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GENERAL DEBATE

The CHATRMAN: Today we are embarking on the substantive work of the
First Committee during:the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly. During
the coming two months we will spend many hours together in this Committee.

The issues we are fécing in the First Committee - the issues of disarmament,
arms control and international security - are perhaps the most crucial issues
facing mankind today. As is so aptly stated in the Introduction to the Final
Document of the tenth special session of the General Assembly, in 1973,

“The attainment of the objective of security, which is an inseparable
element of peace, has always been one of the most profound aspirations of
humanity. States have for a long time sought to maintain their security
through the possession of arms. Admittedly, their survival has, in
certain cases, effectively depended on whether they could count on
appropriaste means of defence. Yet the accumulation of weapons, particularly
nuclear weapons, today constitutes much more a threat than a protection for
the future of mankind. The time has therefore come to put an end to this
situation, to abandon the use of force in international relations ang to
seek security in disarmament, that is to say, through a gradual but
effective process beginning with a reduction in the present level of
armaments. The ending of the arms race and the achievement of real
disarmament are tasks of primary importance and urgency. To meet this
historic challenge is in the political and economic interests of all the
nations and peoples of the world as well as in the interests of ensuring

their genuine security and peaceful future.
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r"Unless its avenues are closed, the continued arms race means a
groﬁing threat to international peace and security and even to the very
survival of mankind. The nuclearand conventional arms build-up threatens
to stall the efforts aimed at reaching the goals of develovment, to become
an obstacle on the road of aéhieving the new international econonic order
and to hinder the solution of other vital problems facing manking.®

(General Assembly resolution $-10-2, varas. 1-2)

Unfortunately, since 1978 the situation has not improved. The arsenals
of nuclear weapons have continued to pgrow. Ve have still not succeeded in
negotiating balanced and verifiable international arreements which could curb the
development of other weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons.

Ve may be on the threshold of an arms race in outer space. The‘development of

a new peneration of space weapons with potentially destabilizing effects may be
imminent. Convention weapons are becoming ever more sophisticated and destructive.
The costs involved in the arms race, in terms of human, technological and
financial resources are pgrowing every vear and much faster than the resources
allocated to international development.

There is no need for me to spend more time in repeating the sad facts, as
members all know them only too well. We have just heard over 1h0O statements in the
general debate in the plenary meeting of the Assembly by our Heads of State or
Government or by our Foreign Ministers. Many of those statements have included
important proposals, observations or cormments on disarmament and international
security. Practically all of them have regretted the lack of progpesg in
international negotiations on arms control, disarmament and security issues.

Many of them bear eloquent testimony to the frustration and disappointment feit
by peoples all over the world aboutthe present situation.

The question we are facing today is how we, the llember States of the
United Mations, can make better use of the United Nations system to promote
disarmament and strengthen international security. The United Mations has,
according to the Charter, a central role and a primary responsibility in
the sphere of disarmament and international security. Our task is, through
deliberative action,to facilitate and encourage all disarmement and security

measures. This is our duty,and this is what is expected of us by the international
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community. We must now ask ourselves how we can use the next eight weeks
to contribute in a positive way to promoting disarmement and international
security. ,

Menbers of the Tirst Committee are fully aware of the limitations and
constréints we are facing. This Committee has no mandate to conduct |
negotiations on arms control or disarmament. Negotiations on the nuclear
‘issues, vhich are of overriding importance, obviously have to be conducted on a
bilateral and multilateral basis between the major nuclear Powers themselves.
Important negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union are
currently under way within the framework of the strategic arms reduction .
talks (START) and the negotiations on intermediate range nuclear forces (INF)
in Ceneva. Developments in these negotiations will have a direct bearing on
the general climate in international politics and are likely to affect other
arms control and disarmament negotiations being conducted at present in the
Committee on Disarmament in Ceneva or other multilateral forums.

The First Committee is a deliberative body. It nevertheless has a very
imnortant role to play as part of a chain of multilateral or bilateral
institutions working in the field of disarmament. The Cbmmittee is without
doubt the most representative forum of them all, including all 158 Members of
the United Wations. The substantive range of the items on our agenda covers
practically every question at present discussed in the context of disarmament
and related international security questions. We will have a free and full
debate where all members are encouraged fo articulate their views and present
their policy positions on all these issues that are before us. Important
initiatives are launched, discussed and tested in this Committee to see
whether they should be transmitted to negotiating bodies for further consideration.

The number of resolutions adopted in the First Committee has in recent
years shown a sharp increase. At the twenty--fourth session of the Ceneral
Assembly in 1969, 12 resélﬁtions‘on disarmament were adopted. 1In 1975, at
the thirtieth session of the CGeneral Assembly, 25 disarmament resolutions
were adopted., ILast year the number was 57. Parallel to this quantitative
developmenf, however, we find a nroportionate decrease in fhe number of

- resolutions adopted by consensus.
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This development is perhaps inevitable in a period of worsening internationsl
relations and with incressed public attention %o disarmament and security issues.
In such times it is tempting to use the forum of the General Assembly and the
First Committee for political purposes, to submit and seek support for one's own
ideas and proposals and to give vent to frustration. The United Nations in such
situations functions as a useful safety valve for emotions and polici855

Nevertheless we ‘should fail to live up to the fundamental ideas expressed
in the United Hations Charter if we limited our ambitions to damage control or to
seeking political propaganda victories for one-sided proposals. The issues
‘before the Committee are, too important to allow such a course of action. Ve
have a duty towarQS‘the Charten and towards the peoples of the world who aré
deeply concerned about the present situation to act together in a sense of
common purpose and common destiny. On such a basis we stand é better hope
of contributing towards real progress in international diéarmament and arms
control énd tovards the strengthening of international security.

There are three different areas where T think progress can be achieved
at this session of the General Agsembly and which i should like briefly to
‘mention. ’

Pirst, I feel that it might be useful if delesations would give thought to
how the efforts to improve the working methods of the TFirst Committée could be
continued in order to make the Committee a more effective instrument for
promoting disarmament and international security. Ve have made a modest beginhing
this year through a minor resfructuring of the programme of work of the Committee.
- If this effort proves to be successful, I venture to suzmzest that at a future
stage the Cormittee may wish to consider moving further towardsa more structured
work programme, perhaps by clustering items which orgénically belong together,
aﬁd organizing the debatesiand voting accordingly. The time may also come to
have a closer look at thé way the agenda on disarmameht items is‘organized9
without prejudice to any country's right to seek the inclusion of items that
it deems important. At present the agenda of our Committee represents a rather
random, repetitious and arbitrary listing of the issues we are actually discussing,
and nev items tend to be added on top of existing items even if they,deal with

basically the same issues. T have no ready-made solution to these problems.
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However, I would -neourage dcel=gations to give thoughit to these qu-stions and
thus pr-par- thems-lves for a discussion on th: subj.ct at an approvriai= time
in ¥h- fuhur-. Sponsors of drafi resolutions could perhaps also have ihes
problrms in mind vh:n they draft the r«<levant paragraphs in the drafr re-solui:ions
asking for incsriptionlof‘{hv respeetive items on the agenda of fuiur- sessions
of the Gen-ral Assembly. '

Sccondly, I fuel we can mak: a tangible and positive contribution +to
improving the international climate if ve do our best to avoid pole-mics and
r-criminacion. Atwmosphorices is a very importent eleme-nt in int~rnaitional
relaiions and a betiuer polivical atmospher: between the main Pow:rs, betiren
East and V.st and betw-en the non-align: d and +h aligned would mok- it casicr
w0 achieVe the results +thai: we are wand in ongoing n-gof:iavions on sxms control,
disarmament and intwrnational security. I do noi in any way m:an thai we should
avoid an op.n, frank and fre. discussion on questions where opinion, positions
and policics diffrr. On th~ contrary. Vhat we should seek, howsver, is o
conduci: thest discussions Iin a manner vhich bears testimony to th. seriousn: ss
and imporianc- of the subjects before us. Our objrective must b through our
&-lib-rarions o con:ribuce w0 easinzg existing tensions instead of
further exacerbanihg them.

Thirdly, I think *he impact of the decisions of th- First Commitiie will b
great-r if we s-ck consensus solutions wherever possibl.. Pres:niation of
compeiing drafe resolutions on similar subj-ckts wivhout making ony attempt to
consulv with on- another to s=¢ whethsr compromis-s could he madsr and conscnsus
achi~v d sccms 10 me %o be rath r unproductiv.. There will certainly be cas-s.
vher: positions differ so much that a m:aningful conscnsus cannot be achi=v-d.
Heverth: less, I think w- should try to encourage and improve contacts,
consuli:ations and negowiations between sponsors of differeni: draft resolutions
in ord:r o mak a genuine <ffort to find common solutions wo probl-ms which are
basically common . If w» succecd in such aivtempts, the First Commiites. will hav:
mad. an important: coniributiion towards progress on issues which are vital for
all of us. i .

Befor- I call upon tﬁ% firsi sp-akey for +his afiernoon's m-¢tuing, I should
like 40 Graw ﬁhf attention of the members of the Committee to document
A/C.l/38/2/Add.l, dated 13 October 1983, containing the l-iter dated 11 October

1903, addressed to me by the President of the General Assembly and informing me
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thai: #he General Ass.mbly, at iss 23th m- ting, drcid-d o aliocm'—.e" az -nda
items 143 and 14h o th. First Commitv-- for its consid ration. In this
conne cvion, I propos +othe Commiwe e +thaw ©h. s¢ iivms should br consid-r: d
by +he Commiites und.r phase IT ef vhe Commiit-. s programum: of work and
wim tabls . If chere 1s no objeetilon, may I vaks it thai he proposal is
approve d by h Commitve ?

Tt was s0 4 clded.

1ir. GARCIA RODLES (ik xico) (inv-rpr-ta-ion from Spanish): Iir. Chairmen,

my d=l-gacion is pl-ased whai you have b-in choscn 1o conduct the {-rbrk of th
Firs+t Cormitis av +h+ thirty-« lghrvh s.ssion of +h- G-n-ral Ass:— ubly. Thos~ of
us who hav. had an opporiuniiy +o work with vou for som- vim. ar familiar
‘with your keen interest in all matters relating to disarmament. That

int rest hes been d monsurated oune: again in vhe informal consulvavions tha-
you hav. b-.n holding h r- and in G n va W r sincs you were entrusted with this
very special responsibility. This year that responsibility has Dhacome pgreater
b-caus:- of th: deplorabl: inh.rnarvional situavion. In so many vays iho 9re S-ii
sivuaiion is reminiscent of il cold-war p-riod, of which ww hav. such gloony
memori. s. During your work as Chairman of vh- First Commitier , in ©h cours:
of which vou vill have. th. co-op.ration of wh d.l-gawion of Ilvxico, we¢ wish
you wosiiiv. xr-sults and we hopr vhai procedures will b= grn-rally accepi-d
vhiech will crhance the ~ffrciiveness of our worlk.

Av its ihiriy--s--ve-nth session vhe General Assembly adopr: & no lsss than
53 resolutions on disarmament, the largest number ever adopted in the
higi:ory of our Orgsapizaiion.

Th. increased numb.r of iiims assignsd by th: G nsrel Assf»mbly o vhe Firsh
Commd it # 4, < ven grvat r chan ths numb-r thabt apprar-d on our ag nda last y.ar,
prompis us vo belicve that work on disermament, both in th- Gen-rral Ass. mbly
and in wh- only multilaweral n-goiiarving body link-d o ik, the Commitier
on Disarmament, is moving with the wind in i¢s sails, so To sprak, aund
conscitut. s an wxample of th greoatest ffectriven~ss.

Unforiunaircly, wh~ real situstion is very differcnt. The total lack of
substantiv. rangibl- results can b- d=scrib- d not only as discouraging but ‘
also as dvspairing. Doth in the roport of th+ Committe- and the aginda of th.-

Assembly we find, with a few additions and very few modifications, the same
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8 ri.-s of qu svions vhar w hav b -n consid-ring y-ar aftier year, in som: cas.s
for mor. +vhap & quarter of a c-nuvury, as is vrue of the banning of nucl.ar-w apon

tests.

In thes2 circumsvonc. s i~ is difficult +o remain levi-l-hcad:=d and hard
no- to los- paii ager . Th only +hing that can sav- us is *hr maxinm thai r:uinds us
that the steady droppinﬁ of water can wear awvay stone, aven vhen we have to wonder
vhzthsr "I resisvance of c-rhain Staics, «sprcially soiwr nucl.ar-we-anon Stab.s,
0 th: 1 psa d app als of vhe Generral Asscmbly on th. basis of r.comm-ndacions
of this Commi**-.  is po- r-ally cowvarabl- 0 the r. sistanc- of iron or st 1.
ow vexr, in +h  ini+ial stetement by vh. d-legarion of il xico. w. wish ro

~

mencion, in “he ord-r in vhich vhey app ar oa vh ag nda of the Thir-y--ighih

s ssion of +li- G u xal Ass mbly, c-riain » solucions adopred by vhe Assenbly
during its pr vious s:ssion, «h- thiriyv-ssv-nih, the implamentation of vhich we
feel should be given serious consid raiion as soon as pPossibl- by chos. Shairs

for vhich th ¥y wr int.nd d.
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The resoclutions are the following.

T'irst, resolution 3T7/Tl, urges France not to delay any further the retification
of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco which has been 'requested
50 many times”.

Second, resolution 37/72 stresses the need for the Committee on Disarmanment
to proceed immediately to ‘

“the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all

nuclear-weapon tests”
and. calls upon the three depositary States of what is known as the Moscow
Treaty, because it was signed in that city in 1963, and of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty ‘ '

“"by virtue of their special responsibilities under those two Treaties and

as a provisionsal measure, to bring to a halt without delay all nuclear-test

explosions, either through a trilaterally agreed moratorium or through
three unilateral moratoriums®.

Third, resolution 37/78 A calls upon the Govermments of the United States
and the Soviet Union to transmit to the Secretary-General

“not later than 1 September 1983, a joint report or two separate reports

on the stage reached in their Ziilatera;7'negotiationsr' |
on nuclear weapons for consideration by the Genersl Assembly at its present
segsion. It also calls upon both negotiating parties

ito bear constantly in mind that not only their national interests but

also the vital interests of all the peoples of the world are at stake

in this question®.

Fourth, resolution 37/78 C calls on the Cormittee on Disarmament

“to elaborate a nuclear--disarmament programme, and to establish for this

purpose an ad hoc working group on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race

and on nuclear disarmament’.
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Fifth, resolution 37/78 I calls on the Committee on Disarmament

‘to undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations with a

view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures for

the prevention of nuclear war’.

Sixth, resolution 37/83 calls on the Committee on Disarmament

“to establish an ad hoc working group ... with a view to undertaking

negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate,

to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space™.

Seventh, resolution 37/95 A calls upon

“all States, in particular the most heavily armed States, pending the

conclusion of agreements on the reduction of military expenditures to

exercise self-restraint in their military expenditures with a view to

reallocating the funds thus saved to economic and social development,

especially for the benefit of developing countries”.

Eighth, resolution 37/98 A calls on all States "to facilitate in every
possible way ' the conclusion of a convention

“on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of

all chemical weapons and on their destruction’.

Minth, resolution 37/100 B calls on the United States and the Soviet Union,
as the two major nuclear-weapon States,

“to proclaim, either through simultaneous unilateral declarations or

through a joint declaration, an immediate nuclear-arms freeze”
vhich, while hot an end in itself, would be “a first step towards the comprehensive
programme of disarmament’. TFurthermore, its structure and scope and the
nrocedures for its submission to an effective verification system are also

described in the resolution.
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Tenth, resolution 37/100 E calls upon

“the Security Council - and more significantly its permanent members -

to proceed with a sense of urgency to the necessary measures for the

effective implementation of the decisions of the Council, in accordance

with the Charter, for the maintenance of international peace and security’.

Those 10 resolutions have been chosen from among the 58 adopted last vear
on the basis of a very narrow criterion. They were chosen because of their
importance, because there is an obvious need for them to be implemented, and
Deczuse one of them was adopted by ccnsensus and the other nine were adopted
by an overwhelming majority, with an average of 124 votes in favour. There were
very few opposing votes. 1In the votes on three of them there was no negative
vota: in the votes on three others only one delegation voted against: and in the
vote on another resolution only two delegations voted against. That is wvhy we
are inclined to believe that the consideration of these items by the General
Assembly at its thirty-eighth session should encourage the small number of States
with responsibility for the implementation of those resolutions finallv to
modify their policies.

I should like now to dwell on two questions which certainly deserve careful
consideration: the so--called bilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons and
the renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons. My delegation believes
that a few modest suggestions are in order in comnection with both cuestions.

Regarding the first guestion, the ideas that I shall set forth now., which
hove been taken from the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the

Crganization, provide, I believe, an excellent introduction.
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"The current bilateral negotiations on the reduction of strategic
and intermediate"range nuclear forces are of vital importance ... ‘

“The failure so far to achieve rea] progress in thesé negotiations can
only ceuse us all profound alarm ... The situation could well become
virtually irreversible if the establishment of viable methods of arms
limitation is jeopardized by the develonment of new weapons systems, and
if either side, in search of military advantage, deploys strategic weapons
that suggest an attempt to reach cut fcr first-strike capability. ...

In this connection, I might venture the observation that in this field

there are no bargaining chips. Fach side seems determined to respond to -

any advance achieved by the other side by matching it rather than by

making concessions.” (A/38/1. p. 5)

As is well known, one of the main difficulties encountered by these
billateral negotiations concerns the treatment that should be given to the
nuclear weapons of France ‘and Great Britain. ' In connection with this increasinely
urgent oroblem, the thirty-third Pugwash Conference which met in Venice from
26 to 31 August last, stated its view, as indicated in the declaration of that
council, that

"if no agreement is reached by the month of December, NATO could and

should postpone the deployment LET new nuclear missile§7'in order to

allow more time both for negotiations and for national initiatives'.

With a view to contributing to the solution of the problem, I should like
to repeat the suggestion we made at the 23hth meeting of the Committee on
Disarmament on 16 August last that the two series of bilateral negotiations
that have been taking place between the United States and the Soviet Union, in
Neventer 1981, in Geneva -~ presumably in consultation with their respective
allies ~ the first dealing with so-called intermediate-range nuclear weapons
and the second, in June 1982, dealing with strategic nuclear weapons, should

be merged into one.
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We feel it is appropriate to add two more suggestions to this institutional
one. The first is to expand the scope of negotiations to include, in addition
to strategic and intermédiate—range weapons, so-called tactical nuélear weapons,
of which there are several thousand in forward pqsitions in Europe, as is well
known. In this respect it should be mentioned that the Independent Commission
on Disarmament and Security %uestions - also known as the Palme Commission,
alfter its Chairman, the present Prime Minister of Sweden, Olaf Palme - in a
report entitled, "Common Security: A Frogramme for Disarmament”, made the
following observations: '

"Battlefield nuclear weapons, as well aé nuclear air defence systems
and atomic demolition munitions, raise‘important problems of stability. /

Air defence systems would likely create pressures for delegation of

authority to use them before combat actuaily_was initiated. Battlefield

weapons also would create pressures for early use in any armed cohflict.‘

Their location near the front lines of any war would mean that political

leaders may face a choice early in a conflict of'either authorizing the

use of battlefield weapons or watching them be overrun. Fach side’s

fears that the other side might resort to 'first use’ could intensify

crises and multiply the dangers of the initiétion of nuclear conflict

and its escalation.” (A/CN.10/38, pp. 111, 112)

The Palme Commission concludes this section of the revort by séying:
"Security for both sides would improve if these weavons were mutually
reduced and withdrawn. These weapons are currently not the subject of

Fast-West negotiations. They should be, and urgently.” (ibid., p. 112)

Our second additional suggestion has to do with the "vital interests” of
all the peopies of the world in the disarmament negotiations, which was
emphasized strongly more than once in the Pinal Document. This has‘been dealt
with by the negotiating super-Powers, however, as if it were some fantasy,
or some kind of invention, of the collective imagination of the General Assembly

of" the United Nations.
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To correct this and to give the expression of this interest reality, even
if only symbolically, it would be appropriate for the negotiations between the
two super-Powers - which should encompass the three nuclear questions to which
I have Jjust réferred‘ that is to say strategic weapons, intermediate—rénge
weapons and battlefield weapons - to be expanded by participants including
among themva pefsonal representative of the Secretary-Ceneral of the United
Nations. His function should be twofold: he would be there to safeguard the
legitimate interests of non-nuclear-weapon States»or States that do not belong
to either alliance, and where appropriate he could act as a friendly-go-between
in order to help the two negotiating Powers to break the deadlock which their
talks seem so often to reach - and which, unfortunately, they seem to have
reached at the present time. | '

e believe that fhese suggestions, vhich, as can be seen from paragraph 29,
section III B of‘the report of the Committee on Disarmament, were shared by
“many member States’in the Committee, should be seriously considered by the two
super-Powers. VWe also believe that a CGeneral Assembly resolution inviting the
two super-Powers to support these suggestions could prove effective. As has
been frequently stressed, and as we have already mentioned today and would like
to repeat, it is npt Jjust the national interests of the two Powers that possess
the largest nuclear arsenals that are at issﬁe, but, in the final analysis, the
vital interests of all the peoples of the world and the very survival of mankind.

Ye also wish to put forward a few considerations Which might contribute
to the adoption of another important measure. This would be a step, albeit
a modest 6ne, towards the final goal set at the first special session devoted
to disarmament and unanimously and catesorically reaffifmed in 1982 during the
second svecial session on that subject - namely, the goal of the complete

elimination of nuclear weapons.
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This measure would be the adoption by the nuclear-weapon States‘of a
commitment not to be the first to use these terrible instruments of mass
destruction.

There could be two stages for this. In the first, the United States,
FTrance and the United Kingdom coﬁld solemnly pledge, through uﬁilétéral
declarations - as China did in 1964 and the Soviet Union’ did in 1982 - not
to take the initiative in the use of nuclear weapons. If that coﬁid be done,
the result, from the moral, psychological and pragmatic points of v1ew, would be
almost the same as if the flve nuclear-weapon States became parties to a
treaty or convention formally prohlb;tlng the flrst use of these weapons .,

Tt would seem desirable, however, for an additional effort to be made to
strengthen this obligation from fhe‘strictly‘legai point of view - that is,
an abttempt to incorporate this obligation in one of the instruments whose
fully binding nature under international law is recognlzed.

Since thus far it has only been in the United States and in the European
countries members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiéation (NATO) that the
first use of nuclear weapons has been seriocusly considered as a'deéirable
proposal, it is encouraging to note that over the past few months prominent
individuals and institutions in that reglon have either glven favourable
consideration to or openly proposed the renunciation of this straterv bJ
the United States and the other members of the Atlantic Alliance. I should
like to mention the following few enlightening examples of this trend:
the article, published in the spring 1982 issue of the magazine "Foréign Affairs”,
by four United States internationalists with prestige in their:fespective
fields - McGeorge Bundy, George F. Kennan, Robert S. McNamara and Gerard Smith;

an article, published in The New York Times on 10 May 1982, by Egon Bahr - a

prominent member of the Bundestag of the Federal Republic of Germeny; a speech
made to the National Press Club in Washingtonron 14 April 1982 by Paul C. Warnke,
a former Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency;

an interview given by George Ball, a former Under-Secretary of State of the United

Stetes, and published in the 7 June 1982 issue of "The New Yorker';
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a memorandum submitted‘to the CGeneral Assembly in June 1982 by a group known

as "Ceneral's for Peacé and Disarmament", including a lMarshal, an ex-President
of Portugal, 10 retired generals and a retired admiral - all nationals of NATO
countries, where tﬁey keld a variety of irpcriert military posts; the declaration
adopted by the Pontificél Academy of Sciences in September 1982, after two
meetings held successively in London and Rome in March and June 1982, with the
participation of representatives of 35 Academies of Science from the entire world,
a declaration containing, among others, the following significant words: 'We
appeal to all nations never ﬁo be the first to use nuclear weapons''; the report
adopted in February 1983 by the "Union of Concerned Scientists', with headquarters
in Cambridge, Massachussetts, in the prepartion of which a number of generals

and admirals had o hand - Lord Carver, General Karl Christian Krause and
General Jochen Loéer -~ as well as a number of specialists such as Lord Zuckerman,
and in which the following is stated: "The present first-use strategy would

very probably result in the catastrophe of a nuclear war ; it ié intellectually
and morally unacceptable, and internally it is a divisive factor for the

nations of the Alliance"; the declaration which was adopted by the Synod of Bishops of
the Church of England as a result of a detate that took place cn

10 February 1983 and which contained these words: "We believe that it is a moral
obligation of all countries, including the NATO countries, to renounce

solemnly and publiely the first use of nuclear weapons, in any form whatsoever;
and, to conclude this list - the result of a very selective choice among the

1a£ge amount of material that exists in this area -~ the Pastoral Letter of the
Bishops of the United States on war and peace, adopted on 3 May this year,

vhich includes the following key concepts: "We cannot imagine any situation

in vhich the deliberate initiation of a nuclear war, even on the most limited
scale, could be morally’ﬁustified, Non-nuelear attacks that another State

might make must be resisted with means that are also non-nuclear".



BCT/jmb/plj A/cC .lé38/PV.3
28-30

(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

I do not wish to conclude this statement without referring, albeit
briefly, to two items that also appear on our agenda and that, without any doubt,

are of particular significance: +the comprehensive programme on disarmament

and the World Disarmement Campaign.

With regard to the programme - and, as will be recalled, I had the honour
of presiding in 1981 over the Working Group that the Committee on Disarmament
established to prepare a draft -~ the General Assembly has before it this year,
in accordance with the request of the second special session devoted to
disarmament, a revised draft that has been drawn up bearing in mind paragraph 63 of
the Concluding Document of the second specisl session on disarmament and in keeping
with the provisions of paragraph 109 of the Final Document of the first special
session, in 1978, in which, it will be recalled, the General Assembly stated that
the programme should encompass

"a11 measures thought to be advisable in order to ensure that the goal

of general and complete disarmament under effective international control

becomes a reality in a world in which international peace and security

prevail and in whichthe new international economic order is strengthened

and consolidated”. (resolution 8S-10/2, para. 109)

Since the text of the draft, appearing as an annex to the report of the
Working Group incorporated in section III F of the report submitted to the
General Assembly by the Committee on Disarmament, is relatively brief and
self-explanatory, I shall merely offer a few general considerations, like

those I put forward in Geneva, fo‘help us better evaluate the draft.
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I should like to stress at the beginning that the programme proposed is much
less ambitious than the one that in 1982 was submitted to the second special
session of the General Assembly on disarmament. That should be obvious to anyone
who compares the two documents. In addition, as indicated in the report, the text
of some peragraphs is still outstanding, as is the location of others. There
remain differences of opinion regarding the desirability of including certain
paragraphs since there is a need to avoid duplication.

No agreement has as yet been reached on the important question of the stages
of implementation, nor was there enough time to consider the draft introduction
vhich, as Chairman of Vorking Group I of the special session of the General
Assembly in 1982 I prepared at the time. Thus, obviously, if it is decided to use
it for the revised programme that has been submitted to the Assembly, a number of
substantial modifications need to be made to bring it into line with the contents
of the new document. Finally. it can be said that all delegations have, expressly
or tacitly, reserved the final positions of their Governments until the
Governments have had occasion to study the progsremme ss a whole and state their
views on it.

In spite of all the limitations that we have mentioned. we believe that the
draft programme, which is the fruit of the hard work of the member States of the
Working Group, could serve a great practical purpose. It could allow CGovernments,
_with a text completely free of square brackets, to get a clear idea of how much '
they can strive for at the present time, if it is felt that., as obviously appears
desirable. the comprehensive programme of disarmament on which we have worked
for the past three years, should be adopted by a consensus of all the States
Members of the United Nations.

The procedure followed in the Vorkirg Group is now clear beyond any doubt. In
those cases where generally acceptable formulations could not be agreed upon using
as a basis the draft programme sent back by the second special session of the
Assembly, together with the additional material provided by it and the new
proposals put forward in the course of the deliberations of the Working Group. it
vas necessary. in order to reach agreement. to incorporate the relevant paragraphs

of the Final Document of 1978 without making any modifications.
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Consequently, it seems to me that the General Assembly should take this
situation into account when, after considering the content of the new texts in the
draft programme - in the preparation of which'the Group bore in mind that the draft
programme shoula not represent any step backward, no matter hoﬁ small, from the
Final Document - it decides what its general policy must be. ,

It seems to me that the General Assembly will have to make a choice between
two possible courses of action. One course is to adopt the draft programme in
spite of its modest nature at this thirty-eighth session, after, of course,
resolving thg outstanding problems. This it could do in accordance with vhatever
procedure itldeemed most appropriate. For example, it could create an open-ended
working grdup that would work simultaneously with the Pirst Committee of the
General Assembly, whose work wduld.be supplemented by these meetings for informal
consultations. On the othér hand, the matter could be returned to the Committee
on Disarmament. but in this case it should be fully realized that it would be an
illusion to believe that the multilateral negotiating body could consider this
matter once again with any chance of success at all before at least three years
had elapsed.

I think it would be difficult for me to find a more appropriaste subject with
vhich to conclude my statement than that of the World Disarmament Campaign. This
is true because Mexico had the honour of submitting this initiative three years
ago at the thirty-fifth session of the CGeneral Assembly, and because, having been
solemnly initiated at the second special session. last year, it will, it now seems,
play a prominent role as regards disarmament, especially nuclear disarmament.

I should like to add here, parenthetically, that we welcome the fact that the
present session’s agenda includes the holding of a Pledging Conference for the
Campaign. That Conference will take place next Thursday, 27 October. In this
connection, I venture to hope that all Menmbers of the United Nations will realize
that it is necessary to participate in that Pledging Conferencen The amount
of the contributions. in my opinion, is of secondary importance. It is of primary

importance, however, that every single Member expresses its interest in the Campaign.
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A comparison of the objectives solemnly set forth in the Final Document and the
conditions that exist in the international order at the present time gives rise not
only to understandable alarm, but also to justified indignation. The modest
arsenals of 1945, which included a small number of bombs of a very few kilotons,
are now replaced by arsenals with a total of about 50.000 nuclear warheads, whose
destructive power is conservatively estimated to be considerably greater thah that
of a million bombs like the one that destroyed Hiroshima. This means that nuclear
arsenals today are more than capable of destroying the total’population of the world
60 times over.

As was so rightly said two weeks ago by the Foreign Minister of Mexico,
Bernardo Sepulveda Amor:

"The supremacy of the concept of military superiority is leading us to increase

uncertainty, in which total annihilation‘seems probableo” (A/38/PV.13, p. 81)

‘
J
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. Tt should be recalled.-that it was also in the Final Document of 1978
that the General Assembly stressed: ‘ ' -

“the decisive factor for achieving real measures of disarmament is
the ‘political will' of States, especially of those possessing

‘nuclear weapons ..." (resolution 5-10/2, para. 10) -

and it stressed the need - and these are the words from the Document - to:

. "mobilize world public opinion on behalf of disarmament ...° (ibid, vara 99)

T am convinced that, thanks to the Vorld Disarmament Campaign, whose :

objective fundamentally is to inform, to educate and to generate understanding
and public support tﬁroughout the world for the objectives of the
United Nations in the field of limiting weapons and diéarmamenfg the voices
of hundreds of millions of human beings everywhere, in the north and south,
in the east and west, will gadin greater persuasive power than have had, -
unfortunately, statements made in the General Assembly and in the Cdmmitteé
on Disarmament; and we are sure they will contribute, as a result of healthy
moral ﬁressure in all countries, to give concrete expression to .
this pciitical will which the General Assenbly quite rightly called 2

decisive element  in disarmament.

Mr. HEPBURH  (Bahamas): During preparations for this statement,

I happened on a copy of a doctoral dissertation on disarmament written
by Mr. Jack Brainard. Three aspects caught my attention:

First, the entire work was based on deliberations of States lembers
of the United Nations on the subject of disarmament.

Secondly, the dissertation, although completed in 1960, showé qertain
parallels to the status of the arrs race teday. TFor example, rapid
developing technical changes in disarmament have continued since the 1950s; balance
of power situations are created by technical devélopments, domestic, political
and social conditions; shifting relations between the countries of the
vorld indicate the tenor of the arms race:. and the underlyins assumptions
of the Powers concerning the nature of international relations are very

significant.
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Thirdly, the author felt that the definition of the term disarmament
must be re-examined. My delegation has long expressed this view, particularly
since the United Nations definition of disarmament differs appreciably from
that stated in dicfionaries and encyclopedias. For Mr. Drainard's purpose,
he referred to disarmamént as "any plan or system for the limitation,
reduction or abolition of armed forces, including their arms ortbudgets“.

Certainly, given the information just cited, it is clear that we have
not advanced very fér in reducing the threat to total annihilation of the
human race. |

Personélly, T om embarrassed to make another statement in the general
debate on the question of disarmament because I have nothing new ﬁo say,
except to point out that once again delegates have gathered to disguss
the perennial question of(disarmament and international security One
can almost feel the disinterest and lack of commitment to the cause.

Once again we are going to hear platitudes about the evils of the
arms race and sﬁggeétions as to what wwust be done to prevent a nuclear
holocaust.

Once again we’are going to rehash the issues and adopt numerous
consensus resolutions on the many items allotted to the First Committee.

Once again we are goihg to hear rhetorical excuses as to why(concrete
measures cannot be implemented and how the super-Pwer struggle or rivalry
places stumbling blocks to éffectiVe solutions.

Once again we are going fo‘listen to appeals for the implementation of
political will and respect for interdependence. ‘

Once again we afe‘going to hear accusations and rights,of‘reply combined
with callé‘for qdmoperation wvithout -confrontation. A

The mbre I reflect on the above, the more coﬁvinced I becoﬁe that we
are mocking ourselves with these tiresome charadés. I am afraid that
despite our keen awareness of the physical destruction and human tragedy
that have resulted from wars or conflicts - whetﬁer by primitive, conventional

or atomic weapons - mankind is still opposed to adopting a more appropriate
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pro"ramme'of action. Despite the fact that Governments are aware thaf fhe
arms race has resulted in the Wastawe of valuable resources that could be
put to more productlve use9 there is a great unv1111ngness to de31st from
acquiring and ~ even more disconcerting ~ developing never and more
sophlstlcated weapons of destruction.

From 1059 to the present, several conventions and treaties have been
ratified on test bans, nonaprollferatlon of arms and nuclear weapon-—{ree zones.
They have all been violated. Instead of limitation aﬁd control of armémenfég‘
glotal expenditures have continued to mount, consuming human and material
resources, thereby jeopafdizing the peace, security and étability of fégiops”
and the environment; . ’

Perhaps I am too serious about the arms face and the urgent need fof
us to save succeeding generations ffdm the scourge of war. Pérhaps it
is necessary for us to go on talking and not acting. Pérhaps this call
for peace is merely an illusion and peace can be achleved only through
var. Perhaps the expression of a comedian - ”They can't blow up the world.
Hhere would people live?” -~ is more bellevable than documentarles and
simulated drematic films on the danger of the escglated arms race. If thls
is so, what then of the aspiratidns of avery child to become an adult, to
succeed at a careef or to have a family, or both? What then of the desire of every
parent to see their child or children grow, discover life, have a famlly
of their own and provide for them an old age of contentment throush their
offsprinc? ‘

If these then are still real, 'enuihe’ﬂoals of human beings, and not
merelv phllosophlc, melodramatic posturlngs, then the Charter prOV131ons
and Assembly directives we are nandated to implement and brlng to frultlon
are to be given a dlfferent fate from that to Whlch we hdve hltherto
consigned then. ' )

The questions tbbrefore arise:

hy do we contlnue to pour resources into acqulsltlon of guns instead

of tutter?
by do we allow confliets still to threaten our peace of mind, dreams

of the future?
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hy do we permit situations which deprive human beings of the joys of
their procreation? ’ ' 4
Vhy do we continue to waste our energies in rhetoric?

fhy do we. not forestall and eliminate the obviously detrimental?
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The answver is é simple one. Te believe we would be heard for our
ruch painsaying. Strangely enoush, silence vould be more effective: for
onlv vhat comes out of a man defiles him., "That is evident is that nations
must be convinced that there is an ursent need for the strengthening of the
United Tations as a neacemaker. They must believe that it is not an
oversimplification to say that the Charter:providés arnle mechanisms and
procedures to ensure thaot the lowest possible level of armaments will
charscterize not only defence systems but regions as iell.

Let me relterate that, vhile the role of the super Povers and rdlitarily
significant'States cannot be overlooked, action by non-militarily significent
States is no longer an option but an imperative: for it is only through such
cormlementary action and commitment by non nilitarily sirnificant States that
militarily sisnificant States blinkered and bound by their individual and
collective vested interests, will think tvice ahout maintaining the molitical
doctrines which inilate their security needs and. in turn, lead to arms
escalation, transferrals and the use and threat of use of force, vhich increase
internationéi tensions and in mény instonces influence decisions to engage in and
exacerbzte international conflicts.

In addition, it seems to ny dGelegation that the real challenge of
disarmarment rests with the non- militarily sifnificant States, which at present,
by and large, have less to lose from renunciation of arms and all to gain for
hemselves and for militarily significant Stotes by so doing.

ir. Chairman, I feel that the organization of work you have »presented
to the Committee has great rerit. The grouping of similar items is
narticularly.appealingu and if Ueriber States could arsree to one single
resolution for each item ve should be able to boast of significant prosress,

on paper at lease, in cﬁrbiﬁg the arns race. Let me assure vou that ry
delegation welcomes the oppoytuniﬁy tbvassist vou and the other officers of the
Committee in bringing your ohefous task to a successfuyl conclusion.

I aim realistic enough to know that vhen we begin to deal with terts of
draft resolutions the frustrations, disagreements and disappointments ill be
ever nresent. Iovever, as soneone said regarding the implementation of a very
innovative and controversial Hlan to ease the economic erisis in developings
countries, This is an extraordinary challenge that e cannot refuse to tale

and a resnonsibility wve cannot afford to avoid.”
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Mr. PETROVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Mr. Chairman, allow me first of all to congratulate you on your
election to preside over this Committee.

The priority items on the Committee‘’s agenda are the elimination of the threat
of nuclear war and the limitation and halting of the nuclear arms race. In the
true sense of the expression, that is global problem number one, crucial not only
in solving other problems of mankind but also to the very survival of life on our
planet. The Soviet delegation fully shares the concern over the increasingly
ominous shape of the risk of nuclear war voiced during this session's general
debate in plenary meetings. This risk is primarily the result of the unbridled
nuclear arms race unleashed by those who are seeking to acquire military
superiority in a bid to impose their will on other countries and peoples and to
halt and reverse the objective processes of world development.

It would appear that the nuclear arsenals of the United States and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization were already packed to capacity, and yet, the weapon
assembly lines run on ever faster, at a frantic pace. It is impossible to think
of any type of armament that is not either being stockpiled or being repiaced by
some new and even more deadly weapon. The development and improvement of strategic
offensive weapons is proceeding apace: weapons are being developed on the basis of
the latest scientific and technological advances. in an obvious endeavour to
acquire a nuclear first-strike capability. In order to bring nuclear weapons right
up to their targets, plans to deploy new medium-range missiles in Vestern Europe,
which promote illusions sbout the possibility of remaining outside a nuclear
exchange .

There can be no doubt that Europe is now the nerve centre of international
relations. The deployment of nev United States‘missiles in Burope would greatly
complicate the whole world situation. dramatically escalate the nuclear
confrontation, increase the threat of nuclear war. If the United States missiles
are actually deployed in Furope, the Soviet Union will have no alternative but to

take appropriate countermeasures.
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The arms race. which is being speeded up by the United States., is not
confined to one continent alone. HNew attempts are being made to secure the
deployment of neutron weapons in Western Europe and in other parts of the world.
Over a broad geographic area, from Diego Garcia to Okinawa, and over the expanses
of the Atlantic, Indian and Pacific Oceans. both the land and the waters are being
crammed with nuclear weapons through a pathological desire to add more such
weapons where they are already in place and to deploy them vhere there are none.

The nuclear arms race, to which is now being given a qualitatively new
dimension, increases the risk of war, inter alia, through an accident or technical
error. The situation is being made worse by the fact that, even in the
conditions of a nuclear arms race there are some who, with criminzal
thoughtlessness - as if the lives of millions of people were not at stake - are
bandying about all kinds of doctrines and concepts of limited and protracted
miclear war. or selective or countervailing nuclear strikes - all based on the same

reliance on the first use of nuclear weapons.
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Anvy sober-minded person would resdilv see that to think of the unthinkable,
narely, the admissibility of nuclear war, disregards the single most important
reality of the nuclear and svace age, which is that if any nuclear var were
unleashed, it would inevitably become vorld-wide. That is the fatal threshhold
bevond vhich life on earth itself may Dbe destroyed. '

Twery time eminent scientists., physicists, physicians, ecolosists or
military experts 1lift the veil covering hypothetical nuclear missile var
scenarios, they reveal a truly monstrous abyss vhich has little in common with
sveculative calculations of the trigrer happy strategists vho, in effect, think
in pnre-nuclear var terms. To hear them makes it apvear that nuclear var is
just a variety of conventional warfare but with more extensive conseguences.
Vowever, a rood look at the real facts shows that the soldieris conventional
view of war is as outdated and as simple minded as is the straight-forvard \
Velasnuez nicture of the helmeted lMars compared to the apocalynse of Picasso's
Cuernica.

The final documents adopted by the Third Vorld Conrress of International
Phyrsicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War held in the summer of 1083 pdint'\
to the fact that all-out nuclear wer would instantly kill hundreds of millions
of vpeonle, and thus cali into question the future of those who might survive
the initial attack' the medicinal services would be unable to provide effective
aid for the survivors-: future generations would inherit a violated biosphere on
a planet poisoned by radioactivity: the long-term ecological consequences of
nuclear exnlosions would affect later generations: indeed, if account is taken
of all that is ¥noim and, even more important, of 211 that is still unknowm,
about the consequences of nuclear exnlosions. there is a danger that huwan life

on our nlanet would cease to exist.
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_ 8imilar conclusions have also heen reached by scientists vorrine Jn
other flelds and by sober minded politicisns and m11itary fisures.

' ,Clearlv the advocaév of reliance on force. and particularly on nuclear.force:
- blasphemously declaréd by some to be noliticél‘reaiismq is biological nihilism,
and therefore also nolitieal nihilisn. because nuclear war is the road of no -
return. A truly realistic ?olicy cannot be based on the nossibility of
experimenting with our pnlanet to detéfmine‘its capacity to survive,d nﬁclear
holocaust . That is the point repeatedly made by the foviet Union: there can
he mo vietors in a nuelesr var. ‘ -

People on all continents are iiﬁhtlv aslFinn vhether the slide tovards the
nuclear abyss can be -halted and vhether we can move on to another road‘iﬁ wvorld
polities. ' | V | 4

Ve, would ansver that cuestion most emvhatically in the affirmative. The
history of the post var vears has nproved conv1nc1n?1v that the threat of a
nuclear wvar can he averted. ”anblpd has galned exnerience in the conqo11dat1on
of peace ané international security. For an entire decade international
relations vere developing in a snirit of détente.: That was certainly a valuable
gain for the international community. And there is no alteinative. The sravity
of the existinz situation and the present level of the danmer of var urzently-
require a retuvn to the nollcv of detente anﬂ to a joint search for wavs of
nreventing nvclear var. ,.

Mat is now the essence of the problem of assuring veace and intefnational
securitv? Suceinctly expressed. it‘is maintenance of the anproximate stratesic
military ecuilibrium existing in Furope and on a global scale hetween the
Varsav Treaty and the Yorth Mtlantic Treatj Organization (TATO) and hetween the
Soviet Union and the United States. That equilibrium makes an ohjective’
contribution to fhe nreservation of veace. Reluctange-to accent that realitv
and a striving for military supremacy and destabilization of the military and
politiecal situation lead to an escalztion of the arrms race and a éreater

threat of nuclear ar,
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The Soviet Union has done, and vill continue to do, its utrost to preserve
that equilibrium ané'to seek. the reduction and limitation of armaments on the basis
of the existing equ111br1um SO . that approx1mate parity at any plven moment
Vould be maintained, but at an 1ncrea51nn1v lover level. That nos1tlon is
reallotxc,-lt 1svsc1ent1£1cally and volitically sound, and it is in keeving
irith the interests of both sideé and with thewcause of world veace.

To that end, it is cru01al that the nuclear veapon Povers strictly adhere
to a defen51ve doctrlne.‘ That is Drec1selv the doctrine trat forms the basis
for the building of theoSov1et arred forces, includins their nuclear comvonents.
Yes, ve are maintaining the combat readiness of our armed forces at an avprooriate
level, taking into account the threats to our security. But ve do that because
wve must. The arms race has always been imposed on us from outside.
p'r'eventlve wvars, of any tyre or scele and concents of nreemptive nuclear striles
are alien to the %ov1et mllltarv doctrine. 4

Yurl Nrdrorov General Secretarv of the Central Cormittee of the Commumist
Part" of the Soviet Uhlon and President of the Presidiun of the Supreme Soviet
of the Unlon of Soviet Socialist hepubllcs, has pointed out in his recent
sfatement that: 7 | ‘ / '

e e cdo not senqrate the well. belng of our neonle and the qecurlfv
of the uovwet qtate from, let alone oppose it to. the vell being and
security of other peoples and other countries. In the nuclear age one -
cannot look at the vworld throuﬁh the prism of narrovw egoistic interests.
Résponsible’statesmen have one choice -~ to do all they can to nrevent a
nuclerr catastrophe. Any other position is short-sirhted. nay more

suicidal.’
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As pointed out in the communiqué of the recently concluded Sofia meeting of the
Coumittee of iiinisters of Foreign Affairs of the Varsav Treaty States; the
Boviet Unﬁon,together with its allies,is offering an alternative to nuclear
disaster, in a broad complex of proposals designed to eliminete the threst’
of nuclear.war, halt the arms race and bring about disarmément and détente.

The Soviet Union considers it necessary to strive to create reliable
waterial , poii’r,ical9 legal, moral, psychological and other guarantees for
the prevention Vof nuclear wvar at every level - unilateral, bilateral and
multilateral. Our intentions are matched by specifie deeds.

The Soviet Union has assuned the obligation not to be the first to
use nuclear yegpons. This has been a resolute and bold move considering
that the Unitéd Staotes and ofhéf NATO nuclear Powers Find the unleashing
of nuclear wvar possible and have not reacted at all in response to this
action of the Soviet Union. The adoption of the obliration not to be the first
to use nuclear veapons is not a mere declaration. In miiitary terms it means
thet more attention will be paid in the building up of armed forces to‘thé h
objectives of preventins armed conflicts from becowing nuelear, thus
necessitating the introduction of even stricter standards in the establishment
and the makeup of the nanpover of the forces, and in the orpanization of
strict controls guaranteeing. the exclusion of unsanctioned launchings of
nuclear veapons -~ from tactical to. strategic. If other nuclear States
vhich have not done so followed the example set by the Soviet Union, .this
would amount in actual practice to the renunciation in seneral of the
first use of nuclear wveapons. ‘

Ve cannot fail to agree with the remarks of the speaker who just addressed
the Committee, the representative of llexico, lMr. Garcia Robles, who said
that the question of the nqnﬂfirstvuse of nuclear weapons is one of the

mnost important issues before us.
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The other truly taﬁgible neasures adopted by the Soviet Union on
unilateral basis are: the cessation in 1982 of further deployment of
" nedium- range m1sulles in the Turopean part of the uov1e£ Union and., moreover?

the actual reouctlon of part ‘of these arrawents the nonnutatlonlnn of
adéitional redlum ran se missiles beyona the Urals in an area where they
woulq have neutern Turope within thelr rong

This Vear yet another 81"n1f1cant move has been added to the Soviet
Union’s record of un1late~al peace 1n1t1at1ves, The oov1et Union has

asswaied an obllﬁatlon not to be the first to launch into outer space any
type of onti- satc111te veapons,, In other vords, the Soviet Unlon thereby
has declared a unllateraJ moratorium on sucb luunchln“s for as long as other‘
States, 1nclud1ng the United States, vefrain fron launching 1nto outer space
any type ol anti.satellite weapons of any sort. This decision is yet anotler
" menifestation of the goodw1ll of the Soviet Union and its deternlnu ion %o
promote in uctual.deedsthe e11m1naclon of uhe threau of var. ‘
The 31gn ica ance of unilateral actions in this sphere of the preventioﬁ
~of nuclear war is seTf ev1d9nt At the saméitin‘leQ of cdurseD unilateral
efforts alone are not enough. | '

The Sov1et Unlon has taken a properly respons1ble apnroach to the
on-£oing ncr ouwaulons between the Soviet Unlon and the Unlted States on
limitation of nuclear arms in Durope and on the limitation and reduCtlon
of strategic arms. Ve believe that these nerotlatlono shoqu not be conducteo’
merely for the sake of holding negotiations, but in order to reach concrete ’
results’® anc ve are firmly convinced that it is quite possible to reach
a common position at these negotiations on the basis of strict compliance
with the principle of equality and equal security. But, just as it is

. inmpossible to applaud with one hand, the efforts of one side alone are
clearly inadequate to get results in the talks. " The state of affairs at these

nerotiations makes my point in this regard perfectly'clear.
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Let us now turn to the negotiations on the limitation of nuclear
weapons in Europe that have now entered the decisive phase. As far back
as two years‘ago the Soviet Union vroposed a truly zero option for Europe:
the elimination of all nuclear weapcns, both medium-~-range and tactical.

I emphasize,'this was a genuine zero option. However, since NATO was
not prepafed to adopt such a radical solution - and the Soviet Union is
still ready to do so - the Soviet Union provosed a not so radical vet
far-reaching option: the renunciation of the deployment in Europe of
any new medium-range missiles and the reduction of all existing missiles
by roughly two thirds, leaving 300 missiles on the USSR and NATO sides, 4
respectively. t

In view of western claims that such option .would be unfair because
the Soviet Union could, supbosedly, retain within those 300 systems more
missiles than NATO has at its disposal, the Soviet side declared that it
was willing to keep - after the reductions in Europe —/exactly as many
medium-range missiles as Britain and France have in their possession.
Accordingly, the two sides would be left with equal numbers of nuclear-capable
aircraft of medium radius of action. Moreovér, we also expressed our’
apgreement to negotiating equal numbers not only of the delivery vehicles -
that is, missiles and airecraft - but also of nuclear warheads carried

by them.
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As a result, the Soviet Union would have in the European zone far fewer
medium-range missiles and warheads on those missiles than it had before 1976,
when it had no SS-20 missiles at all. ’

Finally, the USSR quite recently took another major step towards a positive
solution of the problem of medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe. In the event
of a mutually-acceptable agreement being reached - including the renunciation by
the United States of its plan to deploy new missiles in Europe - the Soviet Union
would not only reduce its own medium-range missiles in the European part of the
country to a level equal to the number of missiles possessed by Great Britain and
France, but would also eliminate all the missiles removed. In that way a
significant number of SS-20 missiles would also be dismantled. Thus, a major,
real disarmament measure has been proposed with a view to considerably
facilitating agreement.

But the United States has adopted a different kind of approach at the
negotiations. TFor a long time the United States has been proposing that the
USSR reduce to zero - that is, destroy - all its medium-range missiles, and
not only in the European but alsc in the Eastern part of the country, while
NATO would not destroy a single missile or aircraft. In other words, the
purport of this proposal, which can be called a zero option only as a mockery
of common sense, boils down to zero missiles for the USSR and zero reductions
for NATO.

Another variant on this lopsided position is found in the so-called
interim solution proposed by the United States, under which the USSR would
have on the one hand to reduce its medium-range nuclear arsenal and on the
other hand to give its blessing to the deployment in Europe of a certain
number of new United States missiles in addition to existing British and
French migssiles and the European forward-based systems of the United States
itself.

Even now the United States continues to press for this solution, which
would enable it in any event to begin at the end of 1983 the deployment in
Western Burope of its new medium-range missiles, in addition to the American
forward-based nuclear systems alfeady in place there. The United States is
merely covering up this fact with talk about some sort of United States

flexibility in the Geneva talks. Another helping of this "flexibility" has
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just been dished out, and the inherent deceit is obvious this time too. The
essence of the latest so-called flexible movement in the United States position
amounts, as before, to a proposal that agreement be reached on how many

Soviet medium-range missiles are to be removed and how many new American
missiles are to be deployed in Europe in addition to the nuclear arsenal
already possessed by NATO.

The current United States position not only precludes the possibility
of reaching agreement, but is altogether devoid of elementary common sense.

How is it possible, for example, to find an even remotely reasonable justification
for the refusal to take into account British and French missiles in the overall
balance of nuclear arms? The British and French systems, which are capable of
destroying targets on the territory of the USSR and its allies, even now
constitute a significant component of NATO's nuclear arsenal. ‘

The stubborn reluctance of the United States to take them into account is
clearly intended to delay the talks and enable that country to deploy its
missiles in Western Europe by invoking the intransigence of the Soviet Union.
Capable as they are of destroying targets deep inside Soviet territcry, these
missiles are designed to become an absolute addition to the United States
nuclear arsenal and to upset the existing regional and global balance in NATO's
favour. However, it is not only targets on Soviet territory, but also targets
in some other countries, including African and Asian countries, that could
turn out to be in the sights of these new American missiles.

Together with the other Warsaw Treaty countries, the Soviet Union continues
firmly to advocate that an early agreement be reached in the negotiations which
provides for the renunciation of the deployment in Europe of new medium-range
nuclear missiles and for appropriate reductions in existing medium-range nuclear
systems in that continent. As was emphasized in the communiqué issued on
14 October 1983 in Sofia, Bulgaria, by the Committee of Foreign Ministers of
the Warsaw Treaty States,

"The possibility of reaching at the Geneva negotiations an agreement

consonant with the interests of the peoples of the world still exists.

In this context it wss pointed out that if no agreement were rcached

in the talks before the end of this year it would be necessary for

the negotiations to continue for the purpose of reaching one, with the
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United State% end its NATO allies waiving‘the deadline they had

themselves éstabliéhed for the deployment(of new medium-range

nuclear missiles.’

The USSR is willing in those conditions to observe the freeze it has
unilaterally declared on medium-range missile sfstems deployed in the European
part of its territory and to carry out the unilateral reduction of such systems
that began ﬁheh the freeze was declared, as a major contribution to the creation
of the conditions necessary for the éuccessful compietion of the talks.

A situation similar to that in the talks on the limitation of nuclear arms
in Europe is developing in another Geneva forum: that of the negotiations on
the limitation and reduction of strategic arms. |

At theée talks, the Soviet Union has been proposing as a first step, a
freeze on the strategic nuélear arsenals of both sides and that they should both
forgo not only any increase ih the present number of missiles,-but also the
development and testing of new types and kinds of strategic arms, as well as

limiting to the maximum extent possible the modernization of existing systems.
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But this would only be a first step. The Soviet proposals call for deep
reductions of all strategic weapons in the interests of enhancincs over all
military stratepic stability. Specifically ., the draft treaty put
forward by the Soviet delegation at the Ceneve talks proposes that the existing
arsenals of both sides be reduced by approximately 25 per cent, to equal levels.,
The number of nuclear warheads on these armaments would also be cut o
substéntially to equal agreed ceilings. All channels for the continuation of
the strategic arms race would be blocked. There would be a ban on the deplbyment
of long-range cruisemissiles and other new kinds of strategic‘systems;'and the
“0331b111t1es for competition between the two sides in a cualltatlve upgradlng
of their arms would be Vvery strictly limitea. All these limitations and
reductions would of course be subject to verification. The Soviet Union then
would be prepared to move towards even deeper reductions. ' '

- Here too the United States position is aimed at obtaining unllateral
military advantages rather than an honest asreement. The reductlons as proposed
by the United States would affect the Soviet strateﬁlc arsenal to a con51derably
greater degree than the American arsenal. It is true however, that from time
to time the United States side enpages in a tactical gliding around some
important problems facing the negotiations. However this does not change
the over-all picture. Allov me to five a concrete exarple. As soon as the
United States felt that it wanted to ensure a futufe deployment of another
inter-continental ballistic missile (ICBH) - the Midgetmaﬁ ~ in éddition to
the latest IMX ICBils, which are to increase the United States nuclear arsenal by
at least 1,000 high-yield warheads, the United States delegation in Geneva
hastened to declare its readiness ﬁo adjust its position. The United States
delegationvdeclared.its willingness to raise its earlier proposed limit of 850
“on deployed sea-and-land-based ballistic missiles. '

.The same is true of the recent United States. idea of a build-down, or
increase in reductions. ILven accordihg to United States mass-media estimates,

that idea would in effect mean a faster reduction of land-based ICBls vhich



nM/13 A/C.%/BS/PV.3
o

(Mr. Petrovsky, USSR)

constltute the backbone of the USSR strateglc nuclear forces than of seambased
m15311es whlch are more 1mportant for the United States of America. The
thrust of the new Unlted States Dronosal 1s to channel the strategic arms race
towards a qualltatlve improvement of mlSSlles and bombers rather than to curb
it° Thus that proposal is by no means a step forwvard: rather at bestq 1t 1s a
move 51devays. |

Though the nerotlatlons on the limitation and reductlon of strateglc arms
have so far failed to advance5 the Soviet Unlon together Wlth other socialist
countrles, belleves that progress is feasible at these negotiations too, if
the other 31de also strlves for it, not in words, but in deeds.

While recoznizing the special respons1b111ty of the USSR and the Unlted
States for avertlng nuclear war, we believe at the same time that active
"multllateral efforts are requlred of all States of this Dlanet, 1rrespect1ve
of thelr 31ze, eographlcal locatlon, 3001a1 system and of whether they possesa
'nuclear Weaoons or not or of vhether they are members of some military-
nolltlcal groupln'r or are nonaallgned. Only JOlnt efforts by all those wbo
cherlsh peace can contain those who are pushing the world tovards the abyss anq
hinder tne unravelllng of intricate political knots and the achlevement of
rconstructlve agreements.

‘ The recent Madrid meeting of States partlclpatlng in the Conference on o
Securlty and Conoperatlon 1n Europe has demonstrated that neither the present day
vorld tensions nor considerable differencegs in national policies are an
1nsurmountab1e obstacle to finding areas of agreement in order to produce.:
solutlons whlch clear the horlzons of uorld polltlcs B ”

Ik attach exceptlonal 1nportance to the United Hatlons, the most representatum
international forum. United Nations decisions, aimed at the prevention of o
nuclear war and the curbing of the arms race and at expressing the will of the
States Members of the United Wations, carry great moral and political authority

and have significant potential for influencing positively the policies of States.
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The recent report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations on the work
of the Organization rightly notes that the task of ellmlnatlng the threat of
nuclear war \ ‘ e .

“should override the differences of interest and ideology which separate L

'the membership.” (A/38/1. p- 3 3) .

In our view the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly can and should
make 1ts own meanlngful contrlbutlon to the cause of reduc1ng the military threat
and strengthenlng universal security. Today, more than ever, it is important for

the States Members of the United Nations to have full awareness of themselves as
united nations determlned to act for the sake of saving present and future
generatlons from nuclear annlhllatlon. .

Aware of the utmost 1mportance of unltlng efforts in the struggle against the
nuclear threat, the Soviet Union has submitted to this session of the Unlted_Natlone
General Assembly a draft declaratlon on the condemnatlon of nuclear war. It
proposes that the General Assembly condemn nuclear war resolutelya uncondltlonally
and for all time as the most hideous of all crimes that can be committed against
the peoples of the world and as a gross violation ef the fOremost huﬁan rightg‘
the rlpht to life. ‘ | - 'f‘r

It is imperative that the States Members of the United Natlons aeclare as
eriminal acts the formulatlon advocacy9 dissemination and propaganda of polltleel
and mllltary doctrlnes and concepts designed to substantiate the legltlmacy of the
flrst use of nuclear weapons and, in general the adm1351b111tv of unleashing
nuclear var. This stand of the Sov1et Unlon is an organlc expres51on of its
principled approach to the questlons of war and peace. The founder of the SOV1et
State. Vladlmlr IlJICh Lenlng p01nted out that soclallsts have always condemned

vars between peoples as barbarlc and atroclous”.
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At the same time this Soviet proposal is a follow-up to recent United Nationsv

decisions. Two years ago the United Nations adopted the Declaration on the' ’
Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe, which solemnly proclaimed that those statesmen
who would decide to be the first fo use nuclear weapons would be neither
justified nor pardoned, and a year ago it adopted a resolution calling upon

all the nuclear Powers that have not yet done so to follow the examp;e set by
the USSR and assume an obligation not to be the first to use nﬁclear weapons.
The adoption at this session of a deciération condemning nuclear war in all

its forms and manifestations would contribute to the creation of a politicalh
climate that would make the actiohs of those who are devising plans for the
first use of nuclear weapons more difficult, and would build confidence among
States, thus contributing to the implementation of practical meéSures to limit
end reduce nuclear arms. This would become aﬁother large-scale political action
by the United Nations aimed at removihg the nuclear threat.

The Soviet Union believes that the condemnation of nuclear war should be
effectlvely backed up by practical steps to curb the nuclear-arms race.

In thls respect a freeze on nuclear armaments in qualitative and quantltatlve
terms by all States poss¢051ng them would be an extremely timely and feasible
measure. The'majority of the countries of the world and the broadest sectors
of world opinion have supported it. The United Nations has also come out in

~ favour of a freeze of nuclear arsenals. We respect this will of the peoples
and are actively working for its réaliZation.
Last June the Soviet Union advanced a concrete proposal to thié effect
- addressed to all the nuclear States. Unfortunately it too has not found a positive
response on their part. Today we are again focusing attention on this question,
proposing that the General Assembly adopt a resolution entitled "Nuclear arms B
freeze", whose draft the Soviet delegation is submitting to the First Committee.
" The essence of the Soviet proposal is to reach agréeement betwéeﬁ all nuclear-
" weapon States to cease the build-up of all components of nuclear arsenals,
including all kinds of nuclear-weapon delivery systems and nuclear weapons,
renunciation of the deployment of nuclear weapons of all kinds and types,
declaration of a moratorium on all tests of nuclear weapons and on tests of nevw
kinds and types of their_delivery systems, and cessation of the production of

fissionable materials for the purpose of manufacturing nuclear weapons.
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It goes without sayingthat a nuclear freeze under appropriate verification
would be most effective were it to be carried out simultaneously by all the
nuclear Powers. Such a freeze could be of indefinite duration or be limited
in time, a matter that could be negotiated by the nuclear States. At the same
time, the Soviet Union considers it possible that the proposed freeze would
initially become effective as regards the USSR and the United States by way of
an example to the other .nuclear-weapon States, hopefully prompting them to
take similar steps in the nearest possible future.

A nuclear freeze that is both effective and relatively easy to achieve
would make a contribution to the strengthening of strategic stability by
removing apprehensions that the deployment of new systems of nuclear weapons

would hnve a destabilizing effect. As a result,‘the risk of the outbreak of
nuclear conflict would greatly diminish. Correspondingly, the degree of trust
amonsg nuclear-weapon States would sharply increase and a breakthrough in
improving the overall atmosphere in the world would materialize.

Naturally a freeze is not an end in itself, for the threat of nuclear war
exists even at the present level of military confrontation. That is why wve
consider a nuclear--weapon freeze as a major step towards halting the nuclear-~
arms race, reducing and eventually eliminating nuclear-weapon stockpileé,
thereby making it possible completely to eliminate the threat of nuclear war.

The complete and general cessation and prohibition of tests of such weapons
would erect a reliable barrier against the escalating risk of nuclear war
because of qualitative upgrading of nuclear weapons. Let me here again say
“how much I agree with the representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, who
said that @& nuclear-wenpon-test ban is long overdue. Ve feel it is important
that the General Assembly should at this session call upon the Committee on
Disarmament to elaborate a draft treaty on this subject as a matter of the
highest priority. The Soviet draft entitled "Basic Provisions of a Treaty
on the Complete and General Prohibition of Nuclear-Weapon Tests", submitted to
the General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session, rerresents a sound basis
for early agreement on this matter.

Pending the conclusion of such a treaty, we are proposing a moratorium on
all nuclear explosions. As a practical step in this direction, the Soviet Union
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reaffirms its readiness to give effect to the Soviet-United States treaties
limiting underground nucléaruweapon tests and on underground nuclear explosions
for peaceful purposes, provided that the United States acts likewise.
Unfortunately, the United States position with respect to the aforementioned
threshhold treaties as well as with respect to the problem of the complete
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests indicates that this arms limitation measure
has also fallen victim to nuclear programmes, under vwhich the Pentagon intends
to develop and produce about 17,000 new nuclear weapons within six years.
And vhile previously attempts were made to conceal its unconstructive approach
by references to verification complexities and other spurious arguments, '
a recently published reply by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament
Ageney to a congressional commission "dots all the i's". The reply states that
"nuclear tests are necessary for developing and modernizing warheads, for
maintaining the dependability of the stockpiled arsenals and for evaluating

the effect of the use of nuclear arms®.
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At the same time, as demonstrated by the discussion of this problem in the
Commitfee on Disarmament, the overvwhelming majority of States attach tremendous
importance to it and are putting forward concrete considerations in this respect.
The Soviet Union is prepared to consider in a constructive spirit the proposals
of other States aimed at facilitating the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.
In this context, we take note of the initiative put forward by Sweden, which
has introduced its own draft treaty in the Committee on Disarmament.

The Soviet Union is advocating most resolutely the immediate and specific
elaboration of a3 nuclear disarmament programme the realization of which woﬁld
lead to the one hundred per cent elimination of nuclear weapons. The Soviet
Union is naturally prepared to negotiate such verification as would guarantee
the programme's implementation by the nuclear States. A thorough consideration
of this question haé led us to the conclusion that the experience of the
Tnternational Atomic Energy Agency (TIAEA) in control procedures could be used
for the purposes of verification of specific nuclear disarmament measures.

In an atmosphere of an escalating nuclear threat the task of strengthening
the non-proliferation régime becomes particularly urgent, above all because of
the possible acquisition of nuclear weapons by Israel and South Africa. The
prospect of some other States, in particular Pakistan, acquiring nuclear weapons
is another cause for concern. The spread of nuclear weapons throughéu% the
planet and particularly their appearance in areas where the threat of war is
highest would undoubtedly do considerable harm to both fegionai and international
security. 4 | ’ '

The Soviet Union actively supports the idea of huclear-weapon«free zones
in various regions of the world, in particular in Northern Europe, in the
Balkans, in the Middle Bast and in Africa. It is in favour of a proposal to
create a zone free from battlefield nucléar‘weapons along the line separating
the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries.

We advocate the speedy solution of the question of strengthening the
security guarantees of non-nuclear-weapon States by the conclusion of an
international convention on this issue and the implementation of the General
Assenmbly resolutions calling upon all concerned to refrain from building up
miclear weapons on foreign territories and'makiﬁg qualitative improvements in
them. It is high time to begin negotiations on a convention on the prohibition

of the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons.
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In order to redouble efforts aimed at'averting nuclear war and at

solving other arms limitation questions, we think it is necessary to inten51fy‘

work in the Ceneva multilateral disarmament body We would like to express

the hope that the transformatlon of the Commlttee on Dlsarmament into the
conference on disarmament w;ll not onlychangethe name, but also the state 

of affalrs. It is noW'time to move on from endless procedural debates to
substantive negotlatlons on problems whlch are known to require prompt solutlon.

In reaffirming its previous proposals and puttlnp forward new ones the
Soviet Unlon declares its readiness to act together with all countrles,
irrespective of their soc1o=pollt1cal systems, and with all those that advocate
the strengthening of peace and 1nternat10na1 security. '

The calendar of historic dates also reminds us that this 1s both necessary
and DOSSlble. ThlS October marks the fortleth anniversary of the Moscow
meeting of the Mlnlsters of Foreign Affalrs of the USSR, the United States
and the United Kingdom which, in the face of the threat of facist barbarisnm,
decided in principle to create an 1nternat10nal organization for the
maintenance of 1nternat10na1 ‘peace and securlty The underlylng principle
was that of 301nt actlon in the name of peace by States with dlfferent social
svstems Abldlng by that prlnclple the. States of the anti-Hitler coa11t10n
were victorious in the Second World War. That principle has withstood the
test of time, and is today no 1ess relevant than it was Lo years ago,
because once agein humanity must ensure that reason triumphs over barbarism -
this time the barbarism of nuclear maniacs.

Humanity has not lost, nor can‘it 1ose,.its reason. .This is forcefully
demonstrated by the upsurge of the antimmissile and anti-war movement in
Europe and other continents, made ‘up of people of various social, polltlcal
and rellglous afflllatlons. In this context, I would espec1a11y like to
empha51ze the 1mportance of the decisions of the World Assembly for Peace
and Life, Against Nuclear War, held 1n Prague last June, the very name of
vhich reflects the main demands of all beace- -loving people. Today as never
before it is 1mperat1ve for all peoples and every human belng to understand
the impending threat in order to pool their efforts in the struggle for their

survival. The United Nations is also called upon to promote this objective.
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pow.r, but w- cxpsev other S.ai s ©o go lik-wis~.
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ggh;ipgﬁgg_(ﬁﬂynt) (interpretation from Arabic): Tt is for me
personally, Mr. Chairman, as for all delegations vho know you, a real pleasure
 to see vou presiding over the First Committee. We are convinced that your
interest in questions of disarmament, your initiative, sincerity, and charisma
rill make * the work of the Committee more constructive and‘f‘ruitful5 especiall#
in viev of the current international situation, which is reminiscent of the -
cold war. as Mmbassador Garcia Robles rightly reminded us.

T wish also td congratulate the Vice~Chaifmehg(Mr. Tlfaki of Sudan and
Mr. Tinea of Romania. Ve are familiar with the imbortant role thev play in -
various fields in the United Wations. ‘4 '

The present international situation, characterized by tension among the
major Powers;jbefween‘the‘major Povers and the other countries of the world,
and within the various bloecs and groups themselves. requires us to talke a
comnrehensive and objective view, esvecially in the United Mations and a
Cormittee such as ours which is working on questions of international security
and qisarmament. In doing our worl we must divorce ourselves from the
proparanda and counter-propagands cempaisns, otherwise the credibility of our
approach to the international situstion particularlv concerning disarmament
and international relations, will be undermined. We are makine an effort to
strengthen that credibility through our nrocedural work, as vou, Sir, said °
in vour statement at the beminninr of this meeting.

Althourh consideration of the internatioral situation as a whole is vart
of the worl of this Cormittee. I do not intend to discuss it, since my
delegation will be sveaking on that subject later. FWovever. I believe that
its consideration is a necessary prelude to 1inking the develonment of the
international situation with negotiations and other activities in the field
of disarmament.

Ve all recall that tventy-five years ago. in 19590. the General Assemblv
declared the cuestion of general and complete disarmament the most important
qguestion facing the world today. That was the situation twenty-five years
aro that is the situation today, but it is twentv-five times more frightening
since, althoush some say that nuclear war is impossible in view of the risks

and nossible consequences, yet the dancer is clear. and international society,
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having achieved such a high intellectual and cultural level, cannot leave
its survival or destruction to chance. at the mercy of the actions and
judgement of a few fallible individuals in a small nurher of States. ‘

- Mo essential factors strensthen this arpument. One is the comnetition,
confrontation and rmistrust between the two major Povers, vhich is constantlv .
increasing, to the moint vhere the situation could ret completely out of
control at any moment. The second is that this confrontation and this
competition and conflict arise from causes vhich have nothine to do with the
interests of the great majorityv of countries and peonles- indeed. thev have -
a harmful effect on their interests and on their political, economic, ‘
scientific and other plans. The risk of an Fast-Vest confrontation increases
every day. firstlyr because international institutions are incanable of
playing an effective role in eliminating it, and secondly because of the
lack, of molitical will on the part of several States which have a special
importance in the vorld today. including some whose molitical will is a
kev factor in the structuring of contemporary international relations. We
can no longer accept this situation as a fait accompli irmosed on us: we
must set ahout channing it as a verv serious situation with harmful effects
on our-daily life vhich is blocking the vrogress desired by all countries, .. . .
especiallv the countries of the third world, and forcing us to samble with
our ovn future and that of coming renerations. ‘

Having noted the inabilitv of international institutions to discharge
their proper role. and the lack of »nrorress in bilateral nerotiations
betveen the major Powers, our only possible course, in a field as important
as that of disarmament. is to insist on the continuation of collective and
bilateral negotiations,. and to work to strengthen the effectiveness of the

wisting system of international negotiations, that is, the Geneva Cormittee
on Disarmament. -. At the same time we must call on the two super Povers to
pursue necotiations on disarmament or arms reduction, on stratecic weapons
and medium ranse veapons. and on all otber matters in respect of which
discussions hetween those two Powers have become an impmortant element of

all interrated international disarmament efforts.
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Tn saying this. weé are not calling for dialogue simply for the salke
of dialogue, hove#er useful that might be- we are callins for responsible'
dialorue based on a political will free from any suspicion of a leaning ‘
towards the use of force, domination, expansion or coersion.

Frynt attaches considerable‘importance to the studies of the Commitfee
on Disarmémentg formerly known as the Conference. The process envisaged
must not be confined to a mere chanﬁe of name. The studies in question are
the result of a whole vear's work by the Geneva Cormittee. and renrvesent B
the cormon sround amons its members. vhatever their nolitical or ideological
leanings. The importance of these efforts stems from the fact that the o
Geneva Cormittee on Disarmament is the only United Mations forum in vhich
effective prorsress can be made towards general and comnlete disarwmament. 'We
must make use of it.

It may be recalled that the delegation of Fovpt referred, in its first.
statement in the Iirst Committee at the last session to the need for the h
Nisarmament Committee to consider ways ané means of making its vork more
gffective, That meaﬁs ve must eauip the Committee to do so. A rigid
adherence to the'conséﬁsus rﬁle impedes the Committee's work and can even
paralyse it. That is certainly not the wav to bring to a successful conclusion the
current neﬁotiations in the various vorking sroups, vhich ve believe nov

provide the best means of pursuing disarmament nerotiations.
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The delegation of Egypt has a fundamental comment to make on the work of the
Commission at its past session, which was mentiqned in the report to the
thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly. In a number of important areas the
question of working groups, the definition of their mandate and the need to reach a
consensus on their creation have proved to be a barrier to an in-depth study of the
subject and took up much of the Commission's time in discussing the mandate of some
working group or other. Very frequently these matters have made it impossible to
create certain working groups. We therefore feel that the General Assembly should
stress the following.

First ., the method of creating working groups to consider certain questions on
the agenda of the Disarmament Commission is very important:

Secondlys it is necessary to define the wandate of the working group in terms
of agenda items to be considered by itf It would be absurd to create a working
group on halting the arms race and on nuclear disarmament, without asking it to fix
a timetable within which to achieve those objectives-

Thirdly, the view that the mandate of the working group should be very general
and broad seems to lose sight of the purpose of creating the working groups and seems
to be designed to turn them into a group of experts to consider the Commission’s
agendq,’which is certainly not the reason why working groups were created by the
Disarmament Commissionj‘ |

Fourthly, the mandate of the working groups could be drafted flexibly enough
to make it possible for them to consider every aspect of a question in the
knowledge that the final aim in setting them up is to reach one or more consensus
agreements on the agenda item. We believe that the concept of a coﬁsensus should
be flexible and applied objectively.

Referring now to the Committee on Disarmement and the effectiveness of its
work, I should like to take up the question of its membership. The delegation of
Egypt welcomes the addition of four new members and we hope that this increase in
membership will give its work further momentum but we think that the main criterion
of the effectiveness of the work of the Cormission does not have to do with the
number of members but with their effective participation, their political will and

vays and means of increasing that effectiveness.
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In this discussion of the work of the Committee on Disarmament, I should now

like to take up certain points on its agenda. I shall deal first with a nuclear

test ban. Notwithstanding the creation of a working group to consider this

guestion - and this is the first item on the agenda of the Committee -~ it has not

been possible to make tangible progress in starting negotiations on a nuclear
test-ban treaty, the main aim of the working group. In this connection we would
like to proposé the following:

First, the mandate of the working group, as nbw worded restricts ité activities
to the question of verification and hampers the start of real negotiations on the
treaty. '

Secondly, for a number of sessions until now verification‘and control have
been the only subjectstackled by the working group. Although those quesfions are
important. we do not feel that they should be considered independently of the
substance of the matter. namely the drafting of a nuclear-test-ban treaty.

Thirdly, the delegation of Egypt. in the context of the Group of 21 believes
that the means of control and verification in usé at the present time are sufficient
to arrive at guarantees regarding observance of the test ban. What is missing is
an authentic political decision to reach a final agreement on a matter 6f the highest
priority as agreed in the Final Document of the first special session on disarmament.

Fourthly, it follows from the foregoing that the mandate of the working group
should be amended to make it clear that the group should start negotiations on
drafting a nuclear-test-ban treaty, including the question of control and
verification. It is to be hoped that we can reach agreement on this so that the
grour will be able to undertake negotiations at the next session in Geneva.

Amendment of the working group's mandate is very important. especially since the
group declared at the end of its work that it had gone as far és it could on the
subjects of control and verification.

Fifthly. in order to allow the negotiations to bear fruit, we appeal to the
nuclear-wveapon States who decided not to participate in the work of the group to
reconsider their position as soon as possible. It would be absurd to reach a
agreement on a nuclear-test-ban treaty without the participation and acceptance of

all nuclear-weapon States within the framework of the 1963 partial nuclear-test-ban

Treaty.
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On this su‘bject9 Egypt welcomes the draft treaty prepared by Sweden as a
positive step since it contains a number of ideas that deserve consideration-

Secondly, cessation of nuclear-weapon tests and disarmament, high-priority
items of particular importance, as can be seen from the Final Document of the
special session on disarmament. are at the very crux of disarmament efforts. INo
further proof of that isneeded. Nonetheless, the inability of the Committee on
Disarmament to set up a working group on this runs counter to the unanimous opinion
on the need for a ban on nuclear weapons and for a halt to the unbridled arms race.

Egypt, however, agrees with the Group of 21 on the need to begin multilateral
negotiations and to continue bilateral and regional negotiations, which are
necessary. logical and of crucial importance to all States in the interests of their
security and survi\(al° However, the concern of all States cannot absolve the
nuclear-weapon States of their very special responsibility deriving from their
nuclear potential. Ve appeal to all. particularly the nuclear-weapons Powers,
to enable the Committee on Disarmament to play its part. Ve hope that the proposal
of the Group of 21 will receive consensus support in the Committee in order to make
it possible to set up the working group in guestion as soon as possible.

With regard to the cessation of the arms race and to bilateral and
multilateral talks, quite obviously Egypt has been following very closely and with
great interest the negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States.

Ve are déeply concerned at reports that the talks might be broken off. Ve hépe
that the parties concerned will show the political will to press on with the
negotiations and arrive at positive, tangible results, in order to bring the

nuclear arms race to a halt.



BCT/fms A/C.légG/PV.S

(irc. Toussa, Lrynt)

Thirdlyr in connection with these extremely important subject, I
rish to refer to the cuestion of the prevention of nuclear war. It is.
of course, absurd to see a deterioration in the already araﬁe international
situation and a frontic arms race vhile, at the same tiwme, the Committee on
Disarnanent has so for proved unable even to establish a vorking groun on
this cuestion -- on the nretext that the question of the prevention of
nuelear var is linked to nuclear disarmenment. and even the prevention of
var in general, and that it would therefore be preferable to discuss the
matter in informel neetings. In our view, that is not a convinecing argument
but T shall not refute it here because that has already been cdone.
iTevertheless I would once again emphasize that Faypt®s nosition is
that of the CGroun of 21 as reqards the need to consider this question
separatelr in a special vorking groun, for reasons that nre obvious from
the very title of this agendaitew. I should like to 2dd that informal
meetings cannot be o substitute for meetings of working rroups .- a method
that has »roved to be the hest so far, since it enables the Comsmittee on
Disarrament to fulfil its essential task as a negotiating body and to
reach disermament agreements. The Croup of 21 has shown a spirit of
understanding and flemibility by asreeins to reduce the number of its meetings,
in view of the short tiwe available and the difficulty of reachinp asreement
at the lest session of the Cormittee, Tt is to be hoped that the parties
concerned will also devonstrate understanding and flexibility so that a
vorling group con be esteblished st the beginning of next year's session of
the Committee. |
Fourthly. T turn to the cquestion of the nrevention of an arms race in
outer space. OFf course. the menbers of the First Cormittee are all familiar
with developments in the consideration of this watter in conformity with
Ceneral Asseriblv resolution 37/03, vhich requests the Cormmittee on Disarmament
“to establish an adhoc vorking sroup on the subject at the beginning
of its session in 1953, with o vier to underteking negotiations for the
conclusion of an agreement or agreenents, as onpropriate, to prevent an

. . . .- . 7
arms race in all its aspects in outer space’. (resolution 37/83. mara. 0)
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Tt is highlvr regrettable that the Cormittee on Disarmament proved unable to
nut that resolution into effect, despite the flexibility shoim by the CGroup
of 21. That flexibility is clearly dewonstrated in the documents issued on
this subject  vhich contain a proposal of the Croun in regard to the

terns of reference of a working group.

Tn this respect I drav attention to vhat I said at the bepinning of
this statement in relation to the general work of the Committee on Disarmament
and to the need to determine the objectives of worling prouns in the light
of the subjects entrusted to. them, if we are to reach agreements on those
subjects, All disarmament questions are by nature comnlex, but that should
not be used as an excuse to delay the efforts to fulfil the aims decided upon.

e believe that it is necessary to hold negotiations, within the
franetork of the Coumittee on Disarmament. on the nrevention of an arms yace
in outer snace, and we think that that should be done in a working groun,
Tle request the Cozmiti:ee to undertake the consideration of this question
at its next session. ‘because the striking, indeed terrifving  develorment
of snece technolory males it imperative not to waste tine. The
delesation of Daypt ottaches the highest importance to this agenda itern.

It is engared in consultetions on a draft resolution in this regerd, vhich
it hopes vill be adonted by consensus.

Fifthly 1let me take u» a nunber of agenda items on which the AConrmittee
has made sowe progress but on vhich wre must work even harder in order to
conclude considerstion of then. 7

The Tirst of these items is the convention on chemical ireanons. There
is no doubt but that the Torkins Croup on the cuestion of chemical treanons
hag made considerable progress. That is why I think it is high time to start
drafting texts on the subject. I wvould note here docurent CD/kof s proposed
by Mgynt and endorsed by the Croup of 21, It contains a nusber of points
Vhich we think should De included in the convention on the prohibition of

chemical weanons in order to ensure its credibility and effectiveness.
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These points relate essentially to the commitment by States to resnect the
convention, particularly the provisions made for the collective responsibility
of parties to it in cases of breaches of the convention and measures
to deter violations bv marties to the convention as well as to
protect parties azainst any violation cormitted by non-party Otetes. Tle
feel that the role of the Advisory Cormittee on this matter must be
strengthened. Iy delegation believes that the results of the activities
of the Vorlins CGroup are important oand positive developments that should
be used in the worl: of drafting provisions of the convention on the prohibition
of chemical sreapons.

I talze up next the convention on radiological‘Veapons. Teynt has already
trelcomed the increased supnort for the Svedish proposals to prohibit attacks

on nuclear facilities.. Tecent events shoir the importance of this matter

and its close link vwith padiclogical weapons, for any attack on nuclear facilities

results in fact in a dissemination of nuclear radiation. The Group of 21 has
stated its position on this question, emphosizing the need to take up the

matter of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities vhile. at the
same time, being prepared to negotiate on the question of radiologicel weanons.
Hence. we cannot accept a draft convention that senarates the auestion of
radiolopical weanons from the nrohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities

The differences on the cuestion in the Committee on Disarmament nust be
overcome and the necessary efforts must be made to conclude this convention.

I turn nor to the comprehensive propramme of disarmament. There can be
no douht that the failure of the second special session devoted to disarmament
to adopt a comprehensive prograrmme of disarmament constitutes a failure to
carry out the goals set forth in vparasraph 100 of the Tinal Docunent of the
first special session on disarmament. Ve were all very disappointed becnuse
e had nlaced great homes in the adoption of this nrogramme. TFollowing that
failure. the Committee on Disarmament was asked to draw up a draft comnrehensive

nrocramne of disarmament for subiission to this session of the General Assenbly.

Wi

r
«
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Those of us vho have followed the activities of the Working Group
established to consider this item are aware of the difficulties encountered
Ly the CGroup. particularly in regard to the chapters on princinles and on
measures to be taken. Vhile paying a. tribute to fmbassador Garcia Robles
for the efforts he riade in presiding over the Croup, with his well.-known
experience and visdom, Ve nevertheless. think that the efforts must be
continued if re ave to achieve a comprehensive prosramme, overcoming the.
nresent difficulties; We feel that the negotiations that will take place
here during this session on the »arts of the programie not asreed upon in
Geneva will be a step forward tovards the objective.

This briass us to express our surmort for the proposal for the
establishment of an open--ended vor?ing group to consider this question during:
thercoming"weeks and to present to the First Comuittee a report making it
possible to judge the situation on the spot, as it were.

.In this context, I would note that the delegation of Imypt.attaches
special importance to the gquestion of pegsures that would build the kind of .-
confidence among States necessary to establish an . atmosphere Tavourable to
the achieveuent of real progress on disarmawent. Ihether these are multilateral,
Dilateral or unilateral measures, they are very important. Indeed, Egypt
believes that the cessation of the flovw of arms to the States of-a given
region for the purpose of ensuring superiority over other States of the -
rerion, on the pretext of security considerations. would be sipnificant
nrogress and vould prepare the way . for .a reduction of tensions and the- -
establishment of an atmosphere favourable to the peaceful solution of

existing disputes.
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Let me now briefly touch on a few points which could be taken together. The
first is establishment of the nuclear-weapon-free zones in certain regions, such as
Africa, the Middle East and South Asia, and the creation of zones of peace in other
: regionss such as the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean. as indicated in the Final
Document ., which emphasizes the importance of such zones. Indeed, their importance
as a contribution to géneral and?complete'disarmaﬁent and to a way of reducing
tensions inthe world cannot be over-emphasized.

V Bgypt continues to support the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
the Middle Dast, and we will have an opportunity of discussing the proposal in
detail and submitting a draft resolution to that effect in the coming weeks. Since
the appeal to all States at the Lusaka summit meeting of the non-alisned countries,
to méke the Indian Ocean a zone of peace. Egyptvhas alwvays supported the declaration
of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, in accordance with the desire expressed
by the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session. Efforts made to bring this
about , and to arrange for a world conference on the subjéct, have met with a series
of obstacles that have prevented the progress we had hoped for. As a member of the
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, Lgypt appeals to all concerned. particularly
the great Powers, to co-operate in enabling the Committee to complete its -
preparations for the conference to be held in Sri Lanks next year. and invites the
" major Powers to attend. '

I must say that I can hardly speak about disarmament without referring to the’
relation between disarmement and development These questipns are of crucial
importance and urgency in the light of the terrifying rise in military spending,
with its resulting drain on natural and human resources. especially in the
developing countries, the deterioration of the world economy and the grave crisis
now threatening the economies of the third world countries, and the effect of
that situation on the international political situation. In other words, there
is a triangular relationship between disarmamentgdevelopment and international

security. elements which interact upon each other.
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Tn conclusion, let me touch briefly on a question of some interest -~
disarmament studies. Egypt is convinced that disarmament studies can make a
valuable contribution, and welcomes the idea of reviving the Advisory Board on
Disarmament Studies: the fullest use should be made of its studies, which contain
many recommendations and important findings that could contribute to progress in
disarmament. In that connection I would like to refer to the work of the Group
of Experts on zonventional arms and disarmament. The Working Group was unable
to complete its task in the time alloted, because of the many difficult aspects of
the subject matter. Ve therefore feel that this Group should be given
extra time to complete its work and to report back to the General Assembly at its

next session.

Mp. ROMULO (Philippines): Mr. Chairman, may I say at the outset how
pleased I am to see you in the Chair of the First Committee as once again we embark
on;our review of the arms race and security. Your dispassionate approach and
equanimity, and your experience and concern with this area, are our assurance that
our discussions will be skilfully guided;

I venture to say that the proliferation of proposals for steps in arms control
has becorme as awesome as the proliferatidh of nuclear weapons. While we warmly
welcome each new suggestion as an indication of interest in the pursuit of arms
limitations. it has become difficult to follow the implications of the proposals
and counter-proposals, flying as fast.and thick as missiles. Many times, it appears,
one has not landed before another streaks past it going the other way.

It might be well to examine in general terms the intent and content of some of
these proposals. and try to determine how they relate to the work of this Committee
and the various bodies of the United Nations seized of the question of disarmament.
Perhaps we should begin with strategic nuclear-weapons systems, as these are
generally regarded as the most threatening to human life, in fact to all life on
the planet.

The current positions of the United States and the Soviet Union appear to be
the following, although they change with such rapidity that one may be forgiven if

the reviewv is out of date within 2 day or two.
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For his part, we heard Mr. Troyanovsky of the USSR state on 4 October that his
country calls for a reduction by more than a quarter of the total number of strategic
délivery vehicles, or missiles, with a concurrent reduction to apreed equal limits of
the, aggregate number of nuclear weapons, or warheads, carried by these delivery
vehibles.

The President of the United States, in his address to us on 26 September,
mentioned that his country had been prepared to reduce by one half the number of
strategic missiles on each side, and the numbers of warheads by one third.

Both these proposals have tremendous merit., being the largest immediate cuts
ever considered relatively simultaneously by the proponents. They also have
specific:differences9 the more significant of which concerns the number of warheads
to be cut. Here, each proposal favours the proponent, since the USSR has more
poverful missiles with fewer warheads, and the United States more warheads. In this
circumstaﬁce9 as in so many others, the argument ranges around percentage cuts
versus cuts by numbers of warheads. It seems reasonable, however, that with goodwill
‘the differences could be bridged. Vhat is important., as always. is that the rough
parity vhich is now generally acknowledged to exist in strategic missiles be
maintained, and the principles of balanced and equitable reductions be observed
throughout the reduction process.

In his United Mations address, the United States President made a further
proposal: nemely, that there be reductions and limits on a global basis, under
vhich circumstance the United States would limit its missile deployments in Europe.
The full paramgters of this proposal require further exploration.

leanvhile, in the European area, the USSR has proposed a standstill or a freeze
in respect of both strategic and medium-range missiles in Europe during negotiations.
vhich presumably would forestall planned United Sfates deployments of cruise
and Pershing 2 nuclear weapons systems, but night provide a breathing space,
useful to slowing down the present tempo of the arms race.

It is difficult to tell what earlier proposals remain on the tsble for
discussion, and for this reason I am confining my commeﬁts to those made or alluded

to at the General Assembly or since.
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The United States President has in the last few days introduced a nev
concept. that of the build--dowvn, This concept has a definite apneal which
derives from the fact that rore than one older strategic nuclear varhead would
be discarded each time a new one was built. Over time this procedure nmirht -
or might not .. result in sizable reductions, devending on the formula asreed
upon. ‘There may be additional difficulties, Ilight the proposal not nut
a premium on a continuinrs race in research and develovment and the search for
ner and more dangerous weapons? The way in thich different formulas would
affect the differing veapon configurations of the super-Povers is hard to
foresee, and may prove to be complicated in practice.

One extremely useful lesson appears to have come out of the renetved
effort to achieve control of the stratezic nuclesr arms race. It is that
smltiple-headed missiles (11InVs) increase insecurity, not security. because
they are destabilizing, because they give the advantage to the party vhich
decides in times of stress to strile Ffirst. Tith 5 or 10 warheads per nissile
there is the possibility that one or another varty might be termted to
eliminate the forces of the other. With one warhead per nissile this
temnptation does not annear.

Thus all the energy; time and materials put into ¥MINVs is nov seen
to have been mistaken, a fact vhich many straterists pointed out before these
veapons vere built or deployed. It is alvays much more difficult to climb
doin a tree than up, and vhen heavily comvdtted. Cetting rid of IlINVs will
orove no exception.

Turther with respect to Turope. the nroliferation of pronosals is much
nore complex than that concerning strategic weanons, because the circunstances
are very involved. That shall be taken into consideration? Intermediate
ronse missiles only? liissiles and airplanes capable of delivering the same
werhead? Tactical weanons as vell? Submarines in the area? Because of the
mix of weapons, any formula of equity is wuch more difficult. The United States
has proposed a zero optidn for all intermediate range missiles in Rurope: as
itr. Teagan put it, ‘a vhole class of veapons”. The USSR has suggested a

zero option of all nuclear systems., as IXr. Troyanovsky stated. including
nedivm-range and tactical. Tailing that, the USSR has proposed that deployment
of any nev medium-range systems .. meaning Pershing II and cruise missiles -~ be

cancelled., in return for which all existing systems be reduced hy approximately

twro thirds.
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Again, we find that the proposals tend to favour the proponents, at
least in their initial form. DBut then. the purpose of negotiations is to
narrov these positions. Some further stens have been offered. The USSR has
suggested reduction of its ovm medium range missiles in the Turopean part
of the Soviet Union” to a level equal to the number of wissiles vossessed by
Trance and Britain, and would eliminate all the missiles affected by that
reduction. including a considerable number of £5-20 missiles. The Western
States it will be recalled, had stated that the British and French treapons
could not be included, as thev constitute a sevarate national deterrent. In
thesé tvo positions again there annears to be room for accormodation since
ther are extremely wide ranfing and significant.

I have undertaken this short review because it is difficult to keep belore
us any commosite viev of the current status of initiatives by the two super--
Povers. At the same time, it is important to us if we, as an oversizght
Cormittee of the United Mations, are to respond appropriately;

I have several concerns about the conduct of nepotiations on these various
proposals. I wonder if both States are allowing adecuate time for a full and
thoushtful response at the negotiating toble before launching new »ronosals
with commlex ramifications? The history of disafmament nepotiations has
often shown that, for lack of adequate time for response, valuable pronosals
have been dropped before the range of response and possible accommodation vere
Tully explored. The range of proposals nov before the two competing Powers
are so significant, involving as they do possible deep reductions in
nuclear weapons , that they deserve nost careful exploration.

I have another msjor concern that involves a question to vhich this body
has frequently  directed its attention, namely, that both partiss should abstain
from introducing any nev comnlications such as additional nuclaar veapons
systews into the nresent sitvation for vhatever reason.

Again, disarmament history has a lesson for us. It is that vhatever is
done by one party s inevitably repeated by the other. irresnective of vhether
the overall effect is to heighten insecurity rather than security. Thus,
the concert of o moratorium, a standstill, or a freeze on the introduction

of new wveapons or additionsl nuwibers of 0ld ones is of the utmost simnificance
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in the search for arms rejulaztion. Mot doing so leads to long waits vhile

one side duplicates the nevest developnents so that psychological narity

is restored and nepotiations can resume. I say psychological because the

overkill camacity of both marties may be little affected in fact.

. ‘Tt vill be noted that very little of the substance I have discussed

has izmediate application within the First Committee of the United lations or

for that matter within the Disarmament Cormission or the Cormittee on

" Disarrament. lle must drav-the obvious conclusion, ramely. thet the United

lations continues to bhe confined to the role olecheernng sectlon vhen it comes

to nepotiations on the subs tﬂncc of algarwaﬂonc, '
I see a need for a very different situation. ziven the paucity'of resulte

from ¢isarmament netotlrtlon from 1045 to this date.  The United Nations. -

after all, is the Organlzatlon vhich its llewbers. and in particular the .
permanent nerbers . established for cuestions dealing with international
securitv and disarmarent. The United Iations should be intimately and déeply
involved in deliberations most inmportant to the future of all its liembers.
Yhile I see little likelihood for this development in the short term, I should .
like to see a time in the not too distant future when éppropriaté officials
of the United Tations will be enabled to offer suggestions and recommendations
to the negotiating parties,.based on the rapidlv developing expertise being
generated vithin the expanding Centre for Disarmement and other concerned
United Mations affiliate bodies.

Turning now to the deliberations within our oim house, this has not
been as is broadly recognized, a vintaze yvear. The small achievements to be
noted stand out only by their singularity. Thus, once azain our agenda is
crovded. and overcrowded, rith unfinished items and nev ones béing added-to
the old. Our admonitions, our apneals are dutifully made and reaistered; but

frustration is the hanner under vhich wve neet.
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As I have mentioned earlier gt this session of the Assembly, we are at
the twentieth anniversary of the partial nuclear test ban treaty and have
not yet achieved the second step - a comprehensive treaty. Hor have we
achieved a treaty on the banning of chemical weapons, especially the deadly
nerve gas weapons; In the absence of the capacity to alter the course of
events in any major ways, the United Nations is, however, providing a
valuablersupport‘system for the elaboration of new pefspectives, studies
and possible next steps. in the disarmament picture. It is beginning to perform
the needed task of examining the wider parameters of a global security
~system vhich will permit disarmament and is holding open fo all States the
opportunity to negotiate agreements in good faith within its forums when
they may be ready to do so. .Because of the United Nations efforts the world
is much wiser in the field of disarmement than it had previously been.

There are a. few fields in which the United Nations has the opportunity
to develop a significant role related to disarmament in implementation of
its central mandate regarding peace and security.

A study on the significant proposal of the Government of France for the
creation of an international satellite monitoring agency has been completed.
During this session we shall consider further steps towards its possible
implementation. The proposal has the support of a significant number of
Governments at present. I regret, of course, that it is not currently
supported by the two major nuclear protagonists. I do not believe we should
be dismayed by this fact, I believe it nay be seen as an opportunity for
the rest of the membership to contribute to breaking the deadlock between
them and towards establishing the rightful role of the United Nations in
this field. By definition, the United Nations is the agency responsible for
monitoring compliance with arms control agreements, and it requires the
technical capacity to do so. When I say "United Nations" in this context, I am
referring of course to the entire institution, including its satellite agencies,
to which the new projected monitoring agency would be added. ‘

A review of the study prepared by the Secretary-General indicates that
the usefulness of the agéncy would include the capacity to oversee crisis areas
and United Nations peace-keeping missions - an invaluable adjunct to the
present capabilities of the United Nations. In this sense it can become an

early ' warning system alerting the Security Council to signs of developing
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crisis in time to set in motion actions to arrest conflict before it starts.

There are perhaps three major concerns being expressed regarding the
establishment of an international satellite monitoring agency: the present
disinterest of the United States and the USSR, technical expertise and
money. A considerable period of preparation will be feqﬁired before
large amounts of money are needed. When they are, it will be well to
remember that the amounts will be insubstantial in comparison to the sums
nations are committing to both conventional and nuclear arms.

The needed technical expertise is not confined to the super-Powers but
is largely already available among the States supporting the monitoring
agency. The present and, I think, temporary disinterest of the United States
and the USSR provides an opportunity for the United Nations membership to
undertake an initiative demonstrating the rightful and necessary role |
of the United Nations in establishing the conditions for disarmament. Thus,
I would urge that Members consider most seriously in their disarmament
priorities the upgrading of the approach to establishment of the
international satellite monitoring agency.

Most of our agenda is rather threadbare, we must confess. We have
seen the items year after year. This does not, of course, absolve us from
the responsibility to appeal once again for forward motion on a nuclear
freeze or moratorium, on a comprehensive nuclear-test ban, on a treaty.
banning chemical weapons and on other questions. To these perennials,

I would add also an emphasis on the curtailing of steps towards the
militarization of space, including the develorment of anti-satellite weapons.
It is always many times easier to deny a development than to dismantle

it once in place.

I have spoken often about the psychological factors which underlie
and ultimately determine the continuation of the nuclear arms race. Today
I wish to stress only one factor: security. The arms race is, for the
most part, a futile search for national security. The means employed,
howeﬁer, in this search clearly are succeeding not in providing security but
in guaranteeing massive insecurity. Again, in turn, disarmament measures,
looked upon as a security goal, are not being achieved. Here again, the

basic reason for their non-achievement is that States are not convinced
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that disarmament in and of itself will provide security. In this they are
quite right. Disarmement measures can bring a better atmosphere and with it
a better chance for the taking of those steps which will provide security
and have been our goal since the founding of the United Nations in 1945 -
those steps which will result in the gradual erection of a true international
security system.’ ‘
Security has become a collective and indivisible responsibility for
the global community; and security requires not only disarmament but also the
means of keeping peace and settling disputes ambng States. I have to say
that bur knowledge of the processes of disarmamént now far outstrips our
-understanding of the necessary institutions for peace-keeping and V
peace-making yhich will make disarmement safe and possible. In my view,
only when this serious imbalancg is redressed can we expect to make the
" kinds of gains in disarmament which alone caﬁ ensure the continuance of
humanity in this age of interdependence and interaction. '
i The United Hations is being diminished by the refusal of its liember States
as a who;e to commit'themselves to the processes for collective security which the
themselves have established. This is the main reason disarmament is notA
"~ oceurring. - Hor can we afford to place our hopes on disarmameﬁt as o
disconnected phenomenon. Disarmament can occur only when the other elements
for creation of a peaceful world, especially machinery for the maintenance
of peace, are increasingly present. Let us not delude ourselves. Let us
work for disarmament , yes, with the intensity that the situation demands, but
realizing that disarmament is only a single pillar and cannot alone support

the edifice of peace.

The CHAIRMAIl: e have heard the last speaker on.the list for

this afternoon’s meeting. -Two delegations have asked to be allowed to

speak in exercise of the right of reply, and I shall now call on them.
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y@h_!y@g_(Japan): The representative of the Soviet Union in his statement
today made a remark vhich might be construed as meaning that there were
nuclear weapons on the territory of Japan. A similar remark was made by the Soviet
Union during the general debate in plenary meetings at the current General Assembly
session. My delegation then exercised its right of reply and stated clearly
that such an allegation was totallyunfounded. Ve made clear, as we have always
done, that Japan upholds the three non-nuclear principles. These principles, which
represent the basic policy of Japan, are well known to everyone here I hope,
including the Soviet delegation. I do not intend to go into a detailed discussion
here and now. I should like to reserve our right to speak further on this

subject on a later occasion.
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Mr. AMNAD (Pakistan): The representative of the Soviet Union,
during his statement a short vhile ago, referred to the danger of nuclear-
weapon proliferation and, in that context, also referred to Pakistan.

In order to put the record straight, I should like to draw the attention
of the Soviet representative to the numerous statements made at the highest
level by Pakistan that it will not exercise the nuclear-weapon option.

I should also like to draw his attention to the active support that
Pakisten has always given to‘the‘cdncept of nuclear-weapon~free zones
all over the world and, in particular, to its own prbposal for a
nuclearuweaponufreé.zone in south Asia. ‘

Lastly, I should'like to drav his attention to the active role that
the Pakistan delepation has played in all international forums and, in
particular, in the Coumittee on Disarmoment, the sole multilateral negotiating
forum of the United Hations for disarmament, towards the elimination of the
nuclear-veapon threat in all its aspects. Moy I add that the Soviet
delepation to the Comittee on Disarnament is fully aware of that role.

Given those facts, I can only express my preat surprise at the
cratuitous refereice that the representative of the Soviet Union thought rit

to make in his statementthis afternoon.

The meeting rose at 6.35 p.ru.






