the Committee during the coming
week, As usual, the time~table is merely indicative and we can adjust it as we
proceed. If there are no objections, I will take it that the Committee agrees to
the time-table The representative of the USSR has the floor.
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Mr., PROKOFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
The document to which you just referred makes no mention of a meeting of the
Working Group on Radiological Weapons. I should like to know the reason,

The CHAIRMAN: I am informed that it does not want to have a meeting. The
representative of Mexico has the floor. '

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico): Mr. Chairman, I see that Tuesday afternoon is
free, so, if there are no objections, I would like that afternoon to be set aside,
as Monday afternoon has been, for the Working Group on a Comprehensive .Programme of
Disarmament.,

The CHATRMAN: Is there any objection?

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: As this is my last plenary meeting as Chairman of the Committee,
I wish to express my appreciation to the members of the Committee for their
co-operation and support during this month. We had to deal with a number of difficult
questions relating to the organization of work for the present session, which as we
all know is particularly important in view of the forthcoming second special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. I wish my successor, the
representative of Italy, a very successful chairmanship, for, as the Committee
starts its consideration of substantive questions, progress that might be made
during the month of March will be essential for the contributions that the Committee
might make to the special session.

During the first month, we achieved some progress in the work of the Committee;
it was, unfortunately, not of a substantive nature, but nevertheless of gome
significance, We are approaching the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament without a record we can really be proud of. The awakened
conscience of mankind to realities beyond expressions of concern for humanity
compels us to strive more than ever to bring our words and actions closer together,
for, however strong we get militarily, this strength will not last forever, as the
destinies of the previous military giants show. Moreover, history also shows that
deception does not live long.

Perhaps our Committee is most aware of the social and economic cost equivalent
of gigantic military expenditures, which have no other consequences than misery and
poverty for millions of innocent human beings. And as we have the greatest
responsibility for halting the arms race, we are responsible to God, to our
consciences and to present and future generations for every unit of resource that we
divert from its true use, that is, to provide for the economic and cultural needs
of mankind, into the production of arms. Therefore, we should follew the issues with
more care and determination and dispense, as much as possible, with political games,

Each one of us present here should try to avoid, as much as possible, being a
one-way transmitter of official positions in this forum, If we ourselves believe
in what we are doing here, then we should make it our primary objective to transmit
back to those who make the ultimete decisions the true aspirations of the world
community for permenent peace and convince them of the indispensability of this and
similar fora to the achievement of that end and rid, once and for all, every human
being on earth from the anxiety of annihilation. I can only hope that, in the coming
months, we shall begin to take positive steps in this direction.
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Before concluding, I would like to express ryy thanks to Ambassador Riki Jaipal,
Personal Representative of the Secretary-General and Secretary of the Committee,
for his invaluable advice and assistance during this month; working with him was
a pleasure as well as an experience. The Committee is most fortunate to have him
as its Secretary and guide., I am also grateful to all members of the Secretariat of
the Committee, as well as to the interpreters, the technical services and :
conference attendants for their co-operation.

Now I have an announcement: the contact group on "Priorities" will meet
tomorrow at 9.15 a.m. and the group on "Principles'" will meet on Monday at 10 a.m.
in room C 108, .

As agreed by the Committec last week, we will hold an informal meeting tomorrow,
Firday, at 10.30 a.m. The next plcnary meeting of the Cormittee on Disarmament will
be held on Tuesday, 2 March, at 10,30 a.n. ’

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated froﬁ Ffench): I declare open the
159th plenary meeting of the Committee on. Disarmament.

Under the rotation system, it is Italy's privilege and responsibility,
and mine personally, to assume the chairmanship of the Committee for the
month of March. I first wish to address myself to the outgoing Chairman, who
has had the difficult task of getting our work under way. I know that I speak
for all members of the Committee when I express our gratitude to Mr. Mahallati,
leader of the Iranian delegation, for the skill he displayed in guiding our
discussions during the first month of this session. Thanks to his patignce,
courtesy and understanding, we are now in a position to begin the phase of
substantive discussions.

I shall try to follow the example he has set in order to pave the way fqy_
any possible progress in the awesome task that confronts us. Since we have so
little time left before the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, March will in many respects be a crucial
month for the tangible results the Committee is expected to achieve. With the
re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Working Groups on Chemical Weapons, Radiological
Weapons and Negative Security Assurances, in addition to the Working Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, the Committee will now be in a position
to engage in substantive negotiations. I hope that all member countries will
take full advantage of the opportunities these Working Groups offer and make ’
every effort to achieve real progress during the first part of the session.

The Committee on Disarmament also has other tasks with which it has to deal.
I am thinking in particular of the consideration of nuclear questions, which are
of the highest priority; the discussion in informal meetings of problems relating
to the prevention of an arms race in outer space; the consideration of ways and
means of revising the composition of the Committece and improving its working
methods and functioning; and the preparation of the special report for the:
second special session.

We alsc hope that the delegations of non-member States of the Committee will
make the interesting contributions to which they have accustomed us in the past.

In order to guide us effectively in our common effort, I, as Chairman, will
always be ready to establish contact and hold consultations with all delegations.
I am counting a great deal on the co-operation and indulgence -of all and will
congtantly have to call upon both these attributes. My few months of experience
as Permanent Representative of Italy to the Committee on Disarmament convince ne
that I will have the benefit of both.

I am also aware that I shall receive invaluable assistance from the Secretary
of the Committee, Ambassador Jaipal, to whom I wish to convey my warm appreclation,
from his deputy, Mr. Berasategui, and from the secretariat staff and services, all
of whom contribute to the continuity and effectiveness of our discussions.

In drawing attention to my determination to spare no effort to ensure the
progress of our work, I am, in the fulfilment of the tasks entrusted to me,
merely carrying out the will of the Italian Government, which has always attached
fundamental importance to efforts to place international peace and security on more
stable and equitable foundations.
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Although the disarmament effort is fraught with disappointments, it continues
to be one of the noblest and most important tasks that man can undertake. There is
thus only ‘one approach which is in keeping both with the deepest aspirations of
our peoples and with the demands of international reality. It is based on the
fundamental principles of the United Nations Charter, which gives effect to the
right of peoples to peace, security and the unceasing and unfaltering pursuit of
the efforts we are making here.

It is in this light that Italy perceives its contribution to the advancement
of the multilateral disarmament negotiations and in this spirit that I will make
every effort to carry out the task entrustod to my delegation during the month of
March.

In conformity with its programme of work, the Committee continues today its-
consideration of item 2 of its agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament". As usual, in accordance with rule 30 of the Rules of
Procedure, it is the right of any Member State of the Committee to- raise any
subject relevant to the work of the Committee at a plenary meeting and to have
full opportunity of presenting itsviews on any subject which it may consider to
merit attention. I have on my list of speakers for today the distinguished
representative of Indonesia, Ambassador Sutresna. I give him the floor.

Mr. SUTRESNA (Indonesia): Mr. Chairman, it is indeed my privilege to be the
first speaker at this meeting of our Committce today under your chairmanship. I
should therefore like at the outset to express the congratulations of my delegation
to you on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committec for the month of
March. My delegation extends its full co-operation to you in carrying out your
task. It is the earnest hope of my delegation that, after having devoted oursclves
in February mainly to organizational matters, the work of our Committee this month
will be of a more substantive nature in view of the urgzent need for us to
concentrate our work also on the preparation of the Committee's special report
to the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

My delegation wishes to express itz appreciation to your predecessor,
Ambassador Jafar Mahallati of Iran, who presided over the Committee last month
with distinction when we were engaged in the difficult work of paving the way
to the stage at which the Committce finds itsclf today.

The fact that the "Nuclear test ban" and "Cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament® are inscribed for the fourth consccutive year as
the first two items of the Committee's agenda undeniably indicates the great
importance that the Committee attaches to these two questions.

Concerns about the dangers that emanate from continued nuclear-weanon testing,
such as radio-active contamination, prolifer~tion and the qualitative "improvement"
of nuclear weapons, have been incessantly expressed in the past and will undoubtedly
be expressed again. Figures and statistics on continued nuclear-weapon testing and
the nuclear arms race have bevn repeatedly cited and will probably bs cited again.
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Expressions of deep concern on the unrelenting nuclear arms race that brings the
world closer to the danger of nuclear war have been made yecar after year, in
this Committee, in the General Assembly, as well as in other forums. Feelings
of disappointment and perhaps frustration nave baen and will certainly be
manifested again as a result of the failure of the Committee to initiate
substantive negotiations on those two items, in spite of the fact that all the
members of the United Nz2tions accorded by consensus the highest priority to
those two questions during the first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament.

Numerous working papers have been submitted in the past to this Committee
and resolutions have been adopted year after year by the General Assembly calling
for multilateral negotiations on those two items in this Committee and for the
establishment of ad hoc working groups for that purpose. Expressions of
disappointment and regret have been, and will continue to be made, on the failure
of the Committee to arrive at 2 consensus on the setting up of two ad hoc working
groups onitems 1 and 2, enabling the Comaittee in its previous sessions to
initiate actual negotiations on the subjects. Proposals for the constitution
of an ad hoc working group on item 1 for the current session of the Committee
were again rejected. '

My delegation has had the opportunity, on previous occasions, to state its
position on those two subjects. Very recently, at the 152nd plenary meeting
held on 9 February, my delegation stated again that, since an ad hoc working group
has proved to be the most appropriate forum for the conduct of serious negotiations,
ad hoc working groups respectively on nuclear test ban and cessation of nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament have tharefore to be established. The
establishment of an ad hoc working group is of course not an end in itself.
It will certainly constitute a sound start of a beginning; it is not a symbolic
question; it is of a practical nature. My delegation continues to believe also
that such an establishment in itself reflects the seriousness with yhich the
Committee treats the subject-matter. Not only in this Committee, but also in all
other multilatrral negotiating bodics, working groups havce proven to be the
most suitable means for the conduct of actual negotiations.

I should not repeaﬁ'at length, here and now, why my delegation continues
to attach the greatest importance to those two questions. It suffices to state
the following. REeing a2 party to the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space and under water of 1963, we note with disappointment
that, today, more than 19 years after the conclusion of this Treaty, its
objective, as stated in the second preambular paragraph of the Treaty, which
reads "Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of 2ll test explosions of nuclear
weapons for all time™ znd "to put an end to the contamination of man's environment
by radio-active substances', has not materialized. Being a country party to the
NPT of 1968, thus renouncing the nuclear weapons option, we also have to note
with disappointment that the provisions of the eighth preambular paragraph,
wherein the parties declared "their intention to achieve at the earliest
possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to undertake effective
measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament”, remain unimplemented, even
though almost 15 years have elapsed since the conclusion of the Treaty. My
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delegation shares the concern expressed by the distinguished representative of
Nigeria, who, in his statement at the plenary meeting on 9 February, said that
it is a matter of great concern for those States which were trusting enough to
become parties to the NPT to realize that the provisions of article VI of that
Treaty have become a dead letter.

It is therefore a matter of deep concern to my delegation, and I believe
also to most delegations around this taonle, that our Committee has failed to
set up an ad hoc working group for item 1 of our agendn. Few delegations
prefer to deal with the matter in informal meetings. But ny delegation submits
that exchanges of views which would take place in these informal meetings,
however useful they may be, would have no practical significance, considering
that our Committee is not a deliberntive body, but a negotiating forum. We
are not engaged here in a seminar or a study group. le are here to negotiate,
not just to deliberate.

It was further argued that the matter would be best dealt with by the
nuclear Powers themselves. We of course agree that negotiations on nuclear-
weapon tests among the nuclear-weapon States should be resumed; the Final
Document itself states that they should be concluded urgently. But if we have
agreed to put a subject on the agenda, we are also supposed to agree that
substantive negotiations on the item should be conducted. I fail to understand,
therefore, how can one agree to the inclusion of an item in the agenda, but
refuse its negotiation,

It was also argued that a comprehensive test ban could not help reduce
the threat of nuclear weapons and that this subject could only be dealt with
when substantial reductions of the nucClear arsenal have been achieved. Does
this mean to suggest that the trilateral negotiz=tions would not be resumed at
all and that item 1 should be taken out of the Committee's agenda? Does this
also mean that one of the "original Parties"” to the Partial Test Ban Treaty of
1963 is no longer determined to continue negotiations "to achieve the
discontinuance of 211 test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time", as it
pledged in the second preambular paragraph of the said Treaty?

If the Final Document attaches the greatest importance and accordingly
gives the highest priority to nuclear weapons, it is because such weapons are
of the most destructive nature and pose the greatest danger to mankind and
civilization. Vhile attaching the utmost importance to the necessity of halting
nuclear-weapon tests and curbing and reversing the nuclear arms race, my
delegation also realizes the great danger that the conventional arms race poses
to international security, particularly since more States are now involved in
such a race. The area wherc the arms race is taking place also seems to have
been widening and the Indian Ocean is a case in point. Being one of the littoral
States of the Indian Ocean, which was declared a zone of peace by General Assembly
resolution 2832 (XXVI), Indonesia therefore follows with great concern the arms
race in the area, which takes place in the context or as a result of the
Superpowers' rivalry, because of its adverse effect on the security interests
of the littoral and also the hinterland States of the Indian Ocean.
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It is against the background of this growing Superpower rivalry and the
ensuing tensions prevziling in various parts of the world that the danger of the
continuous production of new and sophisticated conventional weapons has taken on
a greater dimension and, as my delegation sees it, has forced countries in the
region concerned to increase the quality as well as the quantity of their
conventional weapons. For the conventional armament producing countries, exports
of such weapons seem to be based, apart from perhaps political considerations,
also on economic intercsts. Sales of conventional weapons seem to constitute
one of the important sources of income for the producing countries. These sales
seem to have become particularly important today when the world economic situation
is deteriorating and when inflation and unemploymecnt in certain countries are
mounting. On the other hand, many of the developing countries, particularly in
regions wherc tensions prevail, being the rccipients of conventional armaments
sold by producing developed nations, have becen forced to increase their
expenditures to obtain more up~to-date and sophisticated conventional weapons
and some have bean doing so at the expense of their development efforts. What
seems to be happening thereby is in effect contrary to what was recognized in
the Final Document concerning the close relationship between disarmament and
development, on the basis of which one expects, rightly so, that released resources
as a result of disarmanent measures would go to economic and development purposes.

My delegation therefore does not lose sight of the importance of reversing
the conventional arms race, particularly because the largest share of military
expenditures reportedly goes to conventional armaments. According to an article
which appeared in "ICDA News 1 - The Newsletter of the International Coalition
for Development Action", January 1982, conventional weapons account at present
for 30 per cent of total military spending. The article states further:  "Thus
if the world managed to destroy all nuclear weapons, global military spending
would be reduced only by one-fifth, leaving the remaining four-fifths untouched".
The article also quoted the Brandt Report, which states, inter alia, that:

"The military expenditurc of only half a day would suffice to finance
the whole malaria cradication programme of the World Health Organization
and less would be needed to conquer riverblindness, which is still the
scourge of millions.

A modern tank costs about 1 million dollars; that amount could improve
storage facilities for 100,000 tons of rice and thus save 4,000 tons or
more annually; one person can live on just over a pound of rice a day.
The same sum of money could provide 1,000 classrooms for 30,000 children.

For the price of one jet fighter (20 million dollars) one could set up
about 40,000 village pharmacies.

One-half of 1 per cent of one year's world wilitary expenditure would
pay for all the farm cquipment needed to increase food production and
approach self-sufficiency in food-deficit low-income countries by
1990 L
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It is obvious thereforc that, if we speak abeut econverting resources as a
result of the.disaraament measures in generzl and the halting of and reversing
the arms race, in particular, the importance of such measures in the field of
conventional armaments should not be overlooked. PRut, since nuclear weapons,
as stated by thc Final Document, pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the
survival of civilization our most urgent task ot present is to remove the
threat of nuclear war and, becruse the imnediate objective of the disarmament
process is the climination of such a war, it is imperative therefore for us to
give the highest priority to the curbing of the nuclcar aras race and the
achievement of nuclear disarm2ment. If the question of conventional arms has
not bcen so far given the emphasis it night perhaps deserve, it is because the
matter is not as pressing as the casz of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament, considering the iu.aense destructive capscity of nuclear arms.

In conclusion, my delegation wishes to stress once again the utmost
importance it attaches to the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty,
the halting of the nuclear arms race and the achicvement of nuclear disarmament.
Much more can still be said ad infinitum on these subjects. Appeals for the
demonstration of "political will" have been made year after ycar and will perhaps
be made again and again, z2lthough they may perhaps sound pointless to some, We
hope that all those statements and appeals will not fall on a deaf ear. How can
we mobilize world public opinion and disseminate information about our efforts
to curb and reverse the arms race if this Committee, which is supposed to be the
single multilateral forum for disarmament negotiations, cannot even start
negotiations on items that have been accorded the highest priority? The
Indonesian Foreign Minister, Mochtar Kusumaatmadja, stated, inter alia, at the
first special session, that "it is necessary to explore frankly the dangers of
the continuation of the arms race and to dispel illusions that ‘lasting peace and
Security can co-exist with huge accumulations of means of destruction, or that
economic development can go side by side with the accelerated arms race". Now
nearly four years have elapsed since that statemcnt was made and we in the
Committee still have not been able to make even an initial step in our efforts
to curb the arms race. I am afraid that additional year of failure of our
Committee will make it morc difficult for the Committee to achieve concrete
progress in halting and reversing thec arms race and in achieving disarmament,
in the nuclear field in particular. If there will be only losers in a nuclear
war, then there will be no winner in the arms race either.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank His fxcellency
Ambassador Sutresna for his statement and the kind words he a2ddressed to the
Chair. The next speaker on my list is His Excellency Ambassador Issraclyan,
the representative of the Soviet Union. I give him the floor.
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Mr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
I should like first of all, lir. Chairman, to express my satisfaction at seeing you
presiding over the Committee on Disarmament for the month of llarch. We hope that
your knowledge and experience will enablc you to organize *he work of the Comnmi ttee
during this, as you rightly put it, crucial month in such a way that we can conduct
our negotiations in an extremely effective and constructive manner.

I should also like to express my gratitude to the distinguished Ambassador
of Iran, Mr. Mahallati, vwhose difficult task it was to supervise the opening of
the Committee's work at this session.

Today the Soviet delegation would like to dwell upon the question of the
prohibition ¢f neutron weapons. It ie hardly necessary to prove that this is one
of the most urgent questions in the limitation of the arms race, the protection
of mankind from the threat of nuclear catastrophe. It is sufficient for each
of us to study the materials of the various international anti-war movements in
the world, in the West or the East, the North or the South, in order to understand
the great concern which is now arising everywhere in connection with the decision
of the United States Govermment concernin; the production of nuclear neutron
weapons.

For the first time, in December 1931, the United Nations Geoneral Assembly
adopted a special resolution on this matter at its thirty-sixth session. Various
bodies of the non-aligned movement have also repeatedly advocated the unconditional
prohibition of this type of weapon of mass destruction. Thus, serious concern in
connection with the appearance of neutron weapons was expressed in the communiqué
of the meeting of foreign ministers and heads of delegations of non-aligned States
at the thirty-sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly on 25 and
28 September 1981. The resolution of the OPANAL Council, adopted at ‘the beginning
of this year, 1982, also urges the prevention of the danger connected with the
production of neutron weapons. The list of documents of various international
bodies and organizations that are similar in content could be multiplied. In the
Commi ttee on Disarmament, also, many delegations, reflecting the concern of the
international community at the decision concerning the production of neutron
weapons, have urged the starting without delay of negotiations on its prohibition
within the framework of our Committee.

True, there are also some delezations which are carefully by-passing this
question. They consider it appropriate, for example, in the Committee on
Disarmament, to touch upon matters relating exclusively te the sovereign
competence of States and to their social systems. And one honourable representative,
as you know, complained at great length about the ideology which has magnetic force
for hundreds of millions of peoples but which he personally, it seems, does not
like,

The activity of these delegations ~- and I have no doubt the members of the
Committee know which delegations I am referring to —— on the question of the
prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons vas aimed solely at blocking the possibility
of negotiations on this urgent matter.
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. Speaking on this question, certain delegations put forward various arguments.
Let us analyse these arguments.

The first and most commonly adduced one was the claim that neutron weapons
are merely a "harmless", "humane" type of nuclear weapon and that there is
therefore no need to single out this question from the whole complex of problems
involved in the prohibition of nuclear weapons, the negotiations on which, by the
way, also cannot commence through the fault of the same delegations. Let us
examine the real character and quality of these "humane" weapons — nuclear
neutron weapons.

First of all, neutron munitions are a new system of nuclear weapons with all
the striking factors inherent in such weapons. Although some of the usual
characteristics of nuclear weapons, such as the blast wave, are somewhat less
marked in neutron weapons, they are still very important.

Thus, according to the estimates of the Western experts, the use of a
relatively "low yield" neutron device ‘of 1 kt would destroy all the buildings
and installations within a radius of 300 metres.

Secondly, the nuclear neutron weapons have an initial radiation power 10 times
greater than traditional nuclear weapons.

According to data published in the press, within a radius of 1 km from the
epicentre of the explosion of a 1 kt charge, people would be subject to a radiation
dose of 8,000 rad or more; at a distance of 2 km from the epicentre the dose
would be 650 rad, while at a distance of 2.5 km it would be 200 rad. It may be
noted that for human beings the lethal dose ID-50 is estimated to be 200 rad.

I should like to quote the words of our most eminent scientist and President
of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, Academician A.P, Alexandrov. '"Neutron
weapons", he said, "do not merely kill. For each person killed there would be
10 times more people exposed to various (ouses of radiation. Some of them would
die within different periods of time, while others, remaining alive, would
produce abnormal offspring as a result of the damage caused to genetic, hereditary
structures". The English geneticist G. Edwards entirely agrees with these
conclusions. According to his opinion, the special feature of neutron weapons
"consists in the fact that the period of time during which it can mutilate a
person is unlimited, and even. after several generations’ following the use of
this weapon'-—- after several generations, gentlemen —— "children would be born
mutilated by radiation".

So, the assertions about the "humane" character of neutron weapons do not .
stand up to any criticism; they can be described as being blasphemous.

The second argument used by these delegations is that neutron weapons are,
they claim, "defensive" weapons and will be used mainly to repel massive tank
attacks. Let us examine this allegation too.
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I have here an illustration from an article in the West German magazine, Stern.
With the artistic expression worthy, it seems to us, of a better cause, it depicts
the explosion of a neuclear neutron device with a 1 kt yield and gives information
about its consequences. Only at a-distance of more than 1,200 metres from the
epicentrn of the explosion would a man, as the article puts it, "have a chance to
survive", , - '

Iet us look at this picture as non-experts.

The area of the "death circle" within a radius of 1,200 metres is about
4.5 ¥m2. The average density of the population in the heavily populated areas of
Central Burope which is primarily where, it is said, it is planned to use neutron
weapons, is about 250 persons per square lkilometre (if we simply divide the total
population of the Federal Republic of Germany by its area). This means that on
the average as a result of the explosion of only one neutron bomb more than
1,000 civilians are doomed to death. The famous decision of the United States
Administration -envisages the production of 1,130 neutron warheads. (Mo one has
said, by the way, that this is the final figure.) The existence of these bombs
in the arsenal of the United States means literally the inevitable death of a
minimum of one and a half million civilians — and I repeat, that is the minimum.
Should the neutron bomb explode over the housing blocks of cities, the number of
its victims would increase many times.

And how is it related to tanks, distinguished delegates? Even if we take
the inflated figures given by the NATO countries for the number of tanks in the
Warsaw Treaty countries, the total number of their crews is 10 times less than the
minimum figure I gave for the losses among the civilian population.

It should be noted that many Western experts have already expressed their
doubts about the possibility of the use of neutron weapons for so-called defensive
purposes since tank attacks, according to modern ideas, will be carried out not
in large compact groups but in a dispersed fashion.

It is also claimed that the decision on the full-scale production of neutron
weapons is defensive in character since it is intended to store these weapons
on the territory of the -United States itself. ’

Allow me in this connection to quote the opinion on this matter of the
French Minister of Defence, lir. Charles Hernu, whose .competence in this matter
is hardly likely to be questioned by anyone in this room. On 10 August last year,
three days after the adoption of the decision on neutron weapons Mr. Hernu stated
the following: "The theory of the use of neutron weapons contains the idea that
the United States and the USSR could start limited .warfare on the territory of
Burope. It is exactly in this sense, I have said, that the decision of -
Pregident Reagan is ambiguous, for I do not believe that these weapons for
theatre military operations can be of any use to them on their own territory.
This fact, it seems to me, could lead the Americans to ask their partners in
NATO to accept these weapons for storage".
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The European continent is the main but not the sole region which may become
the victim of the use of neutron weapons. According to the statement made by
Secretary of Defense Weinberger, the United States "will use neutron weapons
everywhere in the world". They may be used by the United States "rapid
deployment forces" which are, as is known, intended for actions in countries
rich in sources of raw materials. Other regions of the world are also running
a real and increasing danger. Today it is the Near or Middle Fast; tomcrrow
it may prove to be Africa, latin America, southern Asia or any other area of
the world that falls under the definition of "theatre of military operations'.

Thus, the notion of the "defensive" character of neutron weapons is a pure
invention and cannot be taken seriously. This weapon is very attractive to any
potential aggressor as a means for a first nuclear strike, By exploding several
neutron bombs over industrial centres and destroying first of all their inhabitants
as well as their defenders, the aggressor would clear a way for himself and
avoid a bloody battle, since in this case he would not have to fight for each
building and there would be no destruction delaying his advancement.

The third argument. Some propagandists of neutron weapons, including those
in the Committee on Disarmament, have tried to depict them as almost a "stabilizing
factor", capable of slowing down and maybe even halting the arms race. What can
be said in respect of this claim?

The particular danger of neutron weapons resides precisely in" the fact that
they eliminate the distinction between non-nuclear and nuclear warfare, lower
the so-called nuclear threshold and are, in fact, the "ideal" instrument for
unleashing a global thermonuclear war.

Many Europeans, who are those primarily threatened by neutron weapons, have
understood this. For example, the eminent French physicist Paul-lMarie de la Gorce
gave a detailed and objective analysis of the evolution of American military
doctrine in the light of the decision on the full-scale production of nuclear
neutron weapons. He pointed out, in part:cular, that the direction of this
evolution is towards finding possibilities for the use of nuclear armed forces
against the nuclear forces of other countries. An article published in the
newspaper Figaro of 17 August 1981 states the following: "Whatever the methods
considered and their theoretical foundation, often confused and questionable,
the object is to make 'atomic war'! possible, that is, rational, admissible and
winnable. The 'neutron bomb! is one of the most important means for achieving
this end. This is the real state of affairs".

In an important research report by SIPRI on nuclear radiation in warfare it
is clearly pointed out that the relatively "humane' character of neutron weapons
in respect of material installations "may encourage the use of the neutron bomb
on the territory of an ally in conditions under which the deployment of ordinary
nuclear bombs would have been vizorously opposed. The threshcld for the use of
nuclear weapons would thus be considerably lowered, with the danger of the
conflict escalating into a full-scale nuclear war',
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Thus, the appearance of neutron weapons in military arsenals represents a
destabilizing factor, which will inevitably lead to a new and dangerous spiralling
of the arms race.

The fourth arzument. ILastly, some delegations in this room, and also at
the thirty-sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly, while not
objecting to negotiations on the prohibition of neutron weapons, tried to link
this question with negotiations on the limitaticn of medium~range missiles and,
in particular SS-20s. If I am not mistaken, this idea was expressed in the
statements of some delegations of neutral and non-aligned countries. Well,
although we do not see any direct link between these types of weapons, nevertheless
we have always stated that there is no area of disarmament and no category of
weapon on which agreement cannot be reached.

The negotiations on medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe have, as you
know, already started here in Geneva, and we have repeatedly expressed our hope
for their speedy and successful conclusion. But no negotiations are being
conducted on the subject of neutron weapons, and we believe that negotiations
on that topic too should be started without delay.

A11 the above observations go to show the complete untenability of the
position of those States which, on various far-fetched pretexts, are preventing
the initiation of negotiations on one of the most urgent aspects of the complex
problem of the limitation of the arms race. There is no doubt that nuclear
neutron weapons belonz to those types of weapons of mass destruction which, by
lowering the threshold of a nuclear war, are pushing the world towards a
nuclear catastrophe.

The Soviet delegation felt compelled to explain in detail again its views
on the question of the prohibition of neutron weapons in view, in particular
of the fact that this matter will be the subject of discussion at the forthcoming
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. We do not see any justification for further delay in resolving
this issue. Our delegation is ready to conduct serious negotiations on the
basis of equality and equal security and- of a genuine desire on the part of
the participants in achieving positive results. The Soviet Union was the first
to draw the attention of peoples to the danger in the emergence of this means
of mass destruction, and took the initiative in proposing that it should be
prohibited. As you know, President Leonid Brezhnev has stated that the
Soviet Union will not embark on the production of neutron weapons if other
States do not possess such weapons, and it is ready to conclude an agreement
prohibiting these weapons once and for all. Here in the Committee, a group of
socialist countries (Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic,
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Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, and the USSR) as long ago as in 1978 submitted
a draft convention on the prohibition of neutron weapons. This document

(CCD/559) can still be the basis for constructive negotiations., It contains

an undertaking by the States parties not to produce, stockpile, deploy anywhere

or use nuclear neutron weapons. The draft also contains provisions concerning
control, a procedure for consultations and the co-operation of the parties

in the process of the implementation of the convention., We are prepared- to

take into account any suggestions or comments that may be made by the

participants in the negotiations as regards the revision of this text.

We propose the establishmens without delay of an appropriate ad hoc
working group of the Committee on Disarmament. for the preparation of a draft
gonvention.

There is one more reason why our delegation is so insistently urging the
discussion of the question of neutron weapons. We consider that never before
in the history of disarmament. negotiations have their participants been
confronted with evil in such a "pure" form as in the case of the "pure"
neutron bomb., This weapon is the direct product of a maniac conviction that
all human beings are monsters and that war is the natural condition of human
society. I am merely quoting the words of the American scientist Sam Cohen,
the "father" of the neutron bomb. Consequently, the world community and the
United Nations General Assembly, at its second special session devoted to
disarmament, are entitled to know and should be told the truth about who is
preventing ~— and for what reason — the immediate starting within an appropriate
organizational frameworlk of negotiations vith a view to the conclusion of a
convention on th: prohibition of the production, stockpiling, deployment and
use of nuclear neutron weapons. Ve consider it abnormal that, given the
decisions of the United Nations General Assembly on the one hand, and concrete
draft documernts aimed at implementing the decisions of the General Assembly
on the other, the Committee is obiiged to stand helpless in the face oI this
tremendous danger because of the position of a certain number of delegations.

In cenclusion, the delegation of the Suviet Union wishes, while it has

. the floor, to draw the attention of members of the Committee to a TASS
statement of 19 February 1982 which we heve had circulated as an official
document of the Committee (CD/253). We shall be able to refer to this matter
at greater lergth when the Committee discusses the question of the prohibition
of cheuical weapons.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank His Excellency Ambassador Issraelyan
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to me. In accordance
with the decision taken by the Committee at its 157th plenary meeting, I give the
floor to the distinguished representative of Austria, His Excellency Ambassador Nettel.

Mr. NETTEL (Austria): Mr. Chairmen, may I express my delegation's sincere
satisfaction in seeing you assume the responeibility of guiding this Committee through
its important work during the month of Msrch. It gives me particular pleasure to
welcome you, an eminent representative of our good neighbour, Italy, a2s Chairman of
the Committee at this crucial stage in its woxk.

As regards the Chairman for the month of February, the representative of Iren,
my delegation acknowledges with appreciation his efforts to overcome the procedusal
obstacles which are usually the prominent feature at the beginning of each year's
session.

Taking the floor for the first time in the course of the 1982 session, I wish
to put on record our gratitude that the Austrian delegation has again been allowed
to participate in the meetings of the Committee on Disarmesment and its subsidiary
bodies.

By observing most attentively the work of the Committee and its working groups,
my delegation demonstrated already last year its great interest in the work of this
body. The representatives of Austria will not fail to intensify this learning process,
the outcome of which will hopefully permit us to contribute actively to the future
work to be undertaken in this forum.

My delegation is well aware that, according to the agreed schedule, the time
for statements of a more general nature has already passed. With your kind indulgence,
I shall nevertheless mske some remarks of a more comprehensive character; this is
of course due to the fact that non-member States obtained permission to make
statements only a week ago. °

S0, permit me to look briefly into the past, upon which this new session of the
(ommittee on Disarmement will have to build. The austrian authorities have closely
examined the 1981 report of the Committee and took note with satisfaction of some
progress which was achieved regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons. Austria
joined those States which welcomed this development during the thirty-sixth session
of the General Assembly, which, however, urged the Committee with no lesser degree
of concern to continue sincere and meaningful negotiations on a convention prohibiting
the development, proauction or stockpiling of all chemical weapons. DMy country,
being located in one of the most sensitive areas of this globe, is conscious of the
incredible danger it would encounter if such terrible weapons were to be used in its
region. As a matter of fact, Austria itself has always been free of chemical weapons,
by conviction and pest experience, as well, later on, as a consequence of a legal
commitment laid down in the State Treaty of 1955. Ve sincerely hope that the
"Elements suggested by the Chairman", which are contained in last year's report, can
soon be transformed into formal treaty provisions., Negotiations conducted in good
faith and oriented towards an early conclusion should be one of the main tasks of
the Committee during its 1982 session. In view of this oversll objective, we consider
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the extension of the working groups' mandate, as decided recently by the Committee,
to be an important step forwsrd. Any concrete achievement towards the elaboration
of & conventioh will be highly appreciated by the second special session, which
will judge the Committee not by ite words, but by its deeds.

As regards the consideration of nuclear disarmament by the Committee on Disarmame:
we learned with some apprehension that there had been no progress at all. Looking
in particular for the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban, my Government regrets
that the trilateral talks have not been resumed and that it has not been poscible
to establish within the Committee a working group, which, to a certain extent, might
have been instrumental for the reopening of these trilateral negotiations. 4s a
consequence, at the thirty-sixth c=ezsion of the General Assembly, Austria joined
those States which stressed the necessity to give high priority to the CTB issue and
which requested the Committee to initiate substantive negotiations, which should be
conducted in a working group established to that effect. It is therefore with much
regret that we have learned these days that the Committee so far has again been
unable to establish such a group. If the creation of a formal group is considered
too far-reaching a step by certain delegations, all possibilities for intermediate
measures should be explored so as to take appropriately into account the high priority
mark assigned to this item by the internationsl community as a whole.

May I also briefly mention our continuing interest in the issue of :
non-proliferation. This concern is clearly demonstrated by the fact that this year's
International beminar for young diplomats at Klesheim Castle in Austria will deal
exclusively with the question of non-proliferation. We do hope that one or another
Junior representative to the Committee will be able to attend this Seminar.

Mey I refer again to the lsst General Assembly because that body is, for a
non-member of the Committee, the focus of its disarmament policies and the main forum
for the presentation of new ideas concerning international security in particular.

In his statement delivered on 1 October 1981, the Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs,
W.P, Pahr, expressed concern regarding the continuing arme race and the failure with
respect to balanced disarmament. He cuggested that objective procedures for assessing
and verifying the true level of armament in the world could contribute to a process

of " the progrescive and balancéu lowering of these levels. Our proposal to study
mechanisms, to which could be entrusted the task of verifying and evaluating the

state of armament on an objective basis, was the subject of consultations. In the
light of the reactions received, the initial project was re-examined by my authoriiies
and the revised version circulated in New York as a working paper (A/C.1/36/14),

which might serve 2s a basis for further consideration, possibly within the framework
of the second special cession. I and my colleagues would be ready to discuss this
matter informally with the members of the Committee and would welcome further reactions
on this issue, which is relsted to the area of confidence-building measures, as

well as to that of verification ard, through these links, also connected to the
concept of a comprehensive programme of disarmament.

Confidence~building constitutes an important feature of another subject-matter
under consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, the so-called security guarantees,
which my delegation prefers to label "commitments not to use nuclear weapons against
non-nuclear otates"., May I refer in thiec connection to another proposal by the
Austrian Government, which I had the honour to present to the Committee in July of
last year. At that time, I referred in particular to certain doubts which arose with
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respect to the legal value and the operational character of the existing commitments.
In order to dissipate these uncertainties, the Austrian Government proposed that the
Committee should, thrcugh the General Assembly, approach the International Court

. of Justice, which could, by means of an advisory opinion, give its views on the legal
nature of these declarations. 5Such an cpinion would certainly not prejudge the
further discussion of this question in the Committee, a discussion which will always
be highly political in nature. Such a juridical opinion might however be considered
helpful in a situation which seems to be bleocked in many respects.

My Government is quite aware of the close link between the adverse international
climate and the possibilities for progress in this Committee. A4 disillusioned and
cynical approach to multihational disarmament efforts is, however, no reasonable
alternative, especially not for the younger generation, which, leaving aside
technicalities and strategic specifics, harbours idealistic aspirations for a peaceful
world without weapons. Disarmament can certainly not be achieved by mere goodwill
and wishful thinking; political realism teaches that lesson. Tensions have been
mounting these last months in the European region as a consequence of behaviour
inconsistent with the Helsinki Rules concerning the protection of human rights and
fundamental freedoms. tituations of foreign occupation and violations of international
law have continued in other areas of the globe. The use of force in certain regions
has created counterpressures. New armament programmes have been approved as a
consequence of diminished security perceptions. There is, however, one glimmer of
hope, since the dialogue between the Superpcwers has been resumed cn the question
of intermediate-range missiles. Ve hope thet this new dialogue augurs well for a
certain improvement of the East-West climate, which might also give the Committee
on Disarmam~nt the cpportunity to engage in real and meaningful negotiations.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank His Excellency Ambassador Nettel
for his statement and for the kind and frienuly words he addressed to me and my
country. The statement he has just made iz the last on my list for today. I woulc
like to know whether any other delegations wigh to speak? If not, I suggest that
we should now briefly consider the question of the request made by Switzerland. I
have asked the secretariat to circulate the draft decision which concerns the request
by owitzerland and is contained in Working Paper No. 56. The request was circulated
to the members of the Uommittee last Friday in the document boxes and was also made
available to delegations today at the opening of this plenary meeting. If there is
no objection, I suggest that we should suspend this plenary meeting for a few
rinutes to consider Working Paper o. 56. I hope that we shall repidly be able to
reach a consensus on this matter; we coul¢ then immediately resume the plensry
meeting to adopt the decision.

If there is no objection, the plenary meeting is suspended.

The meeting was suspended at 12.05 p.m. and resumed at 12.10 p.m..
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The CHAIRMAN (trenslated from French): The 159th plenary meeting
is resumed. The Committee has before it Working Paper No. 56.1/ contaiping
a draft decision concerning Switzerland's request to be permitted to participate
during the 1982 session in the discuscions on chemical weapons. If there is no
objection, I will take it that the Cormittee adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

If no other speaker wishes to take the floor, I intend to adjourn the meeting.
The next plenary meeting of the Ccumittee on Dicarmament will be held on Thursday,
4 March, at 10.3C a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m.

1/ "In response to the request of Switzerland [CD/254] and in accordance with
rules 33 to 35 of its Rules of Procedure, the Committee decides to invite the
representative of Switzerland to participate during 1982 in the discussions on
chemical weapons at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee, ac well as in
the meetings of the ad hoc working group established on that item."
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I declare open the 160th plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament. Today, the Committee will continue.its
consideration of item 2 of its agenda: cessation of the nuclear arms race.and
nuclear disarmam- .t. However, members -/ho would like to mcke statements on any
other subject relcvant ©o tae Commitsee’'s woik are free o do so, in acccrdance with
rule 30 of the Rules of Procedure. I would now like to welcome Mr. Eivinn Berg,
the Norwegian State bLecretary for Foreign Affairs, who will address the Committee
today. Mr. Berg is an experienced diplomat who has been posted in Geneva, Brussels
and the United States. He was appointed State Secretary for Foreign Affairs in
October 1981. I am sure that the Committee will appreciate the personal interest
he takes in our work. I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives
of Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Morocco, China, Yugoslavia, Mexico, the
German Democratic Republic and Norway. I now give the floor to the first speaker
on my list, the representative of Hungary, Ambassador Komives.

Mr. XOMIVES (Hungary): DMr. Chairman, as I have already had a chance to welcome
you as a new colleague, permit me now to congratulate you also as Chairman of the
Committee for the month of March. When I offer you the full support of my
delegation, I also express the belief .that a fresh hand is usually successful in
steering the course, as has been illustrated by the example of your predecessor.
Ambassador Jafar Mahallati of Iran deserves the expression of our appreciation for
the way in which he presided over the Committee during its very difficult opening
phase.

In my statement on 11 February, I gave a summary of my Government's position
s most of the items before the Committee on Disarmament and laid special stress
upon the two items that are at the head of our agenda. Today I want to reaffirm
that, for the Hungarian People's Republic, for all its people as well as foxr- the
Government, the cessation of the nuclear arms race, the elimination of the threat of
nuclear war and nuclear disarmament continue to be questions of the highest priority
and, within the complex of measures reauired to achieve that most important objective,
we attach the gre-test urgency to the cornlete and general -rohibition of all
nuclear-weapon tests.

This reaffirmation of our -full commitment to the solution of the most burning
problems of our generation-- which is, in fact, a commitment shared by the
overwhelming majority of delegations — is not at all superfluous in the light of
what has been stated by the representatives of the United States, either in general
before this plenum or in more detail in various subsidiary bodies. The policy of
intensifying military preparations in a futile quest for military superiority has
already hindered the work of the Committee for some time, but it is only in the
last few weeks that even the most optimistic of delegations have come to realize
the true nature of that policy, with =211 its consequences for the disarmament
negotiations.

The Hungarian delegation fully shares the feelings of "regret and total
dissatisfaction" and of "disappointment, ... even resentment" -- to quote only two
of the numerous expressions of apprehension from recent statements by delegations
from all quarters of the world. The infamous policy of "linkage" is now manifest
not only in matters of global political affairs, but also in questions on the
agenda of this Committee, as was rightly pointed out by Ambassador Ijewere of Nigeria,
in his intervention of 25 February.
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We are not willing to accept any attempts which would relegate the nuclear
test ban issue, making it but one of the elements "in the full range of long-term
United States arms control objectives". We.are in full agreement with Dr. Rostow
that "a test ban cannot of itself end the threat posed by nuclear weapons"; we can
also agree with him that a comprehensive test ban in itself would not help reduce
the threat of nuclear weapons. But it would reduce that threat substantially if
it was followed by other measures aimed at reducing and ultimately eliminating
nuclear weapons. '

The recipe offered by Dr. Rostow "for achieving progress towards the
elimination of the nuclear menace" may sound attractive to outsiders, but not
to the members of this body. "The negotiation of significant reductions in
nuclear weapons, and the eventual elimination of the weapons themselves", as
he suggested, without having first prevented the continuing improvement of
nuclear arsenals, is nothing but a poor attempt at misrepresentation.
Especially so when connected with concrete steps by his Government aimed at
upsetting the balance of forces.

The Hungarian delegation always tries to remain within the limits of
realities. Nevertheless, we cherished some hopes at the very beginning of this
session that the Committee might perhaps be able to make headway, if not really
in substance, at least in creating the necessary framework where negotiations
could start in earnest. 1In view of the massive support of the non-aligned and
neutral States, not to mention the socialist countries, the delegation of the
German Democratic Republic, on 15 February, even proposed a draft for the
mandate of one of the working groups. Unfortunately, our hopes have been
quickly dispelled by the obstinate position of the United States and the
United Kingdom.

In such a situation, my delegation is not at all surprised by the strong
wave of criticism that was given voice by several delegations. It is clearly
a legitimate and not unwarranted reaction. However, any generalization of the
responsibility focr the lack of progress would only serve to cushion the impact
of that criticism. The responsibility for blocking the efforts of the
Committee must be born by those Governments that openly challenge the opinion,
the will and the interest of all peoples. Good examples of such a critical
stand were given by the representatives of Indonesia, Nigeria and Sweden.

At the same time, it is also our duty to welcome the "constructive
overtures" which were offered by the delegation of the Soviet Union and to
which attention was properly drawn by the representative of Brazil in his
statement on 25 February.
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I hope Ambassador de Souza e Silva will not mind if I quote him twice in
such a brief intervention, but I cannot help stressing how right he was in
emphasizing the need for "will". First "the will %o search for a generally
acceptable procedure", then "will ... to engage in grod faith consultations
with the aim of breaking the wall of intransigence", and finally will to "permit
the Committee on Disarmament to exercise the priority functions with which it
was entrusted”. This last remark, to my delegation, clearly means
negotiations.

Before I leave the subject, let me mention briefly that my delegation .
understands the frustration of several delegations in face cf the difficult
situation which has developed in the Committee and that it appreciates the
various attempts made to bring about some movement towards the negotiation of
a test ban. Nevertheless, we arc in agreement with the representative of
the German Democratic Republic in his evaluation of the various proposals put
forward by Canada, Japan and Australia.

In the context of a comprehensive test ban, several delegations referred
to the non-proliferation aspect of such a measure or of the lack of such a
measure. The Hungarian delegation is of the firm view that the prevention of
the further geographical proliferation of nuclear weapons is an important and
timely question. This has been accentuated by the plans and practical steps
leading to a build-up of nuclear arsenals on the territories of States where
there are no such weapons at present.

Under such circumstances, the elaboration and adoption of an international
agreement on the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of
States where there are no such weapons at present would be of great importance.

Guided by these considerations, the delegations of the German Democratic
Republic and the Hungarian People's Republic have elaborated a working paper
on the subject ani transmitted it today for circulation to the Secretariat.
The working paper is self-explanatory and needs no detailed introduction.

At the same time I would like to express the hope of the two delegations
that the members of the Committee will give due attention to that working
paper.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Hungary for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
I now give the floor to the representative of Czechoslovakia,

Minister Stru¥ka. :
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Mr. STRUCKA (Czechoslovakia) (translated from Russian): Allow me first of all
to congratulate you, Mr. Chairmen, upon your assumption of the responsible office
of Chairman of the Committee for the month of March. Allow me at the same time to
express our delegation's thanks to the distinguished representative of Iram, under
whose efficient guidance our Committee worked in February. Ve hope that, under
your direction, the Committee will discuss all the questions before it in a
businesslike manner and that all delegations are prepared to give you support
towards that end. States which are not members of the Committee can undoubtedly
also play a positive role in this respect, and we welcome their participation in our
work. However, those States will, in our view, be able to give the most rational
and efficient assistance to the efforts of States members of the Committee only if
they make a constructive contribution towards the Committee's work in accordance with
its Rules of Procedure. In particular, I should like to draw attention to rule 33,
which provides that "States not members of the Committee may submit to the Committee
written proposals or working documents on measures of disarmament that are the
subject of negotiation in the Committee and may participate in the discussion of the
subject-matter of such proposals or working documents®. :

We should like to draw your attention, Mr. Chairman, as well as the attention
of the other delegations, to the need for strict observance of the Rules of .
Procedure so that the businesslike atmosphere in the Committee is not disturbed and
delegations' attention is not diverted from the discussion of important and urgent
items on the agenda.

Today the Czechoslovak delegation would like to comment on behalf of the group
of socialist countries on some aspects of those countries' agreed position on the
comprehensive programme of disarmament as contained in document CD/245 and to reply
to a number of questions raised by some delegations in that connection. Ve note
with satisfaction that the agreed position has aroused general interest and, as the
statements by a number of delegations testify, has been attentively studied.

There is, I am sure, no nced to explain in detail the meaning and nature of
document CD/245; two statements by our delegation have already been devoted to
that purpose. I should only like to emphasize one fact: our document is not a
blueprint of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. Rather, it is a set of
reflections on the general outline and contents of the programme. We base our work
in the Working Group and the contact groups on the ideas set forth in our document,
putting forward, where necessary, related proposals in the form either of
amendments to documents submitted by other countries or of developed and more
specific versions of the provisions of our own text.

That, I dare say, is the main feature which distinguishes document CD/245 from
the corresponding document of the Group of 21 (CD/223) and from the document of the
western countries (CD/205). The sponsors of document CD/245 proceed from the
principle that, in negotiations on individuwal sections of the comprehensive
programme of disarmament, it is necessary to adopt a constructive approach with a
view to reaching a universally acceptable compromise. As the work of the contact
groups on objectives, priorities amnd principles démonstrates, the provisions of
document CD/245 contribute significantly towards the elaboration of universally
acceptable formulations.
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The sponsors of document CD/”A5 lave heard with great ‘nterest the comments
and questions of some dele'“aucnc concerning the agreed position of the group of
socialist count:ies. Various questions have been askei. It has to be said from the
start that it s1ill rencin, for 2ll ol us to seelr smvisicoioxny ansrers 1o some ¢f vncse
questions in our future woriz. That is the casc, for example, of the question of
the nature of the programme. That is, without doubt a very imrortant issue.
Preliminary considerations on “that pcint were expressed last year and the year
before last. But no more substantial exchange of views has yet taken place. The
sponsors of document CD/245 hold the view that the comprehensive programme of
disarmament should not become yet another niece of paper in the archives of the
United Nations, and that all States shculd show the political will needed for its
implementation. At the same time, the socizlist countries have not yet formed a
definitive opinuon as to how this responsible political approach towards the
implementation of the comprehensive programme of disarmament should be reflected
in the nature of the programme. The answer tc that question will no doubt be
affected, to some extent, by the actual contents of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament as agreed by delegations. Ve shall be interested to hear the views of
all delegations on this question in greater detail.

A number of questions have also been asked concerning our attitude to the
breakdown of measures into stages. The socialist countries already agreed at an
earlier point in our work to proceed on the basis of a hypothesis whereby measures
were provisionally spread over four stages. That working method is still
acceptable to us, as are such other approaches as may reet with the Committee's
approval and contribute to the efficient progress cf the negotiations. As already
pointed out, document CD/245 is not a precise draft of a comprehensive programme
of disarmament. Consequently, the fact that the measures listed in that doeument
are not divided up according to separate stages does not mean that the socialist
countries are against the stage-by-stage implementation of the nrogramme. At
meetings of the Working Group we have already stated our position on all four
stages and have indicated what measures should, in our viewv, be implemented at each
stage. In the c-urse of the further wor® on the question ' 7 stages, we intend to
strive to find mutually accepteble formulations on the Tasis of our proposals as
put forward in the Working Group and of our joint working paper and taking account

of proposals by other delegations.

With regard to the comment by the distinguished representative of India to the
effect that we have not included in our document measures relating to the last
stages of implementation of the nrogramme, I should like to draw his attention to
the fact that, in the course of discussion on all stages, including the last, we
agreed, as fourth-stage measures, on full disbanding of armed forces and destruction
of all types of armaments, and also on the prohibition of the anpropriation of funds
for military purposes. That is precisely our understanding of the attainment of
the final objective of general amd complete disarmament.

As regards the ordering of the measures by stages, we are guided by their
degree of priority, our aim being to ensure the earliest possible solution of the
most immediate and urgent issues. Thus, for example, the prevention of nuclear war,
the prohibition of nuclear tests and the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear
weapons should quite naturally be included in the first stage. Ieasures are also
proposed whose implementation could only be embarked on under certain conditions,
i.e. only after certain measures or sets of measures had first been implemented
within the framework of the CID. It is obviously advisable to include such measures
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tentatively “fxithe later stages. Take, for example, proposal (b) of the section
on nuclear weapons of document CD/245: it is altogether logical that no start
should be possible on the gradual reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons until
after the cessation, as a result of negotiations with the participation of all
nuclear-weapon States, of the manufacture of all types of nuclear weapons and the
parallel adoption of measures for the strengthening of the political and
international legal guarantees of the security of States. The destruction of
nuclear weapons, in turn, must be preceded by a process of gradual reduction of
stockpiles of such arms.

I should also like to point out that the socialist countries do not think that
the CPD should be excessively detailed. After all, we are not talking about drafting
a treaty -- a detailed plan for general and complete disarmament -- but about a
comprehensive programme of disarmament, which should realistically pinpoint specific
measures whose implementation as an immediate objective would make a practical
contribution towards the prevention of a nuclear catastrophe, halt the arms race
and pave the way towards enduring peace. The final objective of the programme is
the achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective internaticnal
control. As for the details of each measure, these should be determined in the
course of appropriate negotiations. In this connection, we have no objection to
the setting of rough deadlines for the reaching of agreement on particular aspects
of the limitation of the arms race. At the same time, the fact that, for one
reason or another, negotiations in progress on one set of questions have not been
completed cannot serve as grounds for postponing negotiations on other questioms.

A number of specific questions were alsoc raised concerning individual aspects
of the agreed position of the socialist countries on the CPD.

Thus, the distinguished representative of India requested clarification
concerning the principle we propose of equality and equal security. In the
Working Group, the delegations of the socialist countries have already stated that
principle in explicit terms, as follows: "In the negotiations between parties
approximately equal militarily, the principle of equality and equal security must
* be strictly observed" (CD/239, CD/CPDA/P.60). Ve have also explained that this
principle was not invented by us, but was taken from the "study on the relationship
between disarmament and international security" prepared by experts appointed by
the Secretary-General and approved by consensus by the General Assembly. In putting
this question, the representative of India referred to the "imbalance which exists
between nuclear-weapon States, on the one hand, and non-nuclear-weapon States, on
the other". First, as we understand it, disarmament negotiations are certainly not
conducted between those two groups of countries. The political reality is quite
different. We do not know of any disarmament negotiations where all the nuclear-
weapon States are seated on one side of the table and the non-nuclear-weapon States
on the other. On the contrary, in all negotiations, the watershed is determined,
not by the principle of the parties'! possession or non-possessiorr of nuclear weapons,
but by political criteria. Furthermore, I should like to add that, in its proposals,
the Group of 21 envisages certain measures belonging to the sphere of bilateral
negotiations between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States
of America. For example, document CD/223 of 19 August 1981 speaks of the
continuation of nepgotiations between the USSR and the United States on the
limitation of strategic armaments as one of the measures for the cessation of the
nuclear arms race. The principle of equality and equal security is fully applicable
to that measure.,
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. In reply to the Indian representative’s question as to what the socialist
countrles have in mind when they say that "the existing balance in the sphere of
nuclear strength must remain undisturbed at all stages, with a constant lowering
of nuclear strength levels", I should like to explain that ‘this balance should not
be understood simplistically. If, for examwle, the USSR understood this principle
to mean that all nuclear-weapon States nust sirmultaneously reduce their nuclear
armaments by an equal number of units, it could hardly engage in strategic
armements limitation talks with the United States. I should like to recall that,
under the SALT-2 agreecment, which was signed but, unfortunately, has not entered
into force, the Soviet Union was to reduce its strategic armaments by 250 units
and the United States by about 30 vehicle units. I should also like to recall that,
in its present negotiations with the United States on the limitation of nuclear
armaments in Europe, the Soviet side also has in mind only bilateral measures.
However, it quite justly considers that, although it is not a question of having
those countries sign agreements, the corresponding armaments of the United Kingdom
and France should be regarded as an integial part of the NATO balance. At the same
time, the Soviet Union, for blearly understandable reasons, cannot consent to the
impairment of its security vis-2-vis the other nuclear-weapon States as a result of
the implementation of nuclear disarmament measures. In other vords, when the
socialist countries speak of the existing balance in the sphere of nuclear strength,
they do not mean a purely numérical balance; rather, they proceed from the belief
that, in defining that balance, account must be taken of a wide range of militaxy
and political factors.

We have also been asked why we included in our list of measures the renunciation
of the first use of nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon States but not the complete
prohibition of the use of such weapons, even though, at the thirty-sixth session of
the General Assembly, we voted in favour of the Indian proposal on the latter issue.
First of all, I should like to stress once again that the proposal for the
renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons means that, if there is no first
use, then there will be no second or third use and, consequently, no use of nuclear
weapons at all. Thus, both proposals are, in substance, aimed at the same objective.
Consequently, it would be legitimate for us, too, to ask a question of the
representative of India and the representatives 6f other countries in the Croup of 21:
why do they have doubts about the renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons
by nuclearhweapon States, even though they, too, voted in favour of a resolution
on that issue at the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly. There is yet
another question which we could put to them and to the Indian representative in
particular: why do their proposals not include a proposal for the conclusion of
a world convention on the non-use of force? After all, that proposal is wider than
their proposal for the prohibition of the use only of nuclear weapons. Yet the
representative of India in his statement on 23 February actually cast doubt on the
desirability of concludlng such a convention. At one and the same time, an
instrument of the kind in question would prohibit the use not just of nuclear
weapons, but of 'all other types of weapons as well. Of course, he is absolutely
right in saylng that the Charter of the United Nations already contains obligations
concerning the non-use of force by member States, but, if we followed his logic,
then there would not be any need to strive for a prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons either, since that is only one of the forms -- albeit” the most dangerous —-
of the use of force in general,
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Ue should also like to draw the attention of the distinguished reprasentative
of India to the fact that the question of dissolution of political groupinas wvhich
ue are .allegedly proposing appears to have arisen only as a result of imprecise
translation. By the concept of military and political zroupings as used in
document CD/245 are wmeant such alliances as WATO, the llarsaw Pact and so on.

The reference here is, of course, in no case to the non-aligned movement.

In concluding our statement, ue should like to express the full agreement of
the delesations of the socialist countries with the declaration by the distinguished
representative of India to the effect that there is a considerable area of
agreement betueen the positions of the Group of 21 and the group of socialist
countries., Hle also believe that, by a process of questions and answers, we shall
be able to explain our proposals in freater detail so as to bring those positions
still closer together.

The CHAIRIAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Czechoslovakia for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
I nou give the floor to the representative of Romania, iir. ilelescanu.

Mr. iIELESCANU (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, first of all,
I should like to offer you the Romanian delesation's sincerest congratulations on
your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committez.

Your vast experience as a negotiator at the Conference on Sccurity and
Co-operation in Europe is, for us, an additional rjuarantee of the best possible
conditions for -achieving tangible results during this month of liarch. I would like
to assure you that you will have tihie Romanian delegation's constructive and friendly
support for the fulfilment of your responsibilities.

Our congratulations also go to your predecessor, iMr. HMahalatti of Iran, on
the courteous and patient way in which he carried out the important taslts assigned
to him,

- My statement today is devoted to the subject of the cessation of the nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament, uwhich is part of our programme of work.

The participation of the Romanian delesation inthis debate is based on the
position of principle, expressed by other delegations as well, that the initiation
of concrete negotiations on this subject, within the framework of the Committee, is
not only urgently necessary, but also represents a real test of the viability of
this multilateral body, which was established by the first special session devoted
to disarmament. I should like to emphasize that, in my delesation's opinion, there
can be no valid argunment against the initiation of such negotiations. Many of the
argunents we have heard stress the complexity of the neasures .concerning nuclear
disarmament, a real Gordian knot on which the achievement of progress in all fields
of disarmament depends. To our knowledse, however, there is no better -~ or, .
indeed, any other -- uay of solving complex problems than to engage in negotiations
and patient research uith determination and a will to find solutions acceptable
for all.
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tle are, of course, aware of the complexity of nuclear disarmament, its
importance for the security of the nuclear-weapon States and all States and the
fact that such an undertaking cannot be accomplished all at once by some miracle,
but we think that the Committee's task is precisely one of working out a strategy
for the gradual containment of the nuclear arms raceé. In this Committee, we have
often spoken about the need to define the time for curbing the arms race by
measures such as a freeze, a nalt to its development, etc, For us, this containment
strategy is part of the process of haltinsg the arms race, which, when completed,
will lead to nuclear disarmament,

One essential elcment of this strategy is, no doubt, the need to stop the
improvement and development of nuclear weapons and, in this connection, the
prohibition of nuclear tests takes pride of place, as has so often been emphasized.
The convincing and well-reasoned arguments put forward on this subject by the member
countries of the Group of 21 and the socialist countries, as well as by other
representatives, only persuade us that everything that should have been said
already has been said. I will therefore merely place on record my delegation's
support for the establishment of a workinz sroup of the Committeeto negotiate the
conclusion of an international agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests and
stress that such a measure is of paramount importance in view of the forthcoming
second special session.

It is also obvious that, in our discussions of practical means of halting
the nuclear arms race, we cannot overlook the question of strategic doctrines.
Indeed, as last year's debates showcd, we must take a closer look at the concept
of nuclear deterrence which provides the basis for the entire edifice that forces
us to live under the constant threat of mankind's total destruction. It is
perfectly obvious that, from a purely military point of view, nuclear weapons
cannot be used for defensive purposes. Attempts to formulate stratezic doctrines,
such as the theory of deterrence, to compensate for this inherent defect of nuclear
arsenals have done nothing but raise the stakes and make nuclear arsenals bigger and
more sophisticated., From this point of view, the most dangerous situation by far
is the one in Europe, where the great majority of States watches, helpless, as a new
stage in the nuclear arms race is set in motion. As the President of the Socialist
Republic of Romania, WNicolas Ceausescu, recently pointed out "If we, the European
countries, are unable to stop the stationing of new nuclear missiles in Europe, we
will find ourselves the victims of these armaments. From a practical point of view,
there 18 no nation, =ither in the Zast or in the lest, or in the Horth or in the
South, that will not be within range of these weapons.”

Romania therefore welcomed the opening of negotiations between the
Soviet Union and the United States of America on medium-range missiles in Europe
and expressed the hope that these negotiations uill lead to positive results.
Inasmuch as the strongest military forces and the most sophisticated armaments are
concentrated in Europe, the danger of a major conflict in this important part of the
world is extremely serious. In expressinz the Romanian people's deep concern about
the future of peace in Europe and the world, Romania has stated and will continue
categorically to state that it is in favour of halting and speedily reducing to the
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lowest possible level the stztioning of. medlum-range missiles and any kind of
nuclear weapons in Europe. It is our unshakeable -belief ‘that disarmament -
constluutes the ‘undamental, cardlnal pr ‘blem of Europe at the present time.

Slnce the presence of the above-mentioned weapons affects and dlrectly threatenu
the vital interests of the European countries, ue are of the opinion that it is the
legitimate right of all Statés, whose very life is at stake, to participate, in one
way or another, in negotlatlons on the reduction and e11m1nat10n of nuclear weapons
in Europe._ The Grapd’ National Assembly of Romania, sharing the same concern, has
urged the parliaments, Governments and peoples of Europe the United States of
America and Canada, to take immediate and forceful action and to use every
available means, before if 1s ton late, to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons from
the European continent, in defence of tha fundamental rignht of all peoples to life,
11berty and peace,

The Romanian delegation would like to reaffirm its view that the ultimate
objective of all our efforts chould be the adoption, as soon as possible, of
concrete and practical measuvesr'~'ha1t1ng the production of nuclear weapons and
gradually reducing them until they are completely =liminated and outlawed.

lle therefore support the ideas on this subject presented by the Soviet
delegation at the Committee’s firs% meeting. However, with a view to achieving this
ultimate objective, we also have to concern ourselves with cther topics. First of
all, there is the question of preventing a deliberaie nuciear attack or a nuclear
war caused by accident, error cr riscalculation. In the present state of nuclear
arsenais and ir view of the present tension in international relations, this question
is no longﬂr a purely academic one;  it.is now of immeciate importance to all
countries, whether nuclear or non-nuclear. The adoption of such measures is
therefore not only urgertly necessary; it is also of paramount importance.

It clearly follows from all this that the priority task of the Committee on
Disarmament is t~ take action uith regar ' to the nuciear arms race. tle have very
little time left before thi- r.ar's snecial s2ssinn  but we can at least show that
ue are determined to begin negotictions on the priority topics of nuclear
disarmament. If the Committee is unable to show this willingness to act, we -re
convinced that important consequences will ensu-, After all, wnat are at stake
are the Committee's crec »ilily and that of the multilateral negotiations in
general.

In our statements, we have frequently pointed out that the establishment of
ad hoc negotiating groups by the Committee iz not an end in-itself. - This year, such
a conclusion has to be qualified 3ince a mere procedural cdecision such as one
concerning the establishment of subsidiary nenotiating bodies to deal with the topic
of the cessation of the nuclear arms race may, in view of the special session, have
a considerable impact hecause it will shou that ve all have the political will to
co-operate and negotiate in a constructive spirit, iucidlv and realistically.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Romania
for his statement and for the kind and friendly words he addressed to me. I now
aive the floor to the representative of Morocco, Ambassador Skalli.
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Mr. SKALLI (Morocco) (translatzd {froa French): ilr. Chairman, the lloroccan
delegation is happy to sze that the Chairman of our Committee for the month of llarch
will Le the reprecsentative of Italy, a areat country and friend’ of Horocco. ty
delezation assures you of its full co-operation and is convinced that you will
guide our work competently and effectively. On seeing the reprcsentative of Italy
assume the chairmanshin, ue cannot fail to evoke the nemory of
Ambassador di Montezemolo, vho was takea fro.1 us so suddenly and so tragically.
lle would like to express our condolences and all our sympathy to the Italian
dalegation. I would also like to consratulate the distinguished representatives
of Indonesia and Iran, vho spared no effort to sneed up our work durinz their
chairmanships. liy delesation welcones the neu representatives of Australia,
Bulgaria, the United States of America, ilizeria, the llectherlands and the Federal
Republic of Germany anc¢ is pleased to be ahle to co-operate on a friendly basis with
them, as it did with their predecessors in the Comnitteec. {le are also happy to be
able to benefit by the competence and enthusiasm of IIr. Jaipal, the personal
representative of the Secrcetary-General of the Unitzd iHations and Secretary of
our Committee. On this occasion, we also uish to express our great apnreciation
for the devotion and courtesyof Mr. Berasatexui.

The present session of the Committze on Disarmament is being held in exceptional
circuiistances.

The international situation is groving steadily worse: the unfavourable trends
of reccnt years continue to prevail and nersistent hot beds of tension in many parts
of the uvorld are becomins increasingly alarming. The climate of confidence has
thus given way to a climatz of suspicion, distrust and, hence, insecurity. As a
result, the present state of intzrnational reclations is, to say thie least, not
making our Committee's task any easier. It is, rather, likely to impart new
momentun to the already unrestrained arms race.

I have no intention of duellin~ further on this matter, since thz seriousness of
the situation is quite clear, as are its advarse effectc on the process of
disarmament and the efforts uhich our Committee iz making to promote it.

And yet our Committee is meeting on the eve of an iamportant event in which the
international community has placed the greatest hopes. ‘le are, in fact, only about
eight weeks auvay from the start, on 9 June, of the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. As indicatad in the provisional agenda
drawn up by the Preparatory Committee last October, the second special session will
have before it, inter alia, the report of thez Committee on Disarmament and any draft
texts submitted by it. This shous how much importance the international community
attaches to the work of our Comnittee, whicih therefore has a political and .noral
duty to spare no effort to ensure that the hopes placed in the second special session
are not dashed.

In view of these considerations, we cannot help but ask uhether our Committee,
uhich is the single multilateral negotiating body on disaraament, will be in a
position to submit a report that is different {rom the unsubstantial report
submitted in 1978 by the Conference of the Comuaitteec on Disarmanent to the first
special session of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament.
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There is no doubt that the Committee has some imnortant advantages that the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament did not have.. It brings all the
nuclear Powers together at the negotiating table. Its prczedures, to uhich effect
is given by Rulés of Proceccure, have been made somewhat more democratic. llhat is
more, the Committee has a basic document, namely, the Final Docunent, which
enunciates the principles and objectives .- and, in its Pronsramme of Action, lists,
by order of priority, the disarmament nzasures -~ whose adoption and implementation
misht lead to zencral and complete disarmament. Since 1979, the Committee has
thus been in a better position than the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to perforn the difficult and complex task assigned to it uith a greater chance of
success.

HYe nevertheless recall that, at the end of each session held in the past
three years, e have had to face the fact that no substantive results have been
achieved. This encourages us to spare no effort this year to ensure that the
report on our activitics that ve are to subuit to the second special session is
a positive one.

In this connection, my delegation welcom2s the fact that, as a result of the
spirit of compromise of the delezations which originally made certain nroposals
and then agreed to withdraw them, the Committce was able to adopt the agenda for
thiz session and the prosramme of worlt for itz first part in a relatively short
time.

One of the contributions our Comnittee could mal:e to the success of the
second special session would be to elaborate the comprehensive programme of
disariament,

The adoption of this prosramme is onz ol the nost important items on the
provisional azenda dravm up by the Prenaratory Committee. It will be one of the
centre-pieces of the second special session. The Uorking Group on this item, thich,
in 1980, had the benefit of thc invaluable skills of Ambassador Adeniji of iligaria
and is nou benefitiaz by the coapetence and experience of Ambassador Garcfa Robles
of ilexico, nust therefore intensify its efforts if it is to achieve the desired
goal on tine, It has already gone a long wvay in the right direction. The
resunntion of the Group's work bcfore the official opening of the current session
is a clear indication of the extreme inportance we attach to the elaboration of the
conprehensive programme of dizaruament. tle are of the opinion that, uith the
understanding and co-operation of all, the Comnittee uill be able to complete its
task vithin the required time liait. Its work is, moreover, facilitated by the
fact thatthe elem2nts of the comprchensive prorramaue of disarmament uere adopted
by consensus by the deliberative hody, the Disarmawent Commission.

ily delezation has already explained its point of view on the different
elements of the prograame, sp=zaliing either on its oun behalf or together with the
delegations of the neutral and non-alisgned countries, both in the Commission and
the Uorking Group. ith your permission, we wuould nevertheless like to recall
this point of vieu briefly.

lle consider that the comprehcensive pronranme of disarmamznt is an iuportant
element of the international disarmament strategy worked out by the first special
session of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament.
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The prosramie nust thercefore cover :11 azpects of the question of the
cessation of the arms race and gencral and complete disarmament under effective
international control. It muct definc the objectivas of disarmament, the
principles to govern tihe negotiations and the priorities that should apnply. The
prozramme must include all disarmaient neasures that nay lecad to the achievcient
of the ultinate goal, naaely, renerzl an” couplete disaraament under eflective
international control.

Like any instrunent of a strategic nature, the programie aust indicate nhot
only the time~frane for the acinievement of all its objectives, but also the phases
during which the neasures provided for in the projrarie are to be inplemented.

Implewentation durin< those independent phases muct take nlace in accordance
wvith an indicative time-~table that has bDeen nesotiated and agreed upon. The
programie mugst provide for a review nechanisa allowing for readjustuent and changes
in the lizht of th2 prosiess made in the implenentation of each phase.

Uith rezard to the lezal nature of the comprenensive programne of disarmanent,
w2 are of the opinion that, if it is to be credible, this instrunent must create
legally binding interpational ooligations.

A3 a developing country, ilorocco has aluays stressed the fact that the
comprehensive programme of disarnament rwust include not only disarmament measures
proper, but also ueasures rolating to the link between disarmament and development.

This is, briefly, the tloroccan delesation's point of vieu concerning the main
aspects of the comprehensive prosramac of disarmament. My delegation, wiaich takes
part in the lVorking Group and in the contact groups chaired by the distinguished
reprasentatives of DBrazil, France and thes German Democratic Republic, wishes to
affirm that, as in the past, it uill continue to !:cep an open nind and to be
resolutely determined to nake every effoirt to specd up the uvork of these Groups.

In this connection, ny d=lesation irelecoues the agrecrient reached in the
Ulorking Group on the chapter relating to priorities. This is, in our view, an
imnortant step foruard in the elabdoration of thc comprehcnsive programme of
disarnanent and it has been nade as 2 result of the spirit of compronise of all
delezations and the praiseuortiyefforts of Ambassador de Souza ¢ Silva, the
representative of BDrazil, vho so cl:ilfully co-ordinated the worlt of the contact group
on this chapter.

‘At its thirty-third session, uvhich uas held three months after the first special
session on disarmament, the General Assembly adopted resolution 33/60, in uhich it
requested the Comaittee on Disarnancnt to submit to it the text of a comprehensive
test-ban treaty at its resumed thirty-third session.

Althouzh tha Conmittee nas, since the be<sinning of its work in 1979, placed
this iten at tha top of its azenda, it has, until now, not been in a position to
reospond favourably to the request made by the General Asscibly in its
resolution 55/G60.



CD/PV.160
19

(Mfr. Skalli, Morocco)

In the past three years, the Committee has merely continued to hold general
discussions in the shadcw cf the negotictions conducted in 1979 and 198C by-the
three nuclear Powers which are the depositaries of the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty
and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wezpons. It should be noted that
the trilateral negotiations have not led to any results that might facilitate the
task of the Committee, which has, so fer, not been able tc engage in genuine
negotiations. The regretttle fate of the first item on our ogenda is also that of
the second item, namely, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
Zisarmenent. .

Iy delegation, which helieves thot it is of th: highest importance to continue
’ to
to respect the Cormittec's status as the singlc multilateral negotiating tody on
€
disarmement, considers tiv't it is high time to move freuo tie otage of exchanges of
view to that of negotiations on the nbove-mentioned items,

My delegaticon continues to give preference to the establishment of subsidiary
bodies and, in particular, worlking groups to conduct the negotiations on these two
items. Ve hope that this preblem will be solved this year so that the Cormittee can
break the deadlock in which it finds itself.

The ilornccan delegation welcomes the fact that the Comnittee has agreed to
re-establish thc Working Groups on the items on our agenda relating to chemical
weapons, radiological weapons ond security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon 3totes,
respectively. I would like to teke this opportunity to express ny delegetion's
congratulations to the distinguished represcentatives of Poland, the Federal Republic
of Germany and Pakistan on their appointment os the Chairmen of these Working Groups.
It is a matter of particular satisfaction that the mandate of the Working Group on
Chemical Weapons has been revised and brought more into line with the goal we have set
oursclves, namcly, the elaboration of o convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of cuch weespons,

In this connection, wec note with appreciation the intensive efforts made and
substantial results achieved by the [d I ye Working Group o Chemicel Weapons at the
preceding scssion. My delegetion is of the opinion that so much progress has been
mede in the work of this Group that we should, without delay, engage in the task of
nesotiating the text of a convention on the rprohibition and elimination of such
weapons. The conclusion of such o conventicn would undoubtedly be a crucial
dicarmament measure. and it is one to which the internationel community attaches the
greatest importance and highest priority.

With regerd to the question of effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon Steotes apcinst the uce cr threat of use ~f nuclear weapons, it
would be highly desireble, particularly in view of the second specinl session of the
General isscmbly devoted to disarmament, to intensify efforts to reach an agrcement
on an approach or o comricn formula to be inciuded in an international instrument of a
legally binding nature. In this connection, my delegetion has alrcady had an
opportunity to statc that it is in favour ¢f an internationel convention. Ve nope
that the Working Group will take eccount of the fact th:it there is widespread support
for the idea of such a convcnticn.
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is to radiological weapons, we continue to be convinced thaet the Working Group
on this question will be in a position rapidly to reach an agreement on a convention
prohibiting such weepons if every member of the Working Group displays goodwill., We
are, however, of the opinion that such a cecnvention would be meaningful and credible
only if it prohibited attacks on civilian nuclear installations, for it is quite
obvious that therc is a2 genuine denger of mass destruction as a result of emissions
of radiocactive substanccs caused by such attacks.

Lt the beginmning of this\statcment, I said that, in view cf the forthcoming
second special session of the General .ssembly devoted to disarmament, our Committee's
current session is of particular impeortance. We cennct lose sight of the fact that
the results achicved thus far do not mcasure up to the hope and momentum generated by
the first special session., It is our duty to resolve our diffcrences of opinion and
do everything in our power to arrive at results =occeptable to all. We must show much
more determination, co-operation and political will to carry out the noble task
entrusted toc us by the General [ssembly.

The CHLIRIMIN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Morocco
for his statement and am particularly grateful to him for the kind end friendly words
he addressed to me and to my country. I now give the flocr to the representative of
China, Minister Tian Jin,

Mr. TILLN JIN (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. Chairmen, at the outset, I
would like to congratulate you on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee
on Disarmament for the current month. Ve belicve that, under your guidance, the
Committee will make progress in its work. I would also like, through you, to express
our appreciation to last month's Chairman, the representative of Iran, for the
contribution he made.

Today I would like to express our views on the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament,

The representatives of many countries have, in their statements, expressed their
anxiety over the worsening international situation, the intensified nuclear arms race
and the increasing danger of war. They have callcd for a halt to the nuclear arms
race and the adoption of effective measures to reducc and eliminate the denger of
nuclear war. The Chinese delegation shares this dcsirc of theirs. We believe, that
in order to reduce and c¢lininate the threat of nuclear war, it is imperative to get
a clear idca of the following: who is stepping up the nuclear arms race, where does
the danger of nuclear war comec from and how should we cmbark on nuclear disarmement?

In rccent years, at the United Nations General lfssembly and the mectings of the
Committee on Disermament, we have often hcard the two Superpowers accusc one cnother
of stepping up thc 2rms race ané scecking militery supremacy; and blame each other for
preparing for a nucleer war. To shirk their responsibilities for the arms race, both
the Sovict Union and the United Stotes have published propaganda materials concerning
their rival's military strength. Llthough the military build-up described and the
figures provided in their statemznts and publications concerning each other may not
be fully in keeping with the actual situation, pecople cen still get & clear impression
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that it 'is precisely the two Superpowers that are stepping up the arms race,
especially the nuclear arms race. /fccording to the 1980 report of the United Nations
Secretary-General entitled "Commrehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons'", the nearly
50,000 warheads in the nuclear ersencls of the Soviet Union and the United States
have a total yield of some 17 billion tons and = total explosive power about

1 million times that of the atomic bowb dropped on Hiroshime, Their nuclear weapons
are not only enormous in quentity, but 2lso most sophisticated in quality. The
new-type highly-accurate intercontinentel ballistic migsiles, which have » shooting
range of over 10,000 imm 2i1d are equipped with IRV systeuws, cre =ll to be found in the
arsenals of the two Superpowers. Even they themselves admit that their weaponry
possesses over-kill capacity. However, in crder to seek world hegemony and gain
supremacy over one another, the Soviet Union and the United States, while holding
talks of one kind or snother on liumiting nuclesar arms, «rc intensilying the
development and deployment of new types of nuclear weapons ond engaging in a2 new round
of the nuclear arms race with qualitative improvement as its focus. 1t goes without
saying that this does rot jibe with their sweet talk of "preventing a nucleor
catastrophe™.

It should also be pointed out thet, in the spherc of international relstions, the
Soviet Union and the United States, relying on their powerful military strength, vie
with one another and attempt to scuecze esch other out cverywhere in the world, thus
throwing the world into grest disorder. Ome Superpower in particular, the one which
clamours loudest for pe~ce nnd disarmoment, has a grecter capacity 2nd o momentum for
aggression, expansion aond hegemony. Disregerding tiie strong opposition of world
public opinion, it has directly sent trocps te occupy another country. It is borne
out by the facts that that Superpower is the main threat to world peace and security.

From the stark reality that the USSR and the United Stoates possess huge nucleer
arsenals and that their intense rivalry threatens world peace and the security of
menkind, people have come to the conclusion ti:at the process of nuciear disarmement
must begin with the two Superpowers. This is essential for reducing the danger of
nuclear war and maintaining world peace.

For many years now, tie people of the world have strongly demanded that tle
States possessing the lcrgest nuclear arsensls should halt their nuclear arms race.
Many small end medium-sized countries have put forward various propos~ls for the
cessation of the nuclecr arms roce. We are of the view that the Superpowers should
immediately stop all activities aimed at ilic qunlitative improvement of, and
guantitative increcses in, 211 types of nuclear wcapons and their meens of deli-ery.
The cessation of the gualitative improvement of their nuclear vempons should, apart
from putting an end to 1l their nurlenr tests, .nclude thie .essation of tests of
non-nuclear technology such es these cimed -1 improving delivery systoms end guidance
systems. [fccording to the strtistics of renowned internctioral rescorch institutes,
the Soviet Union ~nd the United Stales have, from July 1945 until rnow, conducted more
than 1,100 nuclear tests. In recent years, they heve becn corrying out nuclear tests
as frequently as ever in order to meet tlic nced of achieviag nuclear supremacy. In
the course of 1979, the Dovict Unanrn nleone carrict ou S testu, o mber videh
surpassed the totn_ of the tests conductcd thot jeor other nuclear-weapons Stntes
end which broke its own nnnual record sinae 1,63. 0 1 the 4% nuclear tests
conducted in 1931, Z1 tests, that i1s, ~'most helf the toirl nuumber, were conductad v
the Soviet Union ~nd 16 were condu-ied hy linited uLnLes. The srivetior descrben

§fel

roove tnd the figures rited clecrly demonsirote that 1he ! j‘l Union and

United Sictes liave no recson whwtsocver bo coeniiiac Lhcj1 clear tests, "They steculs

immedintely stop any kind of nucleor teste. DPryinge lip serviie to ihe cessation of
L

nuclear tests con an o woy cover up tie cetucl pr“ tice stepprng up nuflear_tcsts.
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On the other hand, as is known to all, the mere cessation of the qualitative
improvement of, and quantitative increases in, nuclear weapons by the Superpowers is
insufficient to rcduce the grave threat that their huge nuclear arsenals pose to the
world. The cessation of the testing, dcvelopment and production of nuclear weapons
must be accomponicd by a substantial reduction in and the destruction of nuclear
weapons; only thus can the danger of a nuclecr war be reduced. Therefore, the
Superpowers should reduce as soon as possible 2ll types of nuclear weapons and their
means of delivery. Their being the first to cut nuclear crmements drastically will
help reduce the nuclear threat without jeopardizing their security. As pointed out in
the above-mentioned report of the Secretery-General of the United Notions, '"because of
the vast number of strategic nuclear weapons in existence, it should be possible to
underteke 2 major arms reduction without jeopardizing the national security of the two
Superpowers". This is fully in line with objective reality. Thet the Supcrpowers
should take the lead in reducing their armaments does not mean that other nuclear-
weapon States should not reduce their nucleer weapons., [Lfter the two Superpowers have
substantially cut their nuclear weapons and reduced the threat to the other nuclear-
weapon States the other nuclear-weopon States should join them in reducing their
nuclear weapons in sccordance with recsonable ratios. In view of the present state of
nuclezr armaments, this is the only correct approach to achieving the goal of nuclear
disarmament. However, one nuclear Power stressed with ulterior motives that "the
existing balance in the field of nuclear strength should remain undisturbed at all
stages", thus disregerding the huge nucleor gep betwcen the nuclear-weapon States.
Some representatives of non-sligned countries heave aptly pointed out that there exists
no such balance at 21l among nuclear-weapon States, but thot there is a striking
imbalance between the two Superpowers, on the one hand, and the other nuclear-weapon
States, on the other. The so-called "balcnce" to be meintcined a2t all stages is o
pretext designed to perpetucnte the Superpowcrs' position of nuclear supremacy and
nuclear blackmail. It is evident that such a practice will ncither advance the process
of nuclear disarmament nor help to maintain world peace and eliminate the denger of
nuclear war.

China is a developing sociclist country., At present, we are fully engaged in
economic construction and unwilling to use our resources for nuclear weapons. However,
in the face of Superpower nuclear threats, we cannot but try to muster the nccessary
defensive strength to safeguard our indcpendence, security and economic construction.
The nuclear tests we have conducted arc very limited in number. Being a nuclear-
weapon State, China naturslly bears 2 responsibility for nuclear disarmement. We have
always stood for the complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclecr weapons with
a view to eliminating the imbalance between nuclear-wcepon States and non-nuclear-—
weapon States and to removing completely the denger of a nuclear war.

The Chinese Government has on many occaosions solemnly declered thet at no time
and in no circumstances would it be the first to use nuclear wecpons. In accordance
with this stand, we will not use or threeten to use nuclear weapons, against the
non-nmuclear-weapon States and nucle~r free-zones. 411 this fully demonstrates the
defensive nature of China's very limited nuclear sirength. Ve will, as in the past,
meke efforts for the achievement of nuclear disarmement end the prevention of a
nuclear war,

Nuclear disermament is an importent item on the agenda of the Committee on
Disarmament and it is also one of the central issues of deep concern to the world
people. Regrettebly, no substantive progress has been mode on this issue over the past
several years. Ls the second special session of the General iAssembly devoted to
disarmament draws ncar, it is incumbent upon the Committce on Disarmcment to continue
its efforts in this respect. Meanwhile, we c2ll on the mejor nuclecr Powers to act in
conformity with the demands of world public opinion ~nd substanticte their avowed
desire for disarmement so that it will be possitle for us to mecke progress on this item
and on the elecboration of o comprehensive progrrmme of discrmaoment.
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The CHATIRMAN (translated fiom Frencii): I thank the revresentative of China
for his stateuent an” Tor the lzind wordc he addressed to tine Chair.. I now pive
the floor to the representative of Tw oglavia, Aanbassador Vihunec,

Mr. VRHUNEC (Yugoslavia): iir. Chairman, permit me, first of all, to congratulate
you on your election to the post of Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament for
the month of llarch and to assure rou of the full support and co-overation of the
Yugoslav delegation in the performance of your duties. I would also like to pay
a tribute to the representative of Iran, Azbassador llahallati, for the very
successful work he achieved as Chairman for last nmonth.

As was the case threc years a.c, sc it is today, waen the Yugoslav delegjation
once again takes the floor in order 4o exprecs i*s zrolcayd dissaticiactisn and
concern at the fact that the Committee on Disarmament is not capable of initiating
negotiations on nuclear disarmament. OGince we consider this gquestion as the moss
important and of the greatest priority in the overall woric of the Committee, we
would like to resolutely ask thiu time that the Committee start seriously to deal
with the question of nuclear disarmanent and open negotiatiens on the beginning
of this process. If we do not succeed in doing this, all our disarmament efforts
will be considerably diminished, thus affecting the importance of the Committee.
It is needless to repeat that this is also our duty, onec that nas been accepted
by all member countries of the Committee at the first special session.

ct
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Our request is all the more justified since, in parallel with the global amms
race, nuclear armament continues to develop and even constantly to increase,
regardless of the astronomical spending it requires and its frightening destructive
effects.

For a long time, the attention of the international community has been
focused on the danger posed by nuclear weapons to the very survival of mankind and
the consequent need to adopt effective measures relating to the cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date andi to.nuclear disarmament. A number of
proposals have t.en made, both within an? outside the framcwork of the
United Nations, to diminisihi that danger. NWevertheless, the quantitative and
qualitative development of nuclear veapons has continued, leading to a staggering
growth in the number of nuclear weapons and the development and deployment of
ever more complex and destructive weapons systems.

In spite of this, we are still told that the opening of the process of
negotiations on nuclear disarmament in the Committee is not possible because of
today'!s widespread absence of confidence among States, especially between nuclear
Powers. But do we not ask ourselves hou this confidence and security can be
achieved if the nuclear arms race goes on so drastically.

The measures proposed over the years cover the entire spectrum of nuclear
arms limitation and disarmament problems and include limitations, reductions and
the elimination of nuclear weapons and their deilivery systems; the cessation of
production of nuclear weapons; and the cut-off of the production of fissionable
materials for weapons purposes, and sc on.

The Final Document adopted at the first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament affirms tha% nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to
mankind and to the survival of civilization, that effective measures of nuclear
disarmament have the hizhest priority, that the ultimate goal in that context is
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the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and that all the nuclear-weapon States,
particularly those that possess the largest nuclear arsenals, bear a special
responsibility in the task of achieving nuclear disarmanment.

The tenth special session adopted as one of its main objectives the prevention
of the outbreak of nuclear war. This objective is in great jeopardy unless
negotiations are also held with respect to the so-called tactical nuclear weapons,
which would have particularly grave consequences of a strategic nature if used
on the territories of small countries.

We therefore consider it necessary to take appropriate steps as soon as
possible for comprehensive consideration of the entire nuclear disarmament issue.
In our opinion, it is necessary to deal simultaneously within a single process with
conventional armaments as well. It constitutes a very important component of what
is usually termed as the overall balance of powers, particularly in regions such
as Europe, where these weapons are very densely concentrated.

Existing international circumstances increase the responsibility of the
Committee on Disarmament to make a contribution to reversing current trends and
averting a disastrous nuclear conflict.

Nuclear disarmament is the most important of all disarmament questions,
singled out by the United Wations as the highest priority task, and it is incumbent
upon the Committee, the single negotiating body, as defined in the Final Document,
to undertake negotiations to that end. -

The first task of the Committee is to find an acceptable basis for
negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

In asking this, the Yugoslav delegation does not stand alone. It is being
insisted on by all members of the Committee from the Group of 21 non-aligned and
neutral countries, whose positions relative to this issue are clearly expressed
in documents CD/116 - ¢f 9 July 1980 and CD/180 of 24 April 1981.

The working paper of the Group of 21 contained in document CD/116 suggested
some @f the substantive issues that needed to be addressed in negotiations within
the Committee on Disarmament on the item entitled "Cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament": (a) the elaboration and clarification of the stages
of nuclear disarmament envisaged in paragraph 50 of the Final Document, including
identification of the responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon States and the role
of the non-nuclear-weapon States in the process of achieving nuclear disarmament;
(v) clarification of the issues involved in prohibiting the use or threat of ‘use
of nuclear weapons, pending nuclear disarmament, and in the prevention of nuclear
wars; (c) clarification of the issues involved in eliminating reliance on doctrines
of nuclear deterrence; and (d) measures to ensure an effective discharge by the
Committee of its role as the single multilateral negotiating body in the field of
disarmament and, in that context, its relationship with negotiations relating
to nuclear disarmament conducted in bilateral, regional and other restricted fora.
The Group of 21, at the same time, proposed that the Committee on Disarmament
should set up an ad hoc working group to begin negotiations during the 1980 session
with a view to reaching agreement on the above-mentioned issues.
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In the opinion of the Group of 21, multilateral negotiations on nuclear
disarmament have been long overdue and the fundamental prerequisite for their
success is the political will of States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States,
to engage in sucn negotiations,

In the light of this assessment, the Group of 21, in its working paper
containedin document CD/180 of 24 April 1931, expressed, inter alia, its firm
belief "that the Committee on Disarmament, in which all nuclear-veapon States as
well as non-nuclear-weapon States participate, must continue and intensify the
search for a common approach that will enable it to discharge the mandate entrusted
to it by the General Assembly of the United Nations in the field of disarmament.

In particular, the Group of 21 expects that a growing awareness of the urgency of
progress towards nuclear disamament will facilitate the task of the Committee.
Bilateral and regional negotiations, especially with regard to specific areas where
the concentration of nuclear armaments increases the danger of confrontation,

are useful and should be intensified, but multilateral negotiations on questions

of vital interest to nuclear and non~nuclear-weapon States alike should be
initiated without delay in the Committee on Disarmament, the only multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmament".

Similar attitudes are also contained in the working paper contained in
document CD/4 submitted by the Group of East European socialist countries, which
also favour the opening of negotiations on nuclear disarmament in the Committee.

It is therefore for the above reasons that we cannot understand why the
United States and the United Kingdom are not only opposed to the creation of a
working group on nuclear disarmament, but also to the idea that the Committee
should deal with nuclear disarmament at all. How is this possible when these
two countries have also readily accepted this responsibility at the first special
session on disarmament? We again urge them to take heed of the numerous requesis
to change their position and now ask them again to accept the setting up of this
working group and, thus, no longer prevent the Committee from dealing with this
most important disarmament issue. We agree completely witi. the remarks of the
distinguished Ambassador of Brazil, ilr. de Souza e Silva, who, in his statement
of 25 February, once again offered arguments for the need to open negotiations on
nuclear disarmament in the Committee and declared that the United States has no
right to block this. So far we have not heard convincing arguments for such a
refusal on the part of the United States; nor have we been given an alternative.

The Committee on Disarmament provides the most appropriate forum for
multilateral negotiations relating to nuclear disarmament and it should, without
delay, start to seriously deal with this problem. The creation of the working
group is the best instrument for the initiation of such a process.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Yugoslavia for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
I now give the floor to the representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles.




Ly/Pv 160

/L"

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico)(translated from Spanish): I should like to
begin, Mr. Chairman, by essociating my delegzticn with the sincere
congratulations that have alresdy bteen exprisced here asg you assume the
chairmanship of the Committee for the month of March. Your outstanding personal
qualities and recognized ability are a guerantee that you will be able to bring our
discussions during this important period of the Committee's work to a successful
conclusion.,. We also express our gratitude to your predecessor, the distinguished
representative of Iran, Ambassader Mahsllzti, who guided our work in the month of
February with such distinctiom and efficiency.

The reasons which, from the outset, prompted the Committee on Disarmament to
include the item entitled "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclesr disarmament”
as one of the two priority items on its agenda are obvicus. It was not for nothing
that, at its first special session devoted to disarmement, the United Nations
General Assembly, after solemnly declaring that "effective measures of nuclear
disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have the highest priority", agreed
by consensus to include the following unequivocal statement in paragraph 47 of its
Final Document:

"Nuclear wezpons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survivel
of civilization. It is essential to hslt and reverse the nuclear arms race
in all its agpects in order to avert the danger of war inveolving nuclear weapons.
The uvltimate goal in thic context is the complete elimination of nuclear weapons."

It will be recalled that, in the same Document, the General Ascembly expressly
recognized that the existence of nuclear weapons and the continuation of the arms
race "pose a threat to the very existence of mankind" and proclaimed, in consequence,
that "all the peoples of the world have'a vital interest in the success of disarmament
negotiations" and that "all States have the right to participate" in such negotiations,
for which it was expressly provided that the vommittee on Disarmament woulc be "single
miltilateral negotiating forum".

It was without a doubt for this reason that, starting in 1979, the first year
after it was established with its present membership, the Committee dealt with the
question of multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmement, both in a number of
statements and two working papers: document CD/4, co-3ponsored by seven socialist
otates, and document CD/36, submitted by the Group of 21. In 1980, as is well known,
there were two more working papers from the same sources as the previous ones, namely,
documents CD/109 and CD/116, respectively, and statements on the question increased
considerably. Finally, in 1981, faced with the alarming international esituation
that we have been enduring, the Committee seems to have given nuclear disarmament
the same level of priority as the i1tem on the nuclear weapon-test ban that comes
first on its agenda. As an eloquent example of this, we can cite the fact that
examination of the Committee's last report shows that, of the 120 paragraphs devoted
to reviewing what is described as the "work of the Committee during its 1981 session',
no less than 41 paragraphs, or more than one-third of the total, relate to the topic
of the "cessation of the nucleadr arms race and nuclear disarmament".

This is a question on which the Group of 21 has expressed the justified opinion
of its members with the greatest frankness. Thus, in the statement it circulated
as document CD/180, dated 24 April 1981, the Group formulated the following view:
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"The discussions, for which Chapters V, VI and the Conclusions of the
Secretary-General's 'Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons' (4/35/392) provided
useful background material, have confirmed the conviction of the Group of 21
that the nuclear arms race runs counter to efforts to achieve further relaxation
of international tensions; that progress in the field of nuclear disarmament
would be beneficial to the strengthening of intermational peace and security
and to the improvement of the international climate, which in turn would
facilitate further progress; and that all nations, nuclear and non-nuclear
alike, have a vital interest in measures of nuclear disarmament, because the
existence of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of a handful of Powers directly
and fundamentally jeopardizes the security of the whole world ...". Allow me
to repeat those final words: '"because the existence of nuclear weapons in the
arsenals of a handful of Powers directly and fundamentally jeopardizes the
security of the whole world". I shall now continue reading the document from
which I have been quoting.

"The Group of 21 is further convinced, as a result of the discussions,
that doctrines of nuclear deterrence, far from being responsible for the
maintenance of international peace and security, lie at the root of the
continuing escalation of the quantitative and qualitative development of nuclear
armaments and lead to great insecurity and instability in international relations.
Moreover, such doctrines, which in the ultimate analysis are predicated upon
the willingness to use nuclear weapons, cannot be the basis for preveniing the
outbreak of a nuclear war, a war which would affect belligerents and
non-belligerents alike. The competitive accumulation of nuclear arms by the
nuclear-weapon States cannot be condoned on grounds that it is indispensable
to their security. ©Such an argument is patently false considering that the
increase in nuclear arsenals, far from contributing to the strengthening of
the security of all States, on the contrary, weakens it, and increases the
danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war. Moreover, the Group of 21 rejects
as politically and morally unjustifiable that the security of the whole world
should be me.le to depend on the state of relations existing among nuclear-weapon
States."

And at the end of last year's session, the Group of 21, in the statement it
issued on 19 August 1981 in document CD/222, also declared— " and I quote:

"The Group of 21 is convinced that the continuing escalation of the
quantitative and qualitative development of nuclear arms directly and fundamentall
jeopardizes the vital security interests of both nuclear-weapon States and
non-nuclear-weapon states alike. Convinced, therefore, that the issues of nuclear
disarmament have a bearing on the security of the whole world", —— of the whole
world, Mr. Chairman,--- "the Group of 21 has recommended in document CD/180 the
establishment of an ad hoc working group of the Committee on Disarmament to
initiate without delay negotiations on certain concrete issues of nuclear
disarmament, particularly the elaboration of the stages of nuclear disarmament
contained in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. It is a matter of regret" — the
Group of 21 continues —- "that no consenrus cculd be reached on this. proposal
during the 1981 session of the Committee, thus precluding the single multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmement from undertaking concrete negotiation
on an item of the highest priority on its agenda."
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At the same time, the General Assembly has continued to display uninterrupted
and pressing interest in this matter. Thus, at its thirty-fifth session, it adopted
two resolutions, resolutions 35/152 B and 35/152 C, in the second of which it urged
the Committee on Disarmament "to establish, upon initiation of its session to be
held in 1981, an ad hoc working group on the item which in its agenda for 1979
and 1980 was entitled 'Cecsation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament'".

At the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly, which has just ended, the
question was dealt with in threc resolutions, namely, resclutions 36/92 E, 36/92 F
and 36/92 M, which contain provisions that are basically the same as those of the
second of those resoclutions, in which the Assembly urged the Committee on Disarmament,
during its 1982 session, to undertake — and I quote the terms of the resclution—
"substantive negotiations on the priority questions of diszrmament on its agenda"
and, in order to reach that goal — I quote again — "to establish, as a metter of
urgency, ad hoc working groups on the cessation of the nuclear arms race aond nuclear
disarmament and on the prohibition of all nuclear—weapon tests".

General Assembly resolutions such as those I have just quoted can seem gquite
dry and undoubtedly do not give an accurate picture of reality, especially since,
according to the very human tendency to forget disagreeable things, people prefer
not to think about what the cessation of the arms race and nuclear disarmament are
seeking to forestall, i.e., nuclear war and its horrifying consequences, which have
only too rightly been called the "nuclear holocaust".

last December, I had the privilege of making a short visit to Hiroshima which
allowed me better to underctand the meaning and scope of the words "nuclear holocaust".
And yet the bomb that reduced Hiroshima to ashes can today be considered a toy, though
certainly a macabre one, compzred with those of which there are now so many in the
arsenals of the nuclear Luperpowers and whose destructive power is, as we all know,
measured in megatons, i.e. millions of tons of dynamite. I vividly recall, from
that visit, the scorched stone steps on one of which there remained indelibly imprinted
the only macabre vestige of a man who had been sitting there at the time of the atomic
explosion of 1945. I repeat, there remained indelibly imprinted the silhouette of
that man.

That is why it is worth emphasizing once again that at its first special session
devoted to disarmament, which immediately preceded the second that is to open in
New York on 7 June 1982, the body which fully represents the international community
adopted by consensus a set of clear affirmations, some of which I recalled at the
beginning of this statement. In these, the General Assembly stressed the fact that
menkind currently faces an unprecedented danger of self-destruction, since, "existing
arsenals of nuclear weapon: alone are more than sufficient to destroy all life on
earth"; and, after drawing attention to the critical urgency of eliminating any
possibility of a nuclear wer, it exprescsed the following ominous opinion -- and again
I quote: "Mankind is confronted with a choice: we must halt the arms race and proceed
to disarmament or face annihilation®.
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It would seem that the wind carried those words away or that they never even
reached the ears of those who most needed to hear them. Since then, the news
regularly brought to us by the so-called mass media, has, far from reassuring us,
become increasingly disquieting —- or perhaps it would be more accurate to say
"more. outrageous" —-- in view of the runaway arms race and the gigantic escalation
of military budgets. -

Not long ago, the New York Times devoted a whole page to the publication of
a "Message to the leaders of the nuclear nations", as the message was entitled.
That message, illustrated by a photograph of a mother grimly shielding her two
small children in a protective embrace, was signed by more than 1,000 who
identified themselves as "angry women vho do not want our children to be the
last generation" and who affirmed with particular emphasis that:

"We are angered by the continuing build-up of arsenals which threaten the
world with nuclear extinction by plan or accident.

Ve are angered at the spectacle of men who claim they are for peace while
they build for war -- who confuse their own political fortunes wvith the
fortunes of humanity.

We are outraged that nations spend hundreds of billions of dollars for
weapons while children starve by the millions.

Ve condemn the use of military force by one government against another for
such acts can ignite into nuclear war.

Ve speak as American women who believe that no government should hold the
power to condemn all humanity to death'".

We are convinced that the anger disnlayed by the signers of that eloquent
message is not their private preserve, but that it is shared by millions of
human beings, that is, by all those who have any awareness, however basic, of
the potential significance of the enormous nuclear arsenals which have been
accumulated and whose destructive power is estimated to be equal to more than
1l million bombs of the type that destroyed Hiroshima or, if you prefer, to more
than three tons of dynamite for every inhabitant on earth.

It has been said with ample justification -— it was said by the experts who
drafted the Secretary-General's report -- that a nuclear war would represent
"the height of human insanity". The latest issue of the authoritative publication
"Jorld Military and Social Expenditures", which has a foreword by George Kennan,
containsg the following brief description of the effects of a conflagration of
this kind:
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"The immediate physical effects of nuclear bursts are monstrous
explosive blasts and fire. An attack on cities and military facilities
would create winds of hurricane force, sweeping firestorms across vhole
continents., The nuclear detonations would release not only their own
radiation but the radiation in the reactors and nuclear weapons which
would also be under attack.

People not immediately burned to death, btlown-apart, or asphyxiated
in shelters would find themselves in a nightmare werld, populated by the
dying, dead, and insane. Food, crops, and land contaminated. Water
undrinkable. lledical facilities, lines of communication and {ransportation
obliterated.

In the gquiet of a dying planet, radiation would sweep across oceans,
and into the atmosphere, depleting the ozone layer, and releasing harmful
ultraviolet rays. As these rays killed off all remaining animal life, the
collapse of the ecosystem would leave a global wasteland".

Vhen one reflects on descriptions such as the one I have just quoted, one
can vell understand vhy the 1978 special session of the General Assembly affirmed -
I quote once more —- that "all the peoples of the world have a vital interest in the
success of disarmament negotiations", and that "removing the threat of a nuclear
war is the most acute and urgent task of the present day".

Ve dare to hope that those of the nuclear Powers which have, until now,
frustrated the efforts of the CGroup of 21 and of a considerable number of the
other States members of the Committee on Disarmament will finally resolve to
recognize the unimpeachable legitimacy of that "wvital interest". That would
inevitably mean that they would cease to be an obstacle to the initiation of
multilateral negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disayrmament in the forum of the Committee on Disarmament and that, in resnonse to
the repeated demands of the Group of 21 and the persistent urgings of the
General Assembly, they recognized the necessity and expediency of the immediate

establishment of an ad hoc working group —— not, of course, in place of the one
which we propose for the first agenda item on the nuclear test ban — but in

addition to that working group, the immediate establishment, I repeat, of an

ad hoc working group to deal with the cessation of the nuclear arms race and.
nuclear disarmament as 2 first step towards achieving the objective which I have
Just defined.

The CHAIRMAN: (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Garcia Robles
for his statement and am particularly grateful to him for the kind and friendly
words he addressed to me. I now give the floor to the representative of the
German Democratic Republic, Ambassador Herder.
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Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): In my statements on
16 and 25 February I outlined the principal position of the German Democratic
Republic on a comprehensive test ban and on negotiations on the cessation of
the muclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. We reiterated our suppert for
effective negotiations by the Committee on both items and suggested the
establishment of corresponding ad hoc working groups. At the same time, we
tabled draft mandates for these working groups, to be considered by the
member States of this body.

Similar ideas were expressed by the majority of delegations vhich have
taken part in our recent debate on items 1 and 2 during the last week and again
today. The time has now come to see where we stand and which conclusions we
should draw from our discussions.

Since the delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom again
expressed objections to the setting up of working groups on items 1 and 2, we
would like to ask you, Mr. Chairman, immediately to start consultations on our
further proceedings with regard to items 1 and 2. . Those consultations should
be held with all members of the Committee, and, in particular, with the delegations
of the nuclear-weapon States, individually or together. In this connection, the
nuclear-weapon States which reject the creation of both working groups could come
out with proposals they deem essential to further our work on items 1 and 2. It
is our hope that, within a short period of time, you, Mr. Chairmen, will be able
to report to the Committee on the results of these consultations, so that we can
take a formal decision on the proposal to establish working groups and consider
further steps to be undertaken with a view to achieving progress on these issues
of the highest priority. :

I recall, in this connection, that a corresponding proposal was made last
year by the delegation of the German Democratic Republic in the wmrking paper
contained in document CD/193.

Today the distinguished representative of the Hungarian People's Republic
tabled on behalf of his country and the German Democratic Republic a working paper
on the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there
are no such weapons at present. My delegation fully supports the explanations
given by Ambassador KSmives in this regard. We hope that the Cormittee will
respond favourably to the appeel contained in his statement and the corresponding
working paper.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
German Democratic Republic for his statement. I have duly taken note of the

procedural suggestion he made and would like, in this connection, to say that
the question of the consideration of the establishment of subsidiary hodies on
the agenda items will be the first to be discussed at the informal meeting
tomorrow afternoon. In accordance with the decision taken by the Committee at
its 157th plenary meeting, I now give the floor to the representative of Norway,
the State Secretary for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Eivinn Berg.
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Mr, BERG (Norway): Allow me first to thank you for the very kind words of welccome
you extended to me this morning, Mr, Chairman, and permit me to join in congratulating
you on behalf of my Government on your election to the important position of Chairman
of this Committee for the current month., I can assure you that my Government attaches
great importance to the work of the Committee on Disarmament as the central global
negotiating forum in the field of arms control and disarmament. I am therefore happy
to be able to address you this morning and present some of our views on the important
issues presently before the Committee, In view of the late hour, I shall make a
determined effort to be brief,

Let me, however, at the outset, outline some basic elements of Norwegian policy
in the field of disarmament. The Norwegian Government places major emphasis on the
importance of arms control and disarmament, as an interral part of our over-all
security policy. Norway is situated in a geographical area of major strategic
importance., Thus, developments in the over-all Last-Vest relationship have a direct
and sipnificant bearing upon our security situation.

Our membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is fundamental to our
military security and our defence capability. This alliance is equally committed to
a determined pursuit of meaningful arms control and disarmament. In our own security
interest, we are supporting all efforts which will result in increased stability and
predictability in the aver-all military situation and in lower levels of armaments.

To be effective, we consider it vital that disarmament and arms control measures
must comply with the important principles of:

balance;
reciprocity; and
verification.

These conditions are in the interest of all nations and should not be considered as
unilateral concessions from one side to another,

Measures pertaining to disarmament and arms control are not negotiated in a
political vacuum. Nor can such measures in themselves remove fundamental differences
and conflicts between nationms.

Recent developments in the international political situation, with increased
tensions in Bast-West relations, may undermine the prospects for real détente and for
arms control. The removal of the causes of international tensions would therefore be
the most significant contribution we could make to the creation of more favourable
conditions for disarmament and arms control. In spite of the present intermational
climate, negotiating bodies such as this one should still make all pessible efforts
to arrive at results which might stem and reverse the process of the continuing arms
build-up.

Let me in this connection emphasize that considerable progress could be obtained
simply if imdividual nations exercised more restraint in their own military
dispositions. Norway has for its own part imposed, as you may inow, a number of
unilateral restrictions inteér alia as regards foreign militery bases, nuclear weapons,
chemical weapons and military manoeuvres., These self-imposed restrictions are designed
to secure a status of low tension and stability in our immediate geographical
surroundings.
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In the view of my Government, the most important tasik of this Committee, as we
gee it, is to define common disarmament interests and to outline joint disarmament
objectives and, on this basis, to negotiate commitments which formelize and safeguard
these objectives, In the final analysis, this will Dbe the major test of strength of
the Committee and the standards against which its performence will be judged by the
international community.

It is in this perspective that we expect alsoc the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament to play an important role. :

The first special session in 1978 created expectations of real progress in the
field of disarmament. These expectations, I regret to say, have not been fulfilled.
In fact, political developments, the continuing arms race and the developmenti of
weapons technology give reason for deep concern. This cnhances, on the other hand,
the importance of the second special session devoted to disarmament. It is our
sincere hope that the work of the second special session will be facilitated by the
existence of the Final Document of the first special session. luch effort has gone
into this document, vhich ought to serve as a guide in preparing for the next session.

Norway strongly supports the elaboration of a cemprchensive programme of
disarmament. A balanced and forward-looking comprehensive programme can indeed provide
a useful guideline for future action in the arms control and disarmament field and
represent a valuable extension of the Programme of Action of the first special session.

In this way, a comprehensive programme of disarmament will assist us in making
new progress towards the ultimate goal of general and complete Jisarmament under
effective international control.

It is the stated objective of my Govermment to contribute actively and
constructively to ensure the best possible results of the second special session.

Thus, we intend to submit a working paper in order to follow up an initiative
taken at the first special session that ccuntries adopt proccdures for assessin_ the
impact of major weapon procurements and military programmes on arms control and
disarmament. Conversely, arms control and disarmament proposals ought to be submitted
to a similar analysis,

We shall also follou up the United Nations study on disarmament and development,
in which Norway took an active part. The release of rescurces through disarmament
for economic and social development, in particular for the benefit of developing
countries, must continue to firure among the priority items on our agenda.

We are, furthermore, preparing a paper regarding measures to detect and identify
seismic events of relevance to a comprehensive tesi~ban treaty. VWe also intend to
present a working paper on institutional questicns, including the activities of the
Committee on Disarmement.

In our own nreparations for the special session, we will draw cn a number of
expert studies recently commissioned by the Norwegian liinistry of Foreign Affairs.
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The cessation of the miclear arms race must remain a priority concern today.
Nuclear arms represent a challenge to the very existence of mankind. Permit me to
offer some very brief observations on this priority item.,

My Govermment attaches particular importance to the successful outcome of
negotiations here in Geneva betueen the United States and the Soviet Union on
intermediate-range nuclear forces, 'Norway sincerely hopes that these negotiations
will lead to positive results. Ve are encouraged to see that these negotiations
continue despite the deteriorating intermational situation, which has complicated
new progress in arms control and in disarmament negotiations as well,

We also attach particular importance to the ccntinuation of talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union with a view to reaching agreements on substantial
cuts in the arsenals and deployments of strategic nuclear arms, We sincerely hope
that the SALT negotiations will be resumed at an early date and note with satisfaction
that preparations do indeed continue for this.

We view with the utmost concern the fact that attempts to terminate and reverse
the nuclear arms race have so far not been successful, This enormous problem will be
complicated and ominous if a similar arms race should develop between additional
nuclear-weapon States, In this connection, the policies pursued by the nuclear-weapon
States and the role which they assign to nuclear weapons in their strategy are of
decisive influence. There is thus a close relationship between horizontal and
vertical nuclear proliferation.

In this connection, I would like to recall that article VI cf the
Non-Proliferation Treaty commits each party to the Treaty to "pursue negotiations
in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race
at an early date ...".

We consider the non-proliferation régime which has evolved since the signing
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty the most important measure taken so far for the
prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons., But the régime is both fragile
and susceptible of erosion. DMeasures to prevent this erosion are urgently needed,

A comprehensive test ban is an important measure for halting the nuclear arms
race and would also constitute a non—discriminatory instrument of essential relevance
to the promotion of non-proliferation. By ccncluding such a treaty, the nuclear-weapon
States would take a significant step in the direction cf meeting their obligations
under article VI of the Non-Proliferatién Treaty.

Progress tovards a comprehensive test ban is slov and difficult, The technical
issues are complex, especially those whick relate to verification. However, the
benefits of an agreement are substantial and far-reaching in their consequences and
must weigh heavily in our over-all assessment. Here I would like to refer to the
statement made by the Ambassador of Canada in this Commititee on 18 February, in which
he outlined Canadian thinking on how to avoid the risks inherent in a continued
freeze in the negotiating process on nuclear testing. e share these concerns and
associate ourselves fully with the suggestions made by the Canadian Ambassador.
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Norway has taken a special interest in the verification issue concerning the
comprehensive test ban question, vhich we consider extremely irportant. Adequate
verification is an essential element in any agreement of this kind, We have
participated actively in the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Expexrts set up to consider
international measures to detect and identify seismic events. This is due to the
expertise and instrumentation provided by the Norwegian Seismic Array (NORSAR).
Considerable progress has been made in this Group, In fact, the Scientific Group
has done some pioneering work. Its proposed system of verification can be a model
for verification mechanisms in other areas, in our opinion.

I would like to reconfirm the readiness of ry Government to make NORSAR available
as a station in a global seismic verification system to monitor compliance with a
comprehensive test-ban Treaty.

Another important contribution to the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear
weapons would be adequate security assurances to the non-nuclear-weapon States
against nuclear attack., Norway accepts the argument of those States that
Security Council resclution 255 of 19 June 1968 does not provide sufficient
guarantees to non-aligned States, Those States which are not parties to alliance
security systems involving nuclear security guarantees and uvhich have been asked to
renounce their option to acquire nuclear weapons have a legitimate claim to guarantees
against being attacked or threatened by attack with nuclear veapons. The nuclear-
weapon States directly involved bear a special responsibility for finding a solution
to this problem, :

While, admittedly, there is a regrettable lack of progress in the field of
nuclear Gisarmament, we feel that such lack of progress cannot be accepted as
justifying the rejection of non-proliferation measures. It is a matter of great
concern to us that several threshold States in regions of tension and conflict have
not yet abandoned the option to éevelop nuclear weapons.

For its part, Norway supports the principle that sensitive nuclear material,
equipment and technology should not be transferred or exportcd unless all nuclecr
activities of the recipient non-nuclear—-weapon Statec arc subject to IAEA safeguards
or other similarly binding international commitments not to acquire nuclear explosive
devices. Consequently, Norway has decided to restrict its own nuclear exports to
countries that are parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Permit me also very briefly to reiterate our vieus on chemical weapons.- -In-¥iew
of recent reports on the use of chemical weapons, we consider it an urgent need to -
build obstacles against further developments in this field. We therefore urge
intensified efforts to reach agreement on a chemical weapons convention.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons made significant progress last year.
Every effort should now be made with a view to arriving at a draft text on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and
the destruction of existing stocks, For this reason, we have noted with satisfaction
that the Committee has succeeded in arriving at a consensus decision on a new mandate
for the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
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A new convention must, in our view, contain provisicns for adequate verification,
to which vwe hope to make a modest contribution. The Norwegian participant in the
expert meetings of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons has initiated a research
programme on the sampling ané identificat. on of chemical warlare agents used under
winter conditions. The objective of the programme is, inter alia, to develop
internasional verification procedures for the purpose of finding evidence of the
use of cnemical agents. The vesults of this research project will be submitted to
the Comm:ttee on Disarmament.

In oncluding I should _ike to mention that we have recently strengthened our
represencation in Geneva in order to enable the Norwegian Govermment to follow more
‘closely tre activities of the Committee on Disarmament. Thus, for the first time,
wWe will take an active part in all the working groups of the Committee on Disarmament.

Through our part1c1patlon, we shall erdeavour also to draw on the expertise
available zt Norwegian researcn institutions in recognition of the key role played by
the working groups in the negctiations here in Geneva.

Finally, I note that, at its present session, the Committee will once more discuss
the membership question in preparation for the second special session and the review
to be underiaken there. Norwzy, for its part, would favour yet another limited
expansion of the present membership of the Committee on Disarmament. We believe that
such a limited expansion woulé increase the representative nature of the Committee
without hampering its efficiercy or its negotiating character.

Should the second specia. session recommend another limited expansion, Norway
will actively seek full membership of the Committee. This would be in keeping with
our long-standing interest in axms control and disarmament — an interest also
influenced, as I said by way of introduction, by our strategic geographical location.

I would like to thank you for having accorded me this opportunity to address you
this morning. In the name of my Government, I want to offer my sincerest wishes for
the successful cor tinuation of the Committ-:e's important del berations. I can assure
you that Norway will continuve %o take part as an active observer in the work of this
Committee and, with your permission, Mr, Chairman, may I add as my personal hope,
that, in the not too distant future, a representative of Norxway will have the
privilege of addressing this Committee in the capacity of a full member,

The CHATRMAN (translated from French): I thank the Norwegian State Secretary
for Foreign Affairs for his important and interesting statement and am grateful to
him for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I have no more speakers on my list;
would any other delegation like o take the floor? If not I would like to announce
that, at my request, the Secretary has distributed today an informal document
containing the timetable of meetings of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies for
the coming week. As usual, this is only an indication and may subsequently be
adjusted, if necessary, according to the requirements of our work. If there is no
objection, I will take it that the Committee agrees to this timetable,

It was so decided.
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The Chairman of the Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament
has asked me to announce that there will be a meeting of the contact group on the
CPD this afternoon, at 3.30 p.m., in Meeting Room No, I.

In accordance with revision 2 of the timetable for this week, the Committee will
hold an informal meeting tomorrow, Friday, at 3 p.m. The next plenary meeting of the
Committee on Disarmament will be held on Tuesday, 9 March, at 10,30 a.m,

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 1,20 p.m.
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The CHATRMAN (translated from French): I declare open the one hundred- and-
s8ixty-first plcnary mecting of the Committee on Disarmament.

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

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Bulgaria,
Romania, Nigeria and Sweden.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, the representative of
Bulgaria, Ambassador Tellalov.

Mr., TELLAIOV (Bulgaria): lr. Chairman, allow me to congratulate you warmly
on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament for the
month of March and to register our appreciation of the work done by your
distinguished predecessor, Ambassador lizhallati of Iran.

My delegation followed closely the discussion on item 1 and item 2 of our
agenda: nuclear test ban and cessation of the nuclear ams race and nuclear
disarmament. After nearly three veeks of deliberations, it would be only precise
to note, that due to the negative, indeed obstructive, attitude of certain
delegations, the Committee has been impeded from initiating nezotiations. I
would like to associate my delegation with the overwhelming disappointment with the
results of the consideration of the two highest priority items on our agenda, which
are in the focus of the international community. Throughout the globe literally
hundreds of thousands of ordinary people have spontaneously rallied in support
of measures to prevent nuclear war, to stop nuclear weapon testing and for
nuclear disarmament.

It is the conviction of my delegation that, under the circumstances, we, as
Government representatives, have the right and the duty to weigh the implications
of this situation in a broader political context and to attribute the responsibility
in a clear-cut manner.

We were particularly alarmed by the intervention of the distinguished Director
of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Asency, Dr. Rostow. We are told
that "a complete cessation of nuclear explosions must be related to the ability of
the Western nations to maintain credible deterrent forces". To our delegation,
as to many others, this statement sounds like an excuse put forward to block the
start of negotiations on a CTBI in the Committee.

There is no denying the fact that nuclear weapon testing remains in the front
line of the amms race. While a CTBT is presented to the Committee as a "long-term
aim", the world is being kept hostage to the fierce competition among the United States
nuclear weapon laboratories in creating a whole line of deadly products needed for
"first strike", "limited nuclear war" and other absurd projections that could
detonate a global nuclear catastrophe, so eloquently described by the distinguished
representative of llexico, Ambassador Garcfa Robles.

On the other hand, the Soviet delegation, while reiterating its readiness for
an immediate resumption of the trilateral negotiatioms, presented to the Committee
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its positions on the elaboration of a treaty on the general and complete prohibition
of nuclear weapon tusts and stated its favourable approach to the utilization of

the possibilities of the Committee on Disarmament for multilateral negotiations
leading to the conclusion of such a treaty. Our delegation looks forward to more
comments of other delegations, including those of the nuclear-weapon States, on

the statement made on 18 February by the dlstlngulshed representative of the

Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan.

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic proposed draft mandates
for ad hoc working groups on items 1 and 2 which are another practical step on the
part of the socialist countries to find a solution to the urgent necessity of
starting meaningful negotiations.

Several socialist countries, among them Bulgaria, are taking an active part
in the Group of Scientific Experts on Seismic Events. At the same time, it is
clear to all of us that the proposals to concentrate the attention of the Committee
on the administrative, legal and financial aspects of an international data
exchange system and other "limited steps" make sense only in close connection with
the elaboration of a treaty on the general and complete prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests. To do otherwise would be to put the cart before the horse. As
pointed out in document CD/209 introduced by the delegation of India, "There can
be no merit, either in sterile and abstract discussions of the complexities of
verification issues, kinds of verification régimes, or in stressing the need for
some kind of international verification organization, without reference to any
concrete measure of real disarmament or serious arms limitations".

In connection with item 2 of the agenda, we have noted the wide convergence
of opinion in favour of starting without delay negotiations in an appropriate
subsidiary body of the Committee on halting and reversing the nuclear arms race
in accordance with paragraph 50 of the Iinal Document. We are deeply convinced
that the most concrete step that the Committee can take in this direction is the
beginning of negotiations on ending the production of nuclear weapons of all types
and on their gradual reduction and final elimination. It is indeed regrettable that
the Committee has failed so far to even begin consultations to prepare the ground
for such negotiations.

In view of the explicit reluctance of a well-known limited number of
delegations to endorse the creationof working groups and the initiation of
negotiations on items 1 and 2, a new priority arises, namely, the consideration
of the question of ensuring the prevention of nuclear war., This is a problem
directly connected with the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. The delegations of Sweden, Brazil, Mexico, Yugoslavia and other
countries have already stressed the importance of this question.

The Bulgarian people and Govermnment are deeply convinced that today there is
no more urgent taslt than that of preventing the outbreak of nuclear war and solving
the problems of the nuclear arms race. There is no doubt that this will be one of
the major issues at the forthcomirg second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament.

It is in this connection and from the point of view of an actual contribution
to the beginning of negotiations on nuclear disarmament that one should examine
the positions and the attitude of any State -= nuclear or non-nuclear -- towards
the vital issue of securing the prevention of nuclear war. This is hov we see the
meaning of resclution 36/81 B, adopted by consensus at the last session of the
General Assembly on the initiative of the non-alirned countries.
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Ir light of the serious setback we are faced with in relation to the most
important items on our agenda, we note with satisfaction tie adoption of the proposal
of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic for the start of consultations
under your Jeadership. Iy delegation is ready to swiport any meaningful idea
that may come out of these consuliations. .

According to our programme of work, this week is dedicated mainly to item 3
of our agenda, "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use ol nuclear weapons'". Pemmit me, while I
nave the floor, to dwell briefly on this subject.

The interest my delegation takes in this question is well-known and I do not
went to go over our position once again, partictilarly because it is closely connected
with the views I have just stated on the problems of nuclear disarmament.

We have noted with satisfaction the consensus on the re-establishment of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Negative Security .ssurances under the chairmanship of
srvassador Shmad of Pakistan. This step is in con®ermity with General Assembly
resolutions 36/94 and 36/95. ‘

The conclusion of an international convention remains the goal of the majority
of the member States of this Committee and of the international community as a
ithole. The formula of guarantees proposed by the Soviet Union has widely
acknowledged merits. We wclcome the renewed pledges of the Soviet Union, made at
the highest political level, concerning the guarantees for the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States that do not have nuclear weapons on their territories.
Here I have in mind the letiers of President Brezimev in response to the appeals
37 comcexm2l groups and organizations in Topan and Australia.

As 1o the main direction of our efforts in this field, we believe that we
chov .4 concentrate mainly on those aspects of the problem whose solution could
anat:ic us to achieve scme meaningful steps forward, especirally in the search for
a ciTrou epproach acceptable to all, the content and the character of the
a naagencats, the possibilities and parameters of interim arrangements, etc.

Tac alotion of an interim measure of any kird would, however, not eliminate the
neel ior an intemational conventicn or other appropriate international arrangements
of n legally binding nature.

Alovwg witn all this, we should take into account other relevant and significant
Jevelorments vhich are directly connected with the non-use of nuclear weapons and
arc thus aimed at solving the problem of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-
seapon States, such as Ceneval Ascombly resolubions 36/100, 36/81 E and 36/92 I.
Accordingly, we would like *o stress the importanze of the "Declaration on the
prevention of nuclear catastrophe", the main points of which should be taken into
consideration when examining different aspects of elaborating effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nucle:: veanons.

It is our conviction that the members of the Committee and, first of all,
the nuclear-weapon States should demonstrate a spirit of constructiveness if we
2re to elaborate an international convention, which will go a long way towards
strengtaening the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States.



CD/PV.161
9

~ The GHATRMAN-{translated from French): I thark the representative of
Bulgaria for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I
now give the floor to the representative of Romania, Ambassador Malitza.

Mr, MALTTZA (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, my statement
Yoday is concerned with the question of effective international arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or -threat of use of mucIear
weapons. The fact that discussions on this topic have been going on for two
decades makes it very difficult to introduce any new ideas at the present stage
of the negotiations. Nevertheless, there is one factor which the Romanian
delegation would like to underline with all due force, namely, the rapid increase
in the danger of the use of nuclear weapons as a result of the tension evident
today in the international sphere and the entry into a new stage in the -nuclear
arms race,

In this Committee, we discuss many matters related to internmational security,
all of them extremely important. But can there conceivably be any greater source
of insecurity for a small or medium-sized country than the possibility of being
completely destroyed if someone merely presses a button controlling a muclear—
weapon gystem? :

It is a well-known fact that, in addition to nuclear weapons, there are
nuclear strategies represented by nuclear maps on which nuclear-weapon targets
are plotted. . Different colours for different scenarios indicate with astonishing
simplicity acts fraught with tremendous consequences for the existence of entire
nations and, first and foremost, the allies of the nuclear powers. These things
are secret, but politicians and the general public have found out about them.
This explains why there is today a current of unprecedented intensity whose purpose
is very simple: nations do not wish to be the theatre of muclear war; public
opinion no longer wants to be an actual, potential or even altermative target for
miclear strikes.

The non-muclear-weapon countries' ingistence on being given security assurances
going as far as the complete elimination of nuclear weapons is therefore just,
logical and realigtic. As was pointed out by the President of the Socialist
Republic of Rommnia, Nicolae Ceausescu, "It is the legitimate right of every State
renouncing muclear weapons to have the assurance that no one will encroach upon
its national independence and sovereignty".

In last year!s report of the Committee on Disarmament, it was recognized that
there was an urgent need to reach agreement on effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear—weapon States against the use or threat of use of such
weapons vhile bearing particularly in mind the goal of muclear disarmament and
general and complete disarmament.,

The negotiations on the substance of arrangements aimed at outlining a common
approach acceptable to all and suitable for incorporation in an intermational
instrument of a legally binding character have shown that there are difficulties
which will have to be overcome this year by the Working Group presided over by the
distinguished representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Mansour Ahmad,
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In-the view of the Romanian delegation, the questions to be solved by the
Working Group in its search for .a "common formula" for inclusion in an international
ingtrument are the following:

1. States covered By_ the assurances. - The very essence of securify assurances.
is the undertaking by the muclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear .
weapons and force in general against the non-nuclear-weapon States. The Romanian
delegation is therefore of the opinion that all non-nuclear-weapon States should
be given such assurances. Nevertheless, in the course of our discussions of this
question, a numberof qualifications have been put forward by various delegations
and T would like to ¢omment briefly on them:

() The undertaking by the non-nuclear-weapon States to refrain from producing
or receiving such weapons or acquiring control over them. Such a qualification
may require either the participation of States in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons or other instruments, such as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, or solemn
declarations by States not parties to such international instruments;

(b) The stationing of muclear weapons on the territories of States where
there are no such weapons at present. Although it reduces the number of States
which will benefit from the assurances, this qualification is objective in character.
If a non-ruclear-weapon State considers that its security is better guaranteed by
the presence of nuclear weapons on its terrifory, it can act accordingly.

(¢) Non-participation in nuclear security arrangements concluded by certain
nuclear-weapon States. At the present stage of our negotiations, this qualification
raises problems of interpretation which make its practical application extremely
difficult. :

2., The content of the assurance or the substance of the commitment., Since
1965, the Romanian delegation has maintained that the nuclear-weapon States should
urdertake never under any circumstances to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
or force in general against the non-nuclear-weapon States.

Consequently, our position is that no exception or saving clause is acceptable
as part of such an obligation. . In our discussions, the condition that the non-mclear-
weapon States will not carry out or participate in-an attack against the territory or
the armed forces of a miclear-weapon State or its allies with the support of another
muclear—-weapon State has, of course, been laid down and backed up by arguments
whose sincerity and practical importance for their authors we do not challenge.
Such an exception would, however, introduce a subjective element in favour of the
mclear Powers that would virtually negate the security assurances. We:are,
moreover, supposed to be negotiating measures to prohibit the use of muclear weapons,
not specifying, by means of exceptions, the cases in which nuclear weapons may be
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used. Such an approach is contrary to the Declaration on the Prohibition of the
Use of Nuclearam@,”hermonaale'*Mkapons adopted by the-United Nations General Assembly
on 24 November 1961, The fact that we find such an exce; >ion unacceptable Goes
not mean that we are unawar: of he concerus af the States which have put forward
proposals on this subject. But the solution should, rather, be sought by way of
a formula allowing for withdrawal from a commitment in the event of exceptional
circumgtances imperilling the highest national interests.
Al

3. Ihe legal form of the arrangements. t is quite obvious that, if they are
to have any practical significance, securiiy assurences must be of a legally binding
character. The Romenian delegation considers that in this respect the best
solution would be the conclusion of an internaticnal convention. While there has
been no basic objection, during our discussions, to the idea of an intermational
convention, the difficulties involved have been stressed and the possibility has
been studied of interim arrangements, such as a General Assembly resolution, 2
Security ‘Council resolution or new unilateral declarations by the muelear—ireapon Stztes.
I would like to assure you that the Romanian delegation is open to the idea of an
interim arrangement as a first step towards the conclusion of an international
convention. I should also point out that in my delegation's view, this type of
solution would imply that such an interim undertaking would be regarded as a first
step along the road to the complete prohibition of the use or threat of use of
ruclear weapons in any circumstances whatever, and that the nuclear-weapon States
- would undertake to implement as rapidly as possible effective measures for nuclear
disarmament leading to the complete elimination of such weapons.

These are the few observations riy delegation wanted to make at this stage
in our work. Let me stress once again that, in view of the second special session
of the General iAssembly devoted to disarmament, it is urgently necessary to achieve
tangible results in this field. The Comnmittee cannot ignore the fact that the
non-nuclear weapon States are determined to escape from the domination of armaments
and the danger of their use, as is more than clearly chown by the growing rumber
of propesals for the establishment of r: zlear-weapon~free zones. My country
supports these proposals since it rarards the =stablishment of denuclearized zones
as a positive step in the direction of the elimination of nuclear weapons and as
a2 promise of a world without the nlghtmarn of nuclear war. That great monmument to
ratience, foresight and legal precision —- the Treaty of Tlatelolco -~ is a constant
source of encouragement and a proof of the possibility of carrying out such measures.
In this connection, the idea of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Balkans is a
matter of special interest to us. As in the past, Romania consistently supports
any initiative taken in this direction and is ready to make its own practical
contribution to such a project.



CD/PV.161
12

The CHATRMAN (%ranslated from French): I thank the representative of Romania
for his statement. I now give the floor to the representative of Nigeria,
Ambassador Ijevere.

1r. IJEWERE (Nigeria): Ilir. Chairman, a2llov me at the outset to convey the
satisfaction of my delegation at seeing you preside over the work of this Committee
for the month of March. The warm and very cordial relatiens that our two countries
have enjoyed over the years and the strong commitment to the cause of peace have
again been demonstrated in the recently concluded successful visit of
His Holiness Pope John Paul II tc my country. To us, the vapacy is a symbol of
peace and disarmament. We are confident that, under your atle guidance, this
Cormittee will make significant progress during this crucial month. T pledge to
you the full co-operation of my delegation. Iy delegation would also like to
express its appreciation to Ambassador Jafar Mahallati of Iran for the able manner
in which he guided the commencement of this year's session of the Committee.

My statement today will be devoted to item 2 of the Committee's annual agenda,
"Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament". Iy delegation is one
of those that still believe that this subject is of the highest priority on the
agenda of the Committee and this view is also shared by the international community,
which, at the thirty-sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly adopted
two resolutions on the item, namely, General Assembly resvlutions 36/92 E and 36/92 F.
Both resolutions called not only for multilateral negotiations on the items, but
also specifically urged the establishment of an ad hoc working group early in the
current session.

At our 158th plenary meeting held on 25 February 1982, I had occasion to
register once again my delegation's regret and total dissatisfaction that, to date,
the Cormittee on Disarmament, the single multilateral negotiating forum, had not
been able to undertake concrete negotiations on a nuclear test ban and that it had
not even taken the first step towards the cessation of the nuclear arms race. On
that occasion, I concluded that failure to undertake such multilateral negotiations
in the Committee could lead to serious consequences and that those nuclear-weapon
States that have not seen their way to agreeing with the rest of us would bear the
responsibility.

At our plenary meeting on Thursday, 4 larch 1982, the distinguished
representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, gave a moving on-the-spot
account of a nuclear holocaust. In the view of my delegation, his exposition was
an adequate scenario of an apocalypsc. The young war poets of World War I did
stress the horror and pity of war, but certainly a nuclear war begs description
and can rightly Dbe cited as a crime against humanity. The proponents of
competitiveness and superiority in the arms race need to look beyond their
parochial security interests and give further consideration to the universality
and broader perceptions of security. It is in this context that the need for the
"Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament™ becomes imperative.

Nuclear disarmament becomes imperative when one recalls the numerous
statements that we have heard in this Committee during the last month. These
statements have clearly testified to the fact that we are living in times of
strained international relations. The continued escalation of the arms race and
the increasing danger of a nuclear var call for a large measure of sanity and
reflection on the nart of thosc vhom Providence has made trustees of the future
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of mankind. This is not the time for inaction and my delegation holds the view that
the Committee on Disarmament can, through rultilateral negotiations, play a vital
role in lessenirg international tension. A major ingredient for success in the
Committee is flexibility (or vhat some have termed "goodwill") on the part of
delegations, especially those of nuclear-ueapon States. But is this "goodwill"
forthcoming even from those that preach it in this Committee?

It is important that, in all negotiations conducted in this negotiating forum,
all delegations should bear in mind paragraph 2 of the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, .vhich reminds
us that:

"Unless its avenuses are closed, the continued arms race mgans a growing
threat ‘to intermnational peace and security and even to the very survival
of mankind".

These are very chilling words which were adopted by comsensus in 1978. For
three years now, the Committee has, in varying degrees, been considering item 2.
The time is now more than ripe to consider the item in depth and make concrete
progress.

At its 1981 session, a detailed examination was undertaken of the prerequisites
for negotiations on nuclear disarmament, including the so-called doctrines of
deterrence, balance and parity. While the majority of the members ~f the Committee
were prepared for serious negotiations, two delegations deliberately refused to
join the consensus in.the Committee to esztahlish an ad hoc working group on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and mislear disarmament. Iy delegation has
consistently rejected the idea that security should. be based on higher and higher
levels of armaments, - especially when such assertions are compounded by theories of
flexible response, limited war and survivable nuclear war. The latest manifestation
of that view that seeks security through greater and greater quantities of nuclear
weapons was stat-d in this Committee bar-ly five weeks ago. namely, that there should
be "equal deterrence in order that no side would brandish nuclear weapons as an
instrument of aggression or political coercion'.

-In the view of my delegation, only muclear disarmament can really ensure equal
deterrence. We believe that the greater the quality and quantity of nuclear weapons
in the arsenals of the States that possess those weapons of high destructive and
over-kill capacity, the greater the risk of a nuclear war, either by deliberate
calculation or by accident. I therefore seize this opportunity to refer to
General Assembly resolution 36/8l B which is entitled "Prevention of nuclear war"
and urges the nuclear-weapon States to submit views, proposals and practical
suggestions for ensuring the prevention of nuclear war to the Secretary-General by
April 1982, As a co-sponsor of that resolution, my delegation kopes that the
nuclear-veapon States will, with all sense of responsibility and genuine security
concerns, respond objectively to this call because my delegation firmly holds the
view that a nuclear war will affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike..
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In previous interventions, we had cause to remind the nmuclear-weapon.States
of their special responsibility and obligation to undertake nuclear disarmament.
As a party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, my country
attaches great inportance and significance to article VI whereby:

"Bach of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in
gocd faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control™.

lly delegation is of the opinion that the two most important phrases in this
article are "negotiations in good faith" and "an early date". They both underline
the obligation which was assumed by the nuclear-weapon States and wvhich,
regrettably, they have been unable to discharge. Document CD/180 contains
substantive proposals by the Group of 21 vhich could provide a firm basis for
negotiations., While my delegation welcomes constructive proposals on how best
to move forward, it is hoped that those nuclear-weapon States which have so far
withheld their consensus will soon be able to agree to the establishment of an
ad hoc working group.

At this juncture, my delegation would like to clarify once more its position
vith regard to the so-called muclear neutron weapon. While we welcome the proposal
that these inhumane veapons be prohibited, we reiterate what ve stated in plenary
on 21 August 1981, namely, that such a prohibition should be in the over—all
package and context of the achievement of nuclear disarmament, vhich requires
urgent negotiations of agreements at appropriate stages, particularly the
cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of nuclear-weapon systems.
1fy delegation therefore sees the development of the neutron weapon in the context
of the irrational race for armaments - a situation which underlines the urgent
necessity of establishing an ad hoc working group on the cessation of the nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament,

My delegation firmly believes, contrary to some views, that there is an arms
race, It is an irrational race, fuelled by the presumed superiority perceptions
of the two sides. The nuclear-ueapon States are also, in my delegation's view,
captives of an uncontrollable technological advance where competition is aimed at
achieving an impossible end.

As we approach the second special session, the nuclear-weapon States cannot be
insensitive to the cries -of the intermational community outside this Committee., My
delegation agrees with paragraph 520 of the comprehensive study on nuclear weapons .
that "So long as reliance continues to be placed upon the concept of the balance of
nuclear deterrence as a method for maintaining peace, the prospects for the future
will always remain dark, menacing and as uncertain as the fragile assumptions upon
which they are based".

With the present impasse in the Committee on the establishment of an ad hoc
working group to initiate substantive negotiations on the top priority questions,
my delegation is ready to go along with the proposal by the German Democratic
Republic for informal consultations as a way of finding solutions, but we do
believe that such consultations are not and should not become substitutes for
negotiations,
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The CHATRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Nigeria
for his statement, for the kind and friendly words he addressed to me and for his
reference to the cordial relations enjoyed by Nigeria and Italy. I now give the
floor to the last speaker on my list for today, the representative of Sweden,
Ambassador Lidgard.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Ir. Chairman, on your assumption of the chairmanship
of this Committee for this month, a function which I am confident you will carry
out with skill and efficiency, I wish to assure you of my delegation's full
co—operation. At the same time I want to express to your distinguished predecessor,
Ambassador Mahallati, our great appreciation of the effprts he made during his
chairmanship to give the Committee a good start at this year's sessipn.

I have the honour to introduce today the working paper contained in
document CD/257, which has been distributed this morning and which is entitled
"An internmational system for the detection of airberne radiecactivity from muclear
explosions", )

This working pzper should be seen as an effort cn th: pert of my delegation
further to prepare the ground for a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty. The
Swedish delegation deeply regrets the lack of consensus so far on the establishment
of an ad hoc working group in the Committee on the negotiation of a CTBT. This
must, however, not paralyse our efforts to prepare ourselves for the many difficult
issues such a negotiation will no doubt entail.

A great deal of valuable work is being earried--out in the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider Internmational Co-operative Measures to Detect and
Identify Seismic Events. However, seismic methods apply primarily to underground
tests. It would therefore, in our view, be useful at this stage to take up also
other aspects of the verification of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, namely, the
monitoring of airbornme radicactivity.

The working paper proposes that the Committee on Disarmament should consider
questions relating to the establishment of an international data exchange for the
detection of airborne radiocactivity from nuclear explosions. Such an international
exchange would be complementary to a system for the international exchange of
seismic data, as elaborated in the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. The
techniques for collecting and analysing radioactive substances are well advanced
and a number of stations in at least 30 countries all over the world are already
monitoring the atmosphere. The costs of establishing the new stations which may
be required for a satisfactory coverage of the globe are likely to be modest.

A global network for the surveillance of the atmosphere would no doubt add
substantially to the present means of verification of nuclear explosions. It
would not only be of great importance for the verification of compliance with a
future treaty banning all nuclear tests, but is also likely to make a valuable
contribution to confidence in existing agreements, such as the partial test-ban
Treaty and the non-proliferation Treaty. It would, furthermore, contribute to
the identification of possible nuclear explosions carried out by countries which
are not parties to any of these treaties. Thus, it is likely that the identification
of the much debated event south of Africa on 22 September 1979 would have been
considerably facilitated if a system of the kind envisaged in the present



cD/PV.161
16

(Mr, Lidgard, Sweden)

working paper had been in operation on that occasion.  Suth a data exchiange would
not only add to the efficiency of present means of verification, but it would also
be truly intermational and non-discriminatory in character, which is an important
aspect for the vast majority of countries represented around this table, including
my owm,

Vith thesewords, I submit that the working paper contained in document- CD/257
should be carefully studied and considered by the members of the Committée. 4s to-
the appropriate framework for dealing with this matter, it seems to my delegation

. that the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts provides a suitable forum with an
accordingly amended mandate. My delegation is, however, open to other proposals
in this regard. One altermative might be to convene an ad hoc meeting of experts
to discuss the matter.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Sweden
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

I have no more speakers on my list. Would any other delegation like to take
the floox? '

The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 11 March, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 11.45 a.m.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I declare open the 162nd plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament.

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

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

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

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

The subject I propose to deal with somewhat bricfly concerns the test ban
issue, which the international community has rightly considered as a matter of
top priority and is foremost on our agenda for this session. Despite persistent
efforts and attention in this multilateral negotiating forum, as well as in
other fora, a comprshensive test ban has continued to defy solution for over a
quarter of a century. UWhile this state of affairs continues to prevail, new
generations of nuclear weapons have cou2 into existence, made possible largely
by the continued testing of nuclear weapons. Despite legal and political
commitments by the major nuclear Powers, not to mention the moral aspect, a
comprehansive test ban continues to recede beforc us like a wiragea.

If we look back at the coursz of events in the history of its negotiations,
a comprehensive test-ban treaty was negotiated with all serious intent and purpose
in the multilateral forum and in 1S63 an atreemcnt was tantalizingly near, the
negotiations having reached a stage where measures on adequate verification
were then negotiated in detail and only a small gap remained to be bridged
between the position of the two sidas. It could perhaps be said that a certain
degree of political will did exist at that time on thc part of the Powers concerned,
but perhaps that will was not sufficiently strong engugh to give the necessary
impetus needed for an agreement. And to allay the pleas of an anxious world
concerning the threat to mankind posed by radioactive fallout caused by atmospheric
testing, cxpediency aade it possible to reach agreement on a partial test--ban
Treaty, which continues to remain vartial despite the fact that 19 years have
elapsed since its simnature. Yet today this Committee is confronted with the
situation of not beins able to solve the procedural aspect of the issue and
substantive nezotiations are nowherc in sight. 1In this state of affairs, it is
relevant to reiterate what this delegation has said in its statement on
16 February. V= said at that time that, on an issue of such multilateral concern,
it would be most propitious to seck solutions through a multilateral approach
and that the establishment of an ad hoc working group would be most appropriate
for such a purpose, particularly in view of the fact that other apnroaches have
not yielded any encouraging raesults.
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We have been given an explicit mandate by the thirty..sixth scssion of
the United Hations Gencral fissembly on how we snould deal with this issuc.
Resolution 36/84 of the thirty--sixth scssion of the United Nations General £sscmbly
has clearly urged a2ll members of the Committcoc to support the cireation of an
ad hoc working group, as [{rom the hezinaing of iSo., whieh should begin
multilateral negotiations on a treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear—weapon
tests. The resolution goes. fuirtheor on to sav that this Committce should etert
its best endeavours so that it may transmit to the second special session of tne
United Nations General assambly davoted to disarniment a multilat:rally
negotiated text of such a treaty. Ve therefore have a mandate to comply with and
the international community will not unuerstand us if we could not even agrec to
n2gotiate on an issuc of such importance.

Tt has recently bh:en asscrtecd in this Committee that a test ban cannot of
itself end the threat posed hy nuclear weapons and thst limitations on testing
must necessarily be considered within the broad range of nuclear issues. We do of
course realize that neitheir the test ban itself nor, for that matter, other measures
of nuclecar disarmament, each by itself, can eliminate the threat of nuclear wzapons.
For the only way to remove such thrcat is the complete climination of nuclear
weapons. DBut each of these measures, including the ban on nuclear testing, could
help eliminate such a threat. We fzel that an attecmpt to link the solution of
one measure with the solution of another would complicate the issue and to our
mind would neithcr be practical nor desirable. The cessation of nuclzar--weapon
tests deserves to be treated on its own merit and not on the merit of other
nuclear disarmament issues. This is the approach that has been taken all along
and to depart from such an approach would make the solution of the test ban issue
intractable.

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

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

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

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

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

The position of my Government regarding a comprehensive test ban has already
been clearly stated in this body. The achievement of a complete cessation of
nuclear explosions remains an element in the full range of long-term United States
arms control objectives. However, we do not believe that, under prcsent
circumstances, such a2 ban could help to rcduce the threat of nuclear weapons or
maintain the stability of the nuelear balance. The United States is actively
pursuing the first steps of the programme outlined by President Reagan last
13 November to reduce nuclear weapons. These issues are the most serious issues
which any nation -« nuclear-weapon State or non-nuclear.-weapon State -- can address.
The elaments of United States nuclear arms control nolicy --- includinz the ongoing
negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces and the preparations to begin
stratesic arms reduction negotiations - provide compelling evidence of the
seriousness which the United States attaches to nuclear arms contiol and disarmament.

The issue now before this Committec is the most appropriate pirocedure to
follow regarding items 1 and 2 of the agenda. A number of delegations have posed
serious questions as to how the legitimat> security concerns of non--nuclear-
weapon States should be considered in the li=ht of thc need for nuclear-weapon
States to address amongst themselves issues affecting nuclear disarmament. Doubts
have a2lso been expressed as to how this Committee can function as a multilateral
negotiating body if it does not address nuclear issues, which we all agree are of
primary importance. JAnd, specifically, questions have been raised and suggestions
made as to the best way for the Committee on Disarmament to proceed on the nuclear
test ban issue.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Last year, the United Nations General Assembly, in its resolution 361795,
launched a special appeal to the nuclear-weapon States to demonstrate the politiecal
will necessary to reach agreement on a ‘common approach and, in particular, on a
common formula which could be included in an international instrument of a lepally
binding character. Ue believe that political will is a prérequisite. The key lies
in the tuwo major nuclear Powers. Without political will, the major nuclear Powers
can find all sorts of excuses to obstruct the provision of security assurances to
non-nuclear States. But with political will, it will be possible to find a solution
to this question. ) t

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

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

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

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

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

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

a It goes without saying that my delegation will also continue to participate
actively in the work of the Group of Scientific Experts in the belief that it is
important to reach full agreement on the technical aspects of the detection and
analysis of. seismic events as they relate to the solution of thé problems of
verification of a nuclear test ban. We have taken note of the proposal of the
distinguished representative of Sweden that the possibility of improving present
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cnapabilities of monitoring radiocactivity in th2 air should also be discussed in an
anoropriate context undzr tae ausnices of the Committeze and believe that this
suigestion should be carefullv considered., 'or't in tn2s~ tachnical areas uill be
a support and contribution to the wider examination of verification and other
issues which I hone we shall now be able to conduct. !lith resnect to itea 2 of
cur arenda, 1 would eaphasize that my d2lesation renains willing to contribute
fully to the discussion on nuclear matters in the Comanittee and would he willin~,
as in the past, to narticipate in informal =eatin~ts.

I should now like to turn to the current item on our azenda, namely, effective
international arrancsemcnts to assure non-nuclearnweapoﬁ States amainst the use or
tiireat of use of nuclear veanons. 1wech time has been riven to this over the past
three years and the importance ‘thich is attached to these sccurity assurances has
azain been stressed in plenary statements durinc this session, for example, by the
distinguished representatives of the Netherlands, Pakistan and Canada; my delegation
has taken careful note of these statements and of the thoushtful contribution of
the distinguished representative of Romania earlier this ueek. liforeover, a Working
Group on Security Assurances has already besun its work this session under the able
chairmanship of the distinguished representative of Pakistan. But, perhaps just
because we have discussed this topic in such detail in the past, I believe that
we should for the moment stand hack and re-examine the principles which underlie
our exchangas. :

The reasoning behind the form of the British assurance <iven in 1970 was fully
described in document CD/177 of 10 April last year, but I want again to emphasize
that the assurance by the British Government was given because of the awareness
that States which had renounced nuclear veapons had fears as ta their security and,
in particular, that they might be threat2ned with the use of nuclear weapons or
might even he the object of attack with such weapons. The assurance we then pave
shoued that the British Governmnent accepted that non-nuclear-weapon States were
entitled to a specific assurance in this resard, even thouzh such assurance was
implicit in the British Government's long-established nolicy that nuclear weapons
would never be used exceot in self-defence in extreme circumstances. The assurance
given in 1973 of course remains fully in force today.

Discussion of the topic in the Committee and its Vorkine Groun now centres on
the possibility of finding a "common formula" and the form and substance which a
coumon assurance misht take. As to form, my.delegation is very much aware of
the strong fezlint on the part of many delerations that a more bindinz form of
legal instrument than the existing voluntary assurances is required. “e reuain
open to sugnestions as to how this might bz done and are willing to explore
alternative possible lemal forms. Last year the report of the ilorking Group noted
that there was no objection in principle to a convention and mv delesation did not
disazree with this conclusion. Nevertheless, we think it would be premature to
reach a decision on form before we reach an understandins on content; we should
keep all our options open at this stage.
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As to substance, there are two principle questions, namely, to which States
should the assurances apoly and under what circumstances? My delegation continues to
bzlieve that the iirst question should be ansvered in a way which is ascertainable
and easily understandable. It would of course he possivle to adopt a nesative
formulation that the assurances apply to all States vhich are not recognized as
nuclear-weapon States. But my delegation considers that there are strong arauments
in favour of a positive definition wvhich extends security assurances tc those
non-nuclear-weapon States which are parties to the non-proliferation Treaty or to
cther internationally bindinz commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear
explosive devices. iot only is this criterion readily ascertainable, but it
recomnizes the obligations undertaken by the non~nuclear-weapon States parties to
the non-proliferation Treaty or other similar internationally binding commitments
which have been supported by the sreat majority of the international community.

ther proposals which may have the effect of excluding from the security assurances
States which have renounced nuclear veapons for themselves are not acceptable to

ry delemation; and, as the distinguished representative of Romania pointed out
earlier this week, there are serious problems of interpretation with definitions
which seek to exclude from the assurances States which may be parties to the nuclear
security arrangeuments of some nuclear-ueapon States.

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

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

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

Fanassador  Issraelyan.

r, ISSRAELYAY (Union o7 Soviet Socialist Renubliecs) (translatel from Rucsian):
The Sovizt doleqation, vhich is actine 23 the co-~ordinator of the ‘jroup of socialist
countries [or ‘larch 19C2, ha~ taken the {loor in orier foraallv to introduce the
docunent of th: Committaz on Disarmament (CD/?5-) entitled %iinary wenpons and the
nrovlan of effective -rohibition of chamical rwcanons®. The snonsors of this
aocument -~ tine People’s Rz2punlic of Bul~aria, the Fun~arian Peopla's Renublice,
the German Democratic Republic, tne monmtolian Pzonle’s depubhlic, the Polish Peonleis
Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Renublics and the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic -- have set themselves a modest but inportant objective: to draw the
attention of the countries members of the Committez on Disarmament to the fact that
the well-knovm decision of the United States administration concerning the larre-
scale development of the production of binarv chemical weapons with their subsecquent
stationing on the territories of other States, nrimarily European, entails, apart
from other negative consequences, substantial additional difficulties in the matter
of the elaboration of a convention on the prohivition of chemical weapons.

The socialist countries consider that the Cormittee on Disarmament -- a body
in which the international community at present places <reat hones with rezaird to
the elaboration of a draft of such a convention ~. cannot behave as though nothing
had happened and isnore the consequences of the ahove-mentioned decision. That
would be to close our eyes to reality. I do not uvish to anticinate or prejudge the
Committee's attitude, but the socialist countries for their part are firmly
convinced of the need for the future convention to prohibit all chewmical weanons --
hoth traditional an:d new -~ and to leave no possibility for the retention of any
such weapnons, particularly ‘veapons vith a binary cnarnc.

The workin~ naper submitted by the socialist countries does not by any means
list all but only some of the difficulties with vhieh the participants in the
negotiations on the nrohibition of chamical weapons will he faced in the light of
the nrospect of thz production of binary ueapons. The quastions prepared by the
Bulrarian delegsation in the 'lorking Group on Chemical Vleapons spell out sone
additional asnects of the pro»ler:. Other delemations, too, no doubt, will have
questions and comments in this connection. It is iwmportant to look into all this.
And if ue want the nesotiations to be successful, 2 should do this uithin the
Yorking Group in a businesslike nanner, caluly, neither dramatizing the situation
nor simplifyin® it, It is the duty of all of us to proceed in this way.

The CHAIRIIAY (translated from French): I thank the renresentative of the
Soviet Union for his statement. 7T now give the floor to the representative of
Sueden, Ambassador Lidsard.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, the Committ2e this weck focuses on the
question of so-called negative sccurity assurances. I should therefore like to take
this opportunity to offer a few general -~:marks on this topic and to state some views
which my Government considers 2ss.ntial in this context. The Swedish position on
this issuc vas outlined in great detail in my statem=nt before this Committee on

16 April last ycar. I shall, therefore, ve comparatively brief.

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

The second special session is now appitoaching. It will provide an opportunity
to review developments in the field of nuclecar disarmament since tiw first special
session. So far, therce is virtually no progress in this field, as we all know. The
@0st glaring of thesc shortcomings, in the vicw of ay delegation, is the failure to
agree even on the establishment of an ad hoc workingz zroup on a nuclear test ban in
this Committee. I want however to express tine great intcrest my delegation attaches
to the statements wadc this worning by the distinguished representatives of the
United Kinadom and the United States. Ve shall study them carefully. My comment on
them today is of course only of a very preliminary character. If there is basic
agreement that the zoal is to create a comprchensive or a complete nuclear test ban,
naturally, the questions of verification and coampliance are the ones which will
require the most consideration in the negotiations. Therefore, maybe, with further
efforts, a mutually accaptable solution to the problem can b2 found in a not too
distant future. 'This wo would very much welcome. The continuad lack of progress
as far as negative security assurances are concerned continues, however, to add to
the feeling of general failure on nuclear disarmanent.

True, therc is no complete assurance as long 2s nuclear weapons exist and no
guarantees can renlace nuclear disarmament. It is, however, a source of deep
disappointment to my country 2nd no doubt.also to the othor non--nuclear-weapon States,
which are entitled to adequate assurances, that no projress has vecn made. In the
statement of 16 April 1931 to which I just reforred, I emphasized that we, for our
part, undarstood the intcntions benind the existing unilateral declarations to be
that States nonwpartices to nuclear security arrangements should permanently enjoy
freedow from being the subject of the use or thresat of use of nuclear weapons. On the
same occasion, I stated that Sweden. considers itself covered, without any exceptions,
by the unilatoral assurances given oy the nuclear-ueapon States, in so far as they
relate to individual non-~nuclear-wecapon States. oy Government has taken note of the
fact that none of the nuclear-weapon States has contindicted tinis interpretation.

It is, however, not only our own security situation in a region of the world where
the nuclear threat seems most imuinent that worries us. Many non-nuclear-weapon States
have referred to the relationship between the attitudes of the nuclear-weapon States
and the risks of horizontal nuclear proliferation. This should ve an important aspect
for all of us. In that perspective, it is in the interest not only of the non-nuclear-
weapon States, but also of the nuclear-ueapon States themselves, to give generally
acceptable guarantecs without furtherr delay.
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The Swedish position on the contents and form of negative sccurity assurances
were outlined in detail before the Committec last year. My statement then still
reflects the views of my Government. Let me, therefore, limit myself to repeating
that Sweden would indeed have objections to a convention which would make new
demands on those countries which have committed theuwselves to a non-nuclear status,
for instance by becoming Parties to the NPT. As a conseguznee of fundamental
features of Sweden's policy of ncutrality, we would furthermore find it difficult
to enter into a bilateral agrecment with any nuclear-wcapon Power on this issue.
‘A8 the present assurances given by the nuclear-weapon Powers are in many
respects unsatisfactory, they must be improved in substance. It is also important
that they be given in a form so that thay cannot be changed or repealed at short
notice. ' This is one of the problems with tne existing unilateral declarations.
One possibility- would be to record thne assurances in 2 resolution by the
Security Council of the United Nations. It might also be useful to consider this
as an interim measurc. It should, however, be mads absolutely clear that such
a measure cannot be rezarded as a substitute for the final objective, namely,
to agree on arrangements satisfactory to.all States.

It is now time for the nuclear-weapon Powers to act. e know that, in
present circumstances, one cannot realistically cxpect much in terms of agreements
between them. They must, houever, make a determined effort to improve their
present formulas, taking the legitimate intercsts of the non-nuclear Powers into
account in a much more direct way than has been the casc so far. They will
thereby serve not only the interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States, but their
own interests as well. The newly re-established Ad Hoc Working Group under the
able chairmanship of Ambassador Ahmad provides a forum for nagotiations on this
matter. A good basis for its work has been provided in General Assembly
resolution 36/55, which was adopted by 145 votes to none, with only 3 abstentions.
It is the hope of my delegation that tihe nuclear-weapon Pouers will not miss the
opportunity of taking the many valuable comments and suggestions wade in the
Working Group into account in reconsidering their various positions. It is
imperative that progress be made before the forthcoming second special session.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

United States and the United Kingdom will, for their part, kecep responding
positively. )

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

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

The representative of Argentina has asked for the floor.
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vir. CARASALES (Argentina) (transizted from Spanish): A4lthough my statement
will be very brief, I cannot f2il to ocxpress satisfaction at sceing you preside
over the work:of this Coumittec during t e current month a.d to pledge to you
the fullest co~operation of the d:lcgaction of irgentina, unile at the same
time cxpressing my delcgntion’s apprecintion to tuz Aubassador of Iran for
the brilliant manner in vhich he guided the work of this Committee last month.

My delegation wishes to siate that it ngrocs with the draft decision which
was submitted to this Coamittec by the Ad Hoc iiorking Group on Chemical lleapons:
and which, as you will recnil, is similar to theat adopted by the Committee
last yenr on the sanc guoestion. 1 uish to place on record the fact that my-
delegation agrces with this toxt because it vakes account of some of: the
concerns which uy dclesntion had occnsion to express last year on this subject.
In' the firs. place, the drart decision states that the co-operation requested
from the two e¢ntities mentioned involves "providing. technical information®
and I stress the words “technieal ‘information™, which are in conforaity witn
rule 41 of this Committce’s Rules of Procedure. In other uvords, the purpose
of thne invitation to those entities is-'not for them to give opiniens or advice
in general, but, rather, technical information, and on points specifically
mentioned, as is the case in the draft dccision now undar consideration.
Similarly, the invitation addresszd to thosec two entities refers to attendance
by their representatives at caetain meetings, i.e. at a limited number, pernaps
only one;, with a view to providinz the technical information requested.: The
invitation will not therefore result in permanent, or 2lmost permanent,
attendance by reprasentatives of international organs at the Yorking Group's
discussions; this, on grounds of principle which have nothing to do with the
two particular cntitices wentioned in this draft decision, namely, the World
Health Organization and¢ thc United Nations Environment Programme, for whicn
the delegation of irgeatina has the zreatest respect. The principle at issue,
uhich ny delegation is anxious to presarve and which is preserved in the draft
decision undor consideration, is the principle that international organs,
whichever thay r wy be, aust not be directly or indirectly >ssociated with the
process of negotiation on disasmament questions, vhich is 1 matter exclusively
for sovereign States. This is the principie which my delegation uishes to
protéct and wnich, as I have said, is talten inte account.in t.uc draft decision
under consideration; for tant reason, .y deiezation supporis this draft.

Thz CHAIRVAH (translated frou French): I thank Aubassador Carasales for
his statement anmd for the xiné words he addressad to the Chair. 1 am sure that
the Committee has duly taken note of his comuents concerning illorking Paper No. 57
and the decision which tae Committee is now called upon to approve.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. SUJX4i (Poland): Mr. Chaiamran, since you talizad about the future consultatiouns
with the Yorking Group, I was persuad:=d that this meant that you are going in the
direction of the motion mad:z Ly £h0 dilozation of India, supported oy irgentina,
that we adopt this decision as it has b.2n drafted by the Working Group on Chenical
Weapons, and that the additional invitation should be the subjcct of other
consultations. However, my ncighbours have a3 different interpretation of your
decision. I would therefore like to clarify thce situation because the work of the
experts begins on Monday and appropriate letters should be siont to the organizations
which are mentioned in Working Paper Nc. 57, s0 as not to declay our work.

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

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

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, frankly speaking, the Soviet delegation, too, understood your decision
as implying approval of the draft dzcision in Working Paper No. 57. 1In fact, a
genzral agreement was reachced in the Working Group yesterday and, as I understand
it, the Working Group on Chewical Weapons has submitted a recommendation. So far
as I know, no one in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons objected tc that
recommendation. It seems to ame, therefore, that the course £o take is the one we hav.
always followed, namcly: questions arc considered by the Working Group; the
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Working Group recommends a decision to the Committee, and the Committee adopts
that decision. I would be in favour of our adopting a decision on this question,
leaving the new proposal that was made today to be considered separately. In any
event, these are two different issues, and an invitation to experts from the
International Atomic Energy Agency is quite unconnected with the work of the
Group of Experts on toxicities of chemicals.

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

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

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

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

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

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN (translzated from French): I would like to inform representatives
ahout possiblc dates for the Committez's informal meetings on item 7 of its agenda,
"Prevention of the arms race in outer spaca®. My concern is to ensure €hat = -
d:legations whichh would like to take part in the exchange of views on this new item
on our aganda have enough time to prepare their contributions. I therefore suggest
Friday, 25 March, at 3 p.n. and Tucaday, 30 March, at 3 p.m. These dates scem
convanient, in visw of all the work the Committee has to do. I suggest that you
should .consider the possibility cof azrz2einz to these dates so that wve can take
a doecision in this connection when we adopt the time-table for next week or
earlier, if possible.

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

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

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

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

The mecting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from Féench): I declare open the 163rd plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament.

The Committee today begins consideration of item 5 of its agenda, "New types
of weapons of mass destruction and new systeus of such weapons; radiological
weapons". However, in accordance with rule 50 of the rules of procedure, members
wishing to make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the Committee
are free to do so.

I should like first of all to welcome His Excellency Mr. Keijo Korhonen,
Under-Secretary of State of Finland. There is no need for me to introduce him to
the Committee on-Disarmament because he was Finlandfs Minister for Foreign Affairs
from 1976 to 1977. Furthermore, he was Chairman of the Group of Experts which
prepared the. Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all
its_aspects under the auspices of the Conference .of the Committee on Disarmament.
He has also had great experience in the sphere of education as Professor of History
at the University of Helsinki. I am sure that the Committee will listen with very
special interest to the statement he is to makz to us this morning. I should also
like to welcome the new representative of Czechoslovakia, His Excellency
Ambassador -Vejvoda. I am sure that the Committee on Disarmament will have an
opportunity to appreciate his qualities and the contribution he will undoubtedly
make to its work.

I have on my list of speakers for today the rzpresentatives of Pakistan,
the German Democratic Republic, Japan, Brazil, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Cuba and Finland.

I now give the floor to the first speaker on my list, Ambassador Ahmad, the
representative of Pakistan.

Mr, AHMAD (Pakistan): .ir. Chairman, let me begin by expressing the deep
satisfaction of the Pakistan delegation on your assumption of this Committee's
chairmanship during the month of March. I1Italy's role in thec pursuit of
disarmament is well known. lle are confident that your personal dedication to the
cause of disarmament and vast experience will ensure that the proceedings of the
Committee on Disarmament take a positive turn during this month.

I would also like to express the Pakistan delzgation's deep appreciation to
your predecessor, Ambassador Mahallati of Iran, for the resolute manner in which
he guided the critical opening phase of this Committee'!s 1932 session.

I have asked for the floor today to express Pakistan's viaw on the items of our
agenda relating to nuclear weapons.

Of these items, the one concerning the conclusion of a nuclear test-ban treaty
enjoys the highest priority. The deep renret of my delegation at the fact that the
Committee on Disarmament has been unable during the past three years to undertake
concrete negotiations on this item has been expressed on previous occasions. We
remain fully convinced that this Committece must play the central role in negotiating
a nuclear test-ban treaty and that an ad hoc working sroup should be set up
immediately to commence negotiations on a treaty.
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My delesation noted with satisfaction thes statement made to the Commnittee on
18 February 1962 by the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union expressing
the readiness of his delegation to participate in nezotiations on a nuclear test-ban
treaty in the Committee on Disarmament. ‘le equally appreciate the concrete
indication of the position of the Soviet delegation on various aspects regarding the
treaty, particularly its readiness to accept such a treaty for the present with the.
participation of the three nuclear-weapon States which were until recently engaged
in separate negotiations on this question.

The Pakistan delegation has examined carefully the statements made in the
Committee on 11 March 1982 by the distinguished representatives of the United States
and the United Kingdom on the question of a nuclear test ban.: 'le have concluded from
these statements that these two delegations are nou prepared to accept the
establishment of an ad hoc working groun on the item entitled "Nuclear test ban™ and
to open negotlatlons on this subJect If this u understandlng is correct, it_would
constitute a most positive development, particularly in light of the contentious
history of this issue.

In the present circumstances, Mr. Chairman, we believe that the most logical
step would be to open forthwith informal consultations under your chairmanship to
formulate the mandate of an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban. We consider
it indispensable that the mandate of such a wvorking group should allow it to counduct
nexsotiations and not be restricted either to informal or to expert examination of Lhue
issues involved. Of course, the question of the specific issues which the ad hoc
working group should take up for nezotiations in the first instance is the central
subject that should be resolved through the informal consultations.

The distinguished representative of the United States has said that his
delegation is prepared to take up "issues relating to verification of compliance
with" a nuclear test ban. The distinguished representative of the United Kingdom
has also suggested that the Committee "concentrate on the key issue of veritiecation".
My delegation is aware that verification of compliance with a test-ban Lreaty
constitutes one of the important issues to be resolved Therefore, we would not
be averse to taking up this issue in order to initiate nonot1atlons on the nuclear
test-ban item. Of course, it is self-evident that negotiations relating to
verification of compliance with a nuclear test ban must be based on a prior
understanding, if not agreement, on the scope of the treaty. It would appear from
the report of the trilateral negotiations submitted to the Committee last year that
at least as between the three negotiating powers, an agreement or understanding was
achieved on the scope of the test-ban treaty. This was, in fact, reflected in the
language of paragraph 51 of the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It may not be impossible, therefore, to
reach an understanding on the scope of a nuclear test ban for which, as a first
step, verification and control arranzements should be negotiated in an ad hoc working
group of the Committee.

The initiation of such negotiations on aspects of a comprehensive test-ban
treaty would constitute an important, even if symbolic, contribution to the success
of the General Assembly's second special session on disarmament. Therefore, the
Pakistan delegation will actively endeavour to achieve consensus on the creation of
a working group on item 1 and the formulation of its mandate.
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My delegation hopes that the Comnmittee will also reach consensus in the near
future on an appropriate modality for concrete examination of the item relating to
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. The elaboration of
an agreed scenarin for nuclear disarmament, envisaged in the proposal of the
Group of 21 in document CD/100, would peruit the identification of specific
possibilities for negotiations. It could also help to bridme the significant
divergences in the present positions of the two major nuclear-weapon Powers and
thus make an important contribution to the success of the restricted and specific
negotiations on various aspects of nuclear disarmament which are either under uay
or likely to be opened in the near future between the United States and the USSR,

The widely different positions which have been raportedly taken by the two
sides in the so-called intermediate-ranze nuclear force negotiations currently under
way in Geneva illustrate the absence of agreed premises on the basis of which
nuclear disarmament should be pursued. My delegation hopes that at some stage in
the near future the two States concerned will find it possible to inform the Committee
on Disarmament of their respective approaches to the European nuclear talks. Nead
I say that the issues involved are of concern not only to the negotiating parties, nor
even to the European Powers alone, but the entire international community. This
Committee and the United Nations General Assembly at its forthcoming special session
are equally entitled to be informed by the two major nuclear-weapon Powers about
their intentions regarding the resumption and objectives of negotiations on strategic
nuclear armaments,

tie are all agreed tnat nuclear disarinament will have to be achieved through a
slow and arduous process. At the same time, the danger of a nuclear war, by design,
miscalculation or accident, has increased alarmingly owing to the climate of tension
and confrontation in the relations betueen the Superpowers, their continuing
accumulation of nuclear armanents, disturbing developments in technology and the
evolution of dangerous doctrines of nuclear warfare. It has been our consistent
view that while pursuing nuclear disarmament throush specific negotiations in
various forums, the international community must take decisive and early steps
significantly to raduce the danger of nucl=2ar war and to neutralize, to the extent
possible, the threat posed by the existence of nuclear weapons.

The Pakistan delegation subscribes fully to the proposition which has been
endorsed for the past three years by the United Nations General Assembly that the
use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances would be a violation of the
United Nations Charter and would constitute a crime against humanity. My delegation
is aware of the political difficulties which are encountered by some States in
accepting this principle at the present moment. Yet the national security of any
State or aroup of States, no matter how important, cannot override the imperative of
preserving mankind and our civilization from annihilation. It remains our hope that
sooner rather than later, the primordial instinct for self-preservation will
override dependence on nuclear deterrence.

An international agreement on the non-first-use of nuclear weapons could
form an important interim measure towards the complete prohibition of the use of
nuclear weapons. Pakistan therefore welcomed the proposal initiated by the USSR at
the last session of the United HNations General Assembly for a declaration against
the first-use of nuclear weapons. Ue would be most gratified to receive confirmation
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that, as the proponent of this proposal, the USSR is itself committed not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons. Taken together with the declaration made by China
over a decade ago not to. be the first to use nuclear weapons, such a commitment
would in itself constitute an important contribution to peace and security in the
Asian context. It may also produce a beneficial impact on the security climate

in Burope and other parts of tae world.

It is, of course, obvious that so long as some States coritinue to place primary
reliance on nuclear deterrence for their security, tne prospects for the negotiation
of international agresments prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons or on the
nen-first-use of such weapons will remain bleak. However, such difficulties should
not arise in relation to thz modest aand reasonable aspiration of-the non-nuclear-
weapon States to be assured against the use or tnreat of use of nuclear weapons.
Despite the consensus reached on this question in paragrapit 59 of the Final Document
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, three
years of negotiation on the issue have produced, unfortunately, only marginal
progress.

During the past two sessions, work in the ad hoc group has focused on the
central question of deGising a common formula which could be included in an
international instrument of a legally binding character. The Committee on Disarmament
was also requested vy the General Asseubly to continue, at its current session, the
efforts to devise a comaon formula or common oblization and the General Assembly
appealed to the nuclear-weapon States in particular to demonstrate the political
will required to reach agreenment on this issus,

This appeal was directed at the right quarter. For the failure of the
negotiations to devise a comaon forrmula or common obligation on negative security
assurances arises, first and focemost, from the positions taken by four of the
five nuclear-weapon States which are designed to satisfy their own security concerns
and preoccupations while conceding next to nothing to the lesgitimate security
interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States.

For one thing, in their declarations these four nuclear-weapon States demand
that non-nuclear-weapon States commit themselves legally and irrevocably not to
acquire nuclear weapons or even "nuclear axplosive devices" in order to be "eligible"
for the nesative assurance. On the other hand, these nuclear-weapon States themselves
are unwilling to zive any comaitment that they will progressively reduce and
eventually give up the possession of nuclear weapons; nor are they prepared to
forswear the use of such .weapons in certain circumstances. This aim of preserving
the nuclear monopoly of certain States does not coincide with the goal of preventing
nuclear proliferation, both vertical and norizontal. 1ly delegation has repeatedly
stated that-all non-nuclear-weapon States should be eligible for negative security
assurances. The acceptance or otherwise of lezal non-proliferation commitiients is
irrelevant in the determination of the non-nuclear-weapon status of a particular
country. To exclude any non-nuclear-wueapon State from the scope of the assurances
is to hold out an implicit threat of tie use of nuclear weapons against it. Such
discrimination itself could have sipgnificant consequences for non-proliferation.

Secondly, the unilateral declarations of the four nuclear-weapon States contain
other limitations, conditions or e:iceptions which, taken together, have the effect
of totally neutralizing any positive featurz in these assurances. The proposition
that non-nuclear-ueapcon States which have nuclear weapons on theiir territories
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should not enjoy security assurances, or trat such assuranc-es would cease to apply
to any State which participates, in "alliance" or "association™ with a nuclear-
weapon Power, in an attack on the nuclear-weapon State extendinm the assurance,
have an internal logic which we understand. The problzms raised by these
propositions are twofold. The first point of principle is that the preaises upon
which these propositions are put forward arise frouw the security doctrines of tue
nuclear-weapon Powers concerned and from their reliance, in the context of their
military alliances, on the theory and practice of nuclear deterrence. Acceptance
of these propositions would i:aply acceptance of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence.
The second difficulty is of a mniore practical nature. As w2 have learnt in the
course of the negotiations in the Ad Hoc llorking Group, the tuo propositions I have
mentioned are very difficult to reconcilz. This is not surprising since each of the
propositions is geared to establishing a political and amilitary advantage for its
proponents. All this has very little to do with tne security of the majority of
non-nuclear-weapon States which are outside, and wish to remain outside, the
alliance structure and nuclear security arrangements of the nuclear-weapon States.

Pakistan's position of principle is that security assurances to non-nuclezar-
weapon States should be unconditional and unlimited in their scope, application and
duration. But the Pakistan delegation has also demonsiratied its readiness to raach
a2 realistic compromise on the subject. ‘While we deplore the prevailing doctrines
of nuclear deterrence and their reflection in the unilateral declarations of the
nuclear-weapon Powers, my delegation has attempted to take the present situation
into account by proposing a formula which would exclude for the present those
non-nuclear-weapon States which are parties to the nuclear security arransenents
of the tuo opposing military alliances. 7This may not be an entirely satisfactory
solution. It is, nevertheless, a neutral formulation which can serve as the basis
for compromise between all the nuclear-weapon States without prejudice to their
respective positions. Ue can, of course, understand the desire of those
non-nuclear-weapon States wuvhich are involved in the nuclear security arrangements
of the two alliance systems not to be excluded from the scope of the assurances.
But surely, the choice is for them to make, whether they wish to preserve their
security throush che nuclear protection :ffered by their aliies, or if they would
like to do so by dissociating tnemselves [{rom such security arrangeients.

In the Ad Hoc lYlorking Group on Security Assurances, we have as yet not seen a
positive response by the nuclear-uveapon States to the appeal of thes General Assambly
that they demonstrate the political will to reach agreement on a common formula which
could be included in a legally binding instrument. On the contrary, they have once
again reiterated their known positions on the subject. This is the stage at which
uve, the members of the Committee on Disarmament, must collectively decide whether
" we would lilke to report to the General Assembly at its second special session our
conmplete failure to make any progress on this question or uhether other options to
register some progress are available. If the Committee on Disarmament after thiee
years of efforts cannot make any progress on the question of negsative security
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assurances, it nust not shirk from frankly informing the second spccial session of
the specific reasons for its failure, that is, of the refusal of the nuclear-weapon
States concerned to revieu their restrictive and conditional positions on this
question. The Committee should stronsly urzge thnese States to review their policies
and to present revised positions to the General Assembly at its second special
session which fully take into account the views of the non-aligned and neutral

States and are conducive to the elaboration of an international instrument on this
item., :

Tha CHAIRMAi! (translated froa French): I thank the representativs of
Paikistan for his statement and for his kind words about my country. I nou give the
floor to Ambassador Herdesr, the representative of the German Democratic Republic.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Renublic): .ir. Chairman, it sives me particular
pleasure to ueclcome today in our aidst a new representative of Czechoslovakia to the
Committee on Disarmament, Ambassador iiilos Vejvoda, wio in his capacity today is
taking part in our meeting for the first time. Awbassador Vejvoda has for many years
devoted his efforts to disarmament, discharsineg different responsibilities here in
Geneva, in dew York and during the last years as Vice-iiinister f{or Foreign Affairs
in the capital of his country, Prazus. e wish him success in his new appointment
and are looking foruard to a friendiy and fruitful co-operation with him and his
delegation here in this body. I would also like to avail uyself of this opportunity
to welcome the Under-Secretary of State froa Finland, uir. Kerhonen. For many of
us, he is well knoun for the activities he carried out even long before the
Coumittee on Disarmament was established. 1 have particularly in mind his role as
Chairman of the 'lorking Group of the CCD on Nuclear-'ecapon~Free Zones in 1975. Ve
will listen carefully to nis statement.

In the course of the first month of our spring session, great attention was
devoted to the gquestion of a CTB and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarimament. The overwhelming majority of delegations asked for concrete
action with r2gsard to both items before the forthconing second special- session of the
General Assembly of the lUnited ilations devoted to disarmament. The delegation of the
German Democratic Republic welcomes the fact that you, iir. Chairman, have taken up
our proposal and have started consultations on the further proceedings of the
Committee on Disarmament concerning items 1 and 2. It is our hope that you will be
in a position to report positively on the results of your consultations to the
Committee wvery soon.

We share the view of most delegations that the outcome of the consultations
should be the establishment of ad hoc working groups wvhich will start real negotiations
on both items. Guided ULy the firm will to reach this end, wy delegation tables
today in uorking document CD/259 draft mandates for ad ihoc working groups on items 1
and 2. Ve would appreciate it very much, ¥r, Chairman, if you could take these
drafts into account in the further course of youir consultations.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
German Democratic Republic for his statemsnt. I now give the floor to
His Excellency Ambassador Okawa, the representative of Japan.
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Mr. OKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairman, His Excellency President Sandro Pertini, the
distinguished Head of State of your country, left Japan yesterday after a highly
successful State visit to our country. During his one-wesk stay in Japan,

President Pertini made a strong appeal in the National Diet for nuclear disarmament
and also visited the city of Hiroshima at his own special request. It is against this
auspicious background that I have particular pleasure in welcoming you to the chair
of this Committee and in pledging to you the fullest co-operation of my delegation
during your tenure of office as our Chairman. -

At the samc time I wish to express our warm appreciation of the unassuming but
efficient manner in which your prcdecessor, Ambassador Mahallati of Iran, presided
over our work and overcame the difficult procedural problems we faced at the start of
our 1982 session.

Finally, I wish to welcome amongst us the distinguished Under-Secretary of State
of Finland, Mr. Korhonen, as well as our new colleague from Czechoslovakia,
Ambassador Vejvoda.

Today, I would like to refer briefly to the second experimental exchange of
seismic data that was conducted in November and December last year, utilizing the
network of the WMO global telecommunications system. I am very pleased to notice that
Dr. Ericsson has just arrived in this room and I wish to welcome him.

When we were discussing last year the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic
Events, I expressed on two occasions the hope that as many countries as possible would
be abtle to participate in the second experiment. My delegation is all the more
pleased to learn that some 20 countries I believe, including five socialist countries,
participated in the recent experiment and that, consequently, the results showed
considerable improvement over the results of the 1980 exercise, although a number of
problems remain to be solved.

I understand that most of the problems that came up in the context of last year's
experiment can be attributed to the fact that the utilization of the WMO global
' telecommunications system for the transmission of seismic data over a global network
has not yet been officially recognized by the Congress of the World Meteorological
Organization. Up to the present, the trial exchanges have been conducted cnly under
provisional arrangements with WMO.

My delegation is therefore of the view that the Committee on Disarmament should
formally request the World Meteorological Organization to co-operate in the global
transmission of seismic data by authorizing the use of its gldal telecommunications
system for that purpose; such a request should be made early enough to enable the WMO
to consider it and take thc necessary decision at its ninth Congress which is to be
held in the early summer of 1983, My delcegation is convinced that even more
satisfactory results could be achieved if the next experimental exchange could be
conducted with the official blessing and co-opuration of the WMO,

Dr. Ichikawa, our expert on the Ad Hoc group, informs me that, while a certain
degree of confidence has been obtained with regard to the exchange of so-called Level I
data, the exchange of Level II data remains far from satisfactory. It has apparently
become clear that the examination of Level II data can be highly effective in the
detection of minor seismic events, and a workable method for exchanging Level II data
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would appear to be essential in order to utilize such data to the maximum extent
possible. According to Dr. Ichikawa, considerable progress has been achieved in
recent years in the technology for data exchange of this sort and efferts should
be made to apply such new technology to the exchange of Level II data.

Before concluding this brief statement, I wish to express our appreciation
to the delegation of the United States for the significant one step forward in
connection with item 1 of our agenda that it announced to us in this Committee
last Thursday. Ambassador Fields has made a laudable effort, and I wish to offer
him my personal congratulations. We wish to make the best of what has been put
forward and strike while the iron is hot.

I therefore hope that we can quickly reach agreement on the establishment of
an ad hoc working group to deal with issues relating to verification of compliance
with a CTB, and that the working group can get to work immediately in order that
we can report some progress to the General Assembly at its special session in June
on this long overdue matter.

The CHATRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Japan
for his statement and for the kind and friendly words he addressed to the Chair.
I am also grateful to him for his kind reference to the recent visit to Japan
of the President of the Italian Republic.

The next speaker on my list is His Excellency Ambassador de Souza e Silva,
the representative of Brazil.

Mr. DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): lr. Chairman, today I would like to offer the
preliminary views of my delegation on the proposal made last Thursday by the
distinguished representative of the United Staes, Ambassador Fields, with regard
to the long-standing call of the Group of 21 for the establishment of a subsidiary
body of the Committee on item 1 of the agenda. My second purpose in this statement
is to seek additional clarification of the American proposal in order to be in a
better position to evaluate its potential advantages to the progress of the work
of this Committee, with particular attention to the priorities assigned to it by
the General Assembly. I would reserve my comments on the section of Ambagsador Fields!
statement dealing with item 2 for another opportunity.

I will not concesl that my delegation heard the proposal on item 1 with a
sentiment of less than enthusiasm. TFor several decades now the international
community has explicitly urged the nuclear-weapon Powers to live up to their
commi tments, both of a legal and of a political nature, to take serious steps
towards the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. ‘The
discontinuance of all tests of nuclear weapons, to which those Powers also committed
themselves, has been unequivocally accorded the highest priority in countless
resolutions of the General Assembly and in the Final Document of its first special
session on disarmament. In the view of the overwhelming majority of States, only
the lack of political will of a few stand in the way of the achievement of a CTBT.
Political will, however, seems still to be in -short supply. Since the inception
of the Committee on Disarmament, the members of the Group of 21 and many other
delegations have repeatedly stressed the importance and urgency of multilateral
negotiations on a nuclear test ban. The call for the establisiment of a working
group to start negotiations on such a treaty has intensified over these three years,
both in this Committee and in other forums of the United Nations and in public
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opinion at large. Yet such a call fell on deaf ears until it became clear that
all but two members of the Cormittee were ready to join in a consensus on such a
procedural decision.

Ambassador Fields! proposal of last Thuxrsday provides, in our view, the
first indication that his Government, lLaving considered the arsunents put forward
over the span of so many years, has in fact reacted in a manner that mizht bring
it closer to the stated wish of the overwhelming majority of States. Ve can hardly
dismiss the importance of this fact, both for the future of disarmament negotiations
and for the more irmmedizte hopes of achieving the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
testing in a multilateral instrument. Although it falls a long way short of such
stated wishes, the United States' pronosal rmust be examined in detail, in
conjunction with proposals that have been on the table for a2 long time on the
same subject, so that a consensus acceptablzs to all can be evolved.

My delegation welcomes, in this regard, Ambassador Iields' references to the
function and responsibilities of the Committee on Disarmament, the discharging of
which must be facilitated by all delegations, and his recognition of the fact that
all members of this Committee share the same concern. e look forward, therefore,
to the continuation of the process of consultations already started by you,

Mr. Chairman, on the basis of the proposals put on the table, on how to deal in
the most effective manner wvith item 1 of the agenda. Ve also trust that the
treatment of item 2 will not be forgotten.

It is my delegation's fimm conviction that the strengthening of the negotiating
function of the Cormittec on Disarmament and the enhancement of its responsibility
and competence in disarmament matters must remain at the basis of any agreement that
might be reached as a result of your consultations. IIy delegation is confident
that these preoccupations will be present in the minds of all delegations during
the consultation process, which we hove will be as brief as possible.

It is in the light of the position stated above that I turn now, through you,
Mr. Chairman, tc the delegation of the United States to seck additional clarification
of its proposal of last Thursdsy. I trust thet my queries will be taken in the same
constructive spirit that I believe has guided the American delegation in formulating
its proposal.

My first concern deals with the over-all purposc of the exercise wnich is
proposed to us. The significance of the American suggestion lies, in our vicw,
in its potential usefulness in bringing the internaticnal cammunity closer to the
achievement of a multilaterally negotiated ban on the testing of nuclear iweapons.
My delegation rejects the proposition that the present time is not "propitious" for
the negotiation of suchi an agreement. Ve consider the prohibition of nuclear-weapon
tests not as a lonz-term soal but, on the contrary, as a nost pressin~ issue.
This opinion is shared by all but tiro members of the uvhole international community.
Yet, if there is a chance that the Committee can usefully work toward the
achievement of that szoal, however distant it may appear in the eyes of those two
delegations, my own delegation is fully prepared to examine that possibility in a
positive spirit. By makins it possible to move forward in the direction of the
negotiation of a treaty, rather than merely establishing the existence of a
stalemate, we will all be co-operating towards the discharge of the responsibilities
with which this Committee vas entrusted. 3y contrast, the mere exchange of
academic opinions on general questions relating to the test ban might have the
opposite and harmful effect of distracting the Committee from the fulfilment of
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its role, thus compromising its effectiveness and its ability to achieve the
results for which it vas created. The institutionalization of an academic role for
the Committee is tantamount to the nesation of its function and purpose. Iy
delegation would thus request the delegation of the United States to clatorate
further on the relationship between its proposal and the actual negotiation of a
treaty on a nuclear test ban.

Another set of questions that might be raised in connection with the American
proposal relates to the way in which its authors conceive the procedural aspects
of the decision to be taken by the Committee on the matter., Such questions will
undoubtedly be brought into sharper focus during the process of consultation under
your guidance, ilr. Chairman. I believe, however, that members of this Committee
would benefit from a clearer understanding of the procedural implications of the
proposal.

For ingtance, document CD/lSI, submitted last year by the Group of 21, clearly
provides for an appropriate mandate for an ad hoc working group on item 1. We
would welcome the comments of the United States delegation on the terms of such
a mandate, in'the lisght of their own view of the substantive and procedural
questions involved. In this connection, it would also be useful to know what form
they envisage their proposed subsidiary body to take, and how its activities would
relate to those of the Committee itself, as its parent body. liy delegation recalls
the unfortunate experience of the refusal by some delegations to permit the
membership of the United Hations as a whole to acquaint itself with the results
of last year's informal discussions on items 1 and 2.

We also note the particular importance that the authors of the proposal attach
to the questions of verification and compliance, the treatment of vhich is also
contemplated in the proposal by the Group of 21. It could hardly be otherwise,
since those questions are crucial elements of any agreement. But in the American
proposal, how would the "discussion" and "definition of issues" relate to the
scope of the prohibition that certainly constitutes the substance of any agreement
on the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests? In other words, are such discussions
on verification and compliance to take place in the abstract? Vhat is the link
envisaged betveen those discussions and whatever the parties to a future treaty
are supposed to verify and comply with? Finally, wculd the proposed subsidiary
body, in dealing with the questions we agree to entrust to it, proceed with a view
to the specific provisions of a draft treaty to be subsequently negotiated?

Let me close these brief remarks on a note of cautious optimism. Since the
trilateral negotiations have now been interrupted for quite a long while, they
can no longer be said to offer "the best way forward" for the achievement of a
nuclear test ban. We can, houvever, assume that to proceed forward is the unanimous
will of all members of the Committee. In presenting his proposal last Thursday,
Ambassador Fields stressed his belief that the Comnmittee "has an obligation to
make a substantial contribution to the disarmament process in all its aspects'.
Following on, in his statement of support to the American initiative,

Ambassador Summerheyes asserted that "the achievement of a comprehensive test ban
remains an important goal”. Ve are given reason to believe that both delegations
are now prepared to seek the attainment of that objective by utilizing the
poténtial of this Committee, as yet untried as regards a CTBT. Despite the
remaining differences of opinion between those two delegations and the other
thirty-eight members of this body, we trust that the common basic will to proceed
forward should provide adequate momentum for a procedural solution to be agreed
upon in the shortest possible time.


file:///ihich

CD/PV.163
17

?he CHATRMAIl (translated from Irench): I thank the representative of Brazil
for his statement. I now give the {loor to His Excellency Ambassador Wegener, the
representative of the Iederal Republic of Germany.

Mr, WEGENER (Federal Repbulic of Germany): lir. Chairman, as I am taking the
floor for the first time under your chairmanship, allow me to express the pleasure
of my delegation at seeing you occupying that high office. Personally, I feel
privileged not only to vork under a particularly competent and efficient Chairman
but to be presided over by a friend of many years' standing.

There is a never-ending turnover of delegates around this table —— such are
the facts of diplomatic life. Among the several nev distinguished members of this
Committee, I should like to single out right across the table from me the nev
head of the Hetherlands delegation, Ambassador Franz van Dongen, who I believe
has joined us today for the first time. I should like to welcome him particularly
as, coming from another very important multilateral forum where he has made a
singular contribution, I am convinced that Ambassador van Donzen will equally
distinguish himself at this Comnittee table.

The two plenary sessions of this week have been allocated to the subject
of radiological weanons as the main iten.

In my capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Veapons
I therefore thousht it wise to take the floor at an early point in the debate to
report to the Committee on the prosress achieved cince the Group was re-established
on 18 February, and a nev Chairman was nominated on 23 February.

In preparing for his new assignment, the Chairman first cf all had to take
account of General Aussembly resolution 36/97 B vhich urges the Cormittee on
Disarmament "to continue negotiations with a vier to an early conclusion of the
elaboration of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and
use of radiological weapons, in order that it may be submitted, if possible, to
the General Assembly at its second special session devoted .o disaxrmament, to be
held in 1982"., This lanruage by the General Assemily obviously enjoins the .

Ad Hoc Working Group and its Chairman to deploy every possible effort to achieve
progress during the current sprin; cescion.

At the same time, a stock-taking of the work accomplished ty the Vorking Group
last year revealed that in spite of the unceasing efforts of the preceding Chairman,
Ambassador Kémives of Hungary, negotiations had tecome substantially blocked. It
appeared that a major stuvmbling block had been the conflicting vieus as to how to
handle the amendment, ori~inally movzd by the Swedish delegation, also to include
in the text of a radiolorical weapons conventicn a ban-on attacks on nuclear
facilities. ‘This proposal, designed to awplify the original United States/USSR
draft (CD/32), seemed to beset the entire negotiation process with considerable
difficulties and caused arguments to ;0 around in circles.

Under these circwmstances, the Chairman considcred it his main task to
get negotiations procedurally unstuck at the earliest possible time,
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With this objective in mind, and in lieu of holding formal meetings from the
beginning of his task, he scheduled a series of extensive informal consultations
with all delegations, in order to have their views on all relevant problems of
procedure and substance in the working area of the radiological weapons Group.

A comprehensive report on these consultations is contained in the Chairman's
statement of 9 March 1982 to the Vorking Group. This paper also contains his
personal assessment of the sgtate of nesotiations, and proposals both for the
procedure to be adopted for further negotiations and for the solution of a
limited number of issues presently under controversy.

At the request of delegations, the Chairman's statement has. been circulated
as a working paper of the radiological weapons Working Group, and is now available
for reference also to the members of the Committee. I do not intend to restate
the contents of that stateiient, cspecially since it reflects, in large measure, the
Chairman's personal views.

Rather, I should like to inform the Committee, with no little personal
satisfaction, that the Working Groun has now surmounted the initial procedural
hurdles and has been able to agree on a procedural formula which allows it to
carry on its negotiations with new visour and unencumbered by the conflicting
views which had partially blocked the negotiation process.

At its fourth meeting, on 15 llarch 1982, the Vorking Group, taking up and
modifying the Chairman's procedural proposal, adopted the following decision:

"The Working Group agrees, as a procedural hypothesis and uvithout prejudice
to later decisions, to conduct scparate meetings on the traditional
radiological veapons subject matter, on the one hand, and on the question
of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities on the other,

according to the following programme:

Traditional radiological weapons suject-matter —- 16, 19, 23 llarch;

Question of prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities —- three meetings
to be scheduled for late llarch and early April."”

This procedural compromisc in wkich all delegations have participated,
displaying an unusual and welcome degree of flexibility, means that the two main
problem areas under consideration are now separated for negotiation purposes,
while all decisions on the number and form of final international legal instruments
into which the negotiation results are to be incorporated are put off to a later
moment. The Chairman has made clear to the Working Group that this procedural
decision leaves the viewpoints of delegations on how to deal ultimately with the
question of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities perfectly intact.
In consequence, a number of delegations have gone on record before the Group
restating their basic philosophy on the underlying issues, but allowing it to be
uderstood that for the time beins their views do not impede a rapid and
forward-looking negotiating process,
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Vith this in mind, the Chairman has put before the Group a detailed working
programme for the next few veeks, and concrete negotiations are to begin as of
today's meeting of the Vorking Group. A number of working papers have already
been put before delezates to assist in the process. It is the expectation of the
Group's Chairman that within the next three formal meetings the principal remaining
difficulties on the issues of definition of radiological weapons, scope of
prohibition, peaceful uses, compliance and verification, and problems relating to
the final clauses can be cleared up to a2 very larze extent.

I should like to take advantage of this opportunity to thank all delegations
for the fine co-operaiion they have displayed in the early difficult stages of the
Group's work. I sense a general feelins that the path has novw been cleared for a
new vigorous effort to reach consensus in the field of the traditional radiological
weapons subject-matter. There is reason for optimism that the Working Group
may even move beyond that, and use the second half of its remaining time during
the session to reach a breakthrough on the related issues of banning attacks on
nuclear installations, where substantial technical and legal groundwork has to
be laid and much additional drafting may have to be accomplished.

The Chairman of the Ad Iloc Vorking Group has recommended that delegations
make ample use of the plenary meetings allotted to the radiological weapons item
to air their views on the remaining problems of substance, so that the forthcoming
formal and informal meetings of the Vorking Group can be relatively free of
statements of principle, alloving concentration on the actual drafting of texts.
Reiterating this request, the Chairman takes the liberty of pointing to the second
part of Working Paper 25 vhere he has tried to chart a course for the solution of
some of the remaining controversial issues. The Chairman would equally be
grateful if delegations could elaborate in more detail on their views as to the
scope and modalities of the recommended ban on attacks on nuclear installations
since it appeared in his consultations that this area would seem to require a
substantial input of additional conceptual thinking.

Speaking, finally, for my own delegation, I would like to state, in a broad
fashion, that on the subject of radiological weapcns my delegation disposes of
a considerable margin of flexibility on all the issues under consideration, and
expects to make a ggood contribution to the promotion of consensus and a rapid
pace of negotiation on all remaining problems.

The CHATRIAN (translated frow French): I thank the representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany for his statement. I am particularly grateful to
him for the lzind and very friendly words he addressed to mysclf.

I now give the floor to Ambassador 5So0l8 Vila, the representative of Cuba.
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Mr. SOLA VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, allow me to
express my delegation's satisfaction at seeing .you presiding over the meetings of
the Committee on Disarmament for the month of March. You may fully depend on the
support of our delegation in carryinz out your tasks. I should also like, through
you, to congratulate Mr. Mahallati, the preceding Chairman of our Committee, on
the work accomplished under his guidance during the month of February. I wish, too,
to welcome to the Committee the new representatives of Czechoslovakia and the
Netherlands with whom, we are sure, we shall enjovy a fruitful co-operation towards
the success of the work of the Committee. And I should like to offer a warm welcome
to the Under-Secretary of State of Finland, who is to address us today.

The priority attached by the international community to items 1 and 2 of our
agenda, concerning a comprehensive nuclear test ban and nuclear disarmament, has
repeatedly been recognized, in resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly
as in the Final Document of the 1573 special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament.

If we really wish tc put a stop to the gqualitative improvement and build-up of
nuclear wsapons, there is no better way than the adoption of a treaty for the general
and complete prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Nevertheless, despite the fact
that the great majority of delegations have made countless efforts in this negotiating
body to initiate serious negotiations on these items, the Committee on Disarmament
has found it inpossible to carry out the requests of the General Assembly in this
direction, because of the stubborn opposition of two delegations.

It is certainly true that working groups are not magic forums, able to resolve
all the problems which may be submitted to them no matter how difficult they may
appear; nevertheless, they represent the most effective means available to the
Committee for the discharge of its functions. At the same time, and this is very
important, they are a direct way of allowing the Committee to play an active role
in the negotiation of any disarinament agreement.

This Committee has already held several sessions since the Group of 21 proposed
the establishment of working groups to negotiatz on items 1 and 2 of our agenda,
taking account of their high priority in view of the ever greater accumulation and
growing development of nuclear weapons and tne well-known dangers they represent
foir civilization.

These are not mere words. My country belongs to the group of countries for
which disarmament means not only a guarantee of the survival of humanity but also
the possibility of greater resources being available for the economic and social
development of the peoples who are now suffering the consequences of underdevelopment.
Within this context, the greatest importance undoubtedly attaches to nuclear
disarmnament.

The group of socialist countries of Eastern Europe likewise, in a number of
documents, has recognized the high priority attaching to these items and the need
to start negotiations on them without delay. Working document CD/4 and the
statements made by the distinguished representatives of the German Democratic Republic
and the Soviet Union on 16 and 13 February respectively, eloquently confirm this.
In spite of all the above, the Committee on Disarmament has not been able to take
the first step towards the consideration of these items. What has happened up to now,
including the outcome of the informal discussions which were held during previous
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sessions, has shown that in order to negotiate it is necessary to establish without
further delay the working groups' to which I referred, with an appropriate mandate,

as suggested by the Group of 21 for it believes that other methods are unlikely to

lead to satisfactory results.

-Within this context, it may be noted that one of the delegations that have been
most opposed to the starting of negotiations on these items in the last two years, is
now proposing the setting up of a working group to consider issues relating to the
verification of compliance with an agreemment on the prohibition of nuclear weapon
tests. This proposal, in my delegation's opinion, shows that that delegation’'s
opposition to the starting of serious negotiations on these items remains unchanged.

'

According to the dictionary, to verify means to establish the truth or
correctness of something, and to bear out, make good ocr fulfil sowmething predicted
or promised. Thus, before there can be verification, thers aust first be an agreement.
The proposed working group is to negotiate on the verification of what? -- to conduct
negotiations in order to verify -- what agreements? How is it possible to attempt
to negotiate on ways of verifying something which does not exist?

If members of the Coammittee are really prepared to negotiate, why do we not
set up a working group on a comprehensive nuclear test ban, with a mandate similar
to the one proposed by the Group of 217 If the Committee were to take such a )
. decision, matters relating to verification would undoubtedly be considered, in their
proper context,ltogéther with the effective prohibition of testing.

I am taking the liberty of pointing this out to the Committee because we ought
not to give the iupression that we are negotiating when what we are actually doing
is putting off what is urgently necessary -- the pronibition of nuclear tests.

It should also be borne in mind that in the course of the negotiations now
proceeding on other items, for example, that of a comprehensive programme of
disarmament, that same delegation has opposed the use of the words ‘'negotiations" and
"agreements” in the context of disarmament. In view of these facts, it is difficult
to draw any other conclusion than the one I have stated.

In connection with the subject of nuclear disarmament, my delegation would also
like to make some comments with respect to the prohibition of nuclear neutron
weapons.

Document CD/225, which reproduces a statement issued by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Cuba on 19 August 1931, gives my Government's views on
the decision to begin production of neutron weapons and on the responsibility borne
by those who produce them in view of the dangers they represent for peace and '
international security. '

‘In consonance with these views the Cuban delegation co-sponsored General Assembly
resolution 36/92 K, which requests the Committee on Disarmament to start negotiations
on the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons.
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The importance of this request lies in the fact that neutron weapons, by their
very nature, are a reflection of current doctrines that envisage the possibility
of a limited nuclear war, and thus further increase the danger of a nuclear holocaust.

My delegation supports the establishment as soon as possible of a working group
of this Committee to draw up a convention on the prohibition of the production,
stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. This measure would help
to eliminate real dangers confronting humanity and facilitate progress towards the
goal of nuclear disarmament.

In addition, there is document CCD/559, subimitted by the group of socialist
countries of Eastern Europe as long azo as in 1973, and it is to be hoped that other
delegations would express their views and suggestions on this subject within an
appropriate working group, and that concrete negotiations would be undertaken, in
accordance with the wishes expressed oy the world community.

Allow me now to make a few brief comments on an item which is becoming more
and more a matter of urgency in this Committee; I am referring to that of the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

In the Final Declaration of the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or Government
of Non-Aligned Countries, held in Havana in 1979, the Conference called for -- and
this is the wording which my delegation supports witn regard to the title of the
instrument we are negotiating -- the urgent conclusion of "a treaty on the prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their
destruction".

For more than two years, the Committce on Disarmament has been making great
efforts to secure the prohibition of chemical weapons, and in fact this year, it
finally proved possible to establish a Working Group with an appropriate mandate,
which will enable the Committee to attempt to fulfil its task.

Nevertheless, this year too, we have witnesgsed- certain extremely dangerous
decisions with regard to the production of a new generation of chemical weapons;
I am referring to the so--called binary weapons.

In the document of the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or Government of
Non-Aligned Countries which I meantioned earlier, the heads of State deliberately and
specifically referred to %all chemical weapons', an expression which includes, without
the slightest doubt, binary and any other type of chemical weapons.

.The appearance of this new type of chemical armament will greatly complicate
the achievement of the proposed instrument and will make the negotiation process
concerning that instrument even more difficult.

This is something of which we should all be very much aware, for it means that
the Committee is being faced with new situations which it must deal with, as, for
example, those indicated by the Bulgarian delegation in working paper CD/CW/WP.29.

In conclusion, I would like briefly to revert to item 1 of our agenda. My
delegation considers that the time has come for this Committee to consider, at one of
its plenary meetings, the proposal of the Group of 21 contained in document CD/181 for
the establishment of an ad hoc working group on this important item.

Those were the comments my delegation wished to make at this plenary meeting --
at this stage of the work of the Committee. At later mzetings we shall go into these
and other items o: our agenda in greater :tail.



CD/PV.163
23

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Cuba for
his statemant and I am grateful to him for the kind words ne addressed to the Chair.

In accordance with thc decision adopted by the Committee at its 157th plenary
meeting, I now give the floor to the representative of Finland, His Excellency
Mr. Korhonen, Under-Secretary of State.

Mr. KORHONEN (Finland): I want to express my thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, and
to the previous speakers tor the warm words of welcome that have been addressed to me.
I would also like to thank the Chairman of February for the swift resolutiorn of the
question of the participation of non-members, Finland included. Let me assure you,
Mr. Chairman, that I am very grateful for this unique opportunity to address this
distinguished audience.

At its first special session devotad to disarmament the Gencral Assembly stated
that, pending the achievement of complete nuclear disarmament, the nuclear-weapon
States 'have special responsibilitizs to undertake measures aimed at preventing the
outbreak of nuclear war. The General Assembly called upon the nuclear--weapon States
to take steps to assure thes non-nuclear-ucapon Statos against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons. Thus, the question of effective security guarantees to the
non-nuclear-weapon States remains an iumpoirtant topic in the work of the Committeec on
Disarmament. The Government of Finland attaches great iamportance to this question.
This is why I have asked to speak today. Finland has, through international
arrangements, committed itself to non-nuclear-weapon status. e expect that status
to be respected by otheir States. As for any other country in a similar position, it
is in our national interast that this status be complemented by effective international
_ guarantecs assuring us against the usz oir threcat of use of nuclear weapons. The
non-nuclear-weapon status aiso implies that Finland should not be included in any
nuclear strategic planning which technological development in nuclear-~weapon systems
and delivery systems may make possiole.

For its part, Finland nas endeavourea to make its contribhution to efforts to
reduce the dangers and risks of nuclear weapons. Ue have done so particularly in the
fields of nuclear disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation and nucleair:--weapon-firce
zones. In previous years we have contributed to the work of thz Committee on the
subject of security assurances.

Search for the form and content of non-use assuranccs that would command breoad
support has so far not been successful. All nucleai’-weapon States have made
unilateral statements describing situations in which they would not use nuclear
weapons. These unilateral declarations arc to be welcomed and they are not without
value. But most of them suffer from defects. They fall shoirt of the goal of effective
international arrangements, not to speak of a legally binding instrument. They are
dilutzd by political and legal reservations. They are functions of differing
political perceptions and respective wmilitary doctrines. One might say that these
reservations reflect more some sccurity concerns of nuclear-weapon powars than the
security needs of non-nuclear-weapon States.
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Yet the commitmont to work towards effuctive international -arrangements holds.
We have noted with satisfaction the woik done by the Ad iloc Yorking Group of the
Committze on Disarmament especially during its deliberations concerning the systematic
identification of the eleuents contained in tho und:=rtakings assumed by nuclear-weapon
States and in the proposals wade by non-nuclcar-weapon States. As a result of these
deliberations, the Ad Hoc Working Group has reached a deeper understandiang of the
similarities and difterences betwesn the various positions, which will surely help
its work in the future. At its 1901 session the Ad Hoc Working Group decided Lo work
out a so-callad common formula. The Yorking Group was not able to record any
substantial progress towards an acceptable solution. It is worth noting that there
has been no objection, in principle, to the idea of an international coavention on
this issue.

In the view of the Government of Finland, efforts towards an effective and global
form of security assurances should continue. Furthermore, in view of the lack.of
progress, we would see merit in a more pragmatic and zradual approach. If a binding
common formula cannot be attained in tine present circumstances, that should not block
other methods. One acceptable method would be to elevate the status of the existing
unilateral declarations of the nuclear-weapon States through a resolution of the
Security Council. This approach deserves further study.

One particular aspect of security assurances against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons is connected with the concept of nuclzar-weapon-free zones. Thirough a
zonal approach, agreement may be easier to reach than a universal guarantee coapirising
all nuclear-weapon States. The equation of reciprocal commitments is more clearly
defined in a clearly limited geographical arca.

The Tlateiolco Treaty is, without any doubt, a useful example of a zonal approach.
Besides other aspacts, this is underlined by the fact that ths nuclear-weapon powers
have been in the position to give security guaranteess to the Latin American zone as
a whole. We think that, in the context of the present item of the Committee on
Disarmament more consideration should be given to the example of the Tlatelolco Treaty.
At the very least, it encourages consideration of initiatives in other parts of the
world.

Pending effectfve nuclcar disarmasent, the need to control nuclear weapons
involves two equally urgent and closely interlinked imperatives: the prevention of
the spread of those weapons to additional States, and the restriction of the uses and
functions of the existing weapons. An internationally recognized nuclear-weapon-free
zone together with adequate non-use assurances could meet both imperatives. Because
new d2livery technologices defy traditional concepts of territorial defence, .
geographical considerations are increasingly relevant for the elaboration of security
guarantees.

In May 1978, Finland proposed a Nordic arms control arrangement, which is a
further elaboration of the idea of a Nordic nuclear-weapon-frec zone, first advanced
in 1963. Such an arrangement is aimed at isolating the Hordic region as completely
as possible from the effects and functions of nuclear strategy in general and new
nuclear weapons technology in particular. An integral part of it should be appropriate
assurances concerning the status of the zone and the non-usc of nuclear weapons given
by the nuclear-weapon States.
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The Nordic region has during the whole post-war era -remained largely untouched
by international tensions. This has been achieved by the efforts of the Nordic’
Governments and by the willingness of the grcat powcrs to preserve the stability of
that region. At their aeceting last autumn the foreign ministers of the Nordic
countries reconfirmed the importance of the stable and balanced security situation
of the Nordic region. 1Its contribution to the maintenancz of peace and security
also in a wider international contoxt was underlined. The continucd absence of
nuclear weapons in these countries is regardcd by my Government as a vital element
in this respect.

The Government of Finland wisnes to continue its participation in the Committee
on Disarmament in the context of its effort to reacn a broadly acceptable agrecment’
on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of us: of nuclear ucapons. Sumiing up, I wish to stress the
following basic consideirations:

- Such arrangements should bc designed primarily to satisfy the secuirity interests
of the non-nuclear-wecapon States;

-~ More specifically, they should be legally binding and snould adequately provide
" for the prohibition of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against the
non-nuclear-weapon States, as well as for the respect of the status of those

States;

-~ Such arrangements should be of a global nature and should be carriad out as an
integral part of United Nations disarmament and arus limitation efforts;

- In view of the lack of progress, it is primarily the responsibility of the
nuclear-weapon States to cone forward with idcas based on a more flexible
approach;

- 1In pursuing a gloval solution, other approaches serving the same goal should not
be neglected, among thea, in particular, the zonal appiroach.

I have spoken on only one item of the agenda of this Conmittee. As you arz2
aware, the interest of my country in the work of this Committec is not linited to that
topic, important as it is. e have made efforts to contribute to the worik of this
Committee in many other ficlds by presenting statements on several subjects, by
participating actively in certain ad hoc working groups and by presenting working
papers and studies on certain subject matters.

We are grateful for the fact that the reform undertaken by the General Assenbly
at its first special session on disarmament and the rules of procedurs of this
Committee have given non-members a better possibility to make their views known.
liowever, in order to intensify and deepen ouir contributions in future, Finland
continues to seek full membership in this important Committes. We would be grateful
if this interest were to pe taken into. account when the Comaittee addresses itself
to the question of a review of the aembership of the CD in the coaing weelss.
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The CHATRMAN (translated from French): I thank His Excellency the
Under-Secretary of State of Finland for his statement and for the kind words he
addressed to the Chair. His presence here today and the statement he has just made
bear witness to the interest —- as he himself emphasized —-- of the Finnish Goverrment
in our work, an interest which is well known and which has been demonstrated in
Finland'$ contributions to our efforts. I should like to thank him also cn behalf
of the Committee,

I have no further speakers on my list. Do any other delegaticns wish to take
the floor? If not, I should like to inform the Committee that the Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapens has requested, after consultations, that
Working Paper Nc. 57 should te put before the Ccmmittee for approval today. This
document concerns the addressing of an invitation to the Werld Health Organization
and the United Nations Environment Programme to ncminate representatives to attend
certain meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons. If there are no
objections I shall consider that the Committee adopts the draft decision contained in
Working Paper No. 57. 1/ ' '

The United States delegation has asked for the floor.

Mr, BUSBY (United States of America): Vcry briefly — as you recall, my
delegation proposed at our last plenary meeting the amendment of Working Paper
No. 57 to include an invitation to a representative of the International Atomic
Energy Agency. As you pointed out, we have had subgequent discussion within the
Working Group on our proposal and it is obvious to gy delegation .that our amendment
cannot command consensus at this stage of our work ocn chemical weapons. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, I would like formally to withdraw the amendment which we put forward at
our last meeting and my delegation will join a consensus on Working Paper No. 57«
I would note, however, that my delegation, and, we believe, others, think that the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons should examine any technical means which
offers promise of being useful in resolving the difficult and complex issues in the
field of verification of compliance with a complete ban on chemical weapons. We
consider that the technology associated with the Reccver programme offers such
promise and we do intend to pursue it. Further, we hope that the failure of our
amendment to command consensus at this time does not represent, on the part of the
objecting delegations, either an objection in principle to having a technical
representative visit the Working Group at some time in the future, or reluctance
to consider technical means to resolve the issues that are before us.

\ The CHATRMAN (translated from F;ench): I thank the representative of the
United States for his statement and for the flexibility his delegation has shown
on this occasion. I give the floor io Ambassador Lidgard, the representative of
Sweden. '

Mr, LIDGARD (Sweden): Last year, the experts representing the World Health
Organization and the United Nations Environment Programme made quite a useful
contribution in prcviding technical information during the informal consultations

3,' In response to the request of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Veapons, the Committee decides to invite the Director-General of the World
Health Organization and the Director of the regional office for Europe of the
United Nations Environment Programme to nominate representatives to attend certain
meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons for the purpose of providing
+erhmical information, in respect of establishing toxicities of chemicals and the
international register of potentially toxic chemicals.
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which took place under the chairmanship of the Chairman of the Chemical Weapons
Working Group. I therefore support the draft decision which is contained in

Working Paper No. 57. However, we are, for objective reasons, interested in exploring
the possibilities of using the verification system implied in what is referred to by
the name "Recover", within the framework of a chemical weapons convention. We would
therefore welcome the participation of one expert or several experts from the
international organ that has experience of this particular verification system for
the purpose of providing technical infermation on the subject. Consequently, my
delegation hopes that this Committee will take a decision which will make it possitle
for such expert or experts to participate in the consultations which are going on
this week under the leadership of the distinguished Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Sweden
for his statement. I am sure that the Committee has taken good note of the statements
which have just been made by the delegations of the United States and Sweden. If there
are no other comments or statements in this connection, I think that we can take a
decision on Working Paper No. 57. May I consider that the Committee adopts this
draft decision?

It was so decided.

The-CHATRMAN (translated from French): The next rlenary meeting of the Committee
on Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 18 liarch, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12,25 p.m.
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