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The CEATIRMAN: We shall procecd today with our consideration of item 2

of our agenda, Eifecitive international arrengemenis o assure non-nuclear-weapon

tates against the use or threct of use of nuclear ueanons,

Mr. DOIOKOS (Hungery):  Allou me, et the ocutset of my statement, to
velcome you on ihe occasion of your having recently joined our Committee cond,
at the soue time, assumed the duties of the Chaimman during the month of June.
Gn behalf of the delezation of Hungary I would like to wigh you guccess in your
ectivities as the head of the delesation of Brazil, as well as the Chairman of
the Committee, and to assure you of the readiness of my delegation for our
utmost co-operation. It is also-a wnleasure for me to take thic opnortunity to
express my best vishes to Ambassador Alberto Dumont, the newly-arrived head of
the delegation of Arpgentina, to Ambassador Sir James Plimsol, head of the
Australian delegetion, to Ambessador Dr. Luis Sola Vila, head of the delegation
of Cuba, as well as to Ambassador Kazem Radjavi, the new Permanent Representative
of the Islamic Republic of Iran. I am confident that our cordial and useful
relations and co-operation with their predecessors will continue with them.

My statement consists of two parts; in the first part I would like to
introduce a working paper submitted by several socialist countries, while in the
gsecond I wish to explain my own delegation!s views on certein subjects related
to the work of tha Committec.

The socialist countries have for a long time been striving to eliminate the
use or threat of use of force from international relations in the letter and
spirit of the Charter of the United Wations in the form of an international
convention. It is o direct consequence of thig position of principle that
the socialict countries actively advocate the adopliion of effective arrangements
to assure non-nuclear-veapon States againsgt the use or threat of use of nuclear
Hweapons., At the last session of the General Assembly of the United Nations,
the USSR submitted a draft resolution for the conclusion of an international
convention on the strengthening of pguarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States. The draft resolution vas sponsored by many States and supported by a
decisive majority of the General Assembly. The same thing happened in the case
of the draft resolution submitted Ty the delegotion of Pakistan on that very
subject, which is identical with the draft of the socialist countries ag far as

its final objective is concerned.
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As T indicated at the laost plenary meeting of the Committce, a draflt international
convention has been submitted on the strengthening of guarantees of the security
of non-nuclear-weapon Sftates by the delegations of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
the German Democratic Republic, Hungery, lMongolia, Poland and the USSR in the
form of a working poper under the synmbol GD/ZB. At the same {time I would like
to thank the Secretariat for taking prompt action in making the document available
for delegations at such short notice.

In accordance uith General Assenbly resolution 35/72, the Comnittee on
Disaxrmament included in its agenda and its present programme of work an item on
the consideration of effective international arrangements to agssure non-miclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, The resolution
"Requests the Committee on Disarmament to consider, to that end, at the earliest
possible date, the draftc of an international convention on the subject'"; in
section B of the same resolution, the Committee is urged to make efforts "to conclude
effective arrangements, as appropriate, to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, including consideration of
an international convention and of alternative ways and means of achieving this
objective", Both these appeals imply concrete negotiations on the subject - and
this is warmly welcomed by the sponsoring delegations; the working paper is meant
to facilitate these negotietions, Jjust like the one submitted by the delegation
of Pakistan under symbol GD/IO on 27 Maxch 1979. The present working paper and
the readiness of the sponsoring delegations to participate in an active way in
the negotiations is ocur contribution to the efforts of the Committee.

I would like to dwell briefly on the contente of the draft with a view to
enabling delegations present here in the Committee to become acquainted with it.

The draft reiterates the wish of the soclaligt countries to conclude an
international convention. Different views exist in this Committee concerning the
form in which assurances could be given to the non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The sponsoring delegations
firmly believe that the most appropriate form for a binding international
arrangement would be an international convention.

The preambular part of the draft convention also clearly indicates the
position of the socialist countries that only achievement of the permanent
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and nuclear disarmament, leading to

the complete elimination of these wecapons, can result in complete security in the
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nuclear era, Houvever, ns a2 pertial arrongement, the toking of effective measures
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weapons can be a significant step towards strengbthening international security,

J

pending the attainment of nuclear disarmement on o universol bosis.

Article I of the draft calls unon troe nuclecr-wcapon States to pledge
themselves not to use or threaten io use nuclear wecpons againsi non-nuclear-weanon
States marties to fthe convention which rencunce the nroduction and acquisition of
nuclear veanons and vhich hove ne such ueencng in their territory or anyuhere

their jurigdiciion, this imnlieg o general obligation for the nuclear-weapon
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vates nob to use nucleer weapons against States falling into the category
described above without any further preconditions or exceptions. The draft
deliberately makes no distinction between categorics of non-nuclear-weapon States
belonging to military alliances or outside of them. States thot have renounced
the production or acquisition of nuclear weapons under valid international txeaties
have the right to assurances apgainst the use of nuclear weapons, regardlecs
uhether they belong to militery allicnces or not. The provision contained in
article I -— "which have no nuclear weapons in their territory, or anywhere under
their jurisdiction" -—- gives sufficient assurances to nuclear-weapon States that
no nuclear attack will be launched against them from the territories of
non-nuclear-veapon States. Such wider asgurances uwould meet the just demands
of whe non-nuclear-vecpon States and also would encourage more States tc renounce

the acquisition of nuclear uezpons or their possession in thelr territories.
It would considerably strengthen the non~prolifercticon régime and, through it,
international sccurity in general.

Article II of the drafi extends the obligation of the nuclear-weapon States
not only to the territory of non-nuclezr-weapon States but also to their armed
forces and installations under their jurisdiciion, wherever they nay be.

As far as the verificetion of the proposed convention is concerned, article III
contains adequate provisions to that effect.

Articles IV, V., VI and VII make provision respectively for the duration
that the convention would wemain in force, the procedure for its amendment,
and its entry into force, as well as for other procedurzl and organizational

metters,
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These are the points I wanted to explain in connexion with the working paper
submitted by several scocialist delegations. Ve do hope that it will prove a
useful contribution to the negotictions to be held from now on.

In the first part of my statement I had the privilege of introducing a
draft international convention sponsored by several socialist delegations. Now
I would like to explain the position of my delegation on certain igsues relating
to the work of our Committee.

At the plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament on 19 June,
Ambassador Igsroelyan, the representative of the Soviet Union, and Ikr. Seignious,
Director of the United States Arms Conirol and Disarmement Agency presented
detailed information on the Vienno summit and the signing of SALT II, and
evaluated the immense significance of that Treaty which has been brought about
as a result of a long and hard negotiating process.

My delegation is one of those which followed with special interest the
process of negotiations cnd desired its early and succegsful outcone. It is
natural, therefore, that we join those who welcome the Treaty and its signatories.

The significance of the Treaty is manifold from different points of views;
its future consequences may be even more so. Regardless of its bilateral
nature, the Treaty is of universal importance, since the quality of relations
between the USSR and the United States has a direct and decisive influence on
international security, as well as on the possibilities of developing relations
among a large number of States.

SALT IT in itself is an arms control measure of great importance in relation
to the most dangerous aspect of the arms race, namely, strategic arms and their
systems which determine the prevailing balance of military forces and is a
basic factor in any increase or decrease in the pace of the amms race. The
Treaty, by going beyond numerical limitation is also a step forward towards
a2 limitation on the technological development of strategic amms.

The problems of disarmament are immense and complex. They camot be
solved by a single Treaty based on mutual compromise, even though it is of
great inportance and has been signed by the two biggest Powers. Therefore it
is natural that, while we welcome SALT II and are pleased to analyse its
positive impact on the limitation of the arms race and on disarmement, we should
study carefully and with great expectations the possibilities of further
disarmement and arms limitation measures which may be opened up by the recently
signed documents after their ratification. We hope, in this resnect, that

negotiations will be continued on the basis of the "Joint statement of principles
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and basic guidelines Tor subsequent negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms".
In the improving atmosphere of mutual tri1st characterizing the summit meeting

in Vienna, we hope that the principles Sf equality, equal security, the scnse

of reality and respdnsibility, and the readinecs to overcome any difficulties

that arise, which had ensured the cucccsg of the recently concluded ftalks, uill
prevail even more extensively and that uvithin a comparatively short period,

SALT ITI can be achieved and bring further qualitative and quantitative limitations
and restrictions. We also hove thav the ratificetion and subsecuent implementation
of the »rovicions of the SALT II Treaty will take place withovt delay.,

We are also looking foruvard to the positive immact that SALT IT wuill have
on the disarmoment negotiations carried on in other international forums. In
this connexion we welcome the debtermination expressed by the two sipgnetories
to achieve prompt results on several disarmament subjecls in which the Cormittee
is directly involved.

It mives me great nleasure to refer to another event which we hope will have
also positive eifect on furthering détente and international security, and will
facilitate the achievement of tangible results in the field of diarmament,

The meeting of the Commitvee of the Ministers for Toreign Affairs of the
llember Stotes of the Warsaw Treaty on Priendship,; Co-operation and Ilutual
Assistance was held et Budapest on 14 and 15 lay 1979. The communiqudé issued
on the meeting has recently been made available to delegations of the Committee
under symbol CD/Z . Delegations may be acquainted with the communiqué, bub
I would nevertheless like to underline a few of its nost important elements.

The Committee of Voreipgn !inisters et its meeting in Budapest worked out
several neu proposals teking due account of the vosition and vieus of the
other narticipants in the pronosed negotiations vhich may form a good basis for
bringing the positions of different Stotes or grouns of Staites closer together.
The proposals can be divided into two major groups; one of them concentrates
on the Buropean area, the other relates to general problems of disarmament on
a world-wide basis.

The meeting considered that the most pressing task was to strengthen
peace and security in Burone. It was proposed that a major step in this
direction would be the conclusion, among all the States participating in the
Conference on Scourity and Co-operation in Europe, of a treaty on the non-first
use of either nuclear or conventional weapons. Such a treaty would considerably
reinforce the political and internetional legal foundetion of the principle of
non-use of force cnd provide reliable safleguards ageincst the unleashing of armed

conflicts in Europe.
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It is beyond question that a treaty on the non-first use of either nuclear
or conventional -.eapons would be in the ‘niterest of all Strtes.  Although the
renunciation of the first use of nuclear or conventional weapons in itself
would not be a measure of disarmament in the real sense of the word, it would
be a major contribution to strengthening the atmosvhere of mutuol trust and
confidence which is so much needed in any disarmament negotiations -- bilateral
or multilateral.

The meeting worked out proposals for expanding measures to strengthen
confidence among States, and for taking concrete steps in the field of military
détente. These are proposals of great significance and have & direct impact
on other areas of the world as well, gince they are meant to increase confidence
among States in an area uith the heaviest concentration of forceg and amms.

Starting from the view that urgent negoltiations and practical measures are
required to contribute to the building of confidence among States ag well as
to the easing of military confrontation and the subsequent lessening of the
concentration and reduction of armed forces and armements, the States participating
in the meeting proposed the convening of a conference to this end ot the
political level to be attended by all Turopean States, the United States and
Canada.

The meeting of the lMinisters for Foreign Affairs paid special attention
to the need for ending the arms roce and ensuring a decisive transition to real
disarmament measures, pariticularly in the field of nuclear disarmament. The
magorltj of the subjects alucusued at the meeting were esgssentially disarmament
questlon° of decisive 1mporb@ncc which practically correspond to the present
negotiating programme of this Committee.

The participating States unanimously declared themselves in favour of
redoubling efforts uith a view to the early achievement of practical disarmanent
agreements, among others on such subjects as:

Bringing into force the new Soviet-United States Treaty on the limitation
of strategic offensive arms and transition to the next stage of negotiations on
the reduction of these weapons;

Talks on ending the production of nuclear weapons of all types and on the
gradual reduction of their stockpiles up to their complete climination;

The permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and the simultaneous
reruncirtion by all States of the use or threat of use of force in their mutual

relatio
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The conclusion of a treaty on the complcte and general prohibition of
nuclear-ucapon tcsts; and "

Measures to strengthen the guarantees of the security of non-nuclear States.

Following my statement made just now on the question of effective international
arrangements to agssure non-nuclear weavon States against the use or threat of
uge of nuclear ueapons, I vwould now like to explain some additional vieus of ny
delegation on that subject.

We welcome the fact that the Committee has included this gcubject in its
present programme of work. The importance and timeliness of meking effective
internetional arrangements and perhaps elaborating an international convention
on thHe subject can hardly be overestiﬁated if we take due account of present
international circumsiances.

The rightful demand of the non-nuclear-weanon States for adequate guarantees
against the use of nuclear uweapons to be provided by the nuclear-ueanon States
in practice emerged and developed parallel uith the nreparations for and the
signing and implementation of the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
Conclusion of such a treaty would tend to facilitate and should contribute to
the efforts to bring about & further strengthening of the non-proliferation
régime and ensure genuincly universal accession to that Treaty, which is one
of the outstanding tasks of the Second Revieuw Conference to be held early next year,

The urgency of this issue has been r~flected in numero:s United Nations
documents, such as Security Council rescluiion 255 of 19 June 1968, and
Ceneral Agsembly wresolutions 3261 of 1974, 51/189 of 1976, and 5?/87 of 1977«

Being originally a part of the resolutions passed on the question of general

and complete digarmament, it emerged as 2 separate item first in the Final Document
of the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and
subsequently at the thirty-third session of the General Assembly vhich, in
resolution 33/72s requested the Committee to consider the draits submitted for

an international convention te assure non-nuclear weapon States against the

use or threat of use of nuclear ueapons.

During the discussion of this question at the special session of +the
General Assembly devoted to disarmement, we could witness important developments
in this respect, All the five nuclear-weapon States —~ although in differcnt
vording and to a different extent —- declared their readiness to provide such
agsurances, Analysing those declarations, we can come to the conclusion that
2ll the nuclear-ueapon States concur in the necessity and rightfulness of such

guarantees, and that they are ready to consider the issue in the Committee on
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Disarmament. This fact gives our Committee a good bhasis for stariing concrete
negotiations on the subject with fairly good chances of reaching agreement.

The Committee does not embark upon the consideration of this issue uith empty
hands. Ve have before us two draft international conventions, individual
declarations made by the nuclear-wveapon States, recommendations made by the
General Asgembly in its relevant resolutions, and other materials.

The two drafts before us submitted by several socialist countries and by the
delegation of Pakistan constitute, in my delegaiion's ovpinion, a solid basis for
congideration of the subject. I have just now spoken in detail on the one submitted
by the socialist delegations. The draft sponsored by the delegation of Pakistan
is also a valuable contribution to our future worlk.

I should like also to say a feu words about how my delegation thinks the
Committee should proceed with the consideration of the subject. The delegation of
Pakistan has expressed valuasble ideas on this point ag well., IIy delegation would
provnose and support the idea of setting up an informal open-ended working group,
uith corefully-established terms of reference,

As far as the contents of a possible international instrument are concerned,
my delegation is of the view that the widest possible range of assurances should be
accordea to the largest possiltle number of countries. My delegation is of the
firm opinion that assurances should be accorded to all the non-nuclear-weapon States
which have renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons under a valid international
treaty ond have no nuclear weapons on their territories, for they are entitled to
such assurances regardless whether they belong to a military zlliance or not. As
to the form of the instrument, my delegation favours on international convention, as
proposed in the draft submitted by the socialist delegations. The delegation of
Pakiston also presented a number of convincing arguments in favour of a convention
of this character.

Concluding my statement, I should like to refer again to the proposal made by
the Committee of Foreign Ministers of the Wersauw Treaty lember States in the
communiqué issued on their meeting in Budapest, concerning the conclusion of a
treaty on the non-first use of either nuclear or conventional weapons among the
participants of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. I&
delegation is firmly convinced thal this treaty and the one concerning the
assurances to be given to non-nmuclearxr-weapon States against the use or fthreat of
use of nuclear weapons are of a complementary character and, if concluded would
provide a gound basis for strengthening internationsl peace and security on a
world-wide basig and rid ithe world of the danger of a nuclear war, thus bringing
about the necessary atmosphere so much needed for achieving real and substantial

disarmement,
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from

Rusgian): The Committee on Disarmament is taking up the next item on its agenda
entitled "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons'.
This is one of the urgent questions connected with the limitation of the
arms race and with disarmament. It is in line with the main task of our age,
namely, how to avert the danger of a nuclear catastrophe. Of course, our position
is that the most effective means of achieving a complete and final solution to
this problem would be to halt the production of nuclear weapons of all types and
gradually to reduce and subssquently completely eliminate stockpiles of these weapons,
as suggested in the well-knowm proposals submitted by the socialist countries.
However, the task of achieving progress in the field of nuclear disarmament must
not overshadow or rule cut efforts to deal with other igsues directed at the
same goal of reducing the risk of the outbreak of a nuclear conflict and limiting
the possible sphere of agpplication of nuclear weapons. A positive solution to
the question of the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States will undoubtedly also contribute to the achievement of agreement on other
problems of the limitation of the nuclear arms race and of nuclear disarmament.
Present conditions are conducive to the adoption by the Committee on Disarmament
of practical and concrete measures to strengthen guarantees of the security of
non-nuclear-weapon countries. These favourable conditions are the result of such
factors as, on the cne hand, the efforts of non-nuclear-weapon countries to obtain
additional guarantees of their security from the nuclear-weapon States and, on the
other, the willingness of the nuclear-weapon States to take further steps towards
that end. Moreover, as you know, all the nuclear-weapon States currcntly
participating in the work of the Committee have, in recent years, made important
gstatements in which this willingness has taken the form of a definite obligation.
The existence of these favourable conditions made it possible, in the
Final Document of the special session of the General Assembly, to adopt special
provisions (paragraphs 32 and 59) in which the General Agssembly noted that
"effective arrangements, as appropriate, to agsure non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or the .threat of use of nuclear weapons could strengthen the security of

thoge Btates and international peace and security", and called upon
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nuclear-weapon States "to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or the threat
of use of nuclear weapons'.

In accordance with its consistent policy in the field of disarmament, and in
an effort to arrive at practical agreements on this question, the Soviet Union made
a specific proposal at the thirty-third scssion of the General Assembly aimed at
strengthening guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. This
proposal was fully consistent with the above-mentioned provisicns of the
Pinal Document of the special session of the General Asgembly devoited to disarmament.

As you know, two resolutions dealing with this question were adopted at the
thirty-third session of the General Assembly. One of thege resolutions was
sponsored by a large group of States which included the Soviet Union, while the
other was sponsored by Pakistan., Both resolutions were supported by the
overwhelnming majority of States Members of the United Nations. This is quite
natural, since both resolutions are bhasically directed towards the same goal.

It should be recalled that, at its thirty-third session, the Genecral Assembly
specifically requested the Committee on Disarmament to "congider ... at the earliest
possible date the drafts of an international convention on the subject, submitted
to the General Assembly at its thirty-third session, as well as all proposals and
suggestions concerning effective political and legal measures at the international
level to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against the usce or threat of use of
nuclear weapons" (General Assembly resolution 53/72 A}, Although the corresponding
paragraph of resolution 53/72 B sponsored by Pakistan differs somewhat from the
wording of that part of resolution 33/72 A referred to, it addresses approximately
the same request of the Committee,

The task of the Committee is to conduct business-like discussions and to work
out concrete arrangements. This has been said often by all members of the
Commi ttee. Is it possible to conduct such discussions on the agenda item
before us? In the view of the Soviet delegation, it definitely is possible.

The most important factor ir the favourable international climate created
by the recently cencluded Soviet-United States summit meeting; therc are also, as
we have already noted, the decisions of the General Assembly, the important

statenents made by the nuclear-weapon States and, finally, something that is
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particularly important to us -- the members of this Committee -~ the concrete
proposals and documents submitied on the quesition of the strengthening of
guarantees of th. security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

What, then, does the Committee on Disarmament have before it under this
agenda item? First of all, there is the draft international convention on the
strengthening of guarantecs of the security of non-nuclear States, contsined in
the working paper {CD/23) submitted by the group of socialist countries, which
includes the Soviet Union, a draft international convention to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
set out in document CD/lO, submitted by Pakistan, and the various proposals and
comments put forward by a large number of States during the discussion of this
question at the thirty-third session of the General Assembly.

In our view, the task of the Committee is also made easier by the fact
that the nuclear-weapon States, including those that did not support the idea
of concluding a multilateral agreement, have expressed their willingness to
participate in discussions on the strengthening of negative guarantees for the
non-nuclear-weapon countries, particularly in the Committee on Disarmament.
This was the line taken in 1978 by the then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom
when he said that "the United Kingdom will be prepared itself to take part with
other nuclear Powers in firm, far-reaching and permanent assurances to the
non-nuclear States® (4/S-10/PV.14).

Permit me alzo to refer to the letter from Ambassador ... Fisher, the
representative of the United States in the First Committee at the
thirty-third session of the General Assembly, the amnex to which states, in the
name of the United States, that "there may be other forums, such as the
Committee on Disarmament, in which the question of negative security assurances
could be treated, so long as all views and all ways of treating this subject are
open for consideration" (A/C.1/33/7).

The representative of France spoke along the same lines.

The position of the Soviet Union with regard to the strengthening of
guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States is, we hope, sufficiently

well known to the members of this Committee. We spoke in favour of the granting
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of additional guarantees of the security of non-nuclecar-wcapon Statcs as early

as 1966 during discussions on the conclusion of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear VWeapons. Ve have also, in the rccent past, {irmly and unambiguously
reiterafed our willingness to grant such guarantecs, The Soviet Union announced
that it would never usc nuclear weapons against States which refrained from
producing or acquiring such weapons and which did not have such weapons on their
territory. Our posgition is that, by aclting in this way, such countrics are
naking a substantive contribution to the prevention of the spread of nuclear
weapons, thereby naking it possible to reduce and, in the inal analysis, climinatc
the threat of the outbreak of nuclecar war; they are therefore entitled to the
necessary assurances that nuclecar weapons will never be used against then.

Horeover, our country suggests going beyond mere solemn declarations on the
non-use of nuclear weapons againsgt non-nuclear-weapon States which renounce the
production and acguisition of nuclear wecapons and which do not have nuclear
weapons on their territories. For ite part, the USSR hag cxpresscd its
willingness —- and this still appliecs in full -- to conclude special agreements
to this effect with any such country, and it has called upon all the other
nuclear-weapon Powers to follow suit and assume the appropriate obligations.

It is quite obvious that the most complete and effecctive solution to the
problem of protecting non-nuclear-weapon States from the use oi nuclear weapons
against then might be the adoption by the nuclear-weapon Powers of agreed
universal international legal guaranteces. For this reason, the Sovict Union
is a fimn supporter of the idea of concluding an international convention with the
participation, on the one hand, of nuclcar-weapon States that arc p:epared to
provide appropriate guarantces of the security of non-nuclear-wecapon States and,
on the other, interested non-nuclear-weapon States which renounce the production
or acquisition of nuclear weapons and which do not have nuclear weapons on theix
territory. As you know, the Soviet Union submitted a draft for a convention
on this matter.

We note with satisfaction that a significant ﬁajority ol countries -- socialist
and non-aligned ~- also favour the conclusion of a multilateral international
agreement on this question. The Soviet delegation hopes that the Committee will
crbark upon the preparation of the ftext of such a convention without delay, and

is rcady to make every possible contribution to this work.



¢D/PV.%6

’

(ikc. Issraelyvan, USSR)

In the course of these discussgions, we will have an opportunity of setting
out our views in grecater detail on all the mein provigions of the draft convention
submitted by the group of sccialist countiries. Lt this stage, I would lile to‘
dwell only on the idea underlying the convention, namely, the basic obligation
to be assumed by nuclcar-weapon States to guarantee the seourity of
non-nuclear-weapon States. We arc convinced that tne formula proposed in the
socialist countries' drarft offexrs the most effective solution to ihis question
and covers the largest number of non-nuclear-wegpon countrics,

As you know, under one of the suggested formnulas, it is intonded to guarantce
the sccurity only of those non-nuclear-weapon countries that arc situated within
a nuclcar-free zone. At present, the only nuclear-frece zone cstablished in
international law -~ and even so nct ycit fully -- is in Latin Amecrica. This
neans that all the other non~nuclear-weapon countries of the world are outside this
region and will not enjoy such guarantecs. However, the formula used in the
soclalist countrics' draft does of course provide for the oxtension of thesc
guarantees to countries comprising a nuclear-free zone as well.

Or to take another formula, according to which a nuclear-weapon State retains
the right to use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-weapon State, cven if
there are no nuclear weapons on the latter's territory, simply if it is the ally
of a nuclear-weapon State. According to this formula, it will be enough for the
nuclear-weapon Power in question to determine that an attack has been made
againsﬁ it, its torritory, its amacd forcos or its allies, Tor a non-nuclear-weapon
State merely suspccted of being involved in thesc acts to become the target of a
nuclear strike. The draft convention subnmitied oy the socialist countries
contains no such provision, which in essence deprives of much of ilg meaning the
undertaking not to use nuclear weapons againét non-nuclcar-weapon States and not
to allow the use of nuclear weapons against countrics and territories from which
there is no threat of a nuclear attack. '

Lastly, therc is the formula according to which the obligations of
nuclear~weapon States would extend only to non-nuclear-weapon countries not
partics to agrcenents on muclear security concluded with nuclear-weapon States.

This formula also considerably reduces the number of non-nuclear-wecapon countrics
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to which guarantees could be extended. The socialist countries proﬁose that
guarantecs should be given both to non-muclear-weapon countries not menmbers of
military or political alliances and to those non-nuclear-wcapon countrics vhich,
although ticd to muclear~weapon States by the obligations of an alliance,
neverthelegss do not posscss or produce nuclecar weapons and do not have nuclear
weapons on their territory.

It is clear from the above that the formula used in the draft submitted by the
socialist countrieg is fair and effective, as it takes account cf the intorests of a
large number of Stlates. The merit of this formula ig that, firstly, it covers the
largest possible nunber of States that, in view of thc actual stote of affairs in
the world, could be given guerantees against the uso of nuclear weapons, and
secondly, it encourages States to renounce the possession of nucleaxr weopons and
their deployment in their territory, thoreby helping to narrow down the possible
spherc of the use of muclear weapons and strengthening the non-proliferation régime,
and as a result, il reduces the risk of nuclear war.

Ls has already becn emphasized, the Soviet Union is a firnm and convinced
supporter ol the idea of concluding a multilateral convcention on thoe strengthening
of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States, At the sane time,
we arc also precparcd to consider other proposals, and we arc trying in particular
to co-operate with other muclear-weapon States with o view to worling out an
approach acceptablce to all. It would probably nct be superfluous to rccall that,
in 1968, threc nuclecar-wcapon States succceded in egreeing on a cormitnent
concerning guarantces of the sccurity of non-nuclear-weapon countries, a cormitment
which was subsequently formalized in Security Council resolution 255,

The Soviet dclegation congiders that, since the Cormititec has before it two
working papers containing draft international agrecncents on this question, as well
as the comments and suggestions of States made at the thirty-~third session of the
General Asscmbly, the Committee should begin practical negotiations without dclay.
0f course, such ncgotiations need not take place only at meetings of the Committee,
and usc could be nade of the other possibilities provided for in rule 23 of the
Committece's rules of procedurc. The Soviet delcgation is preparcd to be flexible
in thic natter and to take account of the views of other delegations.

A constructive approach on the part of all delegations to the question. of the
strengthening of guarantecs of the sccurity of non-nuclear-wecapon States will
enable the Commitice to nake significant progress on this question and to submit a

concrete proposal to the thirty-fourth session of the General Asscmbly.
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Mrs. THORSSON (Sweden): The start of the second part of the CD's

1979 session provides an opportunity to review the situation in which we find
ourselves in relati-n to the most importan. disarmament issuves. This is particularly
so as, for obvious reasons, so much time had to be given to procedural matters at the
first part of the sesgion.

I should like to begin by making some general observaiions on our present
predicament.

One year ago we were assembled in New York for the special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, an event which was anticipated with
expectations, The Final Document which was then adopted forms the basis for our
continuous efforts to reach, at long last, something more than the modest and meagre
results hitherto achieved in our work.

An 0ld deliberative disarmament body was revived and new negotiating machinery
was established. Our institutions have certainly been improved.

However, what difference has the year that has passed since the special session
meant for our work of today compared with the many years of endless rhetoric and
debates, and in some few cases actual negotiations, in the ENDC and CCD?

I must express doubt that there is very much of a difference. The subsgtance
with which we work is the same, and I cannot see anything very new in the way in
which we are dealing with it.

Let us face the hard fact that, for 17 years, statesmen of the world have not
been able to take one step towards creating a disarmament situation, to abolish ocne
single weapons system and to reduce the ghastly number of unimaginably effective
warheads threatening the survival of mankind.

The situation is the opposite. Irrespective of solemn pledges and commitments
to disarmament in the United Wations and elsewhere, the leading military Powers pouxr
out new, increasingly sophisticated and deadly weapons and weapon systems in an arms
race which gives the impression that they have lost all sense of proportion.

A1l this has been said before, but the arms race has progressed, and is
progressing, by leaps and bounds while we proceed at snail's pace, if even that.

As, therefore, the gap between the arms race and our work is widening and might all
too soon be impossible to bridge, some intrusive questions must be asked. Why have
Governments, over the years, been so unsuccessful in responding to the sensible
requests, from concerned men and women everywhere, for genuine disarmament leading

to lasting peace?
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Ir my view, one reason is that the multilateral disarmament negotiations have
been turned into a sanctuary distant from the military realities of the present
international situation. The priorities of our efforts in this body -- which is of
decigive importance for small States in their legitimate endeavours towards security
and peace —— gre set by resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly. But
resolutions of the General Assembly, however well conceived, however well voted --
even in some inportant cases with the arfirmative votes of the leading Powers -~ do
not doteriine the success or failure of disarmament talks. These are determined by
the big Povers' vperception of the security problems of the world outside the four
walls of this Committee's Conference Room.,

It is difficult to choose a proper term to characterize our present predicament.
But T think I am on the safe side if I join my predecessor who, almost six years
ago - - and the situation today is unchanged if not worsened - talked about the new
barbarism,

Mankind has the right to request a drastic change in our work. It will not do
for the CD to continue along the path of the past 17 years. Rhetoric will not
suffice any more. What we need is a frank and realistic discussion of the wide
diccrepancies between what happens in the real world and in our disarmament talks
here.  Because all human beings are affected, disarmament talks will have to be much
more closely linked with what is at the very heart of the matter, i.e. the perceived
security situation of the nations of the world and, particularly, the concept of
national security as perceived by the two military blocs. The problems to be tackled
are hov to build confidence among the nations of the world, how to face the new
threats to global security that have emevrged through the crises of cur generation,
the spread of mass poverty, insufficient access to energy, the world economic disorder
and threats to the human environment.

It should be self-evident ~~but I am afraid it is net -~that, in a world of
groving interdependence and concomitantly increasing vulnerability of nations and
national economies, these new global security threats must be met by world-wide
golidarity and co-operation. Instead the most powerful nations spesgk, in clear
terms, of meeting them by confrontation and military means. If this attitude is
not changed, I am afraid that there is a fairly imminent danger of a clash of interests
that might result in armed conflict.

The member States of the CD can certainly not be indifferent to this kind of

danger.,
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I shall now turn to some comments on recent events-- and non-events-- in the
disarmament field.

Ag the Swedish Prime Minister recentl;” declared, we grec: with satisfaction
that the negotiations on SALT II between the United States and the USSR have now
been concluded and that the Treaty was signed by President Brezhnev and
Pregsident Carter.at the Vienna summit meeting about a week ago. Several years of
negotiating efforts have now come to fruition, We have, of course, frequently been
reminded of the fact that signing the Treaty is not enough to put it .into force;
this requires a ratification process which might be both lengthy and painful.

It is a matter of some urgency to point out fairly strorgly, particularly in
thie multilateral negotiating body, that even if the Treaty will not by itself imply
any significant reduction of arms or qualitative restraints, it represents a step in
a gradual process which is of great inmporitance, not only to the United States and the
USSR and the general relations between them,but to all of us,

Sweden is not excessively concerned by the shortcomings of SALT IT, provided
that it is proved that this agreement will be regarded merely as a step in a process,
as a preliminary stage to rapidly continued negotiations aimed at bolder arms
reduction measures. We are also aware of the fact that it is necessary to pass
through SALT IT, as ratified, as a stage towards successful results in other fields
of disarmament.

The United Nations General Assembly's special session devoted to disarmament
stated the special responsibility of the leading military Powers in respect of a
genuine disarmament process. It is now imnerative that these Powers embark without
delay upon the next stage in that process, i.e. further limitations of nuclear
armaments . In Sweden we shall follow with great attention the negotiations on
SALT TIT, which possibly will include weapons particularly intended for targets in
Europe. Those nuclear weapons which have so far fallen outside SALT, and largely
also outside the Vienna talks, represent a broad sector of weapons, the role of which
is closely interrelated with the role of both conventional and strategic nuclear
weapons, medium-range and intermediate-range missiles, etc. The arms race in the
latter weapons -- what is euphemistally called the "modernization process” ~- seems to
continue totally unhindered. These weapons therefore present a constant and grovwing
threat to détente and disarmament efforts in Europe. This development, which takes
place within both military blocs, might well trigger a new round of the qualitative
nuclear arms race in this part of the world, further raising the level of mutual

destruotiongcapability. We are dealing with a process where there undoubtedly
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exists a strong element of action-reaction. The international strategic debate of

the past ycar ic ~ <lline cxacple 7 p Zohlend ond
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context, To the extent that lack of res.raint -- on cne side cr the cther -- in

1
the past fow years as rocgerds produciior end deploymens o0 Zrey-a-ca systems has

given risc to rev preoccupations, the rcsponsgibility to provent the oitustion from

o

dcteriorating ic inde~d snared among bhe main actors. Thig rcaponsibility must now

he chanrelled irto tanrible efforts e preveat an undermining of the efforts in this
and other negotiating forams So creste a situation of balance and détente which will
be conducive bto meal progress towards ruclear disarmoment. In view of this, the
Swedish Government urges the lcading nmilitary Powers to demonstrate restraint and to
co~operate between thomselves and with other relevant Powers in cfforts to negotiate
real nuclear disarmament in Europe as well as in other regions. ¥or this purpose

it is essential that grey-areca systems should alsce be included in the next phase of
negotiations.

In my statement to the CCD in July last year I put five questions to the nuclear-
weapon Powers regarding non-sirategic nuclcar weapons for possible use against fargets
in Burope. They reflected the grave concern of my country over the unimpeded nuclear
arms race in our vicinity. We have noted with appreciation the response given to
these questions by the United Kingdom. I am concerncd, however, that so far no
answers have comec from the United States and the USSR, In order tc recall the
guestions I am now going to repcat them. They are 3till entirely topical:

1

LY

Are preparations made for further development of systems of nuclear wecapons of
sub-kiloton yield within existing modernization plans? And would such preparations
if undertaken, substantially contribute towards abolishing the distinction between
conventional and nuclear weapons?

2. Docg the Soviet Union possess or cven deploy nuclear weapens of sub-kiloton
yield, or their mcans of delivexry?

3. Is production or deployment forescen of nuclear weapon systems with another
balance of characceristics then those now deployed, and with the purpose of reducing
collateral damage by such changed or new characteristics?

4., Do present modernization plans foresee further deployment of intermediate range
ballistic missiles snd medium range ballistic missiles, in substitution tor older
versions of such weapons, or in addition to the total yield so far deployed?

5 Against that background, will nuclear wecapons also be deployed in areas of

Burope wnere they have so far not been present?
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-Let us hope that vhat the leaders of the United States and the USSR expressed
at their meeting in Vienna reflects a readiness to act so as to clear the way fov
speedy and successiul negotiations on a SALD III,

I had one more specific and very legitimate desire for the outcome of - the
summit meeting in Vienna, namely, that it would result in an agreement to give
priority to negotiations on a comprehensive test ban treaty, now resumed here at
‘Geneva. The reason is obvious. The three negotiators must not let the world
community wait with increasing and highly justified frustration for this measure, ©o
which these three nuclear-weapon Powers already many ycars ago gave their solemn
pledges and commitments, net leagt in the preamble of the NPT, We are rapidly
approaching the Sccond Revicw Conference of that Treaty. There should rest no
doubt that the comprehensive test ban is a very important prerequisite for -the
successful outcome of that Conference, and consequently also for the future
consolidation of the NPT »égime. Those in the nuclear weapon States who speak
about the value of continued testing should be made fully aware of the binding
pledges and commitments to a CTB which have been made by their Governments, and also
of vhat, in the continued absence of such a treaty, is actually at stake. The
perfectionigt ambitions of those employed iz the technical doﬁelopment of nuclear
weapons should not be allowed to over-shadow the interests of the millions of pecple
around the world who want to live free from threats or fears arising from further
qualitative developments in nuclear weapons,; from the proliferation of nuclear
weapons to new countries.

It is commendable that, in the joint communioué of the Vienna meeting, "nie
was taken of the fact that there has been definite progress in the preliminary
trilateral negotiations on a CTBT. However, it is remarkable that there is no
mention at all of the role of this Committee in the conclusion of a CTB treaty.

We find this ominous. Ve were once led to believe that a draft CTB treaty would iw
submitted to the multilateral negotiating body before the specizl session of the -

General Assembly devoted to disarmament. I would like to recéll the importance of

a CTBT in curbing a further nuclear arms race. T would also like to recall that,
1h order to make a CTBT effective -- and if the Committee should be taken seriously
as the multilatersl negotiating body on disarmament —- it is absolutely necessary

that it should play a substantial role in the conclusion of a comprehensive test
ban treaty. ‘



CD/PV.36
25

(Mrs, Thorsson, Sweden)

In this context I should also likc to say a few words about the role of our
Committee ih the nuclear disarmanment ncgotiations, As we well know, scven
socialist States have presented o proposal for negotiations on cnding the production
of all typcs of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their etockpiles until they
have been conpletely destroyed. This proposal, contained in ¢D/4, has not with
general gupport of the Group of 21, The United States delegation has, however,
expressed a number of rescervations to the proposal. In addition, the Netherlands
delegation nas forrmlated a few questions which wo censider highly relevant. Ve
hope that answers to them from the sponsors of CD/4 will be helpful for the continued
consideration of the mattcr.

We should recall that this Committec has also bcen requested by the
thirty~-third session of the General Assewmbly, in resolution 53/91 H tc consider
urgently, at an appropriate stage of its implementation of the proposals sct forth
in the Programme of Action adopted at the tenth special scssicn, the question of an
adequately verified cesesation and prohibition of the production of fissionable
material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices.

As is well known, both this request and CD/4 are taken almost word for word from
paragraph 50 of the Programme of Action in the Final Document. My delegation would
therefore suggest that, instead of dealing with these two matters scparately, we
should, in'a proper context during this part of the session, consider the entire
paragraph 50, which also contains an important subparagraph regarding the cessation
of the qualitative improvement and development of nuclear weapon systems; the
purpose of such consideration would be to find out whether a generally acceptable
division of work can be found between this Committee and other disarmament forums,
in particular the bilateral SALT negotiations, to deal with the subjects contained in
paragraph 50.

Progress towards a comprehensive disarmament programme was achieved during the
recent session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. The clements of a
comprehensive programme will in duc course be transmitted by'tho General Assombly to
this body for.multilateral negotiation. But I trust that, without pre-empting
future consideration of the programme, it will e2lso be possible, already now, to
have a fruitful ~-- although preliminary -- exchange of viecws on appropricte stages
of nuclear disarmement, including 1ts phasing and time frame.

Turning to yct another topic, we know that the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts will meet again next month. Before their meeting, the Swedish Government

has invited thc members of this Committee to attend the demonstration of temporary
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data facilities for seismic events. As was stated in the invitation, the purpose

of this is to give an idez of how one part of the intermational co-operative
meagures for the ronitoring of a compreher:ive test ban treety could be carzied out.
We do not, of course, claim to present the definite solution to this very difficult
problen. The demonstration should be seen as an exercise which will commit nobody
and prejudge nothing of what will 1atér hzvae to be negotiated. We Dbelieve, however,
that it will offer profitable cxperience, and we should also like it to be seen as

a manifestation of the strong interest my country takes in this metter. If it can
promote the discussion of the problems invelved, it may also contribute not only o
added knowledge and insight, but also to greater mutual understanding and confidenia.

As regards the forthcoming session of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts,

I thi:k we should be awarc that it may be the last one under its prescent mandate,
because the experts will »robably then complete the ftask which had been assigned to
them by the ¢CD last year and confirmed by the CD, We shall therefore, during this
part of the session, have to devote cur thoughts alsc to the question whether there
is sufficient basis for the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to continue with a
renewed mandate.

Let me now turn to another urgent matter on the agenda of this session of the CD.
At the thirty-third session of the General Assembly, we agrced that pricrity
attention should be given to the question of appropriate ways of giving effective
assurence to non-nuclear weapon States (NNWS) against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons. Such assurances, if co-crdinated ard binding for &ll nucl-:ix
weapon Powers, and if accommodating the interests and needs <f all countries, ~our’
indeed strengthen international sccurity. They would be of great value as = siage
in the process of nuclear disarmement. and in strengthening the NPT régime.

The five nuclear-weapon Powers have formulated suchk assurances separately.
before and during the United Nations General Assembly special session devoted to
disarmament, and concrete proposals have been referred to the negotiating table ot
this Committee by the thirty-third session of the General Assembly., In this context,
we made essential qualifications to our support cf the resolutions dealing with this
matter. It may, therefore be useful to slaborate on somec of the principles which,
in the view of the Swedish Government, should be included in any scheme of "security

guaranteesh.
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of noutrality cannct nessibly accormmodate the concept of so-called positive security

guarantees. Tne Swoulsh Government has repeatedly put on record its view that,

should assistonce to a cowntry he covritemplatbed, that country murd have the cxelusive
sovereign right to docide whether and in what conditions assistance ~ight be granted.

I am pleascd to takz 7mote of the fact that these fywes of scourity suarantecs are not

under discussion in the context of this iten on the CD's azenda. On the other hand,

crrours assurances by the nuclear-weapon Powcrs noet to usce or

L]

Sweden in principle
threoten to nsc nuclenr orms agoingt NNWS or nuclear-weapon-frece zones. To become
credible . and effective, such pledges must be given by all nuclear-weapon Powers in a
co-ordinatcd ond binding manncr. The wording of ex'é;ing offers of guarantce vary

in form and sceope, owing to the perceived differcnces in the sccurity situation of

the nuclear-weapon States, their relations with each cther and with allies. The
nain responsibility for achicving the co-ordination necessary to avoid any ambiguity
among them ~-—- something which could undormine the whole concept -— must of course

in the firgt stage rest with these Powers thoemselves.

It ig s1till too early to give preference to any specific model of co-ordination,
although some delegations have proposed a conventional international convention.
Thig format, however, raises several questions for us. Mot least must it be kept
in mind that nore than 100 States, including Sweden, have alrcady made firm
commitnents in the NPT net to acquire nuclear weapons.

Another possibility might be for the nuclear-weapon Powers to rieke a joint
mgnifestation in the Security Council. Parallcl to such endecavours, npledges by
miclear~wecapon Powers might also be included in special agreements with States nembers
of nuclear-weapcon-free zones, such as in Additional Protocol IT to the Treaty of
Tlatelolco.

Assurances must furthermore be without reservations. It is gquite cbvious
that the sccurity of WNWS cannot be effectively strengthencd if o nuclear-weapon
Power could itself unilaterally determine wheéher it is bound by guch a commitment,
It is precisely when a military conflict is imminent or has developed that barricrs
towards escalation would serve their most vital purpose.

A logical and important consequence of non-uge of plcdzes to certain NNWS would,
of course, be the withdrawal or dismantling of such nuclear-weapon systems which
could be used against such HNWS,

As regards prospects cf achieving results in necgotiations on chemical weapons, I
hope that a more hopeful note is now justified on account o»f the cutcome of cur
consultations at the very end of the first part of this secgsion. I do nct deny that

we regard it an important test of the willingness of 211 the members of this Cormitiee
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to enter into substantive negotiations on such an important ‘subject. We have been
urged by the General Assembly at its thirty-third session to start real negotiaticrma
on a convenbion on chenical weapons without awaiting the outcome of the preliminary
bilateral talks on the subject between the United States and the US3R. The membezs
‘of the Group of 21 have madec it clear that it is not their inﬁention to hamper these
negotiations. On the contrary, impetus may be given to both by parallel efforts in
the CD, We are now repuming our consultations in that spirit, and we naturally
expect the twe Powers to reciprocate by co-operating in these negotiations in order
to create the necessary link betwecn the bilateral and multilateral negotiations.

We therefore assumc that an ad hoc working group (with appropriate and realistic
terms of reference) will be set up in the next fow wecks so that the negotiations can
gtart soon and in the most effective way.

In my statement I have wantcd to give expression to our particular and growing
concern at the gap between our disarmoment talks and the arms race realities of the
world outside the walls of the Palais des Nations., U Thant, the late United Nations
Secretary-General, predicted in 1969 that the Member States of the United Nations
night have perhaps 10 years left in which teo subordinate their ancient guarrels and
launch a glébal ﬁartnership to curb the arms race, to improve the human environment,
to defuse the population explosion and to supply the required momentum to world
development cfforts.

The 10-year period that U Thant referrcd to in thcse sombre words has now almost
passed. Jot only have we bcen unable to find solutions to ~ny of the problems Lo
mentioned, bub they have become ovan more serious, thrcatening and world-widc.

It is my belief that if, in the decade now to come, we do not achicve a
dramatic break-through in our disarmament negotiaticns, the prospects of our
surviving this century without a nuclear war are bleak indced. '

And even the probability of such a ghastly event is of coursc cnough to
determince the direction of our efforts. Our talks and negotiations must, in my
view, be conducted within a wider framework shaped by the political realities of

life outside these walls. They will have to be, as it were, politicized.
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gratified by the opportunity offered this week to the Committee on Disarmament to
proceed 1o an exclangs of views on an importcany ilew ia our nrogramme of vork
entitled "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-yeapon States
against the uge or the threot of use of nuclear wesajonsg”.

At the oulset, T should lile to express 1w satlisfection at {finding that this
iten is worded as it is. I+ is in facl a very complex question, for which
countries envisage cpproaches thabt are often differsni. Previous discussions,
which among other things were concerned with resolutions aimed at the conclugion of
a gpecific convention, faoiled to result in an agreement, and my delegation does not
think that it will be possible to arrive at a uniform formula now. Consequently,
prevailing differences of opinion on thig question are only to be expected and it
is therefore natural that our present .andate should not prejudge the direction to
be followed in our work. I should like, in this connexion, to pay tribute to the
intellectual and wnolitical honesty of the authors of nroposals —— which in their
most fundamental aspects are in any case unacceptable to my country -~ who have,
on several occasions, themselves recognized the complexity of this question.

My delegation intends to follow ecctively and with an open mind the exchange of
views which hag begun, and would like at this point to make a few preliminary
comments which, in its vieu, are relevent and on which it would be very interested
to learn the opinion of all the other delegations. Recognizing that the subject
of negative security guarantees is of basic importance, it is not surprised that
major efforts yet have to be made to find elements of a renly to the very many
questions still outstanding. T used the word "eleuwents'" deliberately, because it
would be superficial, to say the least, to attempt to give ex abrunto a hasty and
concise reply to so complex a vproblem.

Several nuclear-veapon States made unilateral declarations on the occasion of
the tenth special session of the United ations General Assembly. My country
considers that these declaralions are in themselves highly significant political
acts. It wight even be possible to envisage a complementary procedure under

which the Security Council would be invited formally to talie note of them.
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That is one of the appronﬂlate formulas to which States might choose to have
recourse. That formula also hag the advantage of obtaining the agreement of
countries which are not in a vnosition to accept alternatives. I should also

like to remind you, in this context, of the trinartite proposal contained in
resolution 255 adopted by the Security Council on 19 June 1963 on assurances
provided *o néﬁ—nuolear States in the event of aggression, or threat of aggression,
with nuclear weapons. That resolution also represented a significant step.

My delegation is aware that other formulas have been put forward —— I am
thinking more particularly of the docunents emanating from the delegation of
Pakistan and from»a.number of socialist countries -- which also attempt to
define the conditions in which the guarantees could be spelt out in greater
detail. May I, in the context of the consideration of these formulas, expound
a few ideas:

FPor Belgium, the differences in the situation and interests of nuclear-weapon
and non-nuclear-weapon States Justify provision for the necessary adjustment and
adaptation to different condltlons.

Thig general consideration automatically poses the prior condltlon of the
specific characteristics of certain regions. In this respect, I venture to remind
you of the specific nature of the Buropean region, Without wighing to prejudge
the future and the outcome of a number of negotiations whose successful and speedy
conclusion could bring about an improved and changed situation, my delegation
wonders whether, in present circumstances, a convention guaranteeing the non-use
of nuclear weapons against non—nuolear~weapon States in that region would
necesgsarily constltute a strengthening of security. Might it not, on the
contrary, tend to upset the existing political and military balance?

I venture once again to recall that, in the view of my delegation, disarmament
is also a regional regponsibility. The link between disarmament and security is
a reality which has been recognized, but security situations vary with the
regions concerned.

Guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States must again be considered in the
context of the rights and duties resulting from accession to the Non-Proliferation

Treaty.
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The question whether the State which is to benefit from the guarantee hag
renounced the production of nuclear weapons and their acquisition cannot be ignored.
In what way has it renounced their produciion and acquisiticn?  The
Non-Proliferation Treaty provides such renunciation with an important framework,
which is credible because it has been internationally agreed. In the context
of our discussion and in connexion with accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
Belgium also wonders whether one should not speak of a preliminary rather than
a corollary.

Moreover, just as within the framework of the Non~Proliferation Treaty in
which the International Atomic Energy Agency and the system of guarantees of that
Agency are particularly effective examples of verification, any measure musi
provide for specific control procedures. Countries which have renounced nuclear
weapons on the basis of a formula which may vary must be protected against any
danger of the abuse of a situation of relative inferiority in which they are
inevitably placed. Ideally, in the spirit of article VI of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, such measures should even provide. for
extensions aimed at more general disarmament, including conventional weapons.

These are some of the questions which my delegation wished to raise and on
which it would be glad to hear the veactions and contributions made during the

discusgion on this item of our programme of work.

Mr. FEIN (Netherlands): Todsy I wish to attempt a modest analysis of
. the iggue before 13 -~ the question of hov to develop "effec’ive international
arrangements to assure nonQnuclearaweapon States against the use or threai of use
of nuclear weapons", Our interest in this question is not new. Several times in
the past we supported, albeit with some reservations, Pakistan regolutions in
this field in the United Nations General Assembly, Je also welcomed the.unilateral
statements made by some nmuclear-weapon States last year. We consider the question
of nuclear security guarantees as a highly important one, also in the context of
an effective non~proliferation régime.

The problem 1s, basically, how to safeguard a State which has given up the

nuclear option, against nuclear attack.,
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This question presents itself differently for different States. Countries
that have joined a military alliance with one or more muclear-weapon States could
obtain a credible commitment that they will be supported by the nuclear-weapon
State or States in their alliance against an attack by another nuclear-weapon
State. Such an arrangement has an important deterrent function, but is of
course only or mostly relevant for those countries that have joined such a
military alliance.

It seems difficult to envisage that such a credible positive guarantee
could be given to non-nuclear-weapon Ttates that have chosen to be neutral or
non-aligned. It may ve assumed that nuclear-weapon Ctates are not prepared to
give the asgsurance that they would assist all non-nuclear-weapon States
automatically should they be attacked with nuclear weapons, since this could
lead to a further spread of conflicts. It is therefore doubtful that much can
be done in this context beyond Security Council resolution 255 of 19 June 1968.

For thisg reason, one has concentrated now on the pogeibility of so-called
negative security guarantees, that is, a commitment or promise by nuclear-weapon
States not to use, or threaten to use, nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon
Stated, under certain conditions or without such conditions.

All nuclear-weapon Ltates have more or less clarified their position in this
field. Some of them last year made formal unilateral declarations which go
beyond their earlier statements. I shall digcuss these positions later.

Both Pakistan and the Soviet Union have now proposed tle conclusion of an
internafibnal convention on negative security guarantees. Such an international
convention -- the sponsors claim —— would orovide the commitment not to use
nuclear weapons againét non-nuclear-weapon i tates with a stronger standing as
compared to the unilateral declarations on nuclear policy. I do not believe
any country is agains% an infernational instrument in principle if, in fact,
such a common'formula for guarantees could be found.

Since some countries apparently doubt the possibility of achieving a

common formula within the near future, the idea has been put forﬁard of
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enshrining the unilateral declarations in a Security Council resolution. This
is, in the view of my Government, certainly a possibility wkich would reinforce
the present declarations and enhance their international status.

However, my delegation feelg that we must not give up too soon our
endeavours to achieve a common formula or to take other steps in this field.

From a political and legal point of view, an internationally binding instrument
is certainly to ve preferred to unilateral policy declarations. In this
connexion we were rather struck by the forceful arguments in support of an
international instrument put forward by the distinguished delegate of Pakistan
on 25 Jamuary. Vith this in mind, I should like to explore whether, in the
various declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States, enough common elements
may be found to form a basis for a meaningful common negative nuclear security
guarantee,

As 1s generally recognized, the problem lies in the different conditions
which have been indicated by some nuclear-weapon States.

The most far-reaching declaration has been made repeatedly by China. China
has declared, point blank, that it will never use nuclear weapons against
non-muclear-weapon States.

For other nuclear-weapon States such a blanket guarantee would be difficult
to give without important security implications. Situations are imaginable in
which a military attack by a State in association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon
State is directed against another nuclear-veapon State or its allies. It would
seem unlikely that the territory of a non-~nuclear-weapon State, engaged in an
attack together with a nuclear-weapon State, would remain a sanctuary. A condition
which has to be demanded, therefore, from a non-nuclear-weapon State is that it
mist not be engaged in an attack in association or alliance with a nuclear-weapon
State.

The second condition would be the following.

If nuclear-weapon States assume a binding commitment not to attack
non-nuclear-weapon States, the non-nuclear-weapon State involved must give a

binding commitment that it is indeed a non-nuclear-weapon State, which means that
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it has undertaken not to receive or manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. The State could make this commitment
by becoming a party to the Non-Proliferation Treety, by becoming a member of a
properly established nuclear-weapon-free zone, or, as a minimum, accept full scope
safeguards on its nuclear activities.

These are the only two conditions, it seems to me, which would have to be
asked of a non-nuclear-weapon State to qualify for a negative security guarantee.

Let us now review the different statements by the nuclear-weapon States, to
see whether they contain these two elements.

Let us look first at the United States declaration of 1978. The following
was stated:

"The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-weapon

State party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, or any comparable internationally

binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the

case of an attack on the United States, its territories or armed forces, or

its allies, by such a State allied to a nuclear-weapon State or associated

with a nuclear-weapon State in cariying out or sustaining the attack."

The statement on hehalf of the United Kingdom seems basically the same, and
reads as follows:

Meeeeo I accordingly give the following assurance to non-nuclear-weapou

States which are parties to the NPT or to other internationally binding

commitments not to manufacture or acquire nuclear explosive devices:

Britain undprtakes not to use nuclear weapons against such States except in

the case of an attack on the United ilingdom, its dependent territories, its

armed forces or its allies by such a State in association or alliance with

a nuclear-weapon SHtate.!

Although one could perhaps dispuss the exact wording of these statements, it
is clear that they follow closely the two basic conditions I have mentioned before.

The Soviet Union made a somewhat different declaration in one respect. It
reads as follows: ) | '

"The Soviet Union states that it would never use nuclear weapons against

those States which renounce the production and acquisition of such weapons

and do not have them on their territories.!
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We. find -this same approach in article I of the working paper (CD/23)
introduced this morning by the distinguished representative of Hungary on behalf
of .seven socialist States; we listened with interest to that introduetion and we
will study that proposal.

We must, however, also take into account some other relevant Soviet
statements in this field. President Brezﬁhev declared on 25 April 1978 that:

"The voviet Union, for its part, wishes to state as emphatically as it can

that we are against the use of nuclear weapons, that only exiracrdinary

circumstances, only aggression against our country or its allies by another

- maclear Power, could compel ug to have recourse to that extreme means-of

self-defence.”

This is clearly a different statement, since the emphasis is on the element
which is missing in the formal Soviet declaration, namely, the question of an
attack against the Soviet Union or its allies.

In this connexion one should also consider the declaration made by the
Soviet Union when it signed Additional Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco.
It reads as follows:

"Any action taken by a State or States party to the Tlatelolco Treaty -that

.are inconsistent with their non-nuclear status, as well as the commission by

one or several States party to the Treaty of an act of aggression with the

- backing of a State possessing nuclear weapons or jointly with such a State
will be regarded by the Soviet Union as incompatible with the relevant
obligations of these countries under the Treaty. In such instances the

Soviet Union reserves the right to reconsider its commitments arising from

the Additional Protocol II."

Taking into account these last two declarations, it would appear that the
position of the Soviet Union, on the one hand, and the positions of the
United States and the United Kingdom, on.the other, are in fact not basically
different. .

‘To be complete, I must.also mention the pregs conference held by the
French President on 24 October 1974, in which Monsieur Giscard d'Estaing stated:.

"Personally I can only speak of the exercise of my own mandate as President

of the Republic. I consider that the French nuclear dissuasive force can be
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used only against Powers which themselves are nuclear Powers or against

Powers -- and T would hasten to add that this is a very unlikely hypothesis,

but we must cover all »nosgibilities ~— whichk threaten our own soil. The

purpose of our nuclear dissuasive foéﬁe, which would then have to be used,
would be to oppose a nuclear threat to our own soil on the part of a nuclear

Power or to respond to a threat to invade our territory. On the other hand,

with resgpect to non-nuclear Powers I consider that France should neither

utilize nor even threaten to utilize its nuclear capabilities, and it is my
hope that this attitude will progressiﬁely be adopted by others so that the
means of nmuclear dissuasion will only be used against nuclear threats and not
in any other type of conflict."

Although this statement seems to be of a less formal character than the
declarations made by the other nuclear Powers, it is in general not very diffexent
from the earlier-mentioned statements.

It would appear clear from what I ventured to suggest that there seems to be a
common denominator between at least three nuclear-weapon States:s that nuclear
weapons will not be used against (a) States which have formally renounced the
nuclear explosive option, and (b) States which are not engaged in an attack against
nuclear-weapon States or their allies together with a nuclear-weapon State. This
would be a very important conclusion, because it would mean that a common appreoach
can theoretically be found.

Wow I realiz. , of course, that other conditions have becn mentioned. I hope,
however, that on the basis of the earlier-mentioned two conditions a solution is
possible, especially when we realize that we are trying in particular to strengthen
the security of those non-nuclear-weapon States which are neutral or non-aligned.

We all realize that credible nuclear security guarantees could play a
significant role in strengthening the non-proliferation régime and in enhancing
gsecurity and peace. With the Second NPT Review Conference before us, we hope
that the nuclear-weapon States can soon find a common approach to this complicated

and important question.



1lr, R%%EK (Czeohoslovakia): Pexrmit me, first of all, to congratuléte
you, Mr. Chairman, on your election to the chair of our Committee fdr the presént
month. I wish you every success in performing this important task and welcome
you as the representative of Braiil to our Committee.

I should also like to welcome in our Committee other new colleagues: the
distinguished delegates of Lrgentina -- Ambagsedor Alberto Dumont, of Australié -
lmbassador Sir James Plimsoll and Iran -~ fmbagsador Kezem Radjavi.

At the very beginning of my statement I chould like to point out the
importance of the fact that the Treaty on the limitaticn of strategic offensive
amms, together with the accompanying documents, was signed in Vienna. There is
no doubt whatsoever that all the documents signed in Vienna vill have 2 nositive
influence on the international climate and that they will be of particulaer
significance for disarmament negotistions, including those of our Committee.

As ve have already stressed at the last United Nations General Assembly,
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic is convinced that as long as nuclear weapons
have not been eliminated, effective and feasible means should be sought in order
to 1limit the risk which éuch weapons carry. e shoufd, indeed, adopt measures
capable of gtrengthening international secufity, gtability and confidence among
States and creating a favourable situation for the implementation of decisive
steps towards nuclear disarmament,

The speciel session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to _
disarmement confirmed the rightness of this trend when it sitressed that substantial
progress in the field of disarmament would be promoted by the simultaneous
adoption of poiitioal and legal measures aimed at strengthening the security of
States and at a general improvement of the international situation.

We hold the view that measures of this kind -- feasible and attainable at the
present time -- should also comprise a reliable undertaking by nuclear-weapon
States not to use nuclear weapons agzinst those countries who have renounced them.
This fully corresponds to the conclusions of the special session, which addressed
an urgent appeal to all States to malte maximum efforts with a view to the
conclusion of relevant international agreemcnts to this end. The Soviet Union,
in co-operation with other countries, including the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic,
responding to this appeal of the special session of the United Nations
General Assembly, submitted et the thirty-third regular session of the
General Assembly a significant promwosal for the sitrengthening of guarantees of

non-nuclear States and for the hon—deployment of nuclear weapons on the territory
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of States where they are not stationed so far. The support received by these
proposals proves that they correspond to the broad endeavour aimed'ét lessening
and eliminating the risk of a nuclear conflict. ‘

The conclusion of a treaty on the strengthening of security guarantees for
non-nuclear States would be an importent step on the road to the establishment of
a comprehensive political and legal system of relations among States in
conditions of détente and peaceful coexistence. It would undoubtedly have an
important bearing on the establishment of a positive climate, indispensable for
the attainment oflfurther concrete disarmament meosures, above all in the field
of nuclear Qisannament. No doubt the adoption of such a treaty would have a
positive influence on relations among nuclear-weapon States themselves,
particularly with regard to the limitation of the risk of a nuclear conflict on
¢ global scale.,

‘In view of the fact that the conclusion of such a treaty would call for the
assumption of obligations by the nuclear-weapon States in the first place, we
deem it necessary to underline that it would be of equel importance -~ in oxrder
to guarantee its full efficiency ~- that non-nuclear States observe their status
as non-nuclear States. This means that they should neither manufacture nor
possess or station on their territory muiclear weapons of any type. There is no
doubt that this fact will be of substantial significance for the maintenance
of the régime of non-proliferation of nuclear Qeapons, in conformity with the
principle contained in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferaztion of Muclear .Jeapons
of 1968.

On the other hand, we consider it ovr duty to stress that non-nuclear
States -~ parties to the Treaty -- should not be limited in eny way as regards
the utilizatién of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. On the contrary, the
adoption of this treaty would effectively sirengthen the general system of
international security guarantees, including those applied within the framework
of TAEA, It would create new favourable prerequisites for the more intensive
utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.

’ A1l these facts lead us to the conclusion that the elaboration and
implementation of an international treaty vhich effectively prevents the
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States would be an
important contribution to the cause of peace, to the security of States and to
the strengthening of confidence among them. ge firmly believe that the

Committee on Disaymament will use all its influence in bringing about the



CD/PV. 36
39

(Mr. Dudek, Czechoslovskia)

necessary conditions for the elaboration of this treaty in which 211 nuclear-weapon
Powers would provide jointly agreed guerantees of security to non-nuclear States.
The Czechoslovak delegation is read” to contribute as much as nossible to

the speedy fulfilment of this importent task,

llr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr, Chairman, the delegation
of the German Democratic Republic extends its congratulations to you on
assuming the responsible post of Cheirman and as neu representative of your
country in the Committee on Disarmament. ‘le are convinced that, under your
guidance, the work of the Committee will be effective and successiul.

I also avail myzelf of this opportunity to welcome the new representatives
of hrgentina, ’ustralia and the Islamic Republic of Iran. The delegation of
the German Democratic Republic will co-operate constructively with you in
solving the complex items the Committee is facing.

My delegation expects that, in the course of this year's summer session,
the Committee on Disaymament will be able to meke real progress on the important
cuestions on its agenda. This exvectation of ours is bagsed on certain positive
aspects of recent events which, in our opinion, will have o beneficial influence
on the Committee's work.

Only a few days ago the Committee on Digarmement heard statements by the
representatives of the USSR and the United States concerning the successful
conclusion of the strategic arms limitation talks and the signing of the
documents at the Soviet-United States swmit in Vienna. It is natural that this
higtoric event has elready been highly appraised by some representatives in the
Committee. The conclusion drawn in this commexion -- that it ig now urgently
necessary to take further steps toweards the cessation of the arms race and
towards disarmament -- is of particular importance.

In his telegram addressed to Leonid Brezhnev, General Secretary of the
Central Committee of bthe Commuhicst Party of the Soviet Union and President of
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, on the occasion of the signing
of the SALT II Treaty, Drich Honecker, General Secretary of the Central .
Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany, and President of the Council
of State of the Gemman Democratic Republic, emphasized that:

"The signing of the Treaty on the limitation of strategic offensive amms

is an important step to guarantee lasting peace and security of the veoples

and to reduce the danger of nuclear war. The people of the German

Democratic Republic appraise the agreements concluded as real progress on

the way towards broadening and promoting political détente by acts of arms

limitation and disarmement,"
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Permit me to stress the statement made on the same occasion in a telegram
addressed to James Carter, the President of the United States, that the SALT TT
Treaty demonstrates the possibility of solving complex inter.ational problems‘by
negotiafions when a realistic approach and goodwill prevail. These factors are
also imperative, without doubt, for achieving further progress in the work of
our Committee.

{le regard the present results of the efforts of many yearénaimed at the
limitation of strategic offensive arms as an encouraging sign for the solution
of other -- sometimes very complex —- tasks facing the Cormittee.

In view of the fundamental importance of the SALT II Treaty for the
safepuarding of peace and the strengthening of international security,
everything should be done to ensure that the Treaty is ratified at an early
date and put into force.

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic also considers that the
communiqué adopted at the meeting of the Committee of llinisters for Foreign
Affairs of the Varsaw Treaty Ilember States held on 14 and 15 May this year, and
presented to the Committee as document CD/ZO, constitutes an important
contribution to the implementation of the extensive programme of work.

For the German Democratic Republic, whose Western border is also the
dividing line between the two most powerful military blocs in the world, such
measures lessening the danger of a military conflict in Durope are of especially
vital significance. This is not the only reason why the delegation of the
German Democrafic Republic intends expressly to emphasize the proposal contained
in the communiqué which envisages the conclusion of an agreement among the
States participants in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Durope,
stipulating that the parties to the agreement would not be first to use either
nuclear or conventional weapons against each other. The conclusion of such an
agreement, like the all-FEuropean conference on questions of military détente
proposed by the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, would contribute to
strengthening confidence between States and reducing military confrontation
in Europe. .

We think it is quite reasonable to stete that opportunities for concrete
progress in the Committee's work have been enhanced since its spring session.
Now the question is to translate those opportunities into practical results.

We consider it to be encouraging for our fubture activity that we reached
agreement on the Committee!s programme of work quite rapidly. It is a good

basis for dealing with questions of substance.
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At present the Committee is focusing its efforts on the strengthening of the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States. The delegation of the German Democratic
Republic is of the view that the strengthening of the guarantees of the security
of non-nuclear-weapon States constitutes an important and topical task. e see
a connexion between this cuestion, the strengthening of the régime of the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and nuclear dicarmament. There is a close
interrelationship between these three complex topics. The prevention of the
emergence of other muclear-weapon States is an important precondition for
success in nuclear disarmament. In this connexion the demand expressed by the
non-nuclear-weapon States that they be given reliable assurances against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons is quite understandable. An international
convention to strengthen the guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States would be the most appropriate means of protecting those States.

Of course, the conclusion of such a convention would not yet mean nuclear
disarmement. In no case could it replace the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament. Tor this reason, the German Democratic Republic
fully shares the opinion that ending the production of all types of nuclear
weapons, and gradually reducing their stockpiles until they have been completely
destroyed would be the most effective measure to prevent a muclear war.

Yet nuclear disarmament is a long and contradictory process. So it is all
the more necessary to use every appropriate opportunity to halt the nuclear arms
race and to promote nuclear disarmament., For this reason, the German Democratic
Republic considers as highly important and timely an international agreement
for the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

llost of the States of the world do not possess nuclear weapons. That means
that the majority of peoples could be legally assured against the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons by obligations to be assumed by the nuclear-weapon
Powers under an international convention. Peoples would live in greater
security, and the danger of nuclear war would be reduced.

The non-nuclear-weapon States, as parties to such a convention, would be
offered a real equivalent for their renunciation of nmuclear weapons. This
would encourage those States in their decision not to produce or acquire nuclear
weapons, and not to allow their deployment on their territory. The régime of
the non-proliferation of nuclear ueapons could be perceptibly strengthened.
Having regard in particular to the Second Review Conference of Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nucleer Weapons, this aspect will have an
impact which, in the view of the German Democratic Republic, should not be

underestimated.
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We believe that it would be appropriate to request no other precondition than
the obligation to be -truly nuclear-weapon-free in order to enable as many States
as possible to participate in a convention of that kind. For this reason the
German Democratic Republic supports the draft convention introduced as
document CD/23, which meets this concern and ig already supported by a number of
delegations.

The conclusion of an international convention on the strengthening of the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States would be a constructive measure that would
build confidence betWeen States., This would not only influence relations
between nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weavon Stetes in a positive
manner, but would also bring about more stable and secure relations between
nuclear-weapon States. It is self-evident that a convention of that kind would
be fully effective only when all nuclear-weapon powers are parties to it.

Concrete documents and proposals have been submitted to the Committee,
Resolutions 33/72 4 and B and the two draft conventions CD/10 and €D/23 will in
particular facilitate the search for an effective solution. Iurthermore, the
miclear-weapon States have made corresponding statements of principle which, we
are convinced, could bring about an understanding on this question which is so
important for the non-nuclear-weapon States. The delegation of the German
Democratic Republic would welcome a prompt beginning of the elaboration by.the
Committee of a draft convention acceptable to all parties.

We also support the idea expressed by some delegations that this task
should be entrusted to an ad hoé working group which could, by intensive work,
bring different ideas closer to each other. e should aim at reaching, even at
this session, tangible progress towards strengthening the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States,

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic expresses the hope that,
in the weeks to come, the Committee will achieve good progress on the other
items of its programme of work as well.

The Committee again- faces the task of presenting a report on its work to
the thirty-fourth General Assembly of the United Notions. Ixperience proves
that it is better to reach basic agreement on the structure and content of the
report as soon as possible so as to allow the Chairman to submit in time a
proposal based on a broad measure of support within the Committee. This would
facilitate the work of the Chairman and of the Secretariat as well, as it would
make it possible to have prompt agreement on the final wording of the report.

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic will do its utmost to

contribute to the constructive and fruitful work of the Committee.
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My. MARKER (Pakistan): At this late stage of the Committee's work I

do not propose to make a long statement; I would just like to make two points.

The first is to say that my delegation has taken very careful note of all
the valuable suggestions and opinions expressed during the course of this
morning'!s debate on the subject of security guarantees, and is deeply grateful
for these views. (e shall take very careful note of them and we hope to be able
to respond to some of the very important points raised in a formal statement at
our next plenary meeting.

The second point is once again to lend support to the idea -~ which I think
has been reflected by members of the Committee —- of setting up a working group
to consider this item.

The meeting was suspended at 1 p.m, and resumed at 1.15 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee 1711l hold an informal meeting this

afternoon at 4 p.m. in this room to discuss the question of procedures to be

followed in the consideration of the item on chemical weapons and the item
currently under discussion.

The next plenary meeting of the Committee will be held on Thursday,
28 June 1979, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m.




