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EDITORIAL NOTE

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook contains a review of the main developments
and negotiations in the field of disarmament taking place each year, together with a brief history
of the major issues. The series began with the 1976 edition.

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook makes no claim to present fully the views of
States Members of the Organization, or even of the Powers directly concerned. The substantive
debates in the various disarmament bodies are summarized and a representative sample of
statements is presented. Thus the views of all Member States are not covered. For further
information on the official positions of States, the reader should consult the Official Records of
the General Assembly, referred to throughout the text, and other sources. For the definitive text
of General Assembly resolutions and decisions quoted in The Yearbook, the reader should consult
the Official Records of the General Assembly, Forty-third Session, Supplement No. 49 (A/43/
49).

For an overview of the work of the United Nations in the field of disarmament, readers
may consult The United Nations and Disarmament: A Short History (United Nations, 1988).
For a more detailed account of the work of the Organization, they may consult The United
Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, Sales No. 70.1X.1), The
United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.76.1X.1)
and the previous volumes of The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, which are referred to
in footnotes throughout the text simply as The Yearbook, together with the appropriate volume
number. The complete references are: The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, vol. 1: 1976
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.77.1X.2); vol. 2: 1977 (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E.78.1X.4); vol. 3: 1978 (United Nations publication, Sales Nos. E.79.I1X.2 (cloth-
bound) or E.79.1X.3 (paperbound); vol. 4: 1979 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.80.IX.6
or 7); vol. 5: 1980 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.81.IX.3 or 4); vol. 6: 1981 (United
Nations publication, Sales No. E.82.IX.6 or 7); vol. 7: 1982 (United Nations publication, Sales
No. E.83.IX.7); vol. 8: 1983 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.84.1X.3); vol. 9: 1984
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.85.1X.4); vol. 10: 1985 (Sales No. E.86.1X.7); vol.
11: 1986 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.87.1X.1); and vol. 12: 1987 (United Nations
publication, Sales No. E.88.1X.2).

It should be noted that in the preparation of this as well as all previous volumes of The
Yearbook identified above, the Secretariat of the United Nations has taken into account General
Assembly resolution 2758 (XXVI), of 25 October 1971, entitled ‘‘Restoration of the lawful
rights of the People’s Republic of China in the United Nations’’.
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INTRODUCTION

THE SPIRIT OF 1988 CONTINUED IN THE POSITIVE DIRECTION that has emerged in
the past two or three years. The easing of tensions and the general improvement
in international relations, particularly between the Soviet Union and the United
States, and between the two major military alliances, contributed to a period
in which events and negotiations on a number of important security issues
moved forward. The Treaty between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-
Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, signed on 8 December 1987, was ratified
and went into effect on 1 June 1988. The INF Treaty, which includes veri-
fication measures in unprecedented detail, provides for the destruction of
almost 2,700 missiles in the next three years and for extensive verification
of certain sites and installations for 10 years thereafter. In Europe, the region
that continues to have the largest concentration of armaments, the drafting of
an agreement on the holding of two new sets of negotiations had, by the
year’s end, reached its final stages. One set of negotiations, to be held among
the 23 States members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and of the
Warsaw Treaty, concerns conventional forces in Europe, and the other set,
to be held among the 35 States participating in the Conference on Security
and Co-operation in Europe, concerns confidence- and security-building meas-
ures. It was generally understood that with the opening of such negotiations,
the long-running and unproductive Vienna Talks on the mutual reduction of
forces and armaments in Central Europe would be discontinued.

Elsewhere, although there were no specific results in the context of arms
reductions, there were events of great significance to the general sense of
international security. The United Nations played an important role in several
instances. The announcement of the phased withdrawal of Soviet forces from
Afghanistan, the cease-fire in the Iran-Iraq conflict, and—at the close of the
year—the strong probability that there would be an early settlement of the
situation in Namibia and neighbouring States are examples of developments
that were conducive to an improved international climate.

There were, however, other signs that were less propitious. Despite the
success of the INF Treaty and the prospect of a reduction in strategic nuclear
weapons, which seemed to provide a promising background for the special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, held from 31 May
to 25 June, the General Assembly was unable, much to the disappointment
of the international community, to adopt a substantive concluding document
at that session. Nevertheless, as the Secretary-General later observed in his
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annual report to the General Assembly on the work of the Organization, the
emergence of a better-focused outlook on disarmament was confirmed by a
shared acceptance of some important propositions, which provided a basis
for productive discussions and action in the General Assembly:

—Disarmament is not the exclusive responsibility of the two most powerful States, but a
joint undertaking of all States;

—While nuclear disarmament must continue to be the primary concern, conventional dis-
armament has acquired a new importance and urgency;

—The qualitative aspect of the arms race needs to be addressed along with its quantitative
aspect;

—National security needs to be viewed in the broader context of global issues and inter-
national concerns;

—The goals of disarmament and arms limitation need to be pursued in conjunction with
efforts to resolve conflicts, build confidence and promote economic and social development;

—The existing machinery for disarmament can and should be utilized better.

In the Conference on Disarmament there was sustained progress in the
negotiations on a convention banning all chemical weapons, with the Ad Hoc
Committee set up for that purpose reviewing and improving the rolling text
developed in the previous annual sessions. Several problems remain, mainly
concerning verification, which involve a number of technically complex mat-
ters, yet at the end of 1988 there was a general feeling in the Conference that
solutions to some of them would be found at the 1989 session. The Conference
also continued its search for common ground on other agenda items, either
through the establishment of ad hoc committees or by other organizational
means, but it was clear that none of the other issues had achieved the mo-
mentum of the negotiations on chemical weapons.

At the same time, mounting concern was evident in the international
community at the indications that more countries had acquired or were ac-
quiring chemical weapons. This concern was heightened by investigations,
carried out by experts appointed by the Secretary-General, into cases of alleged
use of chemical weapons, which produced shocking evidence, documented
in the case of the Iran-Iraq conflict, of the effects of such weapons. Arising
from a proposal made by President Reagan in the General Assembly on 26
September, and reflecting the role of France as the depositary of the 1925
Geneva Protocol, an offer was made by President Mitterrand to host a con-
ference on chemical weapons in Paris in January 1989. The main objectives
of the Paris conference were declared to be a high-level reaffirmation of the
validity of the prohibition against the use of chemical weapons in the Geneva
Protocol and the recognition of the urgent need to intensify current multilateral
negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a convention to ban the
production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons and to destroy existing
stocks.

At its forty-third session, the General Assembly adopted 65 resolutions
and 2 decisions on disarmament issues. The number adopted by consensus
again increased, from 25 in 1987 to 27 in 1988. It was noticeable that several

2



proposals submitted at the third special session on disarmament were rein-
troduced at the General Assembly’s regular session and adopted. In addition,
the General Assembly endorsed the principles on verification elaborated by
the Disarmament Commission.

On 7 December, General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev paid his first visit
to the United Nations in New York and made a wide-ranging statement of
policy at a plenary meeting of the General Assembly. In that address, Mr.
Gorbachev announced unilateral reductions in Soviet conventional forces and
arms in Eastern Europe, made several other suggestions concerning the level
of Soviet defence capability and conversion from military to civilian produc-
tion, and recalled earlier Soviet proposals on the subject of developing a
comprehensive system of international security.

This thirteenth edition of The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook
features a modest ‘‘new look’’ in comparison with that of its predecessors,
with a smaller format and an altered structure in its topical chapters. These
changes were made in the interest of achieving greater economy and efficiency
and of enhancing readability.

In the new structure, most chapters, in one main section entitled ‘‘General
developments and trends, 1988”’, review the status and evolution of work on
the issues concerned, both in the United Nations and in other forums. Then,
in brief individual sections, the chapters describe ‘‘Action by the Disarmament
Commission’’, ‘‘Action by the Conference on Disarrnament’ and ‘‘Action
by the General Assembly’’, as applicable. These sections refer to the major
documents and initiatives put forward on the various issues and the results
achieved. The positions of States on resolutions adopted by the Assembly are
amplified, as before, through summaries of their explanations of vote. The
new structure is expected to reduce redundancy, while permitting a clearer
and more direct assessment of the questions under consideration.

The individual contributions of the specialized agencies engaged in dis-
armament-related activities, which have previously appeared as appendices
to The Yearbook, are replaced by one single appendix (appendix II), compiled
from the ‘‘Report of the Secretary-General on the contributions of the spec-
ialized agencies and other organizations and programmes of the United Nations
system to the cause of disarmament’’.

The editors of The Yearbook based their decision to adopt the new
structure on comments from readers and editors of past editions and consid-
erable discussion in the Department for Disarmament Affairs of the United
Nations Secretariat on how the twin objectives of better readability and im-
proved analytical value might best be achieved. The Department hopes that
the ‘‘new look’’ will achieve these objectives for most readers and would
welcome their comments. _

The Department for Disarmament Affairs has produced The Yearbook
since 1976. While it is mainly written in-house, the International Atomic
Energy Agency contributes to the chapter on international co-operation in the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy (chapter XI), and the United Nations Institute
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for Disarmament Research summarizes its work in an annex to the chapter
entitled ‘“Work of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies’’ (chapter
XIX). Appendix I and appendix III are prepared by the Department and
provide, respectively, the status of multilateral arms regulation and disar-
mament agreements as of the end of 1988, and the voting patterns on the
resolutions on disarmament and related questions adopted by the General
Assembly at its forty-third session. In addition, a table of resolutions is placed
immediately after the ‘‘Contents’’ for ease of reference.

The Yearbook series is intended primarily as a reference collection.
Consequently, it focuses to a large extent on specific, active issues and is
oriented towards professionals and serious students in the field of disarma-
ment. It is also a source of reliable information on developments in inter-
national matters of interest to educational institutions and researchers engaged
in the study of peace and security. Finally, it should serve the various con-
stituencies of the United Nations World Disarmament Campaign and should
be of value to anyone interested in particular disarmament issues.



PART ONE

Comprehensive approaches to disarmament






CHAPTER I

United Nations disarmament bodies and
their activities in 1988

Introduction

ACCORDING TO THE CHARTER OF THE UNITED NATIONS, one of the purposes
of the Organization is ‘‘to maintain international peace and security’’ (Article
1). The Charter empowers the General Assembly to consider the general
principles of co-operation in the maintenance of those goals, including the
principles governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and to
make recommendations regarding them to the Members of the Organization
or to the Security Council or to both (Article 11). “‘In order to promote the
establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the
least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and economic resources’’,
the Security Council is charged with the task of formulating plans to be
submitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establishment of a
system for the regulation of armaments (Article 26).

The Charter thus envisages disarmament and the regulation of armaments
as elements in the establishment of an international security system. The first
explosion of an atomic weapon only weeks after the signing of the Charter
and the possibility that other weapons of mass destruction would soon be
introduced clearly enhanced the significance of the disarmament element in
that system beyond the level envisaged by the drafters. Accordingly, during
the next four decades the question of disarmament was discussed at every
session of the General Assembly, in numerous subsidiary bodies and in a
variety of forums outside the United Nations. In seeking to discharge its
responsibilities in the field, the United Nations has used several different
approaches. The number of issues addressed as part of the disarmament agenda
has also multiplied.!

! For a brief history of disarmament efforts under United Nations auspices, see The United
Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1985 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.85.IX.6). For
more extensive presentations of the developments in the field in specific periods, see The United
Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, Sales No. 70.IX.1) and The
United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.76.1X.1).
For summaries of yearly developments regarding specific disarmament issues since 1976, sce
earlier editions of The Yearbook.



Within the framework provided by the Charter for dealing with disar-
mament and related international security problems, the General Assembly
and the Security Council have repeatedly altered the institutional arrangements
created to this end. The most recent developments arose from the tenth special
session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disar-
mament, held in 1978.2

The present chapter describes the institutional framework or ‘‘machin-
ery’’ within which United Nations disarmament efforts are now pursued. It
refers briefly to the development of that machinery and to a number of the
predecessors of the present disarmament bodies, which are mentioned in
subsequent chapters. The chapter further gives an overview of the work of
the three principal disarmament bodies in 1988, paying special attention to
their deliberations on the role of the United Nations in disarmament, and to
the activities of two ad hoc disarmament committees.

Disarmament machinery
General Assembly

The General Assembly is composed of the representatives of all Member
States. As indicated above, it may consider and make recommendations on
any questions relating to international peace and security, except when a
dispute or situation is currently being discussed by the Security Council. Since
the 1950s, the Assembly and its subsidiary bodies have in practice exercised
the main influence in the field of disarmament. According to the Final Doc-
ument of the 1978 special session, the General Assembly is and should remain
the chief deliberative organ of the United Nations in the field of disarmament
and should make every effort to facilitate the implementation of disarmament
measures. Furthermore, it should be informed of all disarmament efforts
outside its aegis without prejudice to the progress of negotiations.* The As-
sembly is thus a permanent forum for disarmament deliberations and the main
source of both initiatives and recommendations by the international com-
munity on the whole spectrum of disarmament-related issues. Its regular
sessions ordinarily take place between September and December each year.

First Committee

The First Committee of the General Assembly, consisting of all Member
States, is one of the seven Main Committees of the Assembly and is subject

2 The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, adopted by the General Assembly in
its resolution S-10/2, appears also in Official Records of the General Assembly, Tenth Special
Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. UI. It is reproduced in extenso in The Yearbook,
vol. 3: 1978, appendix L. It was also published by the United Nations as a booklet (87-16283).

3 General Assembly resolution S-10/2, paras. 114-115.



to its rules of procedure. As decided in the 1978 Final Document, the First
Committee deals only with disarmament and related international security
questions.* It approves relevant draft resolutions and recommends them to
the Assembly for adoption. Like the other Main Committees, the First Com-
mittee elects a Chairman, two Vice-Chairmen and a Rapporteur. It meets
from October to November or December.

Special sessions of the General Assembly

In 1978, 1982 and 1988, the General Assembly convened special sessions
devoted entirely to the question of disarmament. At the tenth special session,
the first of those special sessions devoted to disarmament, it adopted by
consensus a 129-paragraph Final Document,? which included an introduction,
a declaration, a programme of action and a section on international disar-
mament machinery. In the Final Document the Assembly proposed a wide
range of disarmament measures intended to enhance the security of all nations
at progressively lower levels of armaments and stressed the central role and
primary responsibility of the United Nations in the field of disarmament, in
accordance with the Charter. The Concluding Document of the twelfth special
session, the second special session devoted to disarmament, held in 1982,
was largely procedural in nature. The validity of the 1978 Final Document
was unanimously reaffirmed, with all Member States solemnly committing
themselves to it and pledging to respect the priorities in disarmament nego-
tiations as agreed to in its Programme of Action. The launching of the World
Disarmament Campaign (see chapter XVIII) was one of the tangible accom-
plishments of the session. An account of the fifteenth special session, the
third special session devoted to disarmament, which was held in 1988, is
given in chapter II. For the follow-up of the special sessions on disarmament,
see chapter III.

Disarmament Commission

The Disarmament Commission provides a subsidiary forum for deliberation
on disarmament issues as mandated by the General Assembly, when the
Assembly is not in session. It is a successor to the earlier Disarmament
Commission, established in 1952, which, although active in the 1950s, did
not meet after 1965. According to the 1978 Final Document, which re-
established it, the Disarmament Commission is a deliberative body and. a

4 Ibid., para. 117. ) )

5 The Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly,
approved by Assembly decision S-12/24, is reproduced in Official Records of the General
Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/
S-12/32; it is also reproduced in extenso in The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, appendix I.



subsidiary organ of the General Assembly, whose function it is to consider
and make recommendations on various problems in the field of disarmament
and to follow up the relevant decisions and recommendations of the special
sessions. The Commission reports annually to the General Assembly. Like
the First Committee, it is composed of all States Members of the Organiza-
tion. It meets in New York for a substantive session of approximately four
weeks, usually in May-June.

Ad hoc committees

The General Assembly has at times established ad hoc committees in order
to deal with specific disarmament matters. For the past several years there
have been two such committees, namely, the Ad Hoc Committee on the World
Disarmament Conference and the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.

Conference on Disarmament

The Conference on Disarmament is, in the language of the 1978 Final Doc-
ument, the ‘‘single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum’’ of the in-
ternational community.” Its membership of 40 States includes all 5 of the
nuclear-weapon States and 35 others.® The membership of non-nuclear-
weapon States is reviewed at regular intervals. The Conference on Disar-
mament, which meets in Geneva and is known by the acronym ‘‘CD’’, was
constituted in its present form in 1978. It held its first session in 1979, carrying
forward the negotiating efforts of its predecessors, namely, the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament or CCD (1969-1978), the Conference of
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament or ENDC (1962-1969) and
the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament or TNCD (1959-1960). From
1979 to 1983, the Conference on Disarmament was known as the Committee
on Disarmament. The phrases ‘‘the multilateral negotiating body in Geneva’’
and ‘“‘the Geneva body’’ are frequently used in this volume to refer to any
one of the above-mentioned bodies.

The Conference on Disarmament has a unique relationship with the
United Nations. It is not a subsidiary body of the General Assembly. It defines
its own rules of procedure and develops its own agenda, taking into account
the recommendations made by the General Assembly. In accordance with the
agreement reached at the 1978 special session, the Conference works on the
basis of consensus. It reports to the General Assembly annually or more often,

6 General Assembly resolution S-10/2, para. 118.

7 Ibid., para. 120.

8 The members of the Conference on Disarmament are: Algeria, Argentina, Australia,
Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia,
France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, India, Indo-
nesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, USSR, United Kingdom, United
States, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zaire.
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as may be appropriate. The Secretary-General of the Conference is appointed
by the Secretary-General of the United Nations, following consultations with
the Conference, and also acts as his personal representative. The budget of
the Conference is included in that of the United Nations, and the Conference
holds its meetings on United Nations premises and is serviced by United
Nations personnel. The work of the Conference is conducted in plenary meet-
ings or under any arrangement agreed upon by its members. Non-members
may submit written proposals or working documents and may, upon invitation,
participate in the discussions on substantive items on the agenda. The chair-
manship rotates among all members, on a monthly basis. The Conference
meets annually in Geneva for approximately six months, usually when the
Assembly is not in session.

In 1979, the Geneva body agreed on a permanent agenda consisting of
ten areas:

Nuclear weapons in all aspects

Chemical weapons

Other weapons of mass destruction

Conventional weapons

Reduction of military budgets

Reduction of armed forces

Disarmament and development

Disarmament and international security

Collateral measures; confidence-building measures; effective verification methods in
relation to appropriate disarmament measures, acceptable to all parties concerned
Comprehensive programme of disarmament leading to general and complete disar-
mament under effective international control

CENAUAWN -

—
e

From that so-called decalogue, the Conference on Disarmament adopts an
annual agenda and programme of work. For its 1988 agenda, see page 19.

Department for Disarmament Affairs of the
United Nations Secretariat

The role the United Nations Secretariat plays in disarmament matters derives
from the general functions of the Secretary-General as defined in the Charter
and developed over the years through the decisions of the General Assembly
and other disarmament bodies. Pursuant to resolution 37/99 K, section V, of
1982, which sought to strengthen the efforts of the Organization in the field
of disarmament, the former Centre for Disarmament was transformed, on 1
January 1983, into the Department for Disarmament Affairs, headed by an
Under-Secretary-General reporting direct to the Secretary-General.

Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

The Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies was established by the General
Assembly at the 1978 special session to advise the Secretary-General on
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various aspects of studies on disarmament to be made under the auspices of
the United Nations. For further information on the Advisory Board and its
activities in 1988, see chapter XIX.

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

The United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) was es-
tablished on | October 1980 as an autonomous institution within the frame-
work of the United Nations. It undertakes independent research on
disarmament and related security issues and works in close relationship with
the Department for Disarmament Affairs. The Institute is located in Geneva
and is financed partly by voluntary contributions from Governments and other
sources and partly from the regular budget of the United Nations. UNIDIR
is governed by a board of trustees composed of the Advisory Board on
Disarmament Studies (see above) and the Director of the Institute. For further
information on UNIDIR, see chapter XIX; for a summary of its 1988 activities,
see the annex to that chapter.

International Atomic Energy Agency

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), an autonomous intergov-
ernmental agency, was established in 1956. It has responsibility for inter-
national activities concerned with the peaceful uses of atomic energy. With
the entry into force of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
in March 1970, the Agency was entrusted with the task of concluding safe-
guards agreements with the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty
to cover all nuclear materials and their uses. In addition, full parties to the
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco) undertake to conclude safeguards agreements with IAEA. The
Agency reports annually to the General Assembly and, as appropriate, to the
Security Council and the Economic and Social Council. The General Con-
ference of IAEA has responsibility for the policies and programmes of the
Agency and is composed of all its member States, including the five nuclear-
weapon States. Thirty-five countries are represented on the Board of Gov-
ernors, which is the policy-making body of the Agency. For more information
on IAEA and its activities in 1988, see chapter XI.

Specialized agencies and other organs of the
United Nations system

Some of the specialized agencies and other organs of the United Nations
system, including the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQO), the
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World Health Organization (WHO) and the International Labour Organisation
(ILO), also carry out disarmament-related activities. For a brief account of
such activities carried out by those bodies in 1988, see appendix II to this
volume.

General developments and trends, 1988

Throughout the year States expressed the hope that the movement towards
arms limitation and disarmament that was discernible in 1987 would not be
lost, and much thought was given to the role of the United Nations in this
regard. This section deals briefly with the discussion of that question in the
principal disarmament bodies.

The Disarmament Commission considered its item on the role of the
United Nations in the field of disarmament for the fourth consecutive year;
there was no appreciable change from the positions held by delegations in
1987. In general, members shared the belief that the Organization must play
a central role, but they differed as regards specific aspects of its role. Many
countries, particularly non-aligned, stressed the continuing validity of the
principle that all countries had the right and duty to contribute to efforts in
disarmament and that all Members of the United Nations must be made aware
of the responsibility of the world Organization in that field. The socialist
States felt that the United Nations should be involved in determining both
the basic guidelines for a nuclear-free world and ways of achieving that goal,
and they advocated augmenting the role of certain United Nations bodies for
that purpose. Western States stressed that the United Nations contribution to
the disarmament process would be enhanced if full respect for the principles
of its Charter was ensured; they also believed that it was necessary to consider
concrete measures for streamlining and rationalizing the work of the Or—
ganization in that field. -

In its Working Group on the item (see section below entitled ‘‘Action
by the Disarmament Commission’’), the Commission was able to deal in a
substantial way only with the institutional aspects of the question and had to
postpone consideration of its political aspects. Although some progress was
evident, difficulties persisted regarding a number of elements of disarmament
machinery, such as special sessions and the Conference on Disarmament, and
regarding the role of the Security Council.

Members of the Conference on Disarmament continued to examine
means for improving the way the Conference functioned, but took no decisions
on the matter. There was a wide-ranging discussion on the question of mem-
bership, with socialist countries stressing the need to provide for the full
participation of all States willing to contribute to the work of the Conference
and Western and some non-aligned members maintaining that the Conference
should remain of limited size. A number of suggestions were made to facilitate
the participation of non-members in the work of the Conference. Differences
concerning the establishment of ad hoc committees persisted. Both socialist
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and non-aligned States supported the proposal to establish ad hoc committees
for each agenda item under the general mandate of the Conference and to
have them continue their work until they completed it. Although the Western
countries indicated a preference for continuing some subsidiary bodies au-
tomatically from year to year, they expressed serious doubts with regard to
the suggestion that ad hoc bodies should be established for each agenda item
without specific mandates, and felt that the rules of procedure of the Con-
ference took account of the fact that some subjects were ripe for technical
consideration but not necessarily for negotiation.

At the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly, it was generally
recognized that the United Nations provided the broadest framework for the
consideration of security and disarmament issues and constituted a forum in
which all its Members could contribute actively and collectively to the res-
olution of problems. Conclusion of the Treaty between the United States and
the Soviet Union on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles (INF Treaty) and the general improvement in relations between
the two major Powers generated optimism, not only for further bilateral
measures of arms limitation, but also for progress in multilateral efforts within
the United Nations.

Many delegations stressed the complementary nature of bilateral, re-
gional and multilateral approaches. In their statements and proposals, dele-
gations, especially from the socialist and the non-aligned States, emphasized
the necessity of keeping the United Nations informed of the progress of
bilateral and regional negotiations and of strengthening the links between the
Organization and outside bodies conducting negotiations.

It was widely felt that there was a need to use the various United Nations
bodies dealing with disarmament more effectively, and various proposals were
put forward with this in view. The socialist States called for high-level meet-
ings of the Security Council to discuss objectives in disarmament and for the
establishment of a subsidiary organ to design guiding principles and courses
of action for the effective maintenance of international peace and security,
embracing both the political and the military spheres.

Special attention was paid at the fifteenth special session to the func-
tioning of the Conference on Disarmament and the Disarmament Commission.
A group of non-members of the Conference proposed that the membership
of that body be expanded by 4 new members every three years, to a total of
.12. They believed that such an approach would safeguard the principles of
limited size, balance and effectiveness that should apply to the Conference.
Areas for improvement that were discussed in the Conference itself, and on
which no decision was taken, are listed below in the section describing action
in that forum. Western delegations urged that the Disarmament Commission
concentrate on a limited number of complex problems and on making specific
recommendations on important questions.

At the forty-third session of the General Assembly a serious effort was
made to implement the recommendations set forth in resolution 42/42 N for
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rationalizing the work of the First Committee. Under its Chairman consul-
tations were held concerning the possibility of rearranging the Committee’s
agenda, but no decision was taken. It was generally understood that any such
efforts should be directed towards ensuring greater clarity and coherence, and
should not sacrifice the substance of issues or compromise the right of del-
egations to request the inclusion of new items.® In fact, at the forty-third
session, four items and one sub-item were added to the agenda.

Following the recommendation made in resolution 42/42 N, the Com-
mittee telescoped the general and specific debates into one and advanced the
deadline for the submission of draft texts, with the result that there was 25
per cent more time for consultation than in 1987. The number of drafts put
before the Committee decreased from 79 in 1987 to 75 in 1988, but the
number on which action was taken increased, from 63 to 67. Eight proposals
were withdrawn and, in a number of instances, merged with others. Although
competing texts continued to be put forward and adopted, the mergers that
had been achieved in 1987 held and new ones were accomplished in the areas
of arms transfers and verification, in which draft texts had been submitted in
1987 but had been withdrawn. Of the 67 proposals on which action was taken,
27 were adopted without a vote, a slightly higher proportion than in the
previous year. As in 1987, all the resolutions on chemical and biological
weapons were adopted by consensus.

In outlining the activities of his Department to the First Committee, the
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs reported that the Depart-
ment had been instrumental in organizing a number of meetings dealing with
technical and scientific matters: a meeting at Dagomys, USSR, on the mul-
tilateral verification of arms control and disarmament measures and a sym-
posium at Headquarters on weapons development and the role of science and
technology in verification, which was held jointly by the United Nations and
the Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs. He also noted that
the Department had been restructured, within existing resources, to include
a monitoring and analysis branch that would enable it to better assist Member
States in their negotiations on disarmament and related matters.

By resolution 43/75 R, adopted by consensus, the General Assembly
noted the necessity of strengthening the role of the United Nations in the field
of disarmament and the increased reaffirmation of faith in the Organization
as an indispensable instrument for international peace and security.

Activities of principal disarmament bodies, 1988
Action by the Disarmament Commission

The Disarmament Commission held its substantive session from 2 to 20 May
under the chairmanship of Mr. Davidson L. Hepburn of the Bahamas. It held

¢ See the Chairman’s working paper entitled ‘‘Suggestions regarding rearrangement of the
agenda of the First Committee’’ (A/C.1/43/9).
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nine plenary meetings. At the end of its session, it adopted by consensus its
special report,'® which was submitted to the General Assembly at its third
special session on disarmament in accordance with General Assembly reso-
lution 42/42 G. The special report summarizes the work of the Commission
on all the agenda items it had dealt with from 1983 to 1987, and it contains
the reports prepared by its subsidiary bodies and the Chairman, including
specific recommendations, on the substantive items of its 1988 agenda (see
below). In a brief report to the General Assembly at its forty-third session!!
the Disarmament Commission referred to its earlier report and recommended
that at the forty-third session the General Assembly should consider the de-
cisions and recommendations adopted at its third special session devoted to
disarmament in connection with the agenda items of the Commission. The
Commission further recommended that, should the General Assembly at its
third special session make no decisions or recommendations on the special
report, all the recommendations contained therein should be resubmitted to
the General Assembly for consideration at its forty-third session.

The Commission had on its agenda three items of long standing: con-
sideration of various aspects of the arms race, with a view to elaborating a
general approach to negotiations on nuclear and conventional disarmament;
the reduction of military budgets, with emphasis on concluding in 1988 work
on the last outstanding paragraph of the Commission’s text entitled *‘Principles
which should govern further actions of States in the field of the freezing and
reduction of military budgets’’; and the question of South Africa’s nuclear
capability. The two items dealing with the role of the United Nations in
disarmament and the question of naval armaments and disarmament had first
been placed on the agenda in 1985, while those conceming conventional
disarmament and verification had been added in 1987. An item on confidence-
building measures, which had last been on the agenda in 1986, was brought
once more before the Commission. The wording of the substantive agenda
items was as follows:!?

4. (a) Consideration of various aspects of the arms race, particularly the nuclear-arms
race and nuclear disarmament, in order to expedite negotiations aimed at effective *
elimination of the danger of nuclear war

(b) Consideration of the agenda items contained in section II of resolution 33/71 H,
with the aim of elaborating, within the framework of and in accordance with
priorities established at the tenth special session, a general approach to negoti-
ations on nuclear and conventional disarmament

S. Reduction of military budgets:

(a) Harmonization of views on concrete steps to be undertaken by States regarding
a gradual, agreed reduction of military budgets and reallocation of resources now
being used for military purposes to economic and social development, particularly
for the benefit of the developing countries, noting the relevant resolutions of the
General Assembly

10 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S8-15/3).

1 Ibid., Forty-third Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/43/42).

12 Jbid., para. 6, items 5 to 11.
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(b) Examination and identification of effective ways and means of achieving agree-
ments to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain, in a balanced manner, military
expenditures, including adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all par-
ties concerned, taking into account the provisions of General Assembly reso-
lutions 34/83 F, 35/142 A, 36/82 A, 37/95 A, 38/184 A, 39/64 A, 40/91 A, 41/
57 and 42/36, with a view to concluding its work on the last outstanding paragraph
of the ‘‘Principles which should govern further actions of States in the field of
the freezing and reduction of military budgets®’

6. Substantive consideration of the question of South Africa’s nuclear capability as
requested by the General Assembly and the Chairman of the Special Committee against
Apartheid (resolutions 37/74 B, 38/181 B, 39/61 B, 40/89 B, 41/55 B and 42/34 B
and document A/CN.10/4)

7. Review of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament

Naval armaments and disarmament

9. Substantive consideration of issues related to conventional disarmament, including the
recommendations and conclusions contained in the study on conventional disarmament
10. Consideration of the question of verification in all its aspects, including principles,
provisions and techniques for promoting the inclusion of adequate verification in arms
limitation and disarmament agreements and the role of the United Nations and its
Member States in the field of verification

11. Consideration of guidelines for confidence-building measures

%

On 2 and 3 May the Commission held a general exchange of views on
all agenda items. On 3 May, by a vote of 43 in favour to S against, it decided
to retain the services of verbatim records. The Chairman noted on that occasion
that a precedent was not being set, but that the Commission had certain rules
and procedures within its jurisdiction and tried to use them whenever possible.

On 2 May the Commission decided to establish a committee of the whole
to consider item 4. This task was later entrusted to a contact group, which
was to consider the item and report back to the Committee of the Whole.
The Commission further decided to establish two consultation groups to deal
with items 5 and 11, respectively. It also established four working groups,
for items 6, 7, 9 and 10, respectively. The Chairman of the Commission
decided to follow the practice adopted previously and to hold, under his
responsibility, substantive and open-ended consultations on agenda item 8.

At the end of its session, the Commission adopted by consensus the
reports of all its subsidiary bodies and the report of the Chairman on item 8.
The work of the Contact Group on item 4 is discussed in topical chapters
throughout this volume, that of the Consultation Group on item 5 in chapter
XVI, and that of the Consultation Group on item 11 in chapter III. The work
of Working Group II, on item 7, is discussed below. That of Working Group
I, on item 6, of Working Group III, on item 9, and of Working Group 1V,
on item 10, is dealt with in chapters X, XV and V, respectively. The Chair-
man’s report on item 8 is covered in chapter IV.

Working Group II, on the role of the United Nations in the field of
disarmament, met under the chairmanship of Mr. Paul Bamela Engo of Cam-
eroon. It held five meetings between 4 and 19 May and had before it 31
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papers, listed in its report.!> The Working Group decided to establish an open-
ended contact group to assist the Chairman in informal consultations. The
Contact Group, co-ordinated by Mr. Richard Butler of Australia, considered
the proposals contained in the documents mentioned and in the views ex-
pressed and the proposals put forward in the course of deliberations on the
item. In carrying out its work, the Contact Group agreed to use annex II to
the 1987 report of the Disarmament Commission as the basis for its discus-
sions, ! on the understanding that all the other documents, views and proposals
would be considered on an equal footing. With a view to facilitating its work,
the Contact Group decided to commence its deliberations by addressing the
section devoted to machinery in annex II and then to proceed to the section
on political aspects, it being understood that agreement on any one section
would be contingent on agreement on the other. It held seven meetings be-
tween 4 and 16 May and also conducted informal consultations through its
Co-ordinator. Owing to time constraints, it was unable to consider the section
on political aspects.

The Co-ordinator submitted to the Working Group the working paper
that had formed the basis for discussions on machinery in the Contact Group.
It dealt with the following: the General Assembly and its organs, the Security
Council, the Secretary-General, the Conference on Disarmament and other
organs. In the paper the Co-ordinator pointed out that other proposals on the
same elements were also before the Commission and that, in addition, pro-
posals had been submitted with regard to the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian
Ocean, the World Disarmament Campaign, the specialized agencies, review
conferences, Disarmament Week and regional arrangements. He gave an
account of the discussions, outlining areas in which some progress had been
made and those on which substantial divergencies remained.

The Working Group discussed these outstanding issues and the Chairman
then undertook further informal consultations, on which he submitted pro-
posals. Because of a lack of time, however, the Working Group was unable
to address them. On 19 May the Working Group agreed to incorporate par-
agraphs | to 14 of annex II of the 1987 report and the working paper referred
to above into an annex!'> to its own report in the belief that those texts could
usefully complement the other documents mentioned and, in conjunction with
them, might be of assistance in future deliberations. The Working Group
recommended that the new annex, which had not been agreed upon, be
transmitted to the General Assembly at its special session with a view to the
formulation of concrete recommendations and proposals, taking into account
the suggestions of Member States, other documents on the subject and the
results of the Assembly’s consideration of the relevant agenda item at the
special session.

13 Ibid., Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3 (A/S-15/3), para. 47.
14 Ibid., Forty-second Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/42/42), annex 1I.
15 Ibid., Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3 (A/S-15/3), annex 1II.
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Action by the Conference on Disarmament

In 1988 the Conference on Disarmament held its session in two parts, as is
customary, from 2 February to 29 April and from 7 July to 20 September.
During this period the Conference held 48 formal plenary meetings and 18
informal meetings. The following member States assumed the presidency of
the Conference: the German Democratic Republic for February, the Federal
Republic of Germany for March, Hungary for April and the recess between
the first and second parts of the session, India for July, Indonesia for August,
and the Islamic Republic of Iran for September and the recess until the
beginning of the 1989 session. In May the Conference submitted to the General
Assembly, at its fifteenth special session, a special report on its work for the
period from August 1982 to April 1988.1¢ At the end of the second part of
its 1988 session, the Conference submitted its annual report to the General
Assembly at its forty-third session.!”

On 2 February the Conference reaffirmed the 10 areas within which it
had decided, in 1979, to deal with the question of the cessation of the arms
race and disarmament (see page 11). Within that framework, the Conference
adopted its agenda, which had the same substantive items as in the previous
year:!8

Nuclear test ban

Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament

Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters

Chemical weapons

Prevention of an arms race in outer space

Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the

use or threat of use of nuclear weapons

7. New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons; radio-
logical weapons

8. Comprehensive programme of disarmament

Sk W

During the first part of its session the Conference decided to re-establish
its Ad Hoc Committees on the following items: chemical weapons (see chapter
XII), assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States (see chapter 1X), radiological
weapons (see chapter XIV), and the prevention of an arms race in outer space
(see chapter XIII). In the second part of its session the Conference decided
to re-establish its Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament (see chapter IV), whose mandate had expired at the end of the
first part of the session.

A number of countries which were not members of the Conference were
invited to participate, upon their request, in the discussions on the substantive
agenda items. Those that took part in plenary meetings and/or in the meetings
of Ad Hoc Committees were: Austria, Bangladesh, Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Malaysia, New Zealand,

16 Ibid., Supplement No. 2 (A/S-15/2).
17 Ibid., Forty-third Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/43/27).
18 Ibid., para. 6.
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Norway, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Senegal, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey,
Viet Nam and Zimbabwe.!® The Conference reaffirmed its decision that its
membership might be increased by not more than four States and that can-
didates for membership should be nominated, two by the Group of 21,%° one
by the Group of Socialist States,?! and one by the Group of Western States?
so as to maintain balance. It did not, however, take a decision on the matter
in 1988.

Statements were made in plenary meetings of the Conference on its
improved and effective functioning. The Conference had before it two reports
submitted by an informal group of seven members acting in their personal
capacity, which had been established the previous year. The reports and the
comments of various delegations on them covered the following areas: (a)
subsidiary bodies, (b) the annual report to the General Assembly, (¢) parti-
cipation of non-member States, (d) participation of scientific and technical
experts, (€) non-governmental organizations, (f) a disarmament consultative
council, (g) time, duration and organization of the annual session and (k)
membership. The exchange of views on these matters was not conclusive and
will be continued at the next annual session of the Conference.

Action by the General Assembly

The General Assembly held a general debate in its plenary meetings between
26 September and 13 October,?* during which a considerable number of
Member States addressed disarmament questions.

The First Committee, meeting under the chairmanship of Mr. Douglas
Roche of Canada, held substantive meetings on the following disarmament
items from 17 October to 18 November:24

1. Implementation of General Assembly resolution 42/25 concerning the signature and
ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

19 The following are not Members of the United Nations: Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea, Republic of Korea, and Switzerland.

20 The term the ‘‘Group of 21’ refers to the non-aligned and neutral non-nuclear-weapon
States members of the Conference on Disarmament not associated with the major blocs. They
are: Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia and Zaire.

2t The term *‘Group of Socialist States’’ refers to the Eastern European States members of
the Conference on Disarmament, which are: Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic
Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and USSR.

22 The ‘‘Western’’ members of the Conference on Disarmament are: Australia, Belgium,
Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, United Kingdom and
United States. )

23 Official Records of the General Assembly, Forty-third Session, Plenary Meetings, 4th to
31st meetings.

24 Ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 43rd meetings.
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10.
11.

12.
13.

15.

Cessation of all nuclear-test explosions

Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty

Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East
Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-frée zone in South Asia

Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weap-
ons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate
Effects

Conclusion of effective international arrangements on the strengthening of the security
of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons

Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons

Prevention of an arms race in outer space
Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa

Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons: report of the Conference on
Disarmament

Reduction of military budgets
Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons
General and complete disarmament:

(a) Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations and programmes
of the United Nations system to the cause of arms limitation and disarmament

(b) Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons

(¢) Notification of nuclear tests

(d) Conventional disarmament

(¢) Nuclear disarmament

(f) Objective information on military matters

(g) Implementation of General Assembly resolutions in the field of disarmament

(h) Naval armaments and disarmament

(i Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes

(j) Review of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament: report of
the Disarmament Commission

(k) Dumping of nuclear and industrial wastes in Africa

Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special
Session of the General Assembly:

(@) Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special
Session of the General Assembly

(b) Freeze on nuclear weapons .

(¢) Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons

(d) United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia

(¢) World Disarmament Campaign

(f) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 42/39 H on a nuclear-arms freeze

(g) United Nations disarmament fellowship, training and advisory services
programme

(h) United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa

() United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in
Latin America

Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the

General Assembly at its fifteenth special session
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17. Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the
General Assembly at its tenth special session:

(@) Report of the Disarmament Commission

(b) Report of the Conference on Disarmament

(c) Status of multilateral disarmament agreements

(d) Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

(¢) United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

(f) Review and appraisal of the implementation of the Declaration of the 1980s as
the Second Disarmament Decade

(g) Climatic effects of nuclear war, including nuclear winter

(k) Economic and social consequences of the armaments race and its extremely
harmful effects on world peace and security

(i) Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the tenth
special session
(j) Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war

(k) Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament: report of the Con-
ference on Disarmament

(5) Prevention of nuclear war

(m) Disarmament Week

(n) Implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the tenth special session
18. Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace
19. Israeli nuclear armament
20. Verification in all its aspects

21. Implementation of the conclusions of the Third Review Conference of the Parties to
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and establishment of a prep-
aratory committee for the Fourth Review Conference ;

22. Liability for the illegal transfer and/or use of prohibited weapons and weapons or
substances which cause unnecessary human suffering

In addition, four agenda items on related security questions were allocated
to the First Committee, namely, the items on the question of Antarctica, the
strengthening of security and co-operation in the Mediterranean region, review
of the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of International
Security, and a comprehensive system of international peace and security.
The First Committee considered these items from 21 to 30 November.?*

From 3 to 18 November, the First Committee considered 75 draft texts
on disarmament and took action upon 67 of them, 2 of which were draft
decisions, and submitted its recommendations to the General Assembly. On
7 December the General Assembly adopted the texts as resolutions 43/62 to
43/82 and decisions 43/422 and 43/423.2¢6

On 9 November, Cameroon introduced a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Re-
view of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament’’, which
was originally sponsored by 13 States.?’ Subsequently, 20 more States co-

25 [bid., 44th to 54th meetings.

26 [bid., Plenary Meetings, 73rd meeting.

27 Australia, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Congo, Céte d’Ivoire, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Italy, Japan, Senegal and Zaire.

22



sponsored it.2® Cameroon briefly outlined the main ideas in the text, which,
it pointed out, was very similar to the resolution on the subject adopted by
consensus in 1987. The following day the First Committee approved the draft
resolution without a vote, and the General Assembly similarly adopted it on
7 December as resolution 43/75 R. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 39/151 G of 17 December 1984, 40/94 O of 12 December 1985,
41/59 O of 3 December 1986 and 42/38 O of 30 November 1987,

Bearing in mind that the primary purpose of the United Nations is to maintain international
peace and security,

Reaffirming its conviction that genuine and lasting peace can be created only through the
effective implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter of the United Nations
and the speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forces, by international agreement
and mutual example, leading ultimately to general and complete disyrmament under effective
international control,

Reaffirming also that the United Nations, in accordance with its Charter, has a central role
and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament,

Recognizing the need for the United Nations, in discharging its central role and primary
responsibility in the sphere of disarmament, to play a more active role in the field of disarmament
in accordance with its primary purpose under the Charter to maintain international peace and
security,

Taking into account the part of the report of the Disarmament Commission relating to this
question, and noting the progress made in the consideration of the question at the fifteenth special
session of the General Assembly, the third special session devoted to disarmament,

Bearing in mind the common desire expressed at its third special session devoted to dis-
armament on the necessity to strengthen the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament
and the increased reaffirmation of faith in the United Nations as an indispensable instrument for
international peace and security,

1. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its consideration of the role of the
United Nations in the field of disarmament as a matter of priority at its next substantive session,
in 1989, with a view to the elaboration of concrete recommendations and proposals, as appro-
priate, taking into account, inter alia, the views and suggestions of Member States as well as
the aforementioned documents on the subject;

2. Also requests the Disarmament Commission to submit its report?m the subject, including
findings, recommendations and proposals, as appropriate, to the General Assembly at its forty-
fourth session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
““Review of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament: report of the Disarmament
Commission”’

Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, the Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Can-
ada, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Hungary, Jordan, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Togo and Uruguay, later
joined by Ecuador, sponsored a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Report of the Dis-
armament Commission’’. The draft was introduced in the First Committee
by the Bahamas on 9 November. The Bahamas drew attention to two para-
graphs in the 1988 text that incorporated elements not included in earlier

28 Bahamas, Burkina Faso, Central African Republic, Ethiopia, Jabon, Guinea, Guinea-

Bissau, Hungary, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea,
Philippines, Samoa, Singapore, Thailand, Togo and Ukrainian SSR.
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resolutions on the subject. By operative paragraph 2 the General Assembly
would commend the Commission for its achievements at its last session, and
by operative paragraph 4 would recognize the Commission’s interdependence
with the Conference on Disarmament. The next day, following consultations
on the latter paragraph, the phrase *‘and facilitating the work of the Conference
on Disarmament in its negotiations on specific subjects’’ was deleted from
the text. The Committee adopted the draft resolution without a vote, and on
7 December the General Assembly also adopted it without a vote, as resolution
43/78 A, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Having considered the special and annual reports of the Disarmament Commission,

Emphasizing again the importance of an effective follow-up to the relevant recommendations
and decisions contained in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament,

Taking into account the relevant sections of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special
Session of the General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament,

Also taking into account widespread views expressed during the fifteenth special session of
the General Assembly, the third special session devoted to disarmament,

Considering the role that the Disarmament Commission has been called upon to play and
the contribution that it should make in examining and submitting recommendations on various
problems in the field of disarmament and in the promotion of the implementation of the relevant
decisions of the tenth special session, )

Recalling its resolutions 33/71 H of 14 December 1978, 34/83 H of 11 December 1979,
35/152 F of 12 December 1980, 36/92 B of 9 December 1981, 37/78 H of 9 December 1982,
38/183 E of 20 December 1983, 39/148 R of 17 December 1984, 40/152 F of 16 December
1985, 41/86 E of 4 December 1986 and 42/42 G of 30 November 1987,

1. Takes note of the special and annual reports of the Disarmament Commission;

2. Commends the Disarmament Commission for its adoption by consensus of a set of
principles of verification on disarmament issues as well as a set of guidelines for appropriate
types of confidence-building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a global
or regional level, which were recommended to the General Assembly for consideration;

3. Notes that the Disarmament Commission has yet to conclude its consideration of some
items on its agenda, but notes also with appreciation the progress achieved on some of these;

4. Recalls the role of the Disarmament Commission as the specialized, deliberative body
within the United Nations multilateral disarmament machinery that allows for in-depth delib-
erations on specific disarmament issues, leading to the submission of concrete recommendations
on those issues;

5. Stresses the importance for the Disarmament Commission to work on the basis of a
relevant agenda of disarmament topics, thereby enabling the Commission to concentrate its efforts
and thus optimize its progress on specific subjects in accordance with resolution 37/78 H;

6. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its work in accordance with its
mandate, as set forth in paragraph 118 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of
the General Assembly, and with paragraph 3 of resolution 37/78 H, and to that end to make
every effort to achieve specific recommendations, at its 1989 substantive session, on the out-
standing items on its agenda, taking into account the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly
as well as the results of its 1988 substantive session;

7. Also requests the Disarmament Commission to meet for a period not exceeding four
weeks during 1989 and to submit a substantive report, containing specific recommendations on
the items included in its agenda, to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Disarmament Commission the special
and annual reports of the Conference on Disarmament, together with all the official records of
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the fifteenth special session and the forty-third session of the General Assembly relating to
disarmament matters, and to render all assistance that the Commission may require for imple-
menting the present resolution;

9. Also requests the Secretary-General to ensure full provision to the Commission and its
subsidiary bodies of interpretation and translation facilities in the official languages and to assign,
as a matter of priority, all the necessary resources and services to this end;

10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
“‘Report of the Disarmament Commission’’

Two draft resolutions on the report of the Conference on Disarmament
were submitted to the First Committee, the first by a group of mainly non-
aligned States,?® and the second by a group of mainly Western States.3° Both
were approved by the Committee on 17 November.

The draft submitted by the mainly non-aligned group was introduced by
Yugoslavia on 9 November. In introducing it, Yugoslavia stated that the
general debate had highlighted the common concern of delegations to
strengthen the United Nations and multilateralism as a whole at a time when
new prospects were opening up for solving pressing questions in the field of
disarmament. The sponsors felt that the Conference was being denied the
right and authority to negotiate on the most important issues on its agenda.
Believing that it must not be made to wait for the completion of certain
bilateral negotiations, the sponsors had drafted their text with the intention
of encouraging the Geneva forum to work towards negotiations and the adop-
tion of concrete measures on specific matters.

The Netherlands introduced the second draft later the same day. The
text, it stated, was of -a procedural nature and avoided controversial elements.
Although they wished to respond to those delegations that, in the past, had
been reluctant to endorse a resolution of a purely procedural nature, the
sponsors did not think it appropriate to deal with specific items on the agenda
of the Conference in their text, since those issues were addressed in other
resolutions. They expressed regret that it had not been possible to present the
Committee with a single text on the report of the Conference on Disarmament,
since they believed that the work of the Conference could best be granted
recognition by a consensus resolution.

The First Committee voted on the two draft resolutions on 17 November.
The draft introduced by Yugoslavia was approved by a vote of 117 in favour
to 3 against, with 14 abstentions. The draft introduced by the Netherlands
was approved by a vote of 73 in favour to none against, with 53 abstentions.

Thirteen States explained their votes on one or both of the draft reso-
lutions, and many of them expressed regret that it had not been possible to
achieve a single text on the subject.

29 Algeria, Bangladesh, Brazil, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Kenya, Madagascar, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, -Pakistan, Peru,
Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zaire.

30 Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway and Spain.
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Austria and the German Democratic Republic explained their affirmative
votes on both texts. The former stated that its support reflected the importance
it attached to the role of the Conference on Disarmament in international
disarmament affairs. The latter outlined the role that it felt the Conference
should play and explained that its support was due to the fact that improved
political conditions provided an environment for bringing the potential of the
Conference to bear more fully on future efforts.

Two States that voted in favour of both drafts expressed reservations
about one of them. The Soviet Union supported the second text, introduced
by the Netherlands, on the understanding that operative paragraph 4 not only
did not exclude, but in fact presupposed, a positive continuation or a beginning
of negotiations on issues of high priority. Australia explained its interpretation
of two of the operative paragraphs of the first text, introduced by Yugoslavia.

. It believed that the phrase *‘international community’’ in operative paragraph
1 did not preclude regional or other multilateral negotiations in other inter-
national forums, and that operative paragraph 4 did not call for negotiating
mandates on items before all members of the Conference on Disarmament

~ agreed that such mandates were appropriate.

A number of States explained their abstentions on the second draft. In
the view of Algeria, India, Mexico, Pakistan, Venezuela and Yugoslavia, the
General Assembly should not merely take note of the report of the Conference,
but should also assess its work and give it clear political signals regarding its
future negotiations. Algeria, India and Mexico believed that the strictly pro-
cedural character of the draft deprived non-members of the Conference of
their right to speak out on the substance of the work of the Conference.
Algeria, India, Pakistan and Venezuela felt that the Western draft was less
acceptable than the corresponding 1987 text, resolution 42/42 K, and that
changes made in the 1988 version appeared to weaken the role of the ne-
gotiating body. Argentina also felt that the language of resolution 42/42 K
was preferable to that of the text just adopted by the Committee.

Iraq made a statement advocating expansion of the membership of the
Conference on Disarmament. It noted that it had abstained on the second draft
for the same reasons as it had given for its abstention on previous corre-
sponding resolutions adopted at earlier sessions.

The Netherlands explained that it had abstained on the first text because
it contained language that went beyond what had been agreed to in the Con-
ference on Disarmament at the time when it had adopted its report by con-
sensus. The Netherlands objected in particular to the wording of the last
paragraph of the preamble and of operative paragraphs 3 and 4. It expressed
appreciation of the discussions that it had had with Yugoslavia and hoped
that it would be possible to submit a common text the following year.

On 7 December the General Assembly adopted the draft introduced by
Yugoslavia by a vote of 136 to 3, with 14 abstentions, as resolution 43/78
M. The resolution reads as follows:
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The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 34/83 B of 11 December 1979, 35/152 J of 12 December 1980,
36/92 F of 9 December 1981, 37/78 G of 9 December 1982, 38/183 I of 20 December 1983,
39/148 N of 17 December 1984, 40/152 M of 16 December 1985, 41/86 M of 4 December 1986
and 42/42 L of 30 November 1987,

Having considered the report of the Conference on Disarmament,

Convinced that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multilateral negotiating body
on disarmament, should play the central role in substantive negotiations on priority questions of
disarmament,

Expressing its regret that the Conference on Disarmament was not able in 1988 either to
establish ad hoc committees or to commence negotiations on nuclear issues on its agenda,

Expressing its expectation that the Conference on Disarmament, in view of the positive
current processes in some important fields of disarmament, would be in a position to reach
concrete agreements on disarmament issues to which the United Nations has assigned greatest
priority and urgency and which have been under consideration for a number of years,

Considering that it is more than ever imperative in the present circumstances to give an
additional impetus to negotiations on disarmament at all levels and to achieve genuine progress
in the immediate future,

1. Reaffirms the role of the Conference on Disarmament as the single multilateral disar-
mament negotiating forum of the international community;

2. Notes with satisfaction that further progress has been made in the negotiations on the
elaboration of a draft convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction, and urges the
Conference on Disarmament to intensify further its work with a view to completing negotiations
on such a draft convention as soon as possible;

3. Calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its work, to further its mandate
more earnestly through substantive negotiations, within the framework of ad hoc committees as
the most appropriate mechanism, and to adopt concrete measures on the specific priority issues
of disarmament on its agenda, in accordance with the Programme of Action set forth in section
HI of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

4. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to provide negotiating mandates to ad hoc
committees on all agenda items, in keeping with the fundamental role of the Conference as
identified in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session;

5. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit a report on its work to the General
Assembly at its forty-fourth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
‘“‘Report of the Conference on Disarmament’’.

On the same day, by a vote of 96 to none, with 53 absentions, the
General Assembly adopted, as resolution 43/78 1, the draft introduced by the
Netherlands. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling the relevant portions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the
General Assembly, in particular, paragraph 120,

Bearing in mind that considerable and urgent work remains to be accomplished in the field
of disarmament,

Convinced that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multil-.teral negotiating forum
for global disarmament questions, should fully take into account the Programme of Action set
forth in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,

Having considered the report of the Conference on Disarmament, which the Conference
adopted by consensus,
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1. Takes note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 1988 session;
2. Reaffirms that the Conference on Disarmament plays a vital role in the field of disar-
mament for the world community;

3. Reaffirms also its support for the efforts of the Conference on Disarmament in fulfilling
its tasks, and calls upon all Conference members and observer States to contribute as effectively

' as possible to this end;

4. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue and to intensify its work on the
various substantive itemns on its agenda;

5. Also requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit a report on its work to the
General Assembly at its forty-fourth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
“‘Report of the Conference on Disarmament’’.

Czechoslovakia and the Ukrainian SSR, later joined by Cameroon, spon-
sored a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Implementation of General Assembly res-
olutions in the field of disarmament’’. When the First Committee considered
the draft text, it had before it a report of the Secretary-General containing
information provided by Member States, pursuant to resolution 42/38 J, con-
cerning the implementation of Assembly resolutions on disarmament and their
views on ways to improve the situation.3! In introducing the text on 9 No-
vember, the Ukrainian SSR stated that the main objective of the text, which
was largely similar to that of resolution 42/38 J, was to draw the attention of
States to the need to adhere to the stipulations of General Assembly resolu-
tions. In the sponsors’ view, absence of such action on even the best of
resolutions would mean that the aspirations of the international community
would remain unrealized. The Ukrainian SSR stressed that the draft was fully
in keeping with articles of the United Nations Charter concerning the rec-
ommendatory nature of resolutions.

On 16 November, just before the First Committee took action on the
draft resolution, the Ukrainian SSR announced that the sponsors had decided
to delete operative paragraph 2 of the text, by which the General Assembly
would have considered that consensus at the stage of adopting decisions
assumed readiness on the part of all Member States to take the necessary
steps to implement them. The Committee then approved the draft resolution
by a vote of 106 in favour to 2 against, with 24 abstentions.

Two States explained their votes at that time. China pointed out that its
affirmative vote did not mean that it had changed its position with respect to
some of the resolutions that had been adopted on disarmament. Australia had
abstained because it did not see value in calling for implementation of a whole
class of resolutions when that could well mean that States would be asked to
implement resolutions that they might have voted against. Nor did it consider
it appropriate to request the Secretary-General to prepare another report on
the subject.

31 The report (A/43/492 and Add.1-3) contained the replies of nine countries: Bulgaria,
Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Mexico, Mongolia,
Ukrainian SSR and USSR.
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On 7 December the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a vote of 131 to 2, with 20 abstentions. The resolution, 43/75 H, reads as
follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 42/38 J of 30 November 1987,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,

Recalling paragraph 115 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, in which it is stated, inter alia, that the Assembly has been and should remain the
main deliberative organ of the United Nations in the field of disarmament and should make every
effort to facilitate the implementation of disarnament measures,

Mindful of the fact that the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament could be
strengthened substantially through an increased effort by Member States to implement faithfully
General Assembly resolutions in the field of disarmament,

Convinced of the importance of treating recommendations of the General Assembly in the
field of disarmament with due respect in accordance with the obligations assumed by Member
States under the Charter of the United Nations,

1. Deems it important that all Member States make every effort to facilitate the consistent
implementation of General Assembly resolutions in the field of disarmament, and thus show
their resolve to arrive at mutually acceptable, comprehensively verifiable and effective disar-
mament measures;

2. Invites all Member States that have not yet done so to make available to the Secretary-
General their views and suggestions on ways and means to improve the situation with regard to
the implementation of General Assembly resolutions in the field of disarmament;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth
session, in accordance with resolution 42/38 J, a report that includes information provided by
Member States concerning the implementation of General Assembly resolutions in the field of
disarmament, as well as their views on possible avenues to improve the situation in this respect;

4. Calls upon all Member States to render every assistance to the Secretary-General so
that he may fulfil the request contained in paragraph 3 above;

S. Decides to continue its consideration of the issue of the implementation of General
Assembly resolutions in the field of disarmament at its forty-fourth session.

Activities of other disarmament bodies, 1988
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

By resolution 2832 (XXVTI) of 1971, entitled *‘Declaration of the Indian Ocean
as a Zone of Peace’’, the Indian Ocean, within limits to be determined, was
designated for all time as a zone of peace. In 1972, the General Assembly
established the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean to study practical
measures to achieve the objectives of the Declaration. The number of members
in the Committee has increased, at various subsequent dates, from 15 to 49.32

32 The Committee is composed of the following States: Australia, Bangladesh, Bulgaria,
Canada, China, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, German Democratic
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Iraq, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mauritius, Mozambique,
Netherlands, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Poland, Romania, Seychelles, Singapore, So-
malia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, Uganda, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom,
United Republic of Tanzania, United States, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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Since 1973, consideration of the issue in the General Assembly has
generally centred on the report of the Ad Hoc Committee. Bilateral talks
between the Soviet Union and the United States were initiated in 1977 to
pursue possible limitations on military activities in the Indian Ocean; they
were suspended in February 1978 and have not been resumed. The issue was
also discussed at the first special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament, in 1978. In 1979, the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland
States, which the members of the Ad Hoc Committee, the great Powers and
the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean attended, was held in New
York. The Meeting recommended that a conference on the Indian Ocean be
held, and proposed that the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean undertake
the preparatory work for it.

Also in 1979, the General Assembly decided to convene the Conference
on the Indian Ocean in 1981 at Colombo, Sri Lanka, and invited the permanent
members of the Security Council and major maritime users of the Indian
Ocean to participate in it. However, the Ad Hoc Committee has been unable
to make definitive progress in its preparations and has had to postpone the
Conference a number of times. In resolution 42/43 of November 1987, the
General Assembly stated that the Conference should be held not later than
1990.* Non-aligned and Eastern European countries have been in favour of
convening the Conference at an early date, and in the First Committee, in
1988, the Soviet Union offered to host an international seminar on the subject
of making the Indian Ocean a zone of peace. Western States, however, have
stressed that improvement in the political and security climate in the Indian
Ocean is essential for the success of the Conference, and the United States
and the United Kingdom, in particular, have suggested that the Committee
suspend its work until consultations conducted by the Chairman among its
members should reveal the possibility of true improvement in the conditions
in the region and advancement in the Committee’s activities.

The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean held two sessions in 1988,
from 11 to 15 April and from 11 to 22 July, at United Nations Headquarters
in New York, under the chairmanship of Mr. Daya Perera of Sri Lanka.

In the course of its April session, the Committee welcomed the invitation
of Sri Lanka to hold the Committee’s second preparatory session at Colombo.
Although a large number of delegations considered such action an important
step on the road to holding the Conference, it was not possible, owing to a
formal objection raised by one delegation, to decide to hold the session in
Colombo. On 15 April the Committee adopted by consensus its report to the
General Assembly at its fifteenth special session.3* It contained an account
of the Committee’s ‘work from 1982 until the end of its current session and

33 For background, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations
publication, Sales No. E.76.1X.1), chap. XI; United Nations, The United Nations and Disar-
mament: A Short History (New York, 1988), chap. VII; and earlier volumes of The Yearbook.

3 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 5
(A/S-15/5).
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a recommendation that the General Assembly reaffirm its full support for the
implementation of the Declaration on the Indian Ocean.

During its July session, the Ad Hoc Committee’s open-ended Working
Group, originally set up in 1985, continued its work under a mandate to
identify, expand and facilitate agreement on substantive issues relating to the
establishment of a zone of peace with a view to recommending to the Ad Hoc
Committee elements that might be taken into consideration during the sub-
sequent preparation of a draft final document of the Conference. The Group,
meeting under the chairmanship of Mr. Edmond Jayasinghe of Sri Lanka,
discussed a paper containing 20 pertinent substantive issues and principles
that had been formulated the previous year. In his report to the Ad Hoc
Committee, Mr. Jayasinghe listed the 20 issues and principles and stated that
the Group agreed that they constituted a very good basis for further elaboration
and that there existed the possibility of adding to them.

At its last meeting, the Committee decided to update a 1983 document
containing the views of Ad Hoc Committee members regarding a zone
of peace and arranged on the basis of an informal list of seven topics:
(a) geographical limits, (b) foreign military presence, (c) nuclear weapons,
(d) security, (e) peaceful settlement of disputes, (f) use of the Indian Ocean
by foreign vessels and aircraft and (g) other matters. The views were to be
submitted to the Secretariat by 1 February 1989 and would be compiled and
distributed to members not later than three weeks prior to the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee’s first session that year. At the same meeting, the Committee adopted
by consensus its annual report to the General Assembly.3* That report included
a draft resolution that had been submitted earlier by Sri Lanka on behalf of
the non-aligned members of the Committee.

In a closing statement, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Commiittee stated
that the Committee had made significant progress. Its session had been marked
by optimism as the beginnings of a solution to the prolonged conflict in the
Persian Gulf had emerged. He was not discouraged by the fact that consensus
had not been reached on the item on zones of peace at the third special session
on disarmament, .as he believed that members of all regional groups had
endorsed the validity of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of
Peace and the importance of its implementation.

*

On 3 November, Sri Lanka, as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on
the Indian Ocean, presented to the First Committee the report of the Ad Hoc
Committee to the General Assembly at its forty-third session and introduced
the draft resolution contained in it. Sri Lanka pointed out that the Ad Hoc
Committee stood by its commitment to convene the Conference in 1990,

35 Ibid., Forty-third Session, Supplement No. 29.
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while it would continue to keep under review the need to organize its work
more effectively in order to enable it to fulfil its mandate. It also drew attention
to paragraph 9 of the draft, concerning commemoration of the tenth anni-
versary of the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian
Ocean. Speaking again, just before the First Committee took action on the
draft text on 10 November, Sri Lanka expressed the hope of the non-aligned
members of the Ad Hoc Committee that the atmosphere of co-operation,
particularly between the Soviet Union and the United States, would facilitate
the implementation of the Declaration. The First Committee then approved
the draft text without a vote.

Seven members made statements on that occasion. Bangladesh, India
and the Islamic Republic of Iran all stressed the importance that the littoral
and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean gave to the creation of a zone of
peace in their region. Democratic Yemen hoped that certain countries could
be persuaded to withdraw their opposition to the holding of the Conference
and abandon their delaying tactics in the Ad Hoc Committee. Pakistan stressed
that the active participation of all members of the Ad Hoc Committee was
indispensable for the success of the Conference. The USSR believed that
current conditions were such as to enable the Ad Hoc Committee to carry out
its work in 1989. It recalled its proposal that an international seminar on the
Indian Ocean be held in the coming year. The German Democratic Republic
welcomed all activities undertaken by countries of the region and by others
to create a climate of stability in the Indian Ocean.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution
without a vote as resolution 43/79. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, contained in its resolution
2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, and recalling also its resolutions 2992 (XXVII) of 15
December 1972, 3080 (XXVII) of 6 December 1973, 3259 A (XXIX) of 9 December 1974,
3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/88 of 14 December 1976, 32/86 of 12 December 1977,
S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, 33/68 of 14 December 1978, 34/80 A and B of 11 December 1979,
35/150 of 12 December 1980, 36/90 of 9 December 1981, 37/96 of 13 December 1982, 38/185
of 20 December 1983, 39/149 of 17 December 1984, 40/153 of 16 December 1985, 41/87 of 4
December 1986, 42/43 of 30 November 1987 and other relevant resolutions,

Reaffirming that the establishment of zones of peace in various regions of the world under
appropriate conditions, to be clearly defined and determined freely by the States concerned in
the zone, taking into account the characteristics of the zone and the principles of the Charter of
the United Nations, and in conformity with international law, can contribute to strengthening
the security of States within such zones and to international peace and security as a whole,

Recalling also the report of the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian
Ocean,

Reaffirming its conviction that concrete action for the achievement of the objectives of the
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace would be a substantial contribution to the
strengthening of international peace and security, as well as to the independence, sovereignty,
territorial integrity and peaceful development of the States of the region,

Convinced that agreement on such action should be facilitated by encouraging developments
in international relations that could have beneficial effects on the region,
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Also convinced that the continued military presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean
area, conceived in the context of their confrontation, gives urgency to the need to take practical
steps for the early achievement of the objectives of the Declaration,

Further convinced that the political and security climate in the Indian Ocean area is an
important consideration bearing on the question of the urgent convening of the Conference on
the Indian Ocean at Colombo and that the further easing of tension in the area would enhance
the prospect of success of the Conference,

Considering that the creation of a zone of peace requires co-operation and agreement among
the States of the region to ensure conditions of peace and security within the area, as envisaged
in the Declaration,

Recalling the decision of the Ad Hoc Committee to make every effort, in consideration of
the political and security climate in the Indian Ocean area and of progress made in the harmo-
nization of views, to finalize, in accordance with its normal methods of work, all preparations
for the Conference, including dates for its convening,

Noting that, in accordance with resolution 42/43, the Ad Hoc Committee submitted a report,
adopted by consensus, to the Assembly at its fifteenth special session, the third special session
devoted to disarmament, and urged it to reaffirm its full support for the implementation of the
Declaration,

Noting also that the Ad Hoc Committee has requested the Secretary-General to continue to
extend to it all necessary assistance in order to facilitate the intensification of the Committee’s
work towards the implementation of its mandate and to enable the completion of its remaining
preparatory work for the early convening of the Conference, as repeatedly called for by the
Assembly, in particular in its resolution 42/43,

1. Takes note of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean;

2. Reaffirms full support for the achievement of the objectives of the Declaration of the
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace;

3. Reiterates and emphasizes its decision to convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean
at Colombo, as a necessary step for the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean
as a Zone of Peace, adopted in 1971;

4. Renews the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee as defined in the relevant resolutions,
and requests the Committee to intensify its work with regard to the implementation of its mandate;

5. Notes with satisfaction that in the implementation of the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Committee, including the preparatory work for the convening of the Conference, as called for
in the relevant resolutions recommended by the Committee and adopted by the General Assembly
by consensus, progress has been made by the Working Group of the Ad Hoc Committee in its
meetings during the sessions of the Committee in 1988;

6. Urges the Ad Hoc Committee to intensify its discussions of substantive issues and
principles, including those identified by the Chairman of the Working Group in his report dated
14 July 1988, with the aim of elaborating elements that might be taken into consideration during
the subsequent preparation of a draft final document of the Conference;

7. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to hold two preparatory sessions during the first half
of 1989, the first with a duration of one week and the second with a duration of two weeks, for
completion of the remaining preparatory work relating to the Conference on the Indian Ocean
to enable the convening of the Conference at Colombo in 1990 in consultation with the host
country;

8. Notes that the Ad Hoc Committee will, during its preparatory sessions in 1989, continue
to keep under review the need to organize its work more effectively in order to enable it to fulfil
its mandate;

9. Decides that the Ad Hoc Committee should commemorate the tenth anniversary of
the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, which took place in
July 1979, during its preparatory sessions in 1989;

10. Regquests the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee to continue his consultations on the
participation in the work of the Committee by States Members of the United Nations which are
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not members of the Committee, with the aim of resolving this matter at the earliest possible
date;

11. Also requests the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee to consult the Secretary-General
at the appropriate time on the establishment of a secretariat for the Conference;

12.  Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to submit to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth
session a full report on the implementation of the present resolution;

13.  Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all necessary assistance to the
Ad Hoc Committee, including the provision of summary records, in recognition of its preparatory
function.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

In 1971, the General Assembly adopted resolution 2833 (XXVI) calling for
the convening of a world disarmament conference open to all States, following
adequate preparation. In 1973, the Assembly established the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on the World Disarmament Conference, which was mandated to ex-
amine all the views and suggestions of Governments on the convening of a
conference and related matters. In its annual reports submitted to the Assem-
bly, the Ad Hoc Committee has repeatedly expressed the view that in spite
of differences of opinion that have delayed progress towards convening a
world disarmament conference, such a conference could be a useful forum
for disarmament efforts.

Forty non-nuclear-weapon States are represented in the Committee.36
The basic positions of countries or groups concerning the convening of a
conference, as expressed in the Ad Hoc Committee over the years, have not
undergone essential changes. The Eastern European countries and those non-
aligned States that have referred to the issue have favoured a conference,
while noting the importance of universal participation and adequate prepa-
ration. China has expressed conditional support for the idea. Although the
United States and other Western countries have not questioned the proposal
in principle, they have emphasized in recent years that the international sit-
uation has not been conducive to undertaking preparations for such a con-
ference. Nevertheless, the Ad Hoc Committee’s mandate has been renewed
each year.

The Ad Hoc Committee itself did not meet in 1987 because there had
been no move towards a reconciliation of views concerning the urgency of
convening the conference, and, instead, the Chairman undertook consultations
with the representatives of the nuclear-weapon States and all other interested
States in order to be kept informed of any developments. The Chairman
received updated positions from five non-nuclear-weapon States (Bulgaria,
Mexico, Philippines, Poland and Sri Lanka), all of which expressed support

3¢ Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Co-
lombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia, Zaire and Zambia.
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for convening a world disarmament conference, and from the five nuclear-
weapon States. Those views were conveyed to the General Assembly in a
report of the Secretary-General .’

In 1988 the Committee met for two days under the chairmanship of Mr.
Daya Perera of Sri Lanka to prepare its report to the General Assembly at its
third special session devoted to disarmament. In that document® it reported
the updated positions of three of the nuclear Powers.

China, reiterating its position conveyed to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Committee the previous year, recalled its long-standing support for an inter-
national conference to discuss disarmament. It stated that if the majority of
the Member States were in favour of holding a world conference for the
purpose of discussing how the two super-Powers should take the lead in
drastically cutting their armaments, China would be ready to support the idea.

The Soviet Union was in favour of the idea of a world disarmament
conference which, through the collective endeavours of all States, could arrive
at effective means of curbing and reversing the arms race. In view, however,
of the persistent differences among the nuclear Powers regarding the objec-
tives, agenda and dates for a conference, it would consider it advisable to
return to the idea of holding a conference and reactivating the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee at a later time, when the entire world community was ready for it.

The United Kingdom reiterated its belief that no useful purpose would
be served by convening a world disarmament conference. It doubted the
usefulness of further meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee.

The Ad Hoc Committee did not receive updated positions from France
or the United States. Both Powers had, in earlier statements, expressed the
view that the current international climate was not conducive to the holding
of such a conference and favoured curtailing or suspending further meetings
of the Ad Hoc Committee.

In its report to the General Assembly at its special session, the Ad Hoc
Committee recognized the continuing validity of the initiative for convening
a world disarmament conference. Taking into consideration, however, the
divergence of views on the immediate convening of such a conference, it
recommended that the Committee’s work be suspended until such time as the
General Assembly deemed it appropriate to reactivate it.

Conclusion

The general improvement in the international situation and the optimism
regarding the United Nations itself, generated by the active role it had played
in 1988 in alleviating regional conflicts and by the fact that its peace-keeping

37 A/42/542 and Add.1.
s:;&ﬂ)icial Records of the General Assembly, Fifieenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4
(A/S-15/4).
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forces had been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, led many Member States to
hope that the Organization’s role in disarmament would also be enhanced.
Nevertheless, following the inconclusive outcome of the third special session
devoted to disarmament, a large majority of States felt that the role of the
United Nations needed to be strengthened. In all the principal disarmament
forums, political and/or institutional aspects of the question were discussed
to some extent.

The Disarmament Commission was unable to achieve an agreed text in
its review of the role of the United Nations in disarmament; by resolution 43/
75 R, the General Assembly requested it to pursue its consideration of the
item in 1989. By resolution 43/78 A, on the report of the Disarmament
Commission, the Assembly called upon the Commission to persevere in its
efforts to complete all outstanding items and commended it for its adoption
by consensus of a set of principles of verification on disarmament issues and
a set of guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures.
Both those resolutions were adopted by consensus. The Conference on Dis-
armament continued its study of ways to improve its functioning and, in the
course of debates on the establishment of its subsidiary bodies and their
mandates, addressed indirectly the question of the relationship between bi-
lateral and multilateral negotiations. The two resolutions adopted on the report
of the Conference, 43/78 I and 43/78 M, reflected the divergence of views
among members of the General Assembly concerning the advisability of the
Conference’s conducting negotiations on all items on its agenda at present.
The General Assembly adopted by vote a fifth resolution connected with
efforts to enhance the effectiveness of the United Nations in disarmament:
resolution 43/75 H, entitled ‘‘Implementation of General Assembly resolu-
tions in the field of disarmament’’. Finally, the General Assembly adopted
by consensus resolution 43/79, by which it maintained the target date of 1990
(set in 1987) for holding the Conference on the Indian Ocean.
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CHAPTER I1I

The third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament

Introduction

IN SEEKING TO DISCHARGE ITS RESPONSIBILITIES in the field of disarmament,
the United Nations has through the years used a variety of methods, techniques
and approaches. In 1978, in its effort to promote a more peaceful and stable
world order through a balanced and verifiable reduction of national armaments,
it held, for the first time, a special session of the General Assembly entirely
devoted to disarmament. A second special session on disarmament was held
in 1982. In the Concluding Document of that session it was agreed that a
third special session should be held at a date to be decided by the Assembly
at its thirty-eighth session. .

In supporting the convening of special sessions of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, the Members of the United Nations have been
prompted by the desire to strengthen international co-operation in the whole
field of disarmament and to provide the opportunity for consideration, at the
highest possible level, of relevant issues, such as the appraisal of develop-
ments, the encouragement and support of the process of negotiations at all
levels, the assessment of the implementation of agreed programmes and meas-
ures, the adoption of concrete programmes and measures for the future, and
the strengthening of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament.

At its first special session on disarmament, in 1978, the General Assem-
bly was able to adopt, by consensus, a Final Document! embodying a com-
prehensive disarmament strategy, which would provide guidelines for future
disarmament efforts. The Final Document recognized that the United Nations
had a central role and primary responsibility in the field of disarmament. It
also contained specific recommendations for strengthening the disarmament
machinery. The Assembly’s second special session devoted to disarmament
was held four years later. Unable to reach agreement on a wide-ranging final
document at that session, the Assembly did agree, inter alia, to launch a

! General Assembly resolution S-10/2. The Final Document is reproduced also in Official
Records of the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect.
III; and in The Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, appendix I.
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World Disarmament Campaign. It also reaffirmed the validity of the 1978
Final Document.

By resolution 41/60 G, adopted in 1986, the General Assembly decided
to convene its third special session on disarmament in 1988 and to establish
an open-ended preparatory committee for it. It requested the Preparatory
Committee to prepare a draft agenda for the special session, to examine all
relevant questions, and to submit its recommendations and a progress report
to the Assembly in 1987.

Work of the Preparatory Committee

The Preparatory Committee, under the chairmanship of Mr. Mansur Ahmad
of Pakistan, held an organizational session in December 1986 and its first
substantive session from 26 May to 5 June 1987, both at United Nations
Headquarters. The Committee, in accordance with General Assembly reso-
lution 41/60 G, set for itself the task of preparing a draft agenda for the
special session and examining all relevant questions. In accordance with the
same resolution, Member States submitted views on both the draft agenda
and other questions.? Following the practice of the Preparatory Committees
for the first and second special sessions devoted to disarmament, the Prepa-
ratory Committee for the third special session decided to allow representatives
of non-governmental organizations and peace and disarmament research in-
stitutions to be present at its meetings, and to invite IAEA and specialized
agencies interested in disarmament to take part in its work as observers.

The Preparatory Committee submitted to the General Assembly at its
forty-second session, in 1987, a report® containing a set of recommendations
concerning the organization of the work of the special session, including a
provisional agenda. The Committee also recommended that the special session
take place in 1988, before the forty-third regular session of the General
Assembly. The special session would follow the rules of procedure of the
General Assembly, on the understanding that it would, in so far as possible,
adopt decisions on matters of substance by consensus. The Committee be-
lieved that it would be desirable for Member States to be represented at the
special session at the highest possible political level.

With respect to its future work, the Preparatory Committee recommended
that it hold its third session (its second substantive session) from 25 January
to 5 February 1988 at United Nations Headquarters in New York.

By resolution 42/40, adopted on 30 November 1987, the General As-
sembly scheduled the special session for the period from 31 May to 25 June
1988; endorsed the report of the Preparatory Committee and the recommen-
dations contained therein; endorsed also the recommendation of the Prepar-

2 A/AC.230/2 and Add.1-10.
3 Official Records of the General Assembly, Forty-second Session, Supplement No. 46
(A/42/46).
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atory Committee that it meet in New York at the above-mentioned dates, in
order to consider substantive issues for incorporation in the document or
documents to be adopted at the third special session devoted to disarmament,
and any remaining organizational and procedural matters.

At the conclusion of its 1988 session, the Preparatory Committee sub-
mitted its final report for the special session,* which included the following
provisional agenda:

1.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

Opening of the session

Minute of silent prayer or meditation

Credentials of representatives to the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly:
(@) Appointment of the members of the Credentials Committee

(b) Report of the Credentials Committee

Election of the President of the General Assembly

Organization of the session

Report of the Preparatory Committee for the Third Special Session of the General
Assembly Devoted to Disarmament

Adoption of the agenda

General debate

Review and appraisal of the present international situation, especially in the light of
the vital objective of terminating the arms race and the pressing need to achieve
substantial progress in the field of disarmament

Assessment of the implementation of the decisions and recommendations adopted by

the General Assembly at its first and second special sessions devoted to disarmament:

(a) Report of the Conference on Disarmament

(b) Report of the Disarmament Commission

(c) Resolutions of the General Assembly in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament

(d) Status of negotiations on arms limitations and disarmament in bilateral and various
multilateral forums

Consideration and adoption of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament

Assessment of developments and trends, including qualitative and quantitative aspects,
relevant to the disarmament process, with a view to the elaboration of appropriate
concrete and practical measures and, if necessary, additional principles, taking duly
into account the principles and priorities established in the Final Document of the
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to
disarmament

Consideration of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament and of the
effeotiveness of the disarmament machinery

United Nations information and educational activities in the field of disarmament,
including measures to mobilize world public opinion in favour of disarmament:

(@) World Disarmament Campaign

(b) Other public information activities

Relationship between disarmament and development, in the light of the action pro-
gramme adopted at the International Conference

Adoption, in an appropHate format, of the document(s) of the third special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament

4 Ibid., Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. I (A/S-15/1).
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The report of the Preparatory Committee also included, as an annex, an
informal paper by the Chairman containing suggested elements for consid-
eration under the substantive items of the provisional agenda of the special
session. The paper was divided into three main parts, entitled: ‘*Assessment’’,
‘““‘New developments and trends’’, and ‘‘Machinery’’.

The third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament

Opening of the session

The third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
(the fifteenth special session) was convened at United Nations Headquarters
on 31 May. Mr. Peter Florin, Deputy Foreign Minister of the German Dem-
ocratic Republic and President of the General Assembly at its forty-second
regular session, was elected President.

In his statement, the President noted that changes had taken place in the
thinking about the relationship between disarmament, peace, security and
development. It had been recognized world-wide, he believed, that, in view
of the state of development of weapons of mass destruction, their actual use
would lead to the annihilation of mankind; that even the use of conventional
weapons could lead to the destruction of entire regions and continents; that
technical and human failure in the modern world could unleash the ultimate
catastrophe; that superarmament constituted an enormous waste of resources
and, in the last analysis, increased the danger of war; and that, in view of
the scope of non-military global challenges, mankind was beginning to face
the alternative of having either disarmament or catastrophe.

There could be no doubt, he stressed, that the first special session devoted
to disarmament had made a substantial contribution to the necessary turn-
about in thinking, as demanded by the realities of the nuclear and space age.
The Final Document of that session contained a thorough analysis of the
causes and consequences of the arms race, especially in the nuclear field. The
subsequent statement of the highest representatives of the Soviet Union and
the United States to the effect that a nuclear war could not be won and must
never be fought, and that neither side must strive for military superiority, was
fully in harmony with the spirit of the first special session. It was the task of
the General Assembly at its third special session to point the way to a more
secure world, ultimately free of weapons of mass destruction and the threat
or use of force. A prerequisite for the continuing dialogue at the special
session and subsequent disarmament negotiations was the wide range of sub-
stantive proposals that had been submitted by all groups of States.

The Secretary-General, Mr. Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, stressing the recent
significant shifts that had occurred in perception and attitude, made clear that
the transformation of the present arms situation could result only from a joint
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undertaking by all States. All major questions of security and disarmament
had bilateral, regional and global dimensions. Negotiating processes at each
of those levels, which represented different aspects of the pursuit of the
common goal of achieving greater security at progressively lower levels of
armaments, rightly supported and complemented each other. Consequently,
the international community should strongly encourage the two major military
Powers to sustain and develop the momentum of their mutual relationship,
to broaden their understanding and to make progress on issues that had global
implications. At the same time, it was felt that their bilateral actions to halt
and reverse the arms race should generate a corresponding multilateral re-
sponse. As to the direction of those joint efforts, the Secretary-General held
that the highest importance should be given to the reduction of nuclear weap-
ons, of armed forces and of conventional weapons, to the conclusion of an
international convention on the complete prohibition and elimination of chem-
ical weapons, to the prevention of an arms race in outer space and to the
cessation of nuclear tests.

Nuclear issues, the Secretary-General emphasized, went far beyond na-
tional security and impinged directly on human survival. Thus, it was im-
perative that the international community continue to press for the sharp
reduction and ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons. ‘‘A rational military
policy’’, he stated, ‘‘is incompatible with the danger of annihilation of the
human race’’. Equal determination should be evinced by the international
community to deal effectively and expeditiously with other weapons of mass
destruction, in particular with chemical weapons. The time had also come
for it to recognize the need to deal squarely with the mounting toll of death,
destruction and human suffering inflicted by the use of conventional weapons
in conflicts around the world. The term ‘‘conventional’’ should not hide or
minimize the vast destructive powers of some of those weapons, nor should
the innocuous-sounding phrase ‘‘arms transfers’’ make people forget the dev-
astating effect of the supply of weapons in local conflicts.

In the field of armaments, the Secretary-General stated, the technological
revolution had made it possible to invent and accumulate ever more sophis-
ticated weapons at an unbridled pace and at an exorbitant cost. However,
with international co-operation, the same revolution could be made available
for peaceful purposes. Among the areas where good use of modern technology
was possible, one might mention the verification of arms limitation and dis-
armament agreements, ‘‘an area in which the United Nations might be able
to make an important contribution’’.

Following the statement by the Secretary-General, the Chairman of the
Preparatory Committee presented the report of the Committee, containing
recommendations on organizational questions relating to the special session
and its provisional agenda. The General Assembly endorsed as a whole the
report of the Preparatory Committee and the recommendations contained
therein. The Chairman of the Preparatory Committee was then elected by
acclamation Chairman of the Committee of the Whole of the fifteenth special
session. The Assembly decided to allocate items 10 to 15 of the agenda (see
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section above entitled ‘“Work of the Preparatory Committee’’) to the Com-
mittee of the Whole for consideration and preparation of reports, while the
other items would be considered in plenary meetings. It was further decided
that the Vice-Presidents of the General Assembly at its forty-second regular
session® would serve in the same capacity at the fifteenth special session and
that the Chairmen of the Main Committees of the forty-second session would
continue in the same posts for the fifteenth special session.

General debate in plenary meetings

The general debate in plenary meetings opened on 1 June. In the course of
20 meetings, the Assembly heard 135 speakers, including 23 heads of State
or Government, 1 vice-president, 6 deputy prime ministers and 61 foreign
ministers, on subjects ranging from confidence-building measures to general
and complete disarmament.

Several heads of State or Government sent messages to the session.® The
USSR and the United States submitted the text of their joint statement of 1
June, issued at Moscow at the conclusion of the meetings held there, from
29 May to 1 June, between General Secretary Gorbachev and President Rea-
gan.” In the course of the general debate, representatives of the non-member
States of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, the Republic of Korea,
Switzerland and the Holy See, as well as the Director General of IAEA, also
made statements. In addition, representatives of the League of Arab States
and the Organization of the Islamic Conference, as well as the Palestine
Liberation Organization and the South West Africa People’s Organization,
addressed the Assembly.

On the whole, the debate reflected a heightened international awareness
of disarmament issues. The support for greater security through fewer weapons
was universal. In addition, several speakers stressed the need to redefine the
concept of security, freeing it from the traditional militaristic point of view.
It was widely felt that at the third special session the Assembly must build
on the work of the earlier sessions, in particular the first. Many speakers
referred to the 1978 Final Document and called for reaffirmation of its goals.
At the same time, other speakers welcomed the opportunity offered by the
third special session for reassessment. Many speakers renewed their call for
the effective implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter
of the United Nations and advocated strengthening the role of the United

3 The representatives of the following Member States: Botswana, Cameroon, China, Co-
moros, France, Jordan, Mauritania, Mongolia, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Portugal, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tunisia, USSR,
United Kingdom and United States.

s Message of H.R.H. Samdech Norodom Sihanouk, President of Democratic Kampuchea
(A/8-15/21); Message of H.E. Mr. Todor Zhivkov, President of the State Council of the People’s
Republic of Bulgaria (A/S-15/24); Message of H.E. Mr. Wojciech Jaruzelski, President of the
Council of State of the Polish People’s Republic (A/S-15/29); and Message of King Hussein of
Jordan (A/S-15/PV.6).

7 A/S-15/28.
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Nations in the field of disarmament. Many focused attention on the close link
existing between bilateral and multilateral disarmament and the need to view
the two as complementary.

It was felt that the third special session should provide momentum for
the elimination of the risk of war; for confidence-building, more openness
and transparency; for promoting the security of all countries in accordance
with the principles of stability and sufficiency; for preventing the development
and deployment of new weapons of mass destruction; for accelerating the
outlawing of particularly injurious and inhumane weapons; for reducing na-
tional and global military expenditures and promoting the reallocation of
resources to development and other peaceful objectives; and, in general, for
taking effective measures—regional as well as global-—that could contribute
to curbing the arms race and enhancing security at a lower level of arms and
forces, and for moving closer to comprehensive disarmament and to the
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control, in accordance with the principles of the United Nations
Charter.

The Treaty between the USSR and the United States on the Elimination
of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty) was
widely welcomed as an unprecedented measure of nuclear arms reduction and
a move marking the transition from the management of the arms race to real
disarmament. In the multilateral field, the achievements of the Stockholm
Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament
in Europe, concluded in 1986, continued to find positive response. Also in
other contexts, a regional approach to the negotiation of arms control and
disarmament agreements was generally viewed very favourably. Much atten-
tion was also devoted to negotiations under way, notably those between the
United States and the Soviet Union, on a treaty on the reduction and limitation
of strategic offensive arms and those engaging the Conference on Disarma-
ment, the single multilateral negotiating body, on the complete elimination
of chemical weapons.

Practically every disarmament issue had a place in the general debate
but, as had been the case at the two earlier special sessions, nuclear issues
received priority consideration. However, increased attention was focused on
matters relating to conventional weapons and to chemical weapons. An im-
portant place in the debate was also occupied by the questions of naval
armaments and disarmament and the prevention of an arms race in outer
space. The broad questions of verification, disarmament and development,
and the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament were also
central issues in the general debate.

On the question of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament, the United States stressed that bilateral progress by the United
States and the Soviet Union had been substantial, as evidenced, in the first
place, by the INF Treaty. The breakthroughs in the Treaty in respect of
verification and openness might be considered almost as important as the
nuclear reductions themselves. Moreover, major progress had been made
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towards a treaty to cut United States and Soviet strategic nuclear arsenals by
50 per cent. That was currently the top arms control priority of the United
States. In 1988, the two Powers, the United States recalled, had also opened
nuclear risk reduction centres, which would further decrease the chance of
war through accident or miscalculation and would play a direct role in im-
plementing the INF Treaty. The two sides had also agreed to provide 24
hours’ advance notice of strategic ballistic-missile launches.

The Soviet Union reaffirmed its proposal for a step-by-step elimination
of nuclear weapons by the year 2000. The search for appropriate political
methods, the purpose of which would be to build a nuclear-free world, was
now the order of the day, it stated. Meanwhile, it was confident that an
agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in strategic offensive arms, with ob-
servance of the ABM Treaty of 1972, would be concluded in the near future.
Beyond that, the Soviet Union had two objectives: the first was to expand
and intensify the process of disarmament without losing momentum; the
second was to contribute to creating a state of world affairs based on a
qualitatively different concept of security. The Soviet Union had no illusion
that nuclear weapons could be eliminated easily or regardless of other elements
of security, but the first and perhaps the hardest thing to do was to abandon
the myth of nuclear weapons as the guarantor of peace—a ‘‘guarantor’’, it
stressed, capable of reducing all life on Earth to ashes. The Soviet Union
expressed its conviction that ensuring security by non-nuclear means was
possible on the basis of sufficiency, which must be viewed as a psychological
and political disposition towards ever smaller arsenals, sufficient for defence
but not for attack, and supportive of an institution such as the United Nations,
which could be the central focus of a comprehensive system of international
peace and security.

France welcomed the progress achieved in the dialogue between the two
major Powers and at the regional level. It held, however, that the international
community could not be satisfied with the role of a more or less passive
observer. The community must, instead, play its role to the full in the task
of disarmament and to do so it must be realistic. It should, therefore, steer
clear of those themes, notably, the complete elimination of nuclear weapons,
which could never secure the assent of all. General and complete denuclear-
ization would have to go hand in hand with general and complete disarmament,
which, unfortunately, was not a short-term goal. Regional denuclearization,
for instance in Europe, would not be any more realistic, France held. In the
nuclear sphere, the reality of the situation was that the two most heavily armed
Powers, fearing to exhaust themselves in a race without end, were gradually
shifting in the direction of sufficiency.

The United Kingdom noted that confidence between East and West had -
increased and that greater confidence had been the catalyst of the INF Treaty
and of the progress made in the strategic arms reduction talks. The latter, in
turn, should further increase confidence, but the slow pace of progress under- -
lined that there was still a long way to go. For the present, what was needed
was to focus on the possible, not the speculative; on the gradual, not the
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Utopian; on INF (‘‘the best possible curtain-raiser’’ for the special session)
and strategic arms reductions, not the wildly unrealistic calls for a nuclear-
free world by the year 2000. In its view, a 50 per cent reduction in super-
Power strategic nuclear systems was an ambitious but realistic goal. The
United Kingdom remained committed to stability and security at lower levels
of forces. '

China stressed that in their negotiations on disarmament the two super-
Powers had paid great attention to ‘‘balance’’ and ‘‘equal security’’ between
themselves. The question, however, was whether ‘‘balance’” and ‘‘equal
security’’ between the two major Powers would indeed ensure security for
the other countries. It was China’s view that the military imbalance between
the two major Powers and the rest of the world made the vast majority of
countries feel extremely insecure. Furthermore, China stressed, the arms race
was still going on, with qualitative improvement overtaking quantitative re-
ductions. Long-range cruise missiles had emerged as a new strategic nuclear
force and were in the process of further development. Strategic nuclear weap-
ons were being improved in respect of accuracy, mobility and stealth; so were
tactical nuclear weapons. Outer space risked becoming an arena for the arms
race between the two super-Powers. The signing of the INF Treaty, China
stated, was an encouraging step towards drastic reduction of nuclear arma-
ments. However, only by persisting in that approach could further concrete
results be achieved in the cause of disarmament. The two super-Powers, China
stressed, should take the lead in putting an end to the testing, manufacture
and deployment of all types of nuclear weapons and in drastically reducing
and eliminating all the types of nuclear weapons that each of them had
deployed. Then, a broadly representative international conference on nuclear
disarmament could be convened with the participation of all nuclear States
to discuss the steps and measures to be taken for the total elimination of
nuclear armaments.

The Federal Republic of Germany, speaking on behalf of the 12 member
countries of the European Community, viewed the INF Treaty as a milestone
in the reduction of nuclear arms—a breakthrough from arms control to genuine
arms reductions. The principle of asymmetrical reductions had also been
applied for the first time and a far-reaching co-operative verification régime
had been agreed on. The Treaty should now provide a significant impetus to
further progress, particularly on halving the offensive strategic nuclear ar-
senals of the Soviet Union and the United States. Speaking on its own behalf,
the Federal Republic of Germany stated that, in Europe, advantage must be
taken of the new developments in the Soviet Union to create a peaceful
European order. Nuclear weapons were a political means of war prevention
which would be needed in the foreseeable future for the Western Alliance’s
strategy aimed at preventing war. It was just as necessary, however, to reduce,
through a co-operative security policy, the reliance on nuclear deterrence.
The Netherlands believed that now that the world seemed to be moving
towards real disarmament, Member States should ask themselves whether
some of the concepts which had been discussed in the past had not become
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outmoded. Had not the freeze concept, for example, been overtaken by events?
Canada thought that the special session could identify and isolate those areas
which now commanded consensus and on which it would be worth while to
concentrate attention in the future. The first area was that of nuclear disar-
mament. Deep and verifiable reductions in the nuclear arsenals, Canada stated,
must remain the highest priority in the field of disarmament.

The Eastern European States envisaged various measures, nuclear as
well as non-nuclear, for limiting armaments and strengthening confidence in
Europe, particularly in Central Europe. In order to intensify the process of
establishing security and co-operation for all of Europe, Czechoslovakia re-
affirmed its proposal for the establishment of a zone of confidence, co-op-
eration and good-neighbourly relations along the line of contact between the
Warsaw Treaty States and those belonging to NATO. This proposal, Czech-
oslovakia made clear, followed from its earlier proposals for the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor and a zone free of chemical weapons in
Central Europe, as presented, jointly with the German Democratic Republic,
to the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany. The German Dem-
ocratic Republic reiterated that never again must war emanate from German
soil. It stressed that the elimination of the threat of nuclear war, the elimination
of all nuclear weapons and the prevention of an arms race in outer space were
measures of first priority. It underscored its own contribution to the imple-
mentation of the INF Treaty, and stated that endeavours to compensate for
the first nuclear disarmament accord by an intensified buildup in other direc-
tions or under cover of ‘‘modernization’’ must cause concern. Poland reaf-
firmed its plan for decreasing armaments and increasing confidence in Central
Europe as presented to the General Assembly at its forty-second session.
Romania called for the establishment of a special body for nuclear disar-
mament and the total elimination of nuclear weapons. Such a body would
conduct negotiations for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, cessation
of nuclear tests, and the working out of a general programme of nuclear
disarmament.

Sweden, referring to the Six-Nation Initiative and to the 1988 Stockholm
Declaration by the leaders of the six countries, welcomed recent positive
developments as represented by the INF Treaty, but stressed that the remaining
nuclear weapons still posed a mortal threat. As such, they must be totally
abolished. As a first step, a speedy agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in
strategic arms must be achieved by the USSR and the United States. Tactical
nuclear weapons must also be eliminated without delay. Military competition
must not be introduced into new fields. The testing of nuclear weapons must
be stopped. The nuclear option must be closed and the use of nuclear weapons
prohibited.

India outlined an action plan for comprehensive disarmament in stages
(1988-1994, 1995-2000 and 2001-2010), with nuclear disarmament as its
centrepiece in each stage. By the year 2010 at the latest, all nuclear weapons
should be eliminated. In the first stage, India envisaged a 50 per cent reduction
in the United States-Soviet strategic arsenals; immediate cessation of the
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production of nuclear weapons and weapons-grade fissionable materials; a
moratorium on testing of nuclear weapons to set the stage for negotiations
on a comprehensive nuclear-test ban; an international convention to outlaw
the threat or use of nuclear weapons; negotiations for replacing the non-
proliferation Treaty, in 1995, by a new treaty to give legal effect to a binding
commitment by nuclear-weapon States to eliminate all nuclear weapons by
the year 2010 and by all non-nuclear States not to cross the nuclear-weapon
threshold; and strict measures to end all covert and overt assistance to those
seeking to acquire nuclear weapons. India also proposed arrangements for
controlling, by systematic monitoring, the continuous qualitative upgrading
of nuclear and conventional weapons, through increasing transparency in
research and development in frontier technologies with military applications.
All this would be done under an integrated multilateral verification system.

Japan appealed to the nuclear-weapon States to strive for the realization
of nuclear disarmament. For its part, Japan continued to maintain, as a matter
of national policy, the three basic principles of not possessing nuclear weap-
ons, not producing them and not permitting their introduction into Japan.

Australia stressed that the halting and reversing of the nuclear-arms race
and the prevention of nuclear war were matters to be pursued not only at the
bilateral, but also at the multilateral, level. In a situation where the conse-
quences of nuclear exchanges would be world-wide, nuclear issues could not
be the sole domain of the nuclear-weapon Powers.

Nigeria called for priority consideration of the threat posed by nuclear
weapons. As long as nuclear weapons existed in the arsenals of States, the
possibility of their use could not be ruled out. That was particularly so in
view of the dogmatic clinging to the theory of nuclear deterrence, a theory
which, in Nigeria’s view, no longer had validity or credibility. Recalling the
statement of the leaders of the two major Powers that ‘‘a nuclear war cannot
be won and must never be fought’’, it maintained that the logic of nuclear
disarmament could no longer be attributed only to the non-aligned and neutral
States, but to all States which were genuinely concerned with common global
security.

Mexico welcomed the progress made by the two major Powers in the
field of nuclear arms reductions, but also insisted on the decisive importance
of negotiations of multilateral scope. Member States must look beyond the
horizon of passing circumstances and pursue goals of fundamental importance,
namely, the prevention of nuclear war, the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests,
the reduction and elimination of strategic nuclear weapons and their delivery
vehicles and the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

Many countries spoke on the cessation of nuclear tests, a measure which
continued to be viewed as a priority goal by the overwhelming majority of
Member States.

Sweden recalled that the participants in the Six-Nation Initiative had
declared their readiness to contribute to the speedy adoption of a compre-
hensive test-ban treaty. Their offer to assist in the monitoring of any halt in
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nuclear testing still stood. Austria renewed its appeal to the Governments of
the United States and the USSR to renounce further nuclear testing, until the
conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty, as an essential step
towards curbing the nuclear-arms race.

Mexico insisted on the importance of concluding and signing a multi-
lateral treaty on the cessation of all nuclear-test explosions, a measure which
would contribute decisively to the halting of the nuclear-arms race. Ecuador’s
priorities were the elimination and non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and
a complete ban on all kinds of nuclear testing. Venezuela believed that the
Conference on Disarmament must, as soon as possible, draft an international
agreement to bring about the cessation of nuclear testing. It also recalled the
initiative promoted by a group of countries, including Venezuela, aimed at
amending the partial test-ban Treaty in order to turn it into a comprehensive
test-ban treaty. India, in its action plan for comprehensive disarmament,
envisaged in the first phase of the plan a moratorium on the testing of nuclear
weapons to set the stage for negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty.
Pakistan stated that a treaty prohibiting all nuclear-test explosions by all
countries, in all environments, for all time would contribute effectively to
stopping the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and preventing their
proliferation. At the very least, the nuclear-weapon Powers must set a time
limit—not exceeding five years—on further nuclear tests for any nuclear-
weapon programme in which they were engaged. Egypt appealed to the two
super-Powers and other parties concerned to conclude a comprehensive nu-
clear-test-ban treaty at the earliest possible date. Ghana stressed that it was
illogical to pursue nuclear disarmament while remaining attached to nuclear
testing.

Japan appreciated the negotiations under way between the United States
and the Soviet Union on nuclear testing. It very much hoped that those two
countries would step up their negotiations and ratify the threshold test-ban
Treaty of 1974 and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty of 1976 at the
earliest practicable date, so that they could proceed to the next phase of
limiting nuclear tests. It further announced plans to convene an international
conference in Japan, under joint Japanese/United Nations auspices, devoted
to the development of measures to verify nuclear testing by seismological
means through a global system. Australia recalled its own proposal for the
immediate establishment of a global seismic monitoring network to verify a
ban on all nuclear-test explosions and referred to its own contribution to the
experimental monitoring network which was laying the groundwork for such
a system. New Zealand emphasized that a bilateral agreement on cessation
of nuclear tests would be inadequate. If ever there was an example of a
multilateral dimension to arms control, it stated, the question of cessation of
tests provided it. Thus, New Zealand looked to the members of the Conference
on Disarmament to resolve the existing procedural stand-off and to start
negotiations for a treaty. Similarly, Norway stated that nuclear testing was
not the concern of nuclear-weapon States alone. The Conference on Disar-
mament should undertake substantive work on relevant questions relating to
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a test ban. A global seismological network should be the central tool in
monitoring compliance with a test ban. The Norwegian Government would
make all three of the seismic arrays in Norway-—NORSAR, NORESS and
ARCESS—available as stations in the global seismological network. In view
of the evolving shift in emphasis from the quantitative to the qualitative aspects
of the nuclear-arms race, Yugoslavia advocated the early conclusion of a
comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty.

The USSR indicated that the USSR-United States talks on cessation of
nuclear tests were close to attaining the goal of the first stage, namely,
producing improved measures to verify compliance with two bilateral treaties,
the threshold test-ban Treaty and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty,
leading to their ratification by both countries. That would make it possible
to move on to the next phase, in which limitations on the number and yield
of test explosions would be discussed. Those bilateral negotiations, the Soviet
Union added, were only part of ongoing efforts to achieve a total ban on all
nuclear testing. Serious work remained to be done at the Conference on
Disarmament. The Conference could begin, if necessary, with a step-by-step
consideration of a verification system. The USSR, moreover, stated that it
was ready, on the basis of reciprocity with the United States, to resume a
moratorium on nuclear testing and to observe it permanently.

The German Democratic Republic noted that the prospects for a cessation
of nuclear-weapon tests had improved. It was expected, it stated, that the
Soviet-American negotiations would lead soon to a reduction in the number
and yield of tests. Parallel with those negotiations, the Conference on Dis-
armament should prepare the ground for a comprehensive solution by working
out, as a first step, a comprehensive international verification system for a
nuclear-test ban. Similar views were expressed by Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria,
Hungary and Poland.

The United States emphasized the stage-by-stage aspect of the ongoing
bilateral negotiations. The first step was to agree on effective verification, to
make it possible to ratify the 1974 and the 1976 Treaties. At the Moscow
summit meeting, at the end of May, the United States and the Soviet Union
had agreed on the detailed procedures necessary for conducting a joint ver-
ification experiment at each other’s test sites. The two sides had also made
progress on a new protocol to their peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty.

Several speakers emphasized that an agreement on cessation of nuclear
tests would contribute decisively to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
The question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in itself received con-
siderable attention at the special session.

The United States announced that since June 1982, 19 additional States
had joined the non-proliferation Treaty, and it noted that the Third Review
Conference on the Treaty, held in 1985, had unanimously concluded that the
Treaty was essential to international peace and security. Some 136 nations
had freely chosen to adhere to the Treaty, and there was no good reason why
every nation should not make such a commitment. The Treaty of Tlatelolco,
the United States further noted, remained a key part of the non-proliferation
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régime. All eligible States, it stressed, should fully adhere to it. At the very
moment when the United States and the USSR had agreed to reduce their
nuclear arsenals, it would be tragic for other countries to pursue nuclear-
weapon capability to cross the nuclear threshold. Nuclear proliferation was
one of the most direct and serious threats to regional and global stability. In
the view of the United States, it was in South Asia that the danger was most
acute at the present time. On a related issue, the United States said that, in
1987, the United States itself and six other industrialized democracies had
formed a missile technology control régime to limit the proliferation of mis-
siles capable of delivering nuclear weapons. It added that at the Moscow
summit meeting the United States and the Soviet Union had agreed to hold
exploratory talks and to exchange ideas and information about how to cope
with the growing problem of such proliferation.

Ireland stressed that non-proliferation of nuclear weapons had become
the accepted norm of international life and that it was the responsibility and
lay in the interest of every country, large or small, nuclear or non-nuclear,
to do all in its power to ensure that the menace of nuclear weapons would
spread no farther. Thus, it was unfortunate that a sizeable number of States
were not parties to the non-proliferation Treaty. Ireland found it most dis-
turbing that several States were actively seeking or might already have ob-
tained a nuclear weapons capability, in the belief that acquiring nuclear
weapons would somehow strengthen their security. The truth was the very
opposite. Any country which acquired nuclear weapons would provoke a
similar response from its rivals and expose itself to an increased risk of
involvement in the horror of nuclear war. In the interest of general security,
Ireland held, all countries should give complete co-operation to IAEA by
permitting and facilitating full inspection at all civilian nuclear installations.

It was Denmark’s view that the non-proliferation régime had made a
significant contribution to world stability. Since the entry into force of the
Treaty, no non-nuclear-weapon State party had acquired nuclear weapons.
The non-proliferation régime—and strong international support for it—should
see to it that the nuclear option would never become an attractive solution to
perceived security needs. Denmark welcomed recent accessions to the Treaty,
and urged those who still stood outside it to recognize their responsibility and
join it. The Netherlands urged that an effective world-wide non-proliferation
régime be maintained. Such a régime could include appropriate measures for
preventing the introduction of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery
to particular regions. Furthermore, the regional context would be a suitable
one in which to consider nuclear-weapon-free zones as another measure for
strengthening non-proliferation.

Egypt, recalling that in 1964 it had hosted the African summit conference
which had issued a call to declare Africa a non-nuclear-weapon continent,
expressed grave concern about the policies of the apartheid régime in South
Africa, which was hindering the implementation of the Declaration on the
Denuclearization of Africa. Senegal condemned ‘‘the policy of duplicity”’
which had enabled South Africa ‘‘to equip itself with nuclear weapons’’.
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Pakistan stated that its commitment to nuclear non-proliferation was firm
and unwavering. Pakistan did not possess nuclear weapons, nor did it intend
to possess them, it added. It had not carried out a nuclear explosion nor did
it intend to conduct one. Its nuclear programme was emphatically peaceful
in nature. For its part, Pakistan was ready to accede to the non-proliferation
Treaty simultaneously with India; to accept full-scope safeguards for its nu-
clear programme simultaneously with India; to conclude a bilateral agreement
with India for the inspection of each other’s nuclear facilities; to make a joint
declaration with India renouncing nuclear weapons; and to enter into a bilateral
nuclear test-ban treaty with India. In conclusion, Pakistan would accept any
equitable and non-discriminatory agreement with effective verification ar-
rangements that would commit the countries of the region, in a legally binding
manner, not to acquire or produce nuclear weapons. In reply, India stated
that Pakistan was very close to acquiring nuclear weapons, if it had not already
done so.

The Director-General of IAEA provided an account of how the Agency
had helped prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to more countries. For over
25 years, he stressed, the Agency had administered the world’s first inter-
national on-site inspection system—the safeguards system—verifying that
nuclear installations and fissionable material submitted to Agency control were
used only for peaceful purposes. The Director-General analysed the experience
gained by IAEA in administering the safeguards system. He rejected the
contention that there was an inevitable link between civilian nuclear power
and nuclear weapons. The fact was, he stated, that all the acknowledged
nuclear-weapon States had nuclear weapons first and developed their civilian
nuclear power thereafter, and that no State that had developed civilian nuclear
power had so far used it to develop nuclear weapons. Thus, while such a link
was possible, the rationality of non-proliferation had so far prevailed. The
central idea of a generous transfer of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes,
combined with binding commitments to non-proliferation, was an important
part of that rationality. That approach had also prompted the birth of IAEA’s
on-site inspection system. It would be incorrect to say that the safeguards
verification requirement was based on distrust of the sincerity of the non-
proliferation pledges. Rather it was important both to the suppliers of nuclear
technology and material and to the recipient countries to demonstrate to
neighbours and to the world that no weapons use was made of technology or
material transferred. For that reason, pledges to that effect were supplemented
by verification. The system was thus based on the now world-famous saying,
““Trust, but verify’’.

A considerable number of speakers, not only from developing countries
but also from other areas, in particular Eastern Europe, addressed the question
of nuclear-weapon-free zones. Nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of
the world, it was felt, could make an important contribution to non-prolif-
eration, especially in areas where not all countries had acceded to the non-
proliferation Treaty. It was also stressed that, in accordance with the 1978
Final Document, nuclear-weapon-free zones must be based on arrangements
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freely arrived at among the States of the region concerned and taking into
account the characteristics of each region. On the other hand, as again pre-
scribed by the Final Document, the nuclear-weapon States must respect strictly
the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zones and refrain from the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons against the States of the zones.

In addition to the regions covered by the Treaty of Tlatelolco and the
Treaty of Rarotonga, speakers mentioned Africa, the Middle East, South
Asia, South-East Asia, Central Europe and the Balkans. The Indian Ocean
as a zone of peace was also a subject of debate. There were also some
references to other areas, in particular, the South Atlantic.

As in recent years, the related question of the implementation of the
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa and the nuclear capability of
South Africa received close attention. Kenya stated that the acquisition of
nuclear-weapon capability by the apartheid régime in South Africa constituted
a very grave danger to the African continent as it could only be designed to
hold the whole of Africa hostage. Nigeria called on the General Assembly at
its special session to take effective measures to ensure that Africans’ deter-
mingtion that their continent be nuclear-weapon-free was not frustrated by
the nuclear-weapon programme of South Africa, ‘‘which, unfortunately, was
aided and abetted by the favoured transfer of nuclear technology to the aparz-
heid régime’’.

Several speakers focused their attention on the establishment of a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East. In that connection, Egypt
'stated that it would continue to pursue the proposal actively until the proposal
received tangible expression, and it put forward some practical steps towards
fhat goal. Israel again invited the Arab States to negotiate direct with it on
the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

., Concerning South Asia, Pakistan recalled that all the States of South
Asia had declared at the highest level that they would not acquire or develop
nuclear weapons. It further recalled that it had made a number of proposals
{including the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone) to convert those
unilateral declarations into binding legal obligations. Indonesia stated that the
‘members of the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) were
engaged in the elaboration of an appropriate instrument for the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South-East Asia, to be subsequently pre-
sented to the other regional States and to the nuclear Powers for their con-
currence and endorsement. It was its view that the success of those endeavours
would constitute a significant step in transforming South-East Asia from an
area of recurrent tension and strife into a zone of peace, freedom and neutrality.
Viet Nam welcomed the initiative of ASEAN and its formulation of an in-
strument on a nuclear-free South-East Asia.

The German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia advocated nu-
clear-weapon-free and chemical-weapon-free zones in Central Europe. They
stressed that their proposal, like other initiatives of the socialist countries,
was meant to relax tension and increase security on the European continent.
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Bulgaria recalled that its initiative for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone
in the Balkans had met with positive international response.

Indonesia, speaking on the subject of the Indian Ocean as a zone of
peace, stressed that the aspirations of the littoral and hinterland States of the
Indian Ocean to establish peace in their zone were being seriously set back
by the growing militarization of the Indian Ocean, which had instilled a
pervasive sense of instability and insecurity, both region-wide and beyond.
The Indian Ocean zone of peace could not materialize as long as naval
manoeuvres, the fortification of foreign military bases and other manifestations
of military power projection by external Powers continued unabated. Nor
could resort to the principle of freedom of the high seas be used as a pretext
to justify the ever-growing military activities in the Indian Ocean. The com-
plex ramifications of the problems involved and the differing perception of
them could only be addressed comprehensively through the long-pending
international Conference on the Indian Ocean. Indonesia, together with the
non-aligned States, therefore, remained firmly committed to convening the
Conference no later than 1990 as a sine qua non of securing the objectives
of the United Nations Declaration on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.
Sri Lanka stated that a consensus existed among permanent members of the
Security Council, the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, and the
regional States, for holding the Conference on the Indian Ocean in Colombo,
Sri Lanka, at a date not later than 1990. It was to be hoped that it would be
possible for all States to participate fully in the convening of the Conference.

Brazil stated that, together with its South Atlantic neighbourss, it was
dedicated to contributing to a collective effort to achieve fully the objectives
of the Zone of Peace and Co-operation of the South Atlantic, as proposed by
the Government of Brazil and endorsed by the United Nations in resolution
41/11.

The question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons was referred to by several
countries, including Afghanistan, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Kenya, Kuwait,
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Pakistan,
Portugal and Zimbabwe. As Zimbabwe put it, pending the achievement of
nuclear disarmament, binding agreements whereby States undertook not to
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States
would engender some degree of confidence on the part of non-nuclear-weapon
States. The efficacy of a policy of non-proliferation, it added, hinged in large
part on the sense of protection that non-nuclear-weapon States had against
nuclear blackmail or attack.

The non-use of nuclear weapons, was not, per se, widely debated at the
special session, but many speakers referred to the dictum by the leaders of
the United States and the Soviet Union that a nuclear war could not be won
and must never be fought and they considered its implications. In addition,
China clearly reaffirmed its position that, pending the total elimination of
nuclear weapons, all nuclear-weapon States should undertake not to be the

53



first to use nuclear weapons and not to use nuclear weapons against non-
nuclear-weapon States or nuclear-weapon-free zones. India reiterated its pro-
posal for an international convention to outlaw the threat or use of nuclear
weapons. Ecuador urged, as an interim measure, the conclusion of a treaty
by which every nuclear-weapon State would commit itself never to be the
first to use nuclear weapons. Sweden suggested that such commitments be
followed by a treaty on the total prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.
Mongolia held that, as a first step, nuclear-weapon States should join the
declaration of the USSR and the United States on the inadmissibility of nuclear
war. In addition, the General Assembly at the special session, Mongolia
stated, might make a recommendation to the Security Council to explore the
possibility of elaborating a legal document on the question of non-first use
of nuclear weapons which would be acceptable to all the nuclear-weapon
States. Algeria held that a total ban on the use or threat of the use of nuclear
weapons must be agreed upon by the five nuclear-weapon Powers, as an initial
measure, to be set forth in a binding instrument.

The debate on conventional weapons, like the one on nuclear weapons,
was multifaceted. It touched upon such questions as the spreading of ever
more sophisticated conventional weapons throughout the world; the tragic
losses of life and property in conventional warfare since the end of the Second
World War; the increasing threat posed by conventional forces and weapons
world-wide; the insensitivity to the danger of conventional arms proliferation
and use as a result of the overwhelming threat posed by nuclear war; the
ever-expanding arms trade and transfer in conventional weapons; the rising
level of armaments and conventional war in developing countries; the need
for phased conventional disarmament on the basis of the concept of suffi-
ciency, in regional and subregional areas; and the problems created by new
technologies as applied to conventional weapons.

The Soviet Union stated that talks on conventional armed forces and
armaments, above all in Europe, were for it a matter of priority. The Soviet
Union proposed that reductions in conventional armaments begin with the
elimination of existing imbalances and asymmetries on the basis of a reciprocal
exchange of data. Such an exchange could take place even before the start
of negotiations. Once negotiations got under way, on-site inspections should
be conducted to check baseline data, thus removing differences in assessments.
At that stage, ways of eliminating imbalances and asymmetries could be
identified and the first practical steps taken to that effect. Methods of carrying
out reductions of armed forces and armaments under the strictest control could
also be devised. The second stage of the negotiations would deal with cut-
backs in the armed forces of both sides by approximately 500,000 men each.
At the third stage further reductions would be made in armed forces and
conventional armaments; the armed forces of both sides would be given a
defensive character and their offensive nucleus would be dismantled. During
the negotiating process, furthermore, the Soviet Union was ready for recip-
rocal reductions in all types of offensive arms, including tactical nuclear
weapons, attack aircraft, tanks and so on. Discussions could also be held, in
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parallel, on measures for the disengagement of the Warsaw Treaty and NATO
forces and the establishment of corridors and zones free from nuclear and
chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union also advocated the elimination of any foreign military
presence and military bases in foreign territories by the year 2000. That goal,
it stated, should be pursued gradually, with due regard for specific regional
situations. The United Nations, it added, could be invited to participate in
verifying the withdrawal of troops from foreign territories; where the presence
of foreign troops was needed to maintain peace, they should be provided by
the United Nations. It would be a very good thing, the Soviet Union suggested,
if States agreed to provide to the Secretary-General information on their
military presence abroad and on foreign military presence on their own
territories.

The United States stressed that, together with its NATO allies, it had
pressed for progress in conventional arms control in Europe. The aim of the
Alliance was to establish a situation in Europe in which force postures as
well as the numbers and deployments of weapons systems no longer made
surprise attack and large-scale offensive action a feasible option. NATO
leaders had been very specific about what steps must be taken: enhance
stability in the whole of Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals, in a way
which safeguarded the security of all but took into account the particular
problems facing each region; focus on the key weapons systems in seeking
to eliminate the ability to conduct large-scale offensive actions; deal with
stationed forces, including forward-deployed Soviet units, while taking into
consideration reinforcement capabilities; concentrate on results which would
eliminate the disparities that threatened stability, not on schemes for ‘‘equal
reduction’’, which would have no such effect; redress the conventional im-
balance, which could be achieved through a set of measures, including re-
ductions, limitations and redeployments, as well as the establishment of equal
ceilings; require highly asymmetrical reductions by the East, entailing, for
example, the elimination from Europe of tens of thousands of Warsaw Treaty
weapons that could be used in a surprise attack, including tanks and artillery
pieces; propose, as a concurrent element, measures to produce greater open-
ness in military activities, and to support a rigorous monitoring and verification
régime; and include in that régime the exchange of detailed data about forces
and deployments, and the right to sufficient on-site inspections to be confident
of compliance. All that, the United States concluded, must not be allowed
to obscure the fact that building a safer world was not a United States-Soviet
problem alone, or even an East-West problem: it was every nation’s
responsibility.

The United Kingdom emphasized the need to tackle the problem of the
Warsaw Treaty countries® conventional superiority in Europe. The Western
Alliance, for its part, remained committed to stability and security at lower
levels of forces. Similarly France, stressing the conc:pts of stability and
sufficiency, called for significant progress in the reduction of conventional
imbalances in Europe and reaffirmed its commitment to get talks started to
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that end. China emphasized that there was an urgent need to reduce drastically
conventional armaments. Moreover, they should be used only for defence
and not for aggression or to threaten the security of States.

The Federal Republic of Germany expressed the hope that 1988 would
be the year in which negotiations on conventional stability would start. The
Federal Republic sought for Europe a system of co-operative security that
would make it impossible to start and wage a conventional war. Negotiations
on conventional stability were to be seen in that perspective. The strength,
equipment, deployment, readiness and structure of conventional forces must
be reduced to a level that would meet the requirements of a non-offensive
capability. The objective was to attain a situation in Europe in which neither
side possessed any longer the capacity to attack foreign territory. That already
held true of the forces of the Western Alliance, the Federal Republic stated.
Denmark was encouraged by the increased interest in conventional disar-
mament and problems related to conventional weapons and welcomed the
Secretary-General’s concern about that question. Italy hoped that willingness
existed to eliminate the present asymmetries in Europe by means of adequate
negotiated reductions, thus eliminating the need for an increase in the military
arsenals of the Western countries. It further stated that it intended to pursue
in the United Nations the issue of control and limitation of trade in conven-
tional weapons, an old, still unresolved issue.

Poland stated that new generations of conventional weapons with in-
creased strike accuracy and precision were frequently no less destructive than
tactical nuclear weapons. In that context, the question of dual-capacity weap-
ons became particularly significant. The exclusion of dual-capacity weapons
from the negotiations on the reduction of conventional armed forces and
armaments could preclude the elimination of existing disproportions. The
German Democratic Republic stated that the peoples of the world did not
want a mere shifting of the threat from an area where it was clearly felt to
areas where it was less obvious. What they wanted was the verifiable elim-
ination, once and for all, of everything that threatened their continued exist-
ence. Czechoslovakia stressed that opening meaningful talks on substantial
reductions in armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe from the
Atlantic to the Urals was a priority task. The East-West meeting in Vienna
should, therefore, intensify its efforts to agree on a mandate for such talks.

India described as a key task of disarmament a general reduction of
conventional arms across the globe, accompanied by measures to preclude
surprise attacks and by consensus strategies for non-provocative defence.
Reductions must, of course, begin in areas where the bulk of the world’s
conventional arms and forces were concentrated. However, other countries
should also join the process without much delay. The United Nations, for its
part, needed to evolve by consensus a new strategic doctrine of non-provoc-
ative defence. Uganda noted that the developing countries, which devoted a
disproportionate share of their budgets to military expenditures, must be
prepared to redress the imbalance by spending less on armaments and more
on development. Underscoring the urgency of reducing and eventually elim-
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inating nuclear weapons, it stated that the need for drastic reductions of
conventional weapons and for the elimination of chemical weapons was
equally urgent.

Yugoslavia, expressing concern at the spreading of ever more sophis-
ticated and destructive conventional weapons throughout the world, stated
that, if the international community wanted to curb the arms race, it must in
the future—much more than it had done in the past—become preoccupied
with conventional weapons at global, regional and sub-regional levels. It also
suggested that the General Assembly address an appeal to all States unilaterally
to reduce conventional weapons and armed forces by 10 per cent by the year
1990 as a concrete sign of their readiness to contribute to disarmament.

A number of Member States, notably Albania, Argentina, Australia,
Belgium, Colombia, Ghana, Indonesia, Italy, Luxembourg, the Philippines,
Spain, the USSR and the United States, devoted attention to the question of
arms transfers. In particular, the United States noted that in the five years
from 1977 to 1981, some $128 billion worth of arms had been delivered to
developing countries. In the following five years, ending in 1986, the figure
had risen to $180 billion—an increase of some 40 per cent. The Soviet Union
had been by far, the United States stated, the most significant source of arms
deliveries throughout the decade. In the first five years, Warsaw Treaty coun-
tries had accounted for 51 per cent of the weapons shipments, while countries
of NATO had been responsible for 41 per cent. In the second five years those
figures had declined somewhat, to 50 per cent for the Warsaw Treaty and 37
per cent for NATO. During the same period the developing countries them-
selves had shown a big increase as the sources of their own weapons. In
percentage terms, their share had almost doubled from the first period to the
second, rising from 6 to 11 per cent.

The Soviet Union stated that it favoured restrictions on the sale and
supply of conventional arms. One of the obstacles to a settlement of regional
conflicts, it pointed out, was the intensive unportatxon of weapons into zones
of increased confrontation.

Australia called on the General Assembly to consider how international
arms transfers, in both overt and covert forms, could be regulated. The
spectacle of States attempting to solve political or foreign policy problems
through arms transfers was seen too often, Australia stated, and was clearly
revealed as providing no solution at all. It was also clear that arms exports
should not be turned to as a way of solving domestic economic problems;
arms transfers must not become ‘‘a new cash crop’’. It should also be rec-
ognized, especially by those whose development needs were great, that the
purchase of arms was at the cost of the purchase of investment goods essential
to the creation of employment and economic growth. Belgium stressed that
transparency meant also the communication of reliable data on export flows
and arms transfers. Thus, Belgium continued to support the idea of creating
an international register or of notifying the Secretary-General about all arms
transfers. It believed that the idea should be acted upon. Colombia emphasized
that the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries had pointed out repeatedly that
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the tremendous buildup in conventional weaponry represented a tragic misuse
of resources in a world which was afflicted with mass poverty and hunger.
Italy, as indicated above, stated that it would pursue further the question of
the control and limitation of trade in conventional weapons.

Considerable attention was given in the debate to chemical disarmament,
in particular, the need to respect the letter and the spirit of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925, and the urgency of concluding successfully, in the shortest possible
time, the multilateral negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

There was general agreement that negotiations on such a ban must be
pressed ahead with increased co-operation by all sides. As the United States
put it, at the Conference on Disarmament the outstanding issues of a chemical
weapons ban had been identified. All 40 participating nations must now apply
themselves to resolving them, notably the problem of ensuring effective ver-
ification and undiminished security. For the future convention to have real
meaning, the United States stressed, all chemical-weapons-capable States
must be party to it. Meanwhile, all nations had a responsibility to combat the
proliferation of those weapons. The General Assembly had voted to strengthen
the Secretary-General’s investigations of the suspected use of chemical weap-
ons. That was a limited but positive step. Whenever evidence emerged that
chemical weapons were being used, all nations must bring political pressure
and moral suasion to bear on offending States. States with chemical manu-
facturing capabilities had a special responsibility to work against proliferation.
Stringent export controls for the chemicals needed to make those weapons
were a good place to start.

Similarly, the USSR strongly condemned any use of chemical weapons
or any transfer of such weapons to others. In its view, the danger of chemical
weapons proliferation must be regarded as yet another argument for reaching
early agreement on a total ban, not as a pretext for avoiding it.

The United Kingdom stated that it remained committed to a compre-
hensive, verifiable and world-wide ban on chemical weapons; at the same
time, it reaffirmed its commitment to uphold the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The
United Nations must condemn as outcasts of the civilized world those who
used chemical weapons. The international community was not powerless to
prevent the creeping proliferation of chemical weapons and thus should use
all the resources at its command to make it plain that it meant business, the
United Kingdom stated. France, stressing that the possession of chemical
weapons was not vital to anyone’s defence, made it clear that, to be acceptable,
the future chemical weapons convention must be universal, global and ver-
ifiable. China called for an early solution to the problem of chemical weapons.

The European Community, vigorously condemning the continued use or
chemical weapons, strongly supported the work of the Conference on Dis-
armament in seeking an agreement and appealed to all Member States to do
likewise. Joint efforts could bring closer the resolution of the pending prob-
lems, including the complex verification issues, in a way acceptable to all.
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The Federal Republic of Germany called for the investigation by the United
Nations of alleged violations of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The international
community, it added, must demonstrate by all available means that it does
not want to remain indifferent to violations. Belgium stressed that the risk of
the moral and legal force of the Geneva Protocol being eroded might well
open the door to the proliferation of the use of chemical weapons. Because
of the importance it attached to chemical disarmament, the Netherlands was,
in principle, ready to serve as host to the institutions to be established under
the chemical weapons convention.

Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic reaffirmed their
proposal, addressed to the Federal Republic of Germany, for a chemical-
weapon-free corridor in Central Europe. Bulgaria recalled the joint Bulgarian-
Romanian initiative to establish a chemical-weapon-free zone in the Balkans.
Romania held that the United Nations should promote the setting up of chem-
ical-weapon-free zones in the Balkans, Central Europe and other regions of
the world as an action to support the ongoing negotiations on a comprehensive
chemical weapons ban in the Conference on Disarmament. The German Dem-
ocratic Republic held that the special session should be an occasion for speed-
ing up those negotiations, which had lately slowed down. It could, for
example, recommend to the Conference on Disarmament the holding of a
session at the foreign minister level and discussion of specific measures with
a view to finalizing the convention without delay.

Israel was concerned about the introduction of chemical weapons into
the Middle East and advocated steps to prevent their proliferation, including
the establishment of a chemical-weapon-free zone in that region.

The Islamic Republic of Iran devoted most of its statement in the general
debate to the issue of the use of chemical weapons in the Gulf war and called
on the Security Council to condemn Iraq in the strongest and most unequivocal
terms. Iran also called for effective, serious and immediate measures to pre-
vent the sale of materials or technology to Iraq for the production of chemical
weapons, and to establish mechanisms to inspect chemical-weapon facilities
in Iraq. For its part, Iraq called on Iran to accept unconditionally Security
Council resolution 598 (1987), which contained all the relevant elements of
a comprehensive settlement.

Argentina underscored the fact that negotiations on a chemical weapons
ban demonstrated the feasibility of a process of disarmament in a multilateral
forum, when the political will was present. Venezuela considered that the
verification mechanism envisaged in the draft convention would very possibly
absorb considerable resources and thus exact heavy contributions from the
States parties. It was therefore concerned that this might have a negative effect
on the goal of universality which everyone wished for the convention. Austria
called attention to the fact that IAEA had at its disposal highly qualified and
experienced experts working in the field of monitoring and verification. Al-
though every disarmament agreement had its own verification problems and
needed specific solutions, the new control organization to be established under
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the future convention on chemical weapons might benefit from the experience
of those experts. The sharing of knowledge might prove useful and even lead
to financial savings. Austria also reiterated that it would be willing to act as
host for the new organization. Yugoslavia proposed the convening of an
international conference in 1989, under the auspices of the United Nations,
for the purpose of signing a comprehensive convention on chemical weapons.

A number of States took up the question of naval armaments and dis-
armament, a relatively new question. (The United States did not speak on
the subject.) Sweden called attention to the fact that the naval arms buildup
was continuing. According to some estimates, the five nuclear-weapon States
now possessed over 15,000 nuclear weapons earmarked for maritime use,
more than half of which were strategic nuclear arms. Problems related to
naval armaments and disarmament were thus truly global in nature. Moreover,
the huge number of tactical nuclear arms that were routinely carried around
the world by vessels of the nuclear-weapon States in itself constituted a threat
to international security. In Sweden’s view, the time had come to initiate
negotiations on naval confidence-building measures, naval disarmament and
the modernization of the laws of sea warfare. Of course, measures in the
naval field, Sweden added, must be considered in their general military con-
text; asymmetries related to different geographical situations of States must
be taken into account; the traditional principle of freedom of navigation must
be upheld. Naval confidence-building measures should contribute to increased
openness and transparency, improve predictability and stability, and reduce
the danger of military conflict at sea. The existing bilateral agreements on
the prevention of incidents on and over the high seas were successful examples
of such measures. The secrecy traditionally surrounding the deployment of
nuclear weapons at sea, Sweden concluded, did not build confidence: on the
contrary, it was confidence-blocking. Therefore, the nuclear-weapon Powers
should abandon their outdated policy of neither confirming nor denying the
presence or absence of nuclear weapons on board any particular ship at any
particular time. Sweden did not permit visiting warships to carry nuclear arms
and would work internationally for a new policy in which assurances against
such visits would be given.

Denmark stressed that, as a maritime nation, it must defend freedom of
navigation on the high seas. However, confidence-building, openness and
transparency were important concepts for naval as well as for other disar-
mament areas. The role of naval forces must be examined in an overall military
and political context since they represented an important element in the global
strategic balance. Norway stated that the discussion of naval confidence-
building measures must take into account geographical asymmetries as well
as the principle of the freedom of navigation. Also, the possibility of starting
negotiations on a multilateral agreement on the prevention of incidents at sea
should be considered. New Zealand recalled that in 1987 it had adopted
national legislation which effectively banned nuclear weapons from any part
of the country.
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The Soviet Union held that security of sea communications would be
facilitated by establishing, in areas of major international ocean lanes, zones
of lower density in armaments and enhanced confidence and by withdrawing
offensive forces and systems from such zones. Furthermore, recent events
had once again shown that it was desirable to create United Nations naval
forces, the Soviet Union stated. The permanent members of the Security
Council should announce in advance which elements they would be prepared
to assign to such forces. Finally, on the basis of reciprocity with the United
States and other nuclear Powers, the USSR was ready to announce the presence
or absence of nuclear weapons on board its naval vessels calling at foreign
ports. That and the other proposals, the Soviet Union suggested, should be
discussed in the United Nations at a meeting of military experts. Bulgaria
recalled that the socialist countries had proposed the opening of negotiations
with the participation of the major naval Powers, especially those that pos-
sessed nuclear weapons, as well as other interested countries. Romania pro-
posed that rules be worked out to regulate the movement and conduct of naval
forces on the high seas, including prior notification to the United Nations of
naval military activities. To that end a committee for the peaceful utilization
of seas and oceans should be established within the United Nations.

Indonesia emphasized that there was an urgent need to focus attention
on the dangerously neglected issue of the naval arms race and naval disar-
mament. Apart from the fact that no less than one third of the world’s nuclear
arsenal was destined for naval deployment, the distinguishing feature of the
sea-based nuclear forces was their ability to spread geographically throughout
the world and to be deployed along any coastal point. Indonesia strongly
believed, therefore, that at the special session the Assembly should establish
guidelines on measures for naval arms limitation and disarmament, including
confidence-building at sea.

On the question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space, the
debate was rather restrained. Neither the United States nor the United King-
dom spoke on the subject. China simply stated that an international agreement
on the complete prohibition of space weapons should be concluded at an early
date.

The Soviet Union held that preventing the introduction of weapons into
outer space was the most important task in the area of disarmament. One of
the ways to achieve that goal was to make space a sphere of expanding peaceful
co-operation among States, the benefits of which could be enjoyed by all
peoples on Earth. To that end, the Soviet Union advocated the establishment
of a world space organization and suggested that, building on the idea put
forward by France in 1978, at the first special session on disarmament, a start
could be made in establishing an international space monitoring agency.

France stressed that the international community could not remain in-
different to any legal régime that might apply to future military activities in
space. For that reason, it must not be negotiated only by the two super-
Powers. In the short run, the international community could play a greater
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role in three directions: the reaffirmation and development of the principle of
non-interference with non-aggressive space activities; the framing of a code
of good conduct in space designed to prevent accidents and allay fears that
might arise from certain manoeuvres by objects in space; and the strengthening
of the system of notification laid down by the 1975 Convention on the Reg-
istration of Objects Launched into Outer Space, with a view to achieving
greater disclosure. France believed that it would be desirable for the Con-
ference on Disarmament to undertake a serious review of those questions
without delay.

The European Community, expressing the hope that agreement would
soon be reached on halving the offensive strategic nuclear arsenals of the
Soviet Union and the United States, stated that a solution must be found to
the problems relating to the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

In general, speakers on the subject saw the prevention of an arms race
in outer space as a problem the solution of which was to be sought urgently.
The position of the non-aligned countries, as expressed in the 1988 Havana
Declaration, was that the militarization of outer space must be prevented
through the speedy conclusion of a multilateral treaty to that end. In that
connection, Brazil suggested that the Conference on Disarmament must com-
plete and improve upon the existing legal régime so as to prevent one more
environment from being contaminated by the effects of the arms race. Kenya,
emphasizing that outer space must in no way become a new frontier for the
extension of the arms race, believed that discussions should focus on how
best to reach agreement on a more comprehensive legal régime which, with
sufficient guarantees, would prevent the militarization of outer space. Pakistan
considered that the existing legal régime was not enough to prevent an arms
race in outer space and needed to be strengthened. It supported, therefore,
the early establishment of an international space-monitoring agency which
could make a positive contribution to verification, confidence-building and
transparency. Senegal urged the General Assembly, at its special session, to
give a clear mandate to the Conference on Disarmament for the starting of
negotiations on binding measures to prevent an arms race in outer space. Sri
Lanka stressed that the Conference on Disarmament should be permitted to
exercise its mandate to undertake negotiations. Bilateral negotiations by the
two super-Powers would in no way be jeopardized by negotiations at the
multilateral level, but only complemented.

Czechoslovakia advocated the adoption and implementation of a whole
set of proposed measures to sustain the peaceful régime in space, including
the setting up of an international space inspectorate. Poland stressed that
prevention of an arms race in outer space was a pressing issue because any
such arms race would have destabilizing effects, which could result in the
dismantling of existing disarmament agreements. The ABM Treaty of 1972,
it thought, would most likely fall as the first victim of the extension of the
arms race in space. Romania called for the conclusion of an international
treaty which would provide for the renunciation of the use of space for military
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purposes and for the regulation of the launching of satellites and other objects
in outer space. The German Democratic Republic recalled its 1987 proposal,
submitted jointly with Mongolia, for the prohibition of anti-satellite weapons.
Both countries favoured the negotiation by the Conference on Disarmament
of an agreement on the prohibition of such weapons.

Ireland viewed outer space as an area where an arms race could still be
averted by agreement. A repetition in that environment of what had already
taken place on Earth could only lead to greater insecurity for all. One of the
driving forces impelling the arms race had been the belief that the introduction
of some new weapon system would at last usher in an era of complete security.
Experience, however, had shown that every advance in military technology
had merely added a new dimension to the arms race and squandered vast
resources. Italy expressed the hope that the Conference on Disarmament would
make more incisive progress on the item on outer space, despite undeniable
problems of politics, strategy and technology. But it was precisely technology,
Italy stressed, that could provide security solutions, that is, greater security
with fewer weapons. The Netherlands saw the two major Powers getting
closer to an agreement on a fixed period of non-withdrawal from their obli-
gations under the ABM Treaty. In the meantime, the Netherlands believed,
the Conference on Disarmament could identify and examine possible gaps in
the legal régime applicable to outer space. It could also investigate whether
certain measures for increasing stability, such as the protection of satellites
in high orbits, were possible. A strengthening of the Convention on Regis-
tration of Objects Launched into Outer Space should be given consideration
as well.

A number of countries stressed the need to adopt effective measures to
check the development of new generations of ever more dreadful and so-
phisticated weapons and prevent the use of new technologies for military
purposes. For instance, as noted above, India in its action plan on disarmament
put forward proposals for precluding the development of new weapons based
on emerging technologies. Sweden stressed the need for proper evaluation of
emerging technologies with a view to regulating developments that might
have adverse effects. In that connection, it referred to the possibility that
battlefield laser weapons for anti-personnel use might be developed. In the
view of the Swedish Government, an anti-personnel laser should be considered
a particularly injurious and inhumane weapon. Indeed, the issue was of such
urgency that it merited speedy action. The Soviet Union fully supported the
idea of conducting a systematic assessment of scientific and technological
achievements, with a view to the timely elaboration of recommendations on
preventing the use of new technologies for weapons development, and sug-
gested that, to that end, a committee of prominent scientists should be es-
tablished under the auspices of the United Nations. That should be done, in
the first place, with respect to laser, genetic and electro-magnetic systems.
The Soviet Union also viewed as worthy of consideration the proposal of the
members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries for the cessation and
prohibition of the use of scientific and technological achievements for de-
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veloping and producing new generations of weapons of mass destruction and
of new kinds and systems of conventional arms.

The overall question of verification of disarmament agreements was the
object of a broad and comprehensive debate. In it, the institutional and or-
ganizational aspect of verification occupied a prominent place.

Practically every Member State which addressed itself to that aspect of
the verification question advocated that the United Nations be given an ef-
fective role in that field. Argentina and Mexico recalled the proposal contained
in the Stockholm Declaration of 21 January 1988, under the Six-Nation Ini-
tiative, for the establishment of an integrated multilateral verification system
within the United Nations. Greece viewed the United Nations as the organism
best suited to undertake measures of verification on behalf of the international
community. With reference to the Six-Nation Initiative, Greece and Sweden
suggested that the Secretary-General should present to the General Assembly
an outline on the technical means which were or would be available to the
international community for the verification of disarmament agreements. The
Netherlands stressed the increasing importance and increasing acceptance of
sometimes stringent measures of verification. Verification was, of course,
treaty-specific; yet, there was need for strengthening the overall role of the
United Nations in that field in a practical manner, possibly a role in fostering
the exchange of information and the provision of practical assistance in the
field of verification, as proposed jointly by Canada and the Netherlands itself.
Denmark suggested that the role of the United Nations in verification would
primarily be to provide a data and service base, a view also shared by Finland.
Hungary held that an expert study should consider the possibility of estab-
lishing a verification agency within the framework of the United Nations. A
similar view was expressed by Czechoslovakia. The German Democratic
Republic stated that it was ready for all measures of verification that served
disarmament.

France recalled that, as early as 1978, in proposing to set up an inter-
national satellite monitoring agency, it had sought to show that disarmament
should be the task of all, under the control of all. Since then, thinking on the
subject had made progress. For instance, the notion of individual verification
régimes, each relating to a specific agreement or negotiation, had gained
acceptance. That did not necessarily mean, however, that the United Nations
should not play a part in verification. Some roles could be initially envisaged
for the Organization and, to that end, France proposed that a meeting of
experts on verification be convened.

The United States welcomed the fact that the United Nations had con-
tributed support to some essential principles of arms control. For two years
in a row, the United States noted, the General Assembly had adopted, by
consensus, resolutions calling for compliance with existing treaties, and res-
olutions emphasizing the importance of verification of arms agreements. In
1987, the General Assembly had adopted a resolution calling for ‘‘furthering
openness and transparency’’ on military matters, including objective infor-
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mation on military capabilities. Every country could help build the confidence
on which true peace depended, the United States added, by publishing honest
figures about defence expenditures, for all the world to see.

The Soviet Union stated that, as the process of disarmament came to
encompass an increasing number of countries, international verification ar-
rangements would probably be required. This was likely to put on the dis-
armament agenda the establishment of an international monitoring and
verification agency under the auspices of the United Nations. The international
verification body could co-ordinate and, where appropriate, monitor the ful-
filment of obligations under arms limitation and reduction agreements, verify
compliance with agreements on easing international tensions and monitor the
military situation in areas of conflict. Fully aware of the difficulties involved
in putting this idea into effect, the Soviet Union assumed that the eventual
establishment of an international monitoring and verification agency would
be based on decisions by consensus. Also, the possibility that control ma-
chinery could be set up on a case-by-case basis for specific situations should
not be excluded. It would also be desirable to establish, under the Secretary-
General, a multilateral centre to assist in verification. In the view of the Soviet
Union, the centre could, on instructions from the Secretary-General, perform
such functions as promptly dispatching missions to areas of international
conflict and rendering assistance in verification matters to the parties to bi-
lateral and regional agreements. On the basis of reports from those missions,
the Secretary-General could hold consultations with States concerned and use
his right of recourse to the Security Council.

The relationship between disarmament and development was another
major subject of debate. A very large number of countries, notably developing
ones, referred to it, and, in particular, to the 1987 International Conference
on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development.

The developing countries which spoke on the subject generally urged
that resources be reallocated from military to development purposes. They
generally regarded the 1987 Conference as a success and achievement; they
considered that the Final Document of the Conference, adopted by consensus,
deserved the widest support and they called for the implementation of its plan
of action. Some countries explicitly advocated the creation of a disarmament-
development fund. Concern was also expressed that the debt burden of many
developing countries had reached unbearable levels. Some speakers referred
to underdevelopment as a threat to peace and security. In the view of Zim-
babwe, the third special session provided an opportunity to take the first step
forward and the international community could do no less than act accordingly.
The world should not forget, Zimbabwe stated, that in 1987 the toll from
hunger-related diseases was equivalent to a Hiroshima every two days. Con-
sequently, the third special session should move boldly to implement the
programme of action contained in the Final Document of the Conference;
specific provisions must be made for keeping the subject under constant
review; and mechanisms should also be instituted to manage the transfer of
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resources released as a consequence of disarmament measures to development

purposes.

Among the developed countries which referred to the subject, Sweden
stressed that it was incumbent on Member States to consider how their com-
mitments deriving from the Charter of the United Nations and the Final
Document of the 1987 Conference were being honoured. The time had come
to move from words to deeds and to let development reap the fruits of
disarmament. The Federal Republic of Germany emphasized that economic
instability and poverty in the third world caused social tensions world-wide.
At the same time the means existed for creating a more humane world and
ensuring that the growing world population would live in dignity. Thus,
Governments and peoples must assume greater responsibility in safeguarding
peace, preserving natural resources and solving global social and economic
problems. The German Democratic Republic noted that the recommendations
of the 1987 Conference were of direct relevance to the creation of compre-
hensive security. In that context, it supported the setting up of a disarmament-
development fund. The Soviet Union reaffirmed its willingness to participate
in such a fund. The Soviet Union also indicated that it intended to undertake
a thorough examination of the problems of converting military industry to
civilian purposes and of preparing relevant plans on the national and local
levels. All those issues could be included in the agenda of a meeting of the
top leaders of the States members of the Security Council, as proposed by
General Secretary Gorbachev. France reiterated that it attached great impor-
tance to efforts designed to strengthen the link between disarmament and
development and to that end put forward three concrete ideas: the evaluation
of savings that could be made over the next 10 years as a result of possible
agreements in the chemical, conventional and nuclear spheres; the inclusion
in disarmament agreements of clauses providing for an indication of how
hoped-for dividends might be reallocated; and the utilization of the human
and technological skills of the armed forces of different countries for devel-
opment purposes and humanitarian undertakings. Norway stressed that in-
security was intimately linked to social and economic underdevelopment and
it was a fundamental challenge to multilateral diplomacy to change the present
disproportion between arms expenditure and development efforts. The aim
should be to turn the negative relationship between arms buildup and devel-
opment needs into positive interaction between disarmament, development
and security.

In the words of the Holy See, disarmament for development was a
question of ethical choice and concerted political will. The Holy See hoped
that the international community would make that choice, because disarma-
ment for development, by reducing disparities between North and South,
could at the same time lessen one of the causes of world instability which
most seriously threatened peace.

Numerous statements were made on the broad subject of the role of the
United Nations in the field of disarmament. The principle that the Organization
has a central role in disarmament received strong support. Several Member
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States spoke of the need to strengthen the multilateral approach to disarmament
within the United Nations framework. Bilateral negotiations, it was stressed,
should not be allowed to supplant multilateral negotiations in the United
Nations context. There was also an evident desire to enhance the negotiating
role of the Conference on Disarmament. Some non-members of the Confer-
ence brought up the question of the enlargement of its membership. There
were several references to the role of the Secretary-General in disarmament
and that of the Department for Disarmament Affairs. Support was voiced for
the activities being carried out under the Secretary-General, notably, the World
Disarmament Campaign, the fellowship programme, the programmes of the
United Nations regional centres, and the expert studies.

In particular, Nigeria emphasized that the international interest generated
by the United Nations through its activities in the field of disarmament had
helped in mobilizing world opinion and in sensitizing the attitudes of Gov-
ernments. The World Disarmament Campaign, in particular, had greatly
helped to create the requisite favourable environment from which new agree-
ments were finally emerging. Similarly, the modest investment which the
United Nations had made in the creation in many countries of a cadre of well-
informed officials, through the establishment of the United Nations pro-
gramme of fellowships on disarmament, had contributed to better-informed
debates on the complex issues involved. Cameroon, stating that disarmament
must be seen as an integral part of an overall process or strategy for peace,
reiterated its proposal that nuclear disarmament negotiations among nuclear-
weapon Powers should take place within the framework and under the auspices
of the Security Council, the body charged under the Charter with the main-
tenance of international peace and security. Cameroon also commended the
Secretary-General and his staff for the very capable and effective manner in
which the Secretariat performed its duties in the field of disarmament, despite
the very limited resources available to the Department for Disarmament Af-
fairs. Similarly, the Philippines emphasized that the multilateral machinery
of the United Nations must occupy centre stage and not be relegated to the
wings, awaiting a cue from the major Powers. It noted that the United Nations
had taken measures to strengthen the effectiveness of its bodies and com-
mended the Department for Disarmament Affairs for its work. Considering
that the Department had a relatively small staff, its output (conference serv-
icing, research, training, studies and publications) was all the more remark-
able, it stated.

Documents, proposals and trends

A vast body of documentation was issued and circulated in connection with
the special session. It comprised, in addition to the provisional agenda and
the agenda of the special session and the report of the Preparatory Committee
(see above), the report of the Conference on Disarmament, the report of the
Disarmament Commission, the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World
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Disarmament Conference, the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian
Ocean, and various reports of the Secretary-General, as well as documents
by Member States.® Most of the documents submitted by Member States
contained concrete proposals,® which generally reflected and expanded views
expressed in the general debate. The proposals were considered, as described
below, by the Committee of the Whole established by the General Assembly
at the first plenary meeting of its fifteenth special session.!® Not all the
proposals were new, but whether new or old, they contained elements that
might become a basis for future action.

Some of those documents were of a comprehensive nature, that is, they
outlined general approaches to disarmament. The following documents be-
longed to this category: a memorandum submitted by the United Kingdom,!!
defining the United Kingdom’s approach to disarmament and providing an
agenda of nuclear, conventional and chemical weapons disarmament, and
items to which the Government of the United Kingdom attached particular
importance; a working paper submitted by China!? stating its position on all
the major questions under discussion at the fifteenth special session; a note
verbale by the USSR!® providing information on bilateral and multilateral
negotiations in which the USSR was a party, and reaffirming that the basis
of the Soviet approach to negotiations was the statement made by Mr. Gor-
bachev on 15 January 1986, laying down a stage-by-stage programme for the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world by the year
2000; a letter from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, Mr. E. A.
Shevardnadze,!* addressed to the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
on the question of openness and glasnost in international relations; a mem-
orandum from the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty,!’ entitled ‘‘Security
through disarmament’’, containing concrete suggestions for dealing with the
broad spectrum of disarmament issues (including nuclear disarmament, a
comprehensive nuclear-test ban, nuclear-weapon-free zones, non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons, prevention of an arms race in outer space, complete
prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, reduction of armed forces
and conventional armaments in Europe, limitation and reduction of naval
armaments, dismantling of foreign military bases, reduction of military budg-
ets, disarmament and development, and verification); a document from Ro-

& For a full list of the substantive documents of the special session, see the report of the
Committee of the Whole of the Fifteenth Special Session (A/S-15/50). The reports of the Sec-
retary-General were on the following subjects: objective information on military matters (A/S-
15/7 and Add.1 and 2); developments in the field of arms limitation and disarmament since
1982, including the status of negotiations, in bilateral and various multilateral forums (A/S-15/
8 and Corr.1); the World Disarmament Campaign (A/S-15/9); and programmes and activities
undertaken by the United Nations system in the area of ‘‘women and peace’ (A/S-15/40).

$ A/S-15/50, annex I.

10 A/S-15/50, paras.1 and 2.

1 A/S-15/11.

12 A/S-15/20.

13 A/S-15/37.

14 A/S-15/47.

15 A/S-15/26.
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mania,'¢ outlining a number of proposals in the field of disarmament for
consideration at the fifteenth special session; a document by Mongolia con-
taining a number of suggestions on distinct aspects of disarmament for possible
inclusion in a final document of the session; the Final Communiqué of the
special ministerial meeting devoted to disarmament issues of the Co-ordinating
Bureau of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Havana from 26
to 30 May 1988;!7 and a working paper submitted by Brazil'® suggesting that
the fifteenth special session should make a balanced and forward-looking
assessment of new trends and developments relevant to disarmament.

On the subject of nuclear disarmament, India submitted three working
papers:!® (a) ‘‘Action plan for ushering in a nuclear-weapon-free and non-
violent world order’’; (b) ‘‘New technologies and the qualitative arms race’’;
and (c) “‘Disposal of the warheads on the nuclear missiles covered by the
Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range
Missiles (INF Treaty)’’. The first of the three papers provided a comprehensive
plan for nuclear disarmament in a precise time frame and was based on the
ideas put forward by India in plenary meetings (see above). The paper on
new technologies considered the characteristics and implications of ‘‘the new
arms race’’, not only in the nuclear field but also in the fields of chemical
and biological weapons and conventional weapons. The third paper addressed
itself to one particular issue not covered by the INF Treaty, namely, the
disposal of the nuclear warheads on the missiles to be eliminated under the
Treaty. The German Democratic Republic submitted two documents, namely,
(a) a working paper on nuclear disarmament,?® which inter alia called on the
General Assembly at its special session to make specific recommendations
with a view to promoting an irreversible process of nuclear disarmament
leading to the ultimate goal of the total elimination of nuclear weapons; and
(b) a working paper on the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor in
Central Europe.?!

On the question of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty, New Zealand
submitted a working paper?? reaffirming the fundamental importance of a
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty to the disarmament process and calling
for its early conclusion through multilateral negotiations in the Conference
on Disarmament. '

On the subject of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the five Nordic
countries—Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden—submitted a
memorandum,?? which advocated progress in a number of areas relating to

16 A/S-15/30.
17 A/S-15/217.
18 A/S-15/AC.1/28.
9 A/S-15/12.
20 A/S-15/23.
21 A/S-15/48.
2 A/S-25/16.
23 A/S-15/14.
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non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament, with a view to ensuring the ‘‘pro-
longation and the continued effectiveness of the non-proliferation régime’’
after 1995.

Proposals on nuclear-weapon-free zones were submitted by Egypt, the
German Democratic Republic and New Zealand.2* Concerning the establish-
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, Egypt substantially
proposed that all the States of the region should declare that they would not
introduce nuclear weapons into the region and suggested ways to give impetus
towards the realization of that objective.?> The German Democratic Republic,
in a working paper which focused on ways of freeing our planet from nuclear
weapons, held that it was high time for a comprehensive consideration of the
whole question of nuclear-weapon-free zones as a way of substantially con-
tributing to the goal of a nuclear-weapon-free world.2¢ New Zealand submitted
a working paper?” which affirmed the value and importance of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco and the Treaty of Rarotonga and called for express support of those
two Treaties by all States, in particular those States which had been invited
to observe restrictions within the zones created by the two Treaties.

In the field of conventional disarmament, Denmark submitted a text?8
which provided a compendium of its views on the subject, and concluded
that the fifteenth special session offered an opportunity to expand the area of
consensus on the subject and that appropriate action should be taken by the
Assembly reflecting the increased recognition of the importance of conven-
tional disarmament. The USSR submitted a working paper® proposing that
the year 2000 should be set as a target for the elimination of foreign military
presence and military bases abroad. The United Kingdom offered language
on the transfer of conventional weapons, for inclusion in the final document
of the session.3° Trinidad and Tobago did the same with regard to the use or
transfer of prohibited weapons and weapons which cause unnecessary human
suffering.3!

In the area of chemical weapons, Argentina submitted a working paper3?
outlining various criteria for the early conclusion of a convention prohibiting
all chemical weapons and installations for their production, and for ensuring
universal accession to the convention. The United Kingdom offered language
about investigations into allegations by Member States of the use of chemical
weapons, for inclusion in the final document of the session.3?

24 In addition, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea circulated, through Czechoslo-
vakia, a working paper on regional approaches to nuclear disarmament, which suggested that
north-east Asia could eventually be turned into a nuclear-weapon-free zone (A/S-15/19).

25 A/S-15/AC.1/25.

2 A/S-15/32.

2 A/S-15/16.

2 A/S-15/AC.1/3.

2 A/S-15/AC.1/12.

% A/S-15/AC.1/23.

31 A/S-15/AC.1/26 and A/S-15/AC.1/27.

32 A/S-15/AC.1/9.

33 A/S-15/AC.1/22.
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On naval armaments and disarmament, a paper by Finland, Indonesia
and Sweden?* provided principles which should guide future negotiations on
the subject, with a view to halting the naval buildup and enhancing security
at sea. In that context, the paper contained proposals for naval confidence-
building measures, as a first step, and suggested that the Conference on
Disarmament could be an appropriate forum for negotiations on such meas-
ures, on a global scale, including a multilateral agreement on the prevention
of incidents. Similarly, another paper,3S which was co-sponsored by Bulgaria,
the German Democratic Republic and the USSR, suggested that the objective
of limiting and reducing naval armaments could be achieved in practice stage
by stage, beginning with relatively simple measures in respect of which the
elements of mutual understanding already existed. Such initial measures in-
cluded primarily confidence-building measures and measures to strengthen
guarantees of the safety of shipping. As to the parameters and limits for naval
activity and armaments, the paper suggested, they needed to be drawn up on
the basis of the principle of sufficiency and the criterion of the defensive
purposes of naval forces. Such parameters and limits could be considered at
the Conference on Disarmament or in the Disarmament Commission.

On the prevention of an arms race in outer space, a working paper by
Argentina®® provided an analysis of the problem, which was the subject, it
noted, of bilateral negotiations between the United States and the USSR and,
unfortunately, only of discussion in multilateral forums. Argentina argued
that the existing legal régime for outer space needed to be improved if an
arms race in outer space was to be prevented.

A number of proposals on verification of disarmament agreements, which
covered two different aspects of the problem, were submitted. The Netherlands
and Canada submitted a comprehensive paper on verification and the United
Nations,3” focusing on the role that the Organization could constructively
play in that field, and proposing an in-depth study on the subject by a group
of experts. France submitted a paper entitled ‘“The role of the United Nations
in contractual verification, investigation procedures and collection of space
data’’.3® The paper covered the three subjects in separate parts. In the first
part of the paper, France focused on the need for ‘‘systematic reflection’’ on
multilateral verification by a United Nations group of experts. In making this
proposal, France emphasized that it was willing to combine it with the proposal
made by Canada and the Netherlands, in order to produce a joint document
acceptable to all. Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and Tanzania
submitted a brief text>® on an integrated multilateral verification system within
the United Nations, for adoption by the General Assembly at its special
session. Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and the USSR submitted a comprehensive

3+ A/S-15/AC.1/13.
35 A/S-15/AC.1/16.
36 A/S-15/AC.1/8.
37 A/S-15/25.

38 A/S-15/34.

3 A/S-15/AC.1/1.
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paper on the ‘‘Establishment of an international verification mechanism under
the auspices of the United Nations’’.*® Norway, for its part, submitted a
memorandum on procedures for verification of alleged use of chemical weap-
ons,*! a document based on a research programme carried out by the Nor-
wegian Defence Research Establishment as a contribution to the negotiations
on a chemical weapons convention in the Conference on Disarmament.

Concerning the overall role of the United Nations in the field of disar-
mament, the twelve member States of the European Community outlined their
position in a document*? covering all the main aspects of the question (dis-
armament machinery, specific disarmament bodies, special sessions on dis-
armament, review conferences, the role of the Secretary-General and the
Department for Disarmament Affairs, United Nations disarmament studies,
World Disarmament Campaign). Similarly, Czechoslovakia, Mongolia, Po-
land and the Ukrainian SSR, in a joint working paper,*? made detailed rec-
ommendations on how to achieve increased effectiveness in the United Nations
activities in the field of disarmament. Argentina, for its part, focused attention
on a more limited subject,* namely the existence of circumstances which
were impeding or hindering the effective and full use of powers conferred
upon the United Nations in the Charter and the 1978 Final Document.

Austria, Bangladesh, Cameroon, Ecuador, Finland, Greece, Senegal,
Spain, Tunisia, Turkey and Zimbabwe took up the question of the expansion
of the membership of the Conference on Disarmament.*® Bulgaria, Mongolia
and the Ukrainian SSR, in another working paper, dealt with the questions
of information and educational activities in the field of disarmament (World
Disarmament Campaign, Disarmament Week, United Nations regional centres
on disarmament, etc.).4¢ Finally, a working paper by Australia, Canada and
New Zealand*’ on the advancement of women in the disarmament process
considered ways of fulfilling the objective of increasing the participation of
women in the process of peace and disarmament and, in particular, the par-
ticipation of women in the activities of the United Nations.

Yet another initiative was taken by Sweden, which submitted a working
paper*® proposing that the General Assembly request the Secretary-General
to carry out, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, a new
comprehensive United Nations study on nuclear weapons.

Concerning the relationship between disarmament and development,
Sweden proposed that the General Assembly, at its third special session,
reaffirm the urgency of implementing all those measures contained in the
action programme of the Final Document of the 1987 Conference, for which

4 A/S-15/AC.1/15.
4t A/S-15/13.

42 A/S-15/43.

43 A/S8-15/AC.1/2.
“4 A/S-15/AC.1/17.
45 A/S-15/AC.1/11.
4 A/S-15/AC.14.
47 A/S-15/AC.1/24.
48 A/S-15/AC.1/5.
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it was not necessary to await the achievement of genuine disarmament.4
Cyprus re-submitted in document form®® a proposal advanced in the general
debate for the establishment of a fund derived from savings in military
expenditures.

Czechoslovakia submitted a document’! on its regional initiative for the
gradual establishment of a zone of confidence, co-operation and good-neigh-
bourly relations along the line of contact between the Warsaw Treaty States
and NATO States. _

Finally, mention should be made of the submission of the following
documents: (a) a working paper by the Netherlands and Sweden3? on ra-
diological weapons; (b) a working paper by Argentina’® concerning the pro-
hibition of attacks on nuclear installations; and (¢) a working paper by
Nigeria®* on the danger of radiation arising from clandestine dumping of
nuclear wastes.

This review of the substantive documents of the special session, no less
than the general debate in plenary meetings, should leave no doubt that
Member States participated very actively in the deliberations of the session.
The cessation of the nuclear-arms race, in all its aspects, usually continued
to receive priority attention both in the debate and in the documents. This
did not, nevertheless, prevent Member States from concentrating also on other
areas, notably conventional and chemical disarmament. Never before had
these two issues held so high a place in the disarmament deliberations in the
General Assembly.

The ratification of the INF Treaty by the United States and the USSR
(promptly followed by initial steps in its implementation), as well as the
improved prospects for an agreement between the two major Powers on
reduction of strategic weapons by 50 per cent, provided strong evidence that
there could be a process of disarmament, even in the nuclear field. Not
surprisingly, therefore, there were calls for a nuclear-free world within a
specific time frame. At the same time, there was a clearer realization, as
evidenced by proposals on the subject, that lead time for comprehensive
disarmament in the nuclear field would necessarily be long. There was strong,
world-wide support, nevertheless, for the early conclusion of a comprehensive
nuclear-test-ban treaty, a measure which, it was felt, would slow down the
nuclear-arms race and prevent nuclear proliferation.

4 A/S-15/AC.1/6.
30 A/S-15/42.

31 A/S-15/17

52 A/S-15/AC.1/4.
33 A/S-15/AC.1/10.
54 A/S-15/AC.1/17.
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Conventional disarmament (particularly in Europe) was debated in-
tensely—indeed, as a key task—and with the participation of representatives
from all regions of the world. One particular aspect of the issue that received
earnest attention was that of arms transfers. As was stated in the general
debate (see above), the spectacle of States attempting to solve internal or
external political problems through arms transfers was commonplace, in spite
of the fact that such arms transfers did not provide any solution at all. Remedies
had, therefore, to be sought.

The trend with regard to disarmament in the field of chemical weapons
was one of growing, though not uniform, expectations and urgency. In gen-
eral, it was felt that chemical weapons were not essential to anyone’s defence;
that a convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons
was within reach, if the political will to overcome still unsolved verification
problems was present; that the remaining problems demanded increased co-
operation by all sides; and that all chemical-weapons-capable States must
become parties to the future convention. Meanwhile, proliferation of chemical
weapons—a growing concern—should be firmly opposed. Also, the role of
the Secretary-General in investigations of alleged use of chemical weapons
should be strengthened.

There were fewer initiatives on the question of preventing an arms race
in outer space than on other occasions. However, it was felt as strongly as
ever that the future stability of the relationship between the two major Powers
would be at risk if space were to become an arena for weapons deployment
and possible use. Thus, space must remain remote from human conflict and
the international community must continue to promote and support efforts by
both sides to maintain a really peaceful régime in space.

The question of naval armaments and disarmament received considerable
attention. An effort was evident on the part of the main supporters of naval
disarmament to focus, at this initial stage, on confidence-building measures
and safety measures at sea.

An increasing degree of co-operation was manifest in the deliberations
on the question of verification. Many initiatives were taken in this field and
a feeling prevailed that, in general, convergence on how to deal with veri-
fication problems would continue to develop. Growing interest was expressed
from many sides in an effective United Nations role in this field.

As evidenced by the number of initiatives, there continued to exist a
strong current in support of an enhanced role for the United Nations in the
field of disarmament. Equal support for multilateralism was manifested on
the subject of the relationship between disarmament and development. For
the developing countries, the progressive implementation of the Final Doc-
ument of the 1987 International Conference on the Relationship between
Disarmament and Development remained a priority goal.

On the whole, the new trends in the Soviet-American relationship seemed
to encourage the United Nations membership to raise its expectations about
possible additional achievements from the ongoing process of disarmament
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deliberations and negotiations, bilateral and multilateral. The special session
was, however, guided by a good degree of realism in its approach to disar-
mament, which it constantly related to security. The Assembly was also fully
aware that confidence-building was essential to progress in disarmament; that
it was not only the threats from nuclear weapons that must be removed, but
also those engendered by conventional and chemical weapons; that transferring
threats from Earth to outer space would not make our planet any safer. Another
positive development was that the Assembly devoted attention to verification
to an unprecedented degree and was able to find much common ground on
that question. There was also a large measure of consensus on the need for
a genuine and effective implementation of the security system provided for
in the Charter of the United Nations, and for moving the disarmament agenda
forward.

Although the General Assembly did not take action on any of the pro-
posals submitted to it at its special session and was unable to adopt a final
document, later in the year, at the regular session, it was in a position to
explore some of those initiatives further. This provided additional evidence
that the deliberations of the third special session on disarmament had been
based on experience and realism.

The Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Shultz, was one of the
speakers who underscored the need for realism leading to achievement.
‘‘Sweeping statements of principle’’, he said, ‘‘have their place, but noble
words can never substitute for concrete deeds’’. The Foreign Minister of the
USSR, Mr. Shevardnadze, stressed that if the international community was
prepared to draw appropriate lessons from the first treaty on nuclear disar-
mament—the INF Treaty—the nations of the world could move on together
towards even higher goals. In his view, the main lesson of that Treaty was
that disarmament ‘‘has become a universal human goal which can indeed be
achieved’’. The non-aligned countries emphatically reaffirmed their belief
that, provided there is political will, disarmament can be achieved, and thought
that to make progress on the way to disarmament the international community
must build on the Final Document of the first special session on disarmament.

Work of the Committee of the Whole

An early task of the Committee of the Whole was to hear statements by
representatives of non-governmental organizations and peace and disarmament
research institutes. On 8 and 9 June, the Committee heard statements from
87 such organizations and 20 such institutes.>>

Meanwhile the Committee had begun consideration of the six agenda
items assigned to it (items 10 to 15) and of the vast documentation described

35 For a complete list of the non-governmental organizations and research institutes that
addressed the Committee of the Whole, see A/S-15/50, annex II.
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in the section ‘‘Documents, proposals and trends’’ of this chapter, on the
basis of a decision made at its first meeting, on 3 June.

At that meeting, the Committee had before it the following agenda:

10. Assessment of the implementation of the decisions and recommendations adopted by
the General Assembly at its first and second special sessions devoted to disarmament:

(a) Report of the Conference on Disarmament
(b) Report of the Disarmament Commission
(¢) Resolutions of the General Assembly in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament
(d) Status of negotiations on arms limitations and disarmament in bilateral and various
multilateral forums
11. Consideration and adoption of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament

12.  Assessment of developments and trends, including qualitative and quantitative aspects,
relevant to the disarmament process, with a view to the elaboration of appropriate
concrete and practical measures and, if necessary, additional principles, taking duly
into account the principles and priorities established in the Final Document of the
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to
disarmament

13.  Consideration of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament and of the
effectiveness of the disarmament machinery

14. United Nations information and educational activities in the field of disarmament,
including measures to mobilize world public opinion in favour of disarmament:

(@) World Disarmament Campaign
(b) Other public information activities

15. Relationship between disarmament and development, in the light of the action pro-
gramme adopted at the International Conference

The Committee decided to establish three working groups, as follows:
Working Group I to deal with agenda item 10 and to be chaired by Mr.
Davidson L. Hepburn of the Bahamas; Working Group II to deal with agenda
items 12 and 15 and to be chaired by Mr. Paul-Joachim von Stiilpnagel of
the Federal Republic of Germany; Working Group HI to deal with agenda
items 13 and 14 and to be chaired by Mr. Paul Bamela Engo of Cameroon.
The Committee of the Whole, furthermore, authorized the Chairman to request
Mr. Alfonso Garcia Robles of Mexico to conduct consultations on agenda
item 11, as appropriate, and thereafter to report to the Committee of the
Whole.

Each of the three Working Groups held several meetings between 6 and
17 June. On 13 June, the three Chairmen submitted progress reports to the
Committee of the Whole. On 20 June each of the three Working Groups
submitted a final report to the Committee.>¢ In addition, the Chairman of
Working Group III also submitted a report.3” On that same date, Mr. Garcia
Robles also reported on the results of his consultations. The Committee took
note of the reports. In substance, what the three Working Groups reported

36 A/S-15/AC.1/18; A/S-15/AC.1/19 and Add. 1-3; A/S-15/AC.1/20 and Corr.1.
57 A/S-15/AC.1/21.
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back to the Committee, after two weeks of intensive deliberations, was that
their discussions had been useful in that they clarified the positions of Member
States, but it had not been possible to produce agreed formulations.

Consequently, in an attempt to identify points of convergence which
might command consensus, the Committee requested its Chairman to prepare
a paper for its consideration, as a basis for working out the final document
of the session.

The Chairman’s text was prepared taking into account the deliberations
in the Working Groups and on the basis of consultations with various dele-
gations. It was never circulated as an official document of the session, but
only as a Chairman’s draft. It consisted of 67 paragraphs divided into five
sections (Introduction, Assessment, Directions for the future, Machinery, and
Conclusions).

Before submitting the text to the Committee for final consideration and,
it was hoped, adoption, the Chairman held further informal open-ended con-
sultations, which at times involved the entire membership of the Committee.
After uninterrupted consultations throughout the last day and night of the
session, it became apparent that a number of differences in the positions of
Member States could not be reconciled. The main difficulties were encoun-
tered in the section on ‘‘Directions for the future’” and, to some extent, in
the section ‘‘Conclusions’’. Other paragraphs were cleared on the understand-
ing that ‘‘nothing is agreed until everything is agreed’’.

The ‘‘Introduction’’, which was by and large cleared, pointed out that
in a world of growing interdependence, it was essential for the international
community to stimulate and deepen awareness of the common interest of our
global society in strengthening international peace and security. Arms limi-
tation and disarmament constituted a crucial element in that process. The
United Nations was the universal forum for harmonizing and developing global
actions towards the attainment of those common ends.

The ‘‘Assessment’’ section was also largely cleared. The most sensitive
part was the opening reference to the 1978 Final Document. For many Member
States, this Document continued to be of primordial importance and, in their
opinion, any assessment of the international situation must be based on an
evaluation of how much of its Programme of Action had remained unimple-
mented. On the other hand, some other States felt that most of these provisions
were no longer relevant because the circumstances had changed. Those States
were therefore unwilling to reaffirm the continued validity of the 1978 Doc-
ument. The Chairman’s formulation—welcomed by many as one which struck
a balance between these two conflicting positions—stated that the Final Doc-
ument ‘‘continues to be the principal expression of the international com-
munity’s determination to proceed along the road of binding and effective
international agreements in the field of disarmament’.

Other paragraphs of the section acknowledged recent positive trends in
international relations in general, and in disarmament in particular. In that
context, the historic INF Treaty between the United States and the USSR,
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by which they agreed on the elimination of their intermediate-range nuclear
missiles, was welcomed. The unilateral reduction by one million in the armed
forces of China was also noted, as well as important progress in the resolution
of some regional conflicts.

While reiterating the utmost importance of nuclear disarmament meas-
ures, the draft also recognized that conventional disarmament at the global,
regional and subregional levels had become a vital part of the disarmament
process.

The draft also noted significant progress in the negotiations on a chemical
weapons convention and the unprecedented convergence of views on verifi-
cation issues.

It also recognized the growing realization that measures of arms limitation
and disarmament must be pursued in a broader context of international re-
lations, together with such issues as sources of international tensions, regional
conflicts, non-military threats to security, social and economic development,
and human rights.

While fully acknowledging the significance of recent positive develop-
ments, the draft also recognized that in many respects progress remained
elusive. The levels of armaments had not yet been significantly reduced and
qualitative advances continued to be made. New technological developments
were often directed towards military requirements. There was also a danger
of the extension of the arms race into outer space.

The section entitled ‘“Machinery’’ created the least problem. It basically
reiterated that the United Nations had a central role and primary responsibility
in the field of disarmament and called upon States to use the existing mul-
tilateral machinery to promote the cause of international peace and security.

It was the section ‘‘Directions for the future’’ that proved to be the most
difficult. Here again, the question of a reference to the 1978 Final Document
had to be resolved. It was done by stating that ‘‘building on the Final Doc-
ument’’, mutually complementary bilateral, regional and global approaches
were needed for success in disarmament negotiations to be achieved.

The importance of nuclear disarmament as ‘‘a priority objective’” and
‘“‘a central task’’ facing the international community was reiterated. In that
context, early and significant reduction of nuclear armament was acknowl-
edged as being of critical importance and the two major Powers were urged
to conclude a treaty on deep cuts in their strategic offensive arms. At the
same time, the draft recognized the urgency and importance of conventional
disarmament, including the question of international arms transfers in all
aspects, for the disarmament process.

Another highly controversial issue—the cessation of nuclear testing—
was resolved by acknowledging that bilateral full-scale, stage-by-stage ne-
gotiations between the United States and the USSR, on the one hand, and
multilateral efforts in the Conference on Disarmament, on the other, needed
to continue.
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For another highly sensitive issue—the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons—a compromise was found between those States which wanted to
reaffirm in strong terms their support for measures to prevent the proliferation
of nuclear weapons and some other States which, in that context, wanted to
avoid references to the 1968 non-proliferation Treaty in view of their reser-
vations about this international instrument. The compromise draft formulation
read:

To achieve the objective of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in all its aspects, global and
regional efforts are encouraged on the part of all States, including those efforts aimed at further
strengthening the non-proliferation régime and other measures to halt and prevent the proliferation
of nuclear weapons. International co-operation for the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,
on a non-discriminatory basis and under appropriate international safeguards, should be ensured.

Compromise formulations were also close to being worked out with
regard to the questions of the prevention of an arms race in outer space and
new technological developments. On the subject of outer space, the draft
urged the two major Powers to achieve positive results in their bilateral
negotiations on the one hand, and the Conference on Disarmament to intensify
its effort in this area, on the other. Concerning the latter issue, the draft called
for appropriate self-restraint in research and development directed at new
weapons. For different reasons, both issues were of much concern to all
States, in particular to some Western countries, which had difficulties with
these formulations.

To facilitate compromises that might lead to a consensus on the whole
document, the proponents of a text on naval disarmament were ready to
withdraw their proposal.

On the question of verification of multilateral disarmament agreements,
the Assembly would have endorsed the principles drawn up by the Disar-
mament Commission. The Secretary-General would also have been requested
to carry out, with the assistance of governmental experts, an in-depth study
of the role of the United Nations in the field of multilateral verification.

The draft also recognized the importance of the early conclusion by the
Conference on Disarmament of a comprehensive and universal convention
on chemical weapons.

The paragraphs dealing with confidence-building measures, a compre-
hensive programme of disarmament, radiological weapons and military budg-
ets were also agreed upon. The Assembly was to endorse the guidelines for
confidence-building measures drawn up by the Disarmament Commission.

When time ran out, no compromises to further the acceptance of the
document as a whole had been reached on issues such as nuclear-weapon-
free zones and zones of peace, nuclear-weapon capabilities of South Africa
and Israel, the investigatory role of the Secretary-General with regard to the
use of chemical weapons, and the relationship between disarmament and
development. The two-paragraph ‘‘Conclusions’’ also remained outstanding.
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Action by the General Assembly at its forty-third session

At its forty-third regular session, the General Assembly had on its agenda an
item entitled ‘‘Review of the implementation of the recommendations and
decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session’’.

On 31 October, Algeria, Bangladesh, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Ghana, Indonesia, Madagascar, Morocco, Pakistan, Romania, Sri
Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia submitted in the First
Committee a draft resolution entitled ‘“Third special session of the General
Assembly devoted to disarmament’’, which was later also sponsored by Dji-
bouti, the German Democratic Republic, India and Malaysia. The draft res-
olution was introduced by the representative of Yugoslavia on 9 November.
Yugoslavia stressed that the sponsors of the draft resolution were convinced,
as pointed out in the preamble of the draft, that multilateral action had an
increasingly important role to play in the quest for ways and means to bring
about lasting security. That was all the more so since, despite the progress
achieved, the general situation in the field of disarmament still fell short of
the expectations of the international community and of the needs and require-
ments of contemporary international relations. In the opinion of the sponsors
of the draft resolution it was necessary to achieve complementarity of bilateral,
regional and multilateral actions, primarily through the United Nations, since
the Organization was the sole forum which provided the opportunity for all
members of the international community to participate in the consideration
and solution of questions of disarmament that had a bearing on their security.

The operative paragraphs of the draft resolution, Yugoslavia added, were
intended to pinpoint the more positive aspects and effects of the three special
sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. The sponsors were
of the opinion that, despite the fact that consensus on a final document had
not been achieved in 1988, the third special session had served the purpose
of increasing awareness of the areas in which future efforts should be con-
centrated and that States should work resolutely for the common cause of
curbing the arms race and achieving disarmament. The sponsors also proposed
that the General Assembly take note with appreciation of the numerous con-
structive proposals submitted by Member States at the special session aimed
at advancing disarmament and increasing security. At the same time, the
sponsors considered that it was necessary further to strengthen the role of the
United Nations; in that context they considered the special sessions of the
General Assembly very useful and one of the best ways to ensure the universal
character of the disarmament process.

On 17 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 132 to none, with 2 abstentions (United Kingdom and
United States).

In connection with the vote, the United States made clear that it had
been unable to join in a consensus adoption of the draft resolution for a
number of reasons. First, in the seventh paragraph of the preamble, the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly was treated as
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a compendium of universally accepted principles, while in reality there was
a profound disparity of views on many of the disarmament issues addressed
in the Final Document. Secondly, operative paragraph 1 misdirected the
attention of its readers through the insertion of the phrase ‘‘particularly in the
nuclear field’’, and operative paragraphs 3 and 4 were misleading.

France, which voted in favour, stated that it shared the views expressed
by the sponsors of the draft resolution, namely, that the special session had
served the purpose of increasing awareness of the areas in which future efforts
should be concentrated. France would have preferred, however, that operative
paragraph 1 contain wording that would better reflect its priorities in the field
of disarmament, in particular with regard to the role of nuclear disarmament
within the framework of disarmament in general.

Australia, which also voted in favour, expressed concern about operative
paragraph 3, which it found ambiguous. It had, nevertheless, decided to cast
a positive vote because it supported the call for strengthening of the role of
the United Nations in the field of disarmament through multilateral consid-
eration of issues which had a bearing on the security of all Member States
and, as appropriate, on the resolution of such issues. Australia interpreted
operative paragraph 3 as characterizing the United Nations as the most rep-
resentative forum for its Member States as a whole in which to deal with
arms limitation and disarmament issues.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 152 to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 43/77 B. 1t
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Convinced that, in the international community’s continuing search for lasting security,
multilateral action has an increasingly important role,

Welcoming the fact that during recent years a favourable climate has developed within the
international community and progress has been recorded in some important fields of disarmament,

Encouraged by the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles,
which represents a valuable initial step in the reduction of nuclear weapons,

Taking into account that, despite the positive processes and developments, the general
situation with regard to armament is far from satisfactory,

Stressing the necessity of mutually complementary bilateral, regional and global approaches
for success in disarmament negotiations and the attainment of peace and security,

Expressing its regret that the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly, the third
special session devoted to disarmament, ended without agreement on a concluding document,

Reaffirming the validity of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, which reflected a historic consensus
on the part of the international community that the halting and reversing of the arms race, in
particular the nuclear-arms race, and the achievement of genuine disarmament are tasks of primary
importance and urgency,

1. Considers that the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly served the purpose
of increasing awareness of the areas where future efforts should be concentrated and underscored
the urgency that States should work resolutely for the common cause of curbing the arms race,
particularly in the nuclear field, and achieving disarmament;
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2. Takes note with appreciation of the numerous constructive proposals submitted by
Member States to the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session aimed at advancing
disarmament and increasing security;

3. Calls upon all Member States to contribute to the strengthening of the role of the United
Nations in the field of disarmament, as it provides the most appropriate forum for all Member
States to contribute actively and collectively to the consideration and resolution of disarmament
issues that have a bearing on their security;

4. Considers that the contribution of the special sessions of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament has been useful in reviewing and assessing the results of the efforts of Member
States in moving forward deliberations and negotiations on all disarmament and related issues,
and that they can provide a new direction and impetus for these efforts;

S. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fifth session an item entitled
“‘Special sessions on disarmament’’

Conclusion

The third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
took place in a considerably improved political atmosphere as compared with
the second (1982) or even the first (1978). As the Secretary-General stated
at the opening meeting of the session, positive developments were taking
place which could have far-reaching implications for international peace and
security; if their constructive effect was broadened and supported by multi-
lateral action, a new and promising turn would be given to international affairs.

A two-week general debate in plenary meetings of the General Assembly
set the tone which was to prevail during the entire session—one of openness
and moderation, which facilitated the consideration of the many substantive
problems that are found at the core of the disarmament question.

The session will also be remembered for the unprecedented number of
proposals that were submitted from all sides, with a view to promoting further
progress in disarmament and moving forward the disarmament agenda, in
both its bilateral and its multilateral aspects. Although no proposal was acted
upon at the session, it can be expected that a number of the session’s proposals
will, in due time, provide elements for concrete action. Some, in fact, were
acted upon later in the year, at the regular session of the General Assembly.

In the end, Member States were unable to adopt by consensus a final
document setting the pace and direction for future negotiations. Member States
came close to consensus, but in the short time available they were unable to
overcome some of the residual, more entrenched national and regional po-
sitions on what they regarded as realistic priorities and their relationship to
security. However, the search for consensus brought Member States closer
to mutually acceptable positions, even on issues that until recently were
viewed as intractable. Thus, the special session confirmed that a common
outlook on disarmament was emerging.
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CHAPTER 111

Follow-up of the special sessions of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament

Introduction

IN THE THREE SPECIAL SESSIONS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, the first held
in 1978 (known as the tenth special session, or the first devoted to disar-
mament), the second held in 1982 (the twelfth special session, or the second
devoted to disarmament), and the third held in 1988 (the fifteenth special
session, or the third devoted to disarmament), the international community
has endeavoured to reach agreement on the future course of disarmament
efforts. The special sessions have provided an opportunity for discussion at
a high level of the full range of questions related to the arms race and the
possibilities of limiting and reversing it. The Final Document of the Tenth
Special Session,’ usually referred to in this volume as the 1978 Final Doc-
ument, was adopted by consensus and is considered by many as the author-
itative guide, or strategy, for disarmament efforts not only within, but also
outside, the United Nations. At the twelfth special session, consensus was
not reached on a final document, but the validity of the 1978 Final Document
was unanimously reaffirmed in a concluding document.? Although a high
degree of agreement was reached on numerous questions, no consensus was
achieved and no document was issued at the conclusion of the fifteenth special
session. For an account of that session, see chapter II.

Since the thirty-third session of the Assembly, which followed shortly
upon the first special session, the item ‘‘Review of the implementation of the
recommendations and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth
special session’’ has figured on the agenda of every regular session. At its
thirty-seventh session, in 1982, the Assembly added a second standing follow-
up item: ‘‘Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the
Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly’’. At its forty-third session,

! General Assembly resolution S-10/2. See also Official Records of the General Assembly,
Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. 111.

2 By its decision S-12/24 of 10 July 1982, the General Assembly approved the report of
the Ad Hoc Committee of the Twelfth Special Session (A/S-12/32) as the Concluding Document
of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly. The text is reproduced also in The
Yearbook, vol.7: 1982, appendix I.
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in 1988, the Assembly, pursuant to its resolution 42/40, added a third follow-
up item, ‘‘Review of the implementation of the recommendations and deci-
sions adopted by the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session’’.

The agenda items on the follow-up of the first two special sessions,
together with the recurrent item entitled ‘‘General and complete disarmament’’
(the subject of chapter IV), have served as the framework for proposals on
a wide range of disarmament issues. Many of the proposals introduced under
these items have been debated together with related proposals raised under
agenda items on specific issues. In practice, these general, or collective, items
have given rise to so many draft resolutions each year that they have constituted
a significant proportion of the programme of work of the First Committee.
They have, at the same time, provided a convenient management device for
accommodating additional approaches and ideas without formally changing
the basic agenda. Some of the questions first introduced as sub-items under
the general headings have subsequently become separate agenda items.

Through the years, however, the range of issues covered in the follow-
up context has remained relatively constant, with only a few additions or
deletions annually. A number of these issues fit appropriately in topical chap-
ters of The Yearbook series and are discussed in detail therein.

The debates on the items, particularly on those relating to the tenth special
session, have been marked by expressions of disillusionment at the inadequate
implementation or non-implementation of the strategy agreed upon and out-
lined in the 1978 Final Document, particularly in its ‘‘Programme of Action’’.?
In fact, despite continuing and concerted multilateral efforts, few if any of
the substantive measures of disarmament recommended have been brought
to their conclusion, nor has it been possible concurrently to complete nego-
tiation of a comprehensive programme of disarmament, as called for in par-
agraph 109 of the Final Document.

The inability of the General Assembly to reach agreement on a document
at its fifteenth special session caused further disappointment in the international
community. At the same time, the frank, new high-level exchange of views
that took place within the improved international atmosphere revealed that
necessary changes in emphasis, if not priority, had evolved over the past
decade and also served to identify the relatively few areas in which differing
views could not be reconciled.

These developments have led to innumerable calls for continued and
even greater emphasis on the complementary nature of multilateralism and
bilateralism, and on the enhancement of the role of the United Nations in the
field of disarmament. They have similarly involved increased consideration
of the relationship between disarmament and international security and of the
relationship between disarmament and development, as well as of questions
relating to nuclear disarmament and to chemical and conventional weapons

3 General Assembly resolution S-10/2, paras. 43-112. The subsequent paragraphs, 113-129,
deal with the international disarmament ‘*Machinery’’, which has generally been put into effect.
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and their place in the disarmament process. Accordingly, issues relating to
follow-up of the Assembly’s special sessions, including its fifteenth special
session, continue to figure significantly in disarmament forums.

A list of the proposals presented under the follow-up items in the As-
sembly in 1988 and approved by the First Committee is given later in this
chapter.

General developments and trends, 1988

The Disarmament Commission, meeting in its substantive session prior to the
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, cov-
ered the question of follow-up of the two earlier special sessions only in broad
terms, primarily in the context of its agenda item concerning the role of the
United Nations in the field of disarmament and the Commission’s special
report to the Assembly at the third special session. Three other long-standing
items, on the elaboration of an approach to negotiations on nuclear and
conventional disarmament; the reduction of military budgets; and confidence-
building measures, were also referred to from time to time in terms of follow-
up of the special sessions, as they had figured as specific measures in the
1978 Final Document.

As the Chairman emphasized in his opening statement, the Commission
was mandated to follow-up the relevant decisions and recommendations of
those sessions, but the measures set out in the 1978 Final Document remained
largely unimplemented. He commented, as did a great many delegations from
all regions and groupings, on the particular importance of achieving results
from the Commission’s work in 1988 in the context of the expectations of
the Assembly’s forthcoming third special session. In fact, in the course of its
session, the Commission succeeded in fulfilling a mandate related to follow-
up, namely the elaboration of guidelines for confidence-building measures,
a subject which had originally been introduced by the Federal Republic of
Germany, in 1982. During the debate it was pointed out by Togo that the
guidelines were to be based on the principles of the United Nations Charter
and the 1978 Final Document, and could not be a substitute for disarmament
measures. Compromise texts for a number of outstanding paragraphs were
formulated, and the entire text of the draft guidelines was adopted by con-
sensus. The guidelines took note of the fact that a universal model for con-
fidence-building measures was not practicable; such measures had rather to
be adjusted to the threat, or the requirements for confidence, implied in a
specific situation or region. The Commission’s action on this item is sum-
marized below in the section ‘‘Action by the Disarmament Commission,
1988,

In the debate in the Conference on Disarmament, which is not specifically
mandated to follow up the Assembly’s special sessions on disarmament (see
chapter I), the connection between the programme of work and the agenda
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of those sessions was even more peripheral than in the Disarmament Com-
mission. On the other hand, the item on the agenda of the Conference entitled
‘‘Comprehensive programme of disarmament’’ derives directly from the 1978
special session.* Several other items appearing on the standing agenda of the
Conference, or ‘‘decalogue’’ of disarmament areas to be dealt with, closely
parallel the measures outlined in the 1978 Final Document. Most notably,
they concern the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament, but also chem-
ical weapons, other weapons of mass destruction, conventional weapons, and
the reduction of armed forces and military budgets.

During the first part of the 1988 session of the Conference, most of the
statements relating its programme of work to the forthcoming special session
emphasized the importance of proceeding with determination and in a co-
operative spirit to achieve results, or at least clearly tangible progress, on the
several complex issues under negotiation, so that the special report of the
Conference to the Assembly at its special session could demonstrate unequi-
vocally the essential contribution of the multilateral forum. Thus, a number
of members, particularly among the Group of 21, including Cuba, Sweden
and Yugoslavia, emphasized the importance of a clear reaffirmation by the
Assembly at its special session of the future course of multilateral disarmament
efforts and their proper relationship with bilateral ones.

In its special report to the Assembly at its third special session devoted
to disarmament,’ the Conference included a résumé of the work of the Ad
Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament since
1982 and the latest draft of that programme, showing many formulations and
paragraphs in parentheses indicating alternative texts or texts on which agree-
ment had not been reached. The Conference also noted the growing emphasis
and convergence of views on the question of verification, and drew attention
to the stated intention of certain States to submit a proposal on that question
at the special session of the General Assembly.

In the second part of the session of the Conference, the debates in plenary
meetings were marked by various interpretations and assessments of the results
or lack of results of the Assembly’s. third special session. Most members—
there were a few exceptions—regarded the session as disappointing but far
from a failure in that it had permitted a frank airing of views at a very high
level, which had indicated a broad and encouraging spectrum of agreement;
in fact, several members observed, it was only on a relatively few issues that
it had not been possible to reconcile views. Some delegations felt that con-
sensus formulations might have emerged even on these if only there had been
more time at the special session.

4 As a result of agreement at that session, the Disarmament Commission was mandated to
set out the ‘‘elements’’ of such a programme. Then, by resolution 34/83 H, the Assembly in
1979 requested the Secretary-General to transmit the ‘‘elements’’ and the Commission’s rec-
ommendations on them to the Committee on Disarmament.

3 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 2
(A/S-15/2).
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Thus, there were some common themes in these assessments: pervasive
good will and genuine attempts to resolve differences had marked the session;
the 1978 Final Document remained intact; the disarmament machinery, in-
cluding the Conference on Disarmament, was generally regarded as satis-
factory for its essential functions, and multilateralism clearly remained a
necessary ingredient in that machinery notwithstanding the recent improve-
ment in bilateral relations; various specific proposals presented at the session
confirmed the need for forward-looking policies; and the Conference must
redouble its efforts to ensure its efficient functioning and the early achievement
of concrete results at the multilateral level. Among members voicing such
themes were China, which noted, inter alia, that equal security between the
super-Powers alone could not make a peaceful world, and France and Sweden,
which stressed that the common interest shown in multilateral disarmament
was essential to continuance of the Conference and, as a corollary, noted that
there was indeed a common view that the Conference was the indispensable
forum for work on numerous outstanding issues of concern to the international
community.

On the other hand, a few members questioned whether concerted mul-
tilateral follow-up expectations could be met on the basis of positions and
proposals which had not achieved the consensus sought. Venezuela for in-
stance, while noting that the confidence of the international community in the
sole multilateral negotiating body had been strengthened, perceived the per-
sistence of a view that the role of the United Nations and associated competent
bodies was marginal, or suitable for the implementation only of ‘‘ancillary’’
measures. Sri Lanka commented on the firmly held national positions that
would not yield fully to international prompting, even though considerable
compromises had been made at the special session out of concern to reach
consensus. While such impasses illustrated that all delegations shared a con-
viction that the entire international community was concerned with the dis-
armament process, some appeared reluctant to apply multilateral approaches
consistently.

In general, there appeared to be in the Conference a new consciousness
of the delicate relationship between national and international security and
disarmament interests on the one hand and between bilateral and multilateral
forums on the other.

In the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session, the wide-ranging
general debate and abundant submission of proposals, as described in chapter
I, showed a universal, urgent and virtually global desire to move forward in
a process of genuine disarmament. As many speakers noted, such a positive
trend had not been experienced since the historic agreement reflected in the
1978 Final Document, notwithstanding the recent encouraging developments
in bilateral relations manifested in the conclusion of the INF Treaty and the
improved dialogue between the two major nuclear Powers.

Numerous non-aligned and developing countries recalled that the As-
sembly’s first special session devoted to disarmament had been convened
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largely in response to their initiative, evolving from their collective concern
at the nuclear threat and the human as well as monetary costs of the arms
race. Their perceived insecurity and lack of an effective voice in regard to
disarmament and related international security matters, which they saw as
dominated by the major military Powers, had inspired them to strive for
fundamental change through such a major, well-prepared convocation. Al-
though a disarmament strategy strengthening the role of the United Nations
in disarmament and setting out an order of priorities had been agreed upon,
its ‘‘Programme of action’’, they stated, remained largely unimplemented,
even in 1988, in spite of the reaffirmation of the validity of the Final Document
at the second special session, in 1982. Thus many of them at the third special
session called for action on the main inventory of disarmament measures
outlined in the 1978 Final Document, or early completion and acceptance of
the comprehensive programme of disarmament which it called for.

Many other speakers, among them high-level representatives of all po-
litical and geographical groupings and from developing and industrialized
countries, emphasized particular areas or measures—nuclear weapons and
their testing, chemical weapons, conventional weapons, the relationship be-
tween disarmament and security, the relationship between disarmament and
development, and various issues of regional concern—which they considered
realistic, feasible and ripe for effective follow-up action at an early date.
Many speakers emphasized that any new document emanating from the third
special session must build upon the old, but had to be forward-looking.

In general, most delegations which discussed the disarmament machinery
considered it appropriate, but called for some updating, particularly of the
membership of the Conference on Disarmament, and more effective use of
existing forums. The need for greater use of the Security Council was stressed,
particularly by Eastern European States. Many speakers also emphasized the
established ‘‘central role and primary responsibility’” of the United Nations
in the sphere of disarmament, as affirmed in the Final Document.® As dis-
armament was of vital interest to all peoples, all States had not only the duty
to contribute to efforts in the field of disarmament, but also the right to
participate in disarmament negotiations.” Accordingly, much stress was laid
on the need for disarmament measures to be achieved not only through bilateral
efforts, but also through multilateral negotiations and through efforts at the
international, regional and State levels as well.

At the fifteenth special session the item ‘‘Assessment of the implemen-
tation of the decisions and recommendations adopted by the General Assembly
at its tenth and twelfth special sessions’’ was discussed intensively in a work-
ing group and reviewed in numerous documents, among them a comprehensive
paper prepared by the Secretariat entitled ‘‘Summary of developments in the
field of arms limitation and disarmament since 1982, including the status of
negotiations in bilateral and various multilateral forums, called for under

¢ General Assembly resolution S-10/2, para. 27.
7 Ibid., para. 28.

88



resolution 42/38 J*”.8 It was not possible, however, to reach consensus on a
substantive report on the subject. The Working Group responsible for the
item did, however, annex to its report to the Committee of the Whole® an
informal working paper of the Chairman, consisting of 36 paragraphs, in
which he covered and attempted to assess progress on, or the status of, the
major ongoing issues considered by the international community in the context
of special sessions on disarmament. As agreement could not be reached on
the paper as a whole, it cannot be regarded as enjoying partial agreement or,
in terms of substance, as having any official status.

In the General Assembly at its forty-third session, the question of follow-
up of the 1978 and 1982 special sessions devoted to disarmament continued
to hold a prominent place in the debates. While disappointment and concern
at the absence of agreement at the 1988 special session found some expression
in plenary meetings, the dominant view was that the essential role of the
United Nations and of multilateralism in disarmament affairs had been re-
affirmed. The proposals put forward at the special session and the few areas
of non- but near-agreement therefore deserved special attention and further
work in a continuation of the spirit of good will that had been demonstrated
during that session. Poland, Spain, Sweden and Yugoslavia, for instance,
suggested building upon the positive aspects of the special session.

In the First Committee such an attitude indeed prevailed, with members
observing that the session had contributed to a more profound dialogue than
ever before and urging further exploration of the proposals put forward at the
session. Individual States from both the Eastern European and the Western
groups as well as numerous non-aligned States took similar positions, with
many of the non-aligned States emphasizing the acceptance and reaffirmation,
at the session, of multilateralism and of the substantive role of the United
Nations and its machinery in the quest for disarmament, development and
security. On the other hand, a few States emphasized their disappointment at
the Assembly’s inability to agree on a final document, with one speaker
holding that, by an honest assessment, the fact that the 1978 Final Document
had remained intact was the greatest achievement of the session.

The new item on follow-up of the fifteenth special session of the General
Assembly devoted to disarmament remained on the Assembly’s agenda in
accordance with resolution 42/40 adopted in 1987; two draft resolutions were
submitted under the item in the First Committee in 1988.

Action by the Disarmament Commission, 1988

The Disarmament Commission prepared a special report to the General As-
sembly at its fifteenth special session,!® containing a résumé of the reports

T 8 A/S-15/8 and Corr.1.

® A/S-15/AC.1/18.

10 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-15/3).
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on the work of the Commission’s various subsidiary bodies from 1983 to
1988 inclusive. It also concluded its work on the item of its agenda entitled
*‘Consideration of guidelines for confidence-building measures’’. In so doing,
it completed its mandate in an issue area which had been given shape in the
1978 Final Document.

The Commission had most recently dealt with the item on confidence-
building guidelines in 1986, at which time it had succeeded in reaching
agreement on all but a very few formulations under the heading ‘‘Character-
istics”’.!1 Also left unresolved at the time was the question of an illustrative
catalogue, or compilation, of possible individual confidence-building meas-
ures. At its forty-first session, the General Assembly took note of the draft
guidelines, expecting that new developments in disarmament and concrete
experience with confidence-building measures would facilitate their further
elaboration. Subsequently, by resolution 42/39 F of 1987, the Assembly
requested the Commission to consider the draft guidelines in 1988, with a
view to finalizing them.

For that purpose the Commission took up the question, as it had two
years earlier, in a consultation group. In the course of its six meetings, the
Consultation Group, chaired by Mr. Davidson Hepburn of the Bahamas, who
was also Chairman of the Commission, adopted by consensus compromise
texts on the outstanding areas, later reporting to the Commission that it had
reached full agreement on the guidelines, thereby concluding its work on the
item. It went on to request the Commission to recommend the guidelines to
the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session, for its consideration.
The guidelines, as adopted by consensus and recommended by the Disar-
mament Commission, are reproduced below, as an annex to this chapter.

Action by the General Assembly, 1988

The only comprehensive document emanating from the General Assembly’s
fifteenth special session was the ‘‘Report of the Committee of the Whole of
the Fifteenth Special Session’’.!2 That report is administrative, describing the
organization of work of the session and listing, in a brief introductory section,
the documents the Committee had before it; then summarizing the reports of
the Working Groups and their consideration of the substantive agenda items;
and, finally, stating that the Committee adopted the report. A list of the
proposals submitted by Member States and a list of non-governmental or-
ganizations and research institutes which addressed the Committee of the
Whole are annexed to the report.

At the forty-third session of the General Assembly, 24 draft resolutions
were submitted and considered in the First Committee under the three agenda

1t See The Yearbook, vol.11: 1986, chapter II, ‘‘Consideration by the Disarmament Com-
mission, 1986°".
12 A/S-15/50.
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items on follow-up of the Assembly’s special sessions. In all, 23 of these
were adopted as resolutions. One draft resolution, entitled ‘‘Freeze on nuclear
weapons’’, was withdrawn. It is discussed in chapter VI. The draft resolutions
that were adopted are discussed in this and topical chapters of this volume
as follows:

(a) In this chapter, beginning on the page shown—
(i) 43/76 A (Disarmament and international security), page 91;
(ii) 43/76 F (United Nations disarmament fellowship, training and advisory services
programme), page 93;
(iii) 43/78 C (International co-operation for disarmament), page 94;
(iv) 43/78 H (Guidelines for confidence-building measures), page 95;
(v) 43/78 L (Consideration of the declaration of the 1990s as the Third Disarmament
Decade), page 97;
(b) In other chapters, chapter number shown—
(i) 43/76 B (Nuclear-arms freeze), chapter VI;
(i) 43/76 C (World Disarmament Campaign), chapter XVIII;

(iii) 43/76 D (United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development
in Africa), chapter XVIII;

(iv) 43/76 E (Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons), chapter
VI,

(v) 43/76 G (United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia),
chapter XVIII;

(vi) 43/76 H (United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development
in Latin America), chapter XVIII;

(vii) 43/77 A (Scientific and technological developments and their impact on international
security), chapter XVII;

(vili) 43/77 B (Third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament),
chapter II;

(ix) 43/78 A (Report of the Disarmament Commission), chapter [;
(x) 43/78 B (Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war), chapter VII;

(xi) 43/78 D (Climatic effects of nuclear war, including nuclear winter: report of the
Secretary-General), chapter XVII;

(xii) 43/78 E (Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament), chapter VI,
(xiii) 43/78 F (Prevention of nuclear war), chapter VII;

(xiv) 43/78 G (Disarmament Week), chapter XVIII;

(xv) 43/78 I (Report of the Conference on Disarmament), chapter I;

(xvi) 43/78 J (Economic and social consequences of the armaments race and its extremely
harmful effects on world peace and security), chapter XVII;

(xvii) 43/78 K (Comprehensive programme of disarmament), chapter IV;
(xviii) 43/78 M (Report of the Conference on Disarmament), chapter .

The draft resolutions were submitted to the First Committee on 31 Oc-
tober and were adopted by the General Assembly on 7 December.

On 3 November, Cyprus introduced the draft resolution entitled ‘‘Dis-
armament and international security’’ in the First Commit:ee. In so doing, it
stressed that even perfect plans for disarmament could not necessarily bring
about fruitful results, as disarmament was unattainable in a world of anarchy.
Thus a degree of world law and order was a prerequisite of disarmament.
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The concept of international security had expanded over past decades, but
security could be achieved only through the establishment of a comprehensive
system on the basis of the powers of the Security Council under Article 26
of the United Nations Charter. Accordingly, in the text the General Assembly
called upon the Security Council to take the necessary steps to implement
effectively the provisions of Article 26, calling for a system for the regulation
of armaments. Thus far, Cyprus noted, the Security Council had ignored and
bypassed the relevant provision of the Charter and earlier General Assembly
resolutions, notably 39/63 K, in this respect.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 17 November by
arecorded vote of 109 to 1 (United States), with 21 abstentions. The General
Assembly adopted it as resolution 43/76 A by a recorded vote of 129 to 1,
with 21 abstentions, as resolution 43/76 A; it reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 34/83 A of 11 December 1979, 35/156 J of 12 December 1980,
36/97 K of 9 December 1981, 37/100 E of 13 December 1982, 38/73 H of 15 December 1983,
39/63 K of 12 December 1984 and 40/151 A of 16 December 1985,

Expressing the growing alarm of the world community over the dangers of the arms race,
in particular the nuclear-arms race, and its adverse social and economic consequences,

Noting that the present state of the international situation requires that the disarmament
principles embodied in the Charter of the United Nations become part and parcel of any collective
efforts aimed at ensuring a truly safe world, including those undertaken by the Security Council,

Reaffirming that the United Nations under its Charter plays a central role and bears main
responsibility in the area of disarmament and the strengthening of international security,

Recalling paragraph 13 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, in which the Assembly acknowledged that genuine and lasting peace can only be
created through the effective implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter
and the speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forces, by international agreement
and mutual example,

Recalling that, under Article 26 of the Charter, the Security Council is responsible for
formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee, plans for establishing an arms
regulation system,

Noting the fact that the Security Council, which is vested under the Charter with the principal
responsibility for maintaining international peace and security, has not yet conducted any ex-
amination of the question of the adverse effects of the arms race, especially in the nuclear field,
on international peace and security, as provided for in the relevant General Assembly resolutions,

Welcoming the entry into force of the Treaty between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles, which opens the process of genuine disarmament,

Mindful of the need to use all avenues for further progress through effective measures in
the field of disarmament,

1. Calls upon the Security Council, in particular its permanent members, within the
framework of its main task, to contribute to establishing and maintaining international peace and
security with the least possible diversion of world human and economic resources to armament,
and to take the necessary steps for the effective implementation of Article 26 of the Charter of
the United Nations with a view to enhancing the central role of the United Nations in facilitating
solutions to the issues of arms limitation, primarily in the nuclear field, and disarmament, as
well as the strengthening of international peace and security;

2. Recommends that the nuclear-weapon States, which at the same time are the five
permanent members of the Security Council, hold joint meetings and provide regular information
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to the General Assembly, as well as to the Conference on Disarmament, about the state of affairs
as regards the range of issues related to disarmament, especially in the nuclear field, the prevention
of a nuclear war and the status of the current agreements in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament, and about progress at those negotiations which include the participation of the
nuclear-weapon States; ’

3. Recommends that the Security Council consider the question of establishing, under
Article 29 of the Charter, such subsidiary bodies as it deems necessary for the performance of
its functions to facilitate a solution to disarmament issues;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth
session a report on the implementation of the present resolution within the framework of the
agenda item entitled ‘‘Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth
Special Session of the General Assembly’’

Algeria, Argentina, Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, Hun-
gary, Indonesia, Kenya, Liberia, Morocco, New Zealand, Nigeria, Venezuela
and Zaire submitted the draft resolution entitled ‘‘United Nations disarmament
fellowship, training and advisory services programme’’. Djibouti, Ghana,
Greece, Mauritania, the Philippines, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka and Viet Nam
subsequently became additional sponsors.

In connection with the sub-item, the First Committee had before it the
report of the Secretary-General'® on the programme, in which he reviewed
the 1988 activities of the programme and stated that there were 25 new fellows,
mostly from developing countries.!* In addition to attending lectures and
undertaking research projects, the candidates paid study visits to IAEA at
Vienna and various relevant offices and institutions in the Federal Republic
of Germany, Hungary, Japan, Sweden, the USSR and the United States. The
report described also the implementation in 1988 of the ‘‘Regional disar-
mament training programme’’—which is intended to assist Governments
through the organization of training courses at the regional and subregional
levels—and the implementation of ‘‘Disarmament advisory services’’—the
aim of which is the furtherance of international co-operation, especially among
developing countries, to contribute to disarmament efforts. The report noted,
in conclusion, the expansion and renaming of the programme, and stated that
1988 marked the tenth anniversary of the programme since its launching by
the General Assembly at its tenth special session.

Nigeria, in introducing the draft resolution on 9 November, observed
that the importance attached to the programme was demonstrated by the fact
that the demand for places on the programme was greater than the number
of openings available. Nigeria expressed appreciation to the Governments
concerned and to the Department for Disarmament Affairs of the United
Nations Secretariat for their assistance in implementing and executing the
programme.

13 A/43/719.

14 The participants were nationals of: Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, China,
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, the Federal Republic of Germany, Mauritania, Ireland, Kenya, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Niger, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Uganda,
Venezuela and Yemen.
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The First Committee on 14 November approved the draft resolution
without a vote, and on 7 December the General Assembly adopted it, also
without a vote. The resolution, 43/76 F, reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its decision, contained in paragraph 108 of the Final Document of the Tenth
Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, to
establish a programme of fellowships on disarmament, as well as its decisions contained in annex
IV to the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly, the
second special session devoted to disarmament, in which it decided, inter alia, to continue the
programme and to increase the number of fellowships from twenty to twenty-five as from 1983,

Noting with satisfaction that the programme has already trained an appreciable number of
public officials selected from geographical regions represented in the United Nations system,
most of whom are now in positions of responsibility in the field of disarmament affairs in their
respective countries or Governments,

Recalling its resolutions 37/100 G of 13 December 1982, 38/73 C of 15 December 1983,
39/63 B of 12 December 1984, 40/151 H of 16 December 1985, 41/60 H of 3 December 1986
and 42/39 I of 30 November 1987,

Noting with satisfaction that the programme, as designed, has enabled an increased number
of public officials, particularly from the developing countries, to acquire more expertise in the
sphere of disarmament,

Believing that the forms of assistance available to Member States, particularly to developing
countries, under the programme will enhance the capabilities of their officials to follow ongoing
deliberations and negotiations on disarmament, both bilateral and multilateral,

1. Reaffirms its decisions contained in annex IV to the Concluding Document of the Twelfth
Special Session of the General Assembly and the report of the Secretary-General approved by
resolution 33/71 E of 14 December 1978;

2. Expresses its appreciation to the Governments of the Federal Republic of Germany,
Hungary, Japan, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America for inviting the 1988 fellows to study selected activities in the field of disarmament,
thereby contributing to the fulfilment of the overall objectives of the programme;

3. Commends the Secretary-General for the diligence with which the programme has
continued to be carried out;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue the implementation of the programme within
existing resources;

5. Also requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth
session on the implementation of the programme.

Czechoslovakia submitted a draft resolution entitled ‘‘International co-
operation for disarmament’’. In introducing it on 14 November, Czechoslo-
vakia stated that the text was intended as a reminder of the importance of the
principle of co-operation for the disarmament process. Accordingly, it differed
significantly from the texts of earlier corresponding resolutions, avoiding
reference to any particular subject, as co-operation was essential in respect
of every item on the agenda. Thus this shorter text took note of encouraging
recent developments and recognized the importance of adopting further meas-
ures of disarmament through a balance of bilateral and multilateral approaches.
The text called for increased co-operation among all States, aimed at strength-
ening the effectiveness of the United Nations in fulfilling its role in disar-
mament, and encouraged as wide participation of States as possible in
disarmament efforts. Czechoslovakia then submitted a revised text, avoiding
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a reference in the preamble to the 1979 Declaration on International Co-
operation for Disarmament and further shortening various paragraphs of the
preamble and the operative part and thereby broadening their scope.

The First Committee approved the revised draft resolution on 16 No-
vember by a recorded vote of 116 to 1 (United States), with 13 abstentions
(mainly Western States). The Assembly adopted it by a vote of 136 to 1,
with 13 abstentions, as resolution 43/78 C, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Redffirming the importance of achieving international co-operation in the field of arms
limitation and disarmament,

Taking into account that since its forty-second session there have been important and
encouraging developments in the areas of arms limitation and disarmament,

Stressing that disarmament can only be achieved through active and sustained joint efforts
of all States,

Stressing also the vital importance of proceeding to balanced, mutually acceptable, fully
verifiable and effective measures of arms limitation and disarmament, in accordance with es-
tablished priorities, for the preservation of peace and the strengthening of international security,

Stressing further that the necessary balance between bilateral and multilateral approaches
to arms limitation and disarmament should be secured through a significantly enhanced role of
the United Nations and its respective bodies in this field,

1. Invites all States further to increase co-operation for achieving effective arms limitation
and disarmament agreements on the basis of reciprocity, equality, undiminished security, non-
use of force and the rule of law in international relations;

2. Calls upon all States to aim at strengthening the effectiveness of the United Nations
in fulfilling its central role and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament and to
contribute actively to the consideration and resolution of all disarmament issues that have a
bearing on their security and other fundamental interests;

3. Also invites all States to consider, in a spirit of co-operation, ways and means to facilitate
both bilateral and multilateral solutions to disarmament.

Twenty-two States, mainly Eastern European and Western,'> sponsored
a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Guidelines for confidence-building measures’’,
which the Federal Republic of Germany introduced on 9 November. When
considering the draft text, the First Committee had before it the report of the
Disarmament Commission, which had succeeded in 1988 in overcoming the
divergent views that had prevented completion of the draft guidelines since
1986.

In introducing the proposal, the Federal Republic of Germany first re-
viewed the project concerning confidence-building guidelines, noting that the
concept of confidence-building had been given importance in the disarmament
context in the 1978 Final Document.6 Then, in 1981, on the basis of a 1979
initiative of the Federal Republic, a study on confidence-building measures!?

15 Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Costa
Rica, Denmark, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and United
Kingdom.

g“ General Assembly resolution S-10/2, paras. 24 and 93.

17 Comprehensive Study on Confidence-building Measures (United Nations publication,

Sales No. E.82.1X.3)
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had been submitted to the General Assembly, leading in 1982 to the Assem-
bly’s mandate to the Disarmament Commission to develop guidelines for
confidence-building measures. By the guidelines, which, it stated, had been
adopted by consensus, Member States reaffirmed the need for confidence-
building measures to strengthen peace and security, and contribute to confi-
dence, better understanding and stability. Their immediate objective was to
reduce mistrust, fear, tensions and hostilities. This might be achieved only
through a step-by-step process permitting measurement and assessment at
each stage, the Federal Republic of Germany stated. It added that a main
characteristic of such measures was that they could translate principles, such
as renunciation of the use of force, into reality, and that since 1978 they had
gained increased acceptance as an important instrument. In the light of those
considerations the Assembly would, according to the draft resolution, endorse
the Guidelines adopted by the Disarmament Commission (see the annex to
this chapter) and recommend them to all States for implementation, taking
into account specific regional conditions.

On 15 November, before the draft resolution was put to the vote, the
Federal Republic of Germany, on the basis of extensive consultations, orally
announced several amendments to the preambular part of the text and a change
in its paragraph 2, from:

Recommends these guidelines to all States for implementation, fully taking into account the
specific political, military and other conditions prevailing in the particular region;
to the formulation of that paragraph shown in the text of the resolution given
below. The First Committee subsequently approved the draft resolution with-
out a vote. The United States, while joining in the consensus and appreciating
the important role of confidence-building, noted that it considered the oral
amendments to be largely selective excerpts from the agreed guidelines, which
did not necessarily improve the text; rather they moved it away from a faithful
reflection of the totality of the guidelines and disturbed the balance.

The General Assembly subsequently adopted the draft resolution, also
without a vote, as resolution 43/78 H, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 42/3Y k, adopted without a vote on 30 November 1987,

Taking note of the report of the Disarmament Commission containing the agreed text of
the guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures and for the implementation
of such measures on a global or regional level,

Appreciative of the work accomplished by the Disarmament Commission in finalizing the
text of these guidelines,

Reaffirming its conviction that confidence-building measures, especially when applied in a
comprehensive manner, have a potential to contribute significantly to the enhancement of peace
and security and to promote and facilitate the attainment of disarmament measures,

Mindful of the fact that confidence-building measures, while neither a substitute nor a pre-
condition for arms limitation and disarmament measures, can be conducive to achieving progress
in disarmament,

Realizing that effective disarmament and arms limitation measures which directly limit or
reduce military potential have particularly high confidence-building value,
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Appealing to all States to consider the widest possible use of confidence-building measures
in their international relations,

Aware that there are situations peculiar to specific regions which have a bearing on the
nature of the confidence-building measures feasible in those regions,

Noting with satisfaction the encouraging results of specific confidence-building measures
agreed upon and implemented in some regions,

Pointing to the example of progress in the implementation of confidence- and security-
building measures adopted at Stockholm in 1986 that has contributed to more stable relations
and increased security, reducing the risk of military confrontation in Europe,

1. Endorses the guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures and for
the implementation of such measures on a global or regional level, as adopted by consensus by
the Disarmament Commission at its 1988 substantive session;

2.  Recommends these guidelines to all States for implementation, fully taking into account
the specific political, military and other conditions prevailing in a region, on the basis of initiatives
and with the agreement of the States of the region concerned;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report to the General Assembly at its forty-
fifth session on the implementation of these guidelines on the basis of national reports on
accumulated relevant experience;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fifth session an item entitled
“‘Implementation of the guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures’’

Argentina, Indonesia, Nigeria, Poland and Zaire submitted a draft res-
olution entitled ‘‘Consideration of the declaration of the 1990s as the Third
Disarmament Decade’’, which was later also sponsored by Ethiopia, the
German Democratic Republic and Thailand. In connection with the sub-item
the General Assembly had before it a report of the Secretary-General entitled
‘‘Review and appraisal of the implementation of the Declaration of the 1980s
as the Second Disarmament Decade. '8 The report consisted of replies received
from Governments to a request of the Secretary-General whereby they pro-
vided views on the shortcomings as well as encouraging aspects of devel-
opments in the field of disarmament throughout the Decade up until the time
of writing of their responses. The draft resolution was introduced on 9 No-
vember by the representative of Nigeria. _

In presenting the text he recalled that, encouraged by the limited dis-
armament achievements of the 1970s, the Assembly had decided to declare
a Second Disarmament Decade and in 1979 directed the Disarrnament Com-
mission to prepare elements for a draft resolution which would embody the
declaration. The resultant Declaration, which was annexed to resolution 35/
46, of 1980, expressed, through its adoption by consensus, the hopes and
aspirations of the international community in the sphere of disarmament.
Optimistic about the disarrnament process and encouraged by the genuine
efforts of the late 1980s in nuclear disarmament and towards a chemical
weapons convention, the sponsors saw a need for a third disarmament decade.
The text, therefore, in its operative part, set out a decision whereby the General
Assembly would declare the 1990s as the Third Disarmament Decade, and
direct the Disarmament Commission to prepare, at its 1989 session, elements

18 A/43/507 and Add.1.
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for the ‘‘Declaration’’, as had been done in the earlier case. The representative
called for adoption of the draft resolution by consensus.

The following day, on 10 November, the Committee approved the draft
without a vote, with the Byelorussian SSR expressing its support and the
sentiment that the Third Disarmament Decade would become a decade of
progress towards a nuclear-weapon-free world. The General Assembly later
adopted it, also without a vote, as resolution 43/78 L, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 35/46 of 3 December 1980, in which it declared the 1980s as the
Second Disarmament Decade,

Recalling also its resolution 34/75 of 11 December 1979, in which it directed the Disar-
mament Commission to prepare elements of a draft resolution entitled *‘Declaration of the 1980s
as the Second Disarmament Decade’” for submission to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth
session for consideration and adoption,

Bearing in mind that the Second Disarmament Decade declared by its resolution 35/46 is
coming to an end,

Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations in the attainment of disarmament,

Noting the progress in the disarmament talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America and its positive impact on the attainment of global peace and
security,

Desirous of maintaining the current momentum in the disarmament process,

Convinced that a third disarmament decade will accelerate the disarmament process,

1. Decides to declare the decade of the 1990s as the Third Disarmament Decade;

2. Directs the Disarmament Commission, at its 1989 substantive session, to prepare ele-
ments of a draft resolution to be entitled ‘‘Declaration of the 1990s as the Third Disarmament
Decade’’ and to submit them to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session for consideration
and adoption;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to seek the views and suggestions of Member States
and of relevant specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy Agency on the possible
elements to be included in the Declaration of the 1990s as the Third Disarmament Decade and
to make these available to the Disarmament Commission at its 1989 substantive session;

4. Also requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance to the Disar-
mament Commission in implementing the present resolution;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session an item entitled
“‘Declaration of the 1990s as the Third Disarmament Decade’’

Conclusion

Early in 1988, even more than in 1987, consideration of the follow-up of
special sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament focused on
the forthcoming third special session. Generally, the discussions weighed the
possibility of achieving substantive results, or at least tangible progress, on
various active disarmament mandates and issues being dealt with prior to the
session against the meagre overall record of achievement since 1982. Uni-
versally regarded as positive signs were the conclusion of the bilateral INF
Treaty and the improved relations between the two major military Powers.
At the same time, there was grave disappointment at the difficulties being
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experienced by the international and multilateral disarmament bodies in their
efforts to break out of entrenched positions and impasses. An exception,
related to follow-up, was exemplified by the success of the Disarmament
Commission in reaching agreement on guidelines for confidence-building
measures, thus concluding its work on that significant agenda item.

Following the special session, the discussion concentrated on interpreting
its outcome. On balance, it was felt that the session had provided considerable
benefits for the international community in terms of producing not only a
clearer understanding of both the desire and the need for internationalism and
multilateralism in disarmament affairs, but also a better appreciation of the
limits of those two approaches to the solution of specific disarmament ques-
tions in a world of States, large and small, each concerned with individual
and regional security as well as with the security of all.

It may be expected that the Assembly’s special sessions devoted to
disarmament, including the fifteenth special session, will continue to influence
the work of all the disarmament bodies, not only on the basis of their general
terms of reference, but also in the context of relevant ongoing work and new
mandates. Thus, various requests, recommendations and suggestions of the
Assembly emerging from the third special session and subsequent regular
sessions may be dealt with in resolutions presented under follow-up agenda
items.

ANNEX

Guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures and
for the implementation of such measures on a global or regional level*

The Commission has elaborated the subsequent guidelines for appropriate types of confi-
dence-building measures for the consideration of the General Assembly at its forty-first session,
in keeping with resolution 39/63 E.

The text of the guidelines is agreed on all counts.

The Commission wishes to draw particular attention to paragraph 1.2.5 of the guidelines
where it is emphasized that the accumulation of relevant experience with confidence-building
measures may necessitate the further development of the text at a later time, should the General
Assembly so decide.

In elaborating the guidelines, all delegations were aware, notwithstanding the high signif-
icance and role of confidence-building measures, of the primary importance of disarmament
measures and the singular contribution only disarmament can make to the prevention of war, in
particular nuclear war. Some delegations would have wished to see the criteria and characteristics
of a regional approach to confidence-building measures spelt out in greater detail.

1. General considerations

1.1 Frame of reference
1.1.1 The present guidelines for confidence-building measures have been drafted by the
Disarmament Commission in pursuance of resolution 37/100 D adopted by consensus

* Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-15/3), para. 41, ‘‘Report of the Consultation Group on item 11°°, para. 6. The Guidelines
were endorsed by the General Assembly at its forty-third session (resolution 43/78 H).
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by the General Assembly, in which the Disarmament Commission was requested
““to consider the elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-
building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a global or
regional level”’, and of resolutions 38/73 A and 39/63 E in which it was asked to
continue and conclude its work, and was further requested to submit to the General
Assembly at its forty-first session a report containing such guidelines.

In elaborating the guidelines the Disarmament Commission took into account, inter
alia, the following United Nations documents: the Final Document of the Tenth
Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to dis-
armament (resolution S-10/2), the relevant resolutions adopted by consensus by the
General Assembly (resolutions 34/87 B, 35/156 B, 36/57 F, 37/100 D and 38/73),
the replies received from Governments informing the Secretary-General of their
views and experiences regarding confidence-building measures,® the Comprehensive
Study on Confidence-building Measures® by a Group of Governmental Experts, the
proposals made by individual countries at the twelfth special session of the General
Assembly,© the second special session devoted to disarmament, as well as the views
of delegations as expressed during the annual sessions of the Disarmament Com-
mission in 1983, 1984 and 1986 and reflected in the relevant documents of those
sessions.

1.2 General political context

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

1.2.4

These guidelines have been elaborated at a time when it is universally felt that
efforts to heighten confidence among States are particularly pertinent and necessary.
There is a common concern about the deterioration of the international situation,
the continuous recourse to the threat or use of force and the further escalation of
the international arms build-up, with the concomitant rise in instabilities, political
tensions and in mistrust, and the heightened perception of the danger of war, both
conventional and nuclear. At the same time, there is a growing awareness of the
unacceptability of war in our time, and of the interdependence of the security of all
States.

This situation calls for every effort by the international community to take urgent
action for the prevention of war, in particular nuclear war—in the language of the
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, a threat whose removal is the most
acute and urgent task of the present day—and for concrete measures of disarma-
ment—to prevent an arms race in space and to terminate it on Earth, to limit, reduce
and eventually eliminate nuclear arms and enhance strategic stability—but also for
efforts to reduce political confrontation and to establish stable and co-operative
relationships in all fields of international relations.

In this context, a confidence-building process embracing all these fields has become
increasingly important. Confidence-building measures, especially when applied in
a comprehensive manner, have a potential to contribute significantly to the en-
hancement of peace and security and to promote and facilitate the attainment of
disarmament measures.

This potential is at present already being explored in some regions and subregions
of the world, where the States concerned—while remaining mindful of the need for
global action and for disarmament measures—are joining forces to contribute, by
the elaboration and implementation of confidence-building measures, to more stable
relations and greater security, as well as the elimination of outside intervention and
enhanced co-operation in their areas.

The present guidelines have been drafted with these significant experiences in mind,
but they also purport to provide further support to these and other endeavours on

s A/34/416 and Add.1-3, A/35/397.
b United Nations publication, Sales No.E.82.1X.3.
< See A/S-12/AC.1/59.
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the regional and global level. They do not, of course, exclude the simultaneous
application of other security-enhancing measures.

1.2.5 These guidelines are part of a dynamic process over time. While they are designed
to contribute to a greater usefulness and wider application of confidence-building
measures, the accumulation of relevant experience may, in turn, necessitate the
further development of the guidelines at a later time, should the General Assembly
so decide.

1.3 Delimitation of the subject

1.3.1 Confidence-building measures and disarmament

1.3.1.1 Confidence-building measures must be neither a substitute nor a pre-condition for
disarmament measures nor divert attention from them. Yet their potential for
creating favourable conditions for progress in this field should be fully utilized in
all regions of the world, in so far as they may facilitate and do not impair in any
way the adoption of disarmament measures.

1.3.1.2 Effective disarmament and arms limitation measures which directly limit or reduce
military potential have particularly high confidence-building value and, among
these measures, those relating to nuclear disarmament are especially conducive
to confidence-building.

1.3.1.3 The provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session relating to
disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, also have a high confidence-build-
ing value.

1.3.1.4 Confidence-building measures may be worked out and implemented independently
in order to contribute to the creation of favourable conditions for the adoption of
additional disarmament measures, or, no less important, as collateral measures in
connection with specific measures of arms limitation and disarmament.

1.3.2  Scope of confidence-building measures: military and non-military measures

1.3.2.1 Confidence reflects a set of interrelated factors of a military as well as of a non-
military character, and a plurality of approaches is needed to overcome fear,
apprehension and mistrust between States and to replace them by confidence.

1.3.2.2 Since confidence relates to a wide spectrum of activities in the interaction among
States, a comprehensive approach is indispensable and confidence-building is
necessary in the political, military, economic, social, humanitarian and cultural
fields. These should include removal of political tensions, progress towards dis-
armament, reshaping of the world economic system and the elimination of racial
discrimination, of any form of hegemony and domination and of foreign occu-
pation. It is important that in all these areas the confidence-building process should
contribute to diminishing mistrust and enhancing trust among States by reducing
and eventually eliminating potential causes for misunderstanding, misinterpreta-
tion and miscalculation.

1.3.2.3 Notwithstanding the need for such a broad confidence-building process, and in
accordance with the mandate of the Disarmament Commission, the main focus
of the present guidelines for confidence-building measures relates to the military
and security field, and the guidelines derive their specificity from these aspects.

1.3.2.4 In many regions of the world economic and other phenomena touch upon the
security of a country with such immediacy that they cannot be disassociated from
defence and military matters. Concrete measures of a non-military nature that are
directly relevant to the national security and survival of States are therefore fully
within the focus of the guidelines. In such cases military and non-military measures
are complementary and reinforce each other’s confidence-building value.
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1.3.2.5 The appropriate mixture of different types of concrete measures should be deter-

mined for each region, depending on the perception of security and of the nature
and levels of existing threats, by the countries of the regions themselves.

Guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures and for their
implementation

2.1

2.1.1

2.1.3

Principles

Strict adherence to the Charter of the United Nations and fulfilment of the com-

mitments contained in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the

General Assembly (resolution S-10/2), the validity of which had been unanimously

and categorically reaffirmed by all Member States at the twelfth special session of

the General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament, make a

contribution of overriding importance for the preservation of peace and for ensuring

the survival of mankind and the realization of general and complete disarmament

under effective international control.

In particular, and as a prerequisite for enhancing confidence among States, the

following principles enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations must be strictly

observed:

(a) Refraining from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State;

(b) Non-intervention and non-interference in the internal affairs of States;

(c) Peaceful settlement of disputes;

(d) Sovereign equality of States and self-determination of peoples.

The strict observance of the principles and priorities of the Final Document of the

Tenth Special Session is of particular importance for enhancing confidence among

States.

2.2 Objectives

2.2.1

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

2.2.5

2.2.6

The ultimate goal of confidence-building measures is to strengthen international
peace and security and to contribute to the prevention of all wars, in particular
nuclear war.

Confidence-building measures are to contribute to the creation of favourable con-
ditions for the peaceful settlement of existing international problems and disputes
and for the improvement and promotion of international relations based on justice,
co-operation and solidarity; and to facilitate the solution of any situation which might
lead to international friction.

A major goal of confidence-building measures is the realization of universally rec-
ognized principles, particularly those contained in the Charter of the United Nations.

By helping to create a climate in which the momentum towards a competitive arms
build-up can be reduced and in which the importance of the military element is
gradually diminished, confidence-building measures should in particular facilitate
and promote the process of arms limitation and disarmament.

A major objective is to reduce or even eliminate the causes of mistrust, fear,
misunderstanding and miscalculation with regard to relevant military activities and
intentions of other States, factors which may generate the perception of an impaired
security and provide justification for the continuation of the global and regional arms
build-up.

A centrally important task of confidence-building measures is to reduce the dangers
of misunderstanding or miscalculation of military activities, to help to prevent
military confrontation as well as covert preparations for the commencement of a
war, to reduce the risk of surprise attacks and of the outbreak of war by accident;
and thereby, finally, to give effect and concrete expression to the solemn pledge of



227

all nations to refrain from the threat or use of force in all its forms and to enhance
security and stability.

Given the enhanced awareness of the importance of compliance, confidence-building
measures may serve the additional objective of facilitating verification of arms
limitation and disarmament agreements.

In addition, strict compliance with obligations and commitments in the field of
disarmament and co-operation in the elaboration and implementation of adequate
measures to ensure the verification of such compliance—satisfactory to all parties
concerned and determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the relevant agree-
ment—have a considerable confidence-building effect of their own.
Confidence-building measures cannot, however, supersede verification measures,
which are an important element in arms limitation and disarmament agreements.

2.3 Characteristics

2.3.1

2.3.2

2.3.3

234

Confidence in international relations is based on the belief in the co-operative dis-
position of other States. Confidence will increase to the extent that the conduct of
States, over time, indicates their willingness to practise non-aggressive and co-
operative behaviour.

Confidence-building requires a consensus of the States participating in the process.
States must therefore decide freely and in the exercise of their sovereignty whether
a confidence-building process is to be initiated and, if so, which measures are to
be taken and how the process is to be pursued.

Confidence-building is a step-by-step process of taking all concrete and effective
ineasures which express political commitments and are of military significance and
which are designed to make progress in strengthening confidence and security to
lessen tension and assist in arms limitation and disarmament. At each stage of this
process States must be able to measure and assess the results achieved. Verification
of compliance with agreed provisions should be a continuing process.

Political commitments taken together with concrete measures giving expression and
effect to those commitments are important instruments for confidence-building.

Exchange or provision of relevant information on armed forces and armaments as
well as on pertinent military activities plays an important role in the process of arms
limitation and disarmament and of confidence-building. Such an exchange or pro-
vision could promote trust among States and reduce the occurrence of dangerous
misconceptions about the intentions of States. Exchange or provision of information
in the field of arms limitation, disarmament and confidence-building should be
appropriately verifiable as provided for in respective arrangements, agreements or
treaties.

A detailed universal model being obviously impractical, confidence-building meas-
ures must be tailored to specific situations. The effectiveness of a concrete measure
will increase the more it is adjusted to the specific perceptions of threat or the
confidence requirements of a given situation or a particular region.

If the circumstances of a particular situation and the principle of undiminished
security allow, confidence-building measures could, within a step-by-step process,
where desirable and appropriate, go further and (though not by themselves capable
of diminishing military potentials) limit available military options.

2.4 Implementation

2.4.1

2.4.2

In order to optimize the implementation of confidence-building measures, States
taking, or agreeing to, such measures should carefully analyse, and identify with
the highest possible degree of clarity, the factors which favourably or adversely
affect confidence in a specific situation.

Since States must be able to examine and assess the implementation of, and to
ensure compliance with, a confidence-building arrangement, it is indispensable that
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2.45

2.4.6

2.4.7

248

249

the details of the established confidence-building measures should be defined pre-
cisely and clearly.

Misconceptions and prejudices, which may have developed over an extended period
of time, cannot be overcome by a single application of confidence-building measures.
The seriousness, credibility and reliability of a State’s commitment to confidence-
building, without which the confidence-building process cannot be successful, can
be demonstrated only by consistent implementation over time.

The implementation of confidence-building measures should take place in such a
manner as to ensure the right of each State to undiminished security, guaranteeing
that no individual State or group of States obtains advantages over others at any
stage of the confidence-building process.

The building of confidence is a dynamic process: experience and trust gained from
the implementation of early largely voluntary and militarily less significant measures
can facilitate agreement on further and more far-reaching measures.

The pace of the implementation process both in terms of timing and scope of desirable
measures depends on prevailing circumstances. Confidence-building measures
should be as substantial as possible and effected as rapidly as possible. Whilst in a
specific situation the implementation of far-reaching arrangements at an early stage
might be attainable, it would normally appear that a gradual step-by-step process is
necessary.

Obligations undertaken in agreements on confidence-building measures must be
fulfilled in good faith.

Confidence-building measures should be implemented on the global as well as on
regional levels. Regional and global approaches are not contradictory but rather
complementary and interrelated. In view of the interaction between global and
regional events, progress on one level contributes to advancement on the other level;
however, one is not a pre-condition for the other.

In considering the introduction of confidence-building measures in particular regions,
the specific political, military and other conditions prevailing in the region should
be fully taken into account. Confidence-building measures in a regional context
should be adopted on the initiative and with the agreement of the States of the region
concerned.

Confidence-building measures can be adopted in various forms. They can be agreed
upon with the intention of creating legally binding obligations, in which case they
represent international treaty law among parties. They can, however, also be agreed
upon through politically binding commitments. Evolution of politically binding
confidence-building measures into obligations under international law can also be
envisaged.

For the assessment of progress in the implementing action of confidence-building
measures, States should, to the extent possible and where appropriate, provide for
procedures and mechanisms for review and evaluation. Where possible, time-frames
could be agreed to facilitate this assessment in both quantitative and qualitative
terms.

2.5 Development, prospects and opportunities

2.5.1

2.5.2

A very important qualitative step in enhancing the credibility and reliability of the
confidence-building process may consist in strengthening the degree of commitment
with which the various confidence-building measures are to be implemented; this,
it should be recalled, is also applicable to the implementation of commitments
undertaken in the field of disarmament. Voluntary and unilateral measures should,
as early as appropriate, be developed into mutual, balanced and politically binding
provisions and, if appropriate, into legally binding obligations.

The nature of a confidence-building measure may gradually be enhanced to the
extent that its general acceptance as the correct pattern of behaviour grows. As a
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result, the consistent and uniform implementation of a politically binding confidence-
building measure over a substantial period of time, together with the requisite opinio
iuris, may lead to the development of an obligation under customary international
law. In this way, the process of confidence-building may gradually contribute to
the formation of new norms of international law.

Statements of intent and declarations, which in themselves contain no obligation to
take specific measures but have the potential to contribute favourably to an atmos-
phere of greater mutual trust, should be developed further by more concrete agree-
ments on specific measures.

Opportunities for the introduction of confidence-building measures are manifold.

The following compilation of some of the main possibilities may be of assistance

to States wishing to define what might present a suitable opportunity for action.
A particular need for confidence-building measures exists at times of political
tension and crises, where appropriate measures can have a very important stabi-
lizing effect.
Negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament can offer a particularly important
opportunity to agree on confidence-building measures. As integral parts of an
agreement itself or by way of supplementary agreements, they can have a beneficial
effect on the parties’ ability to achieve the purposes and goals of their particular
negotiations and agreements by creating a climate of co-operation and understand-
ing, by facilitating adequate provisions for verification acceptable to all the States
concerned and corresponding to the nature, scope and purpose of the agreement,
and by fostering reliable and credible implementation.
A particular opportunity might arise upon the introduction of peace-keeping forces,
in accordance with the purposes of the United Nations Charter, into a region or
on the cessation of hostilities between States.

Review conferences of arms limitation agreements might also provide an oppor-
tunity to consider confidence-building measures, provided these measures are in
no way detrimental to the purposes of the agreements; the criteria of such action
to be agreed upon by the parties to the agreements.

Many opportunities exist in conjunction with agreements among States in other
areas of their relations, such as the political, economic, social and cultural fields,
for example in the case of joint development projects, especially in frontier areas.

Confidence-building measures, or at least a statement of intent to develop them
in the future, could also be included in any other form of political declaration on
goals shared by two or more States.

Since it is especially the multilateral approach to international security and dis-
armament issues which enhances international confidence, the United Nations can
contribute to increasing confidence by playing its central role in the field of
international peace, security and disarmament. Organs of the United Nations and
other international organizations could participate in encouraging the process of
confidence-building as appropriate. In particular, the General Assembly and the
Security Council—their tasks in the field of disarmament proper notwithstanding—
can further this process, by adopting decisions and recommendations containing
suggestions and requests to States to agree on and implement confidence-building
measures. The Secretary-General, in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations, could also contribute significantly to the process of confidence-building
by suggesting specific confidence-building measures or by providing his good
offices, particularly at times of crises, in promoting the establishment of certain
confidence-building procedures.

In accordance with item IX of its established agenda—the so-called decalogue—
and without prejudice to its negotiating role in all areas of its agenda, the Con-
ference on Disarmament could identify and develop confidence-building measures
in relation to agreements on disarmament and arms limitation under negotiation
in the Conference.
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CHAPTER IV

General and complete disarmament and the
comprehensive programme of disarmament

Introduction

GENERAL AND COMPLETE DISARMAMENT has been implicitly understood to be
the final objective of the United Nations disarmament efforts since the in-
ception of the Organization and has been pursued along two parallel paths.!
During most of the 1950s, a long-term approach dominated, which envisaged
the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armaments, by stages,
in accordance with a co-ordinated, comprehensive programme. From 1955
on, in parallel with that approach, proposals were put forward for partial
measures that could take effect in the short term.

In resolution 1378 (XIV) of 1959, it was explicitly stated for the first
time that ‘‘general and complete disarmament under effective international
control”’ was the goal of the United Nations disarmament efforts and that
measures leading to that goal were to be worked out and agreed upon in the
shortest possible time. The comprehensive approach was given added impetus
by the 1961 USSR-United States joint statement of agreed principles for
disarmament negotiations (the so-called Zorin-McCloy agreement)? and by
elaborate proposals submitted by the two major Powers in 19623 to the ne-
gotiating body in Geneva. With the conclusion of the partial test-ban Treaty
in 1963, the emphasis again shifted towards reaching agreement on limited
measures.

In 1969, in the context of a proposal to designate the 1970s a *‘disar-
mament decade’’, the then Secretary-General, U Thant, expressed the view
that the General Assembly could establish a specific programme and timetable
for dealing with all aspects of arms limitation and disarmament.* Subse-

! See The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, Sales
No. 70.1X.1), chaps. 3-6, and The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations
publication, Sales No. E.76.IX.1), chap. I.

2 Official Records of the General Assembly, Sixteenth Session, Annexes, agenda item 19,
document A/4879.

3 Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for January 1961 to De-
cember 1962, document DC/203, annex 1, sect. C (ENDC/2) (Soviet Union) and sect. F (ENDC/
30 and Corr.1) (United States).

4 Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-fourth Session, Supplement No. IA
(A/7601/Add.1).
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quently, the Assembly, in its resolution 2602 E (XXIV), requested the CCD,
while continuing intensive negotiations on collateral measures, to work out
at the same time a comprehensive programme dealing with all aspects of the
problem of the cessation of the arms race and general and complete disar-
mament under effective international control. The CCD debated the question
between 1970 and 1978, and a number of specific proposals were submitted.
In 1970, Ireland, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia pro-
posed a comprehensive programme in the General Assembly,® but it was not
possible to reach agreement on it.

In paragraph 109 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,®
the General Assembly stated that the Committee on Disarmament would
undertake the elaboration of a comprehensive programme encompassing all
measures thought to be advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general
and complete disarmament under effective international control would become
a reality, and it entrusted the Disarmament Commission with the task of
considering the elements of such a programme. The following year, the
Commission adopted by consensus the ‘‘Elements of a comprehensive pro-
gramme of disarmament’’,” which included sections on objectives, measures,
and machinery and procedures.

The Committee on Disarmament thereupon established an ad hoc work-
ing group to begin negotiations, and in 1982 it submitted to the Assembly at
its special session a draft programme,® in which many points of disagreement
remained. It did not prove possible to reconcile the conflicting points of view
at the special session nor was it possible at subsequent sessions of the Geneva
negotiating body, and in 1987 the areas of disagreement widened. At its forty-
second session, the General Assembly adopted resolution 42/42 I, in which
it urged the Conference on Disarmament to resume its work on the elaboration
of a comprehensive programme at the outset of its 1988 session with a view
to resolving outstanding issues and concluding negotiations on the programme
in time for its submission to the General Assembly at its fifteenth special
session, and for this purpose to re-establish its Ad Hoc Committee on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament.

This chapter deals with the comprehensive programme of disarmament,
which is an expression of the desire to apply a long-term, broad approach to
the search for general and complete disarmament, and with three more specific
topics, disarmament and development, objective information on military mat-
ters, and naval armaments and disarmament, which were introduced into the
General Assembly’s agenda under the item ‘‘General and complete
disarmament’’.

s Ibid., Twenty-fifth Session, Annexes, agenda item 27, document A/8191 and Corr.1.

6 General Assembly resolution S-10/2.

7 Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/
34/42), para. 19. The ‘‘Elements of a comprehensive programme of disarmament’’, as agreed
upon and recommended by the Disarmament Commission, is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol.
4: 1979, appendix II.

8 Ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/S-12/2), appendix 1.
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General developments and trends, 1988

Delegations at the Conference on Disarmament expressed the hope that the
negotiations in the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament would be concluded early in 1988 so that the results could be
submitted to the General Assembly at its special session, but that did not
prove possible. Throughout the session of the Conference, divergencies per-
sisted on a number of sensitive issues, such as that of a nuclear-test ban, the
role of the Conference with respect to nuclear disarmament, prevention of
nuclear war, nuclear-weapon-free zones, zones of peace, and the relationship
between disarmament and development. Nevertheless, some narrowing of
differences, in the area of principles for example, was achieved in the Ad
Hoc Committee. (See the section ‘* Action by the Conference on Disarmament,
1988’’, below.)

The majority of delegations that addressed the question of the compre-
hensive programme of disarmament during the special session and the regular
session of the General Assembly in 1988 were non-aligned. In most cases
they made only passing references to the programme, often in the context of
the need to implement measures that would follow the priorities established
in the 1978 Final Document and guarantee the attainment of general and
complete disarmament. Perhaps because of the difficulties encountered in
negotiating the programme in the Conference on Disarmament, attention fo-
cused on other, more recent comprehensive programmes that had been de-
veloped by individidual States or groups of States, for example, the phased
programme of nuclear disarmament for the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons by the year 2000, proposed by the Soviet Union,” and India’s three-
stage plan for a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world order.!® India
pointed out that while nuclear disarmament formed the central element of its
plan, other measures were also included to further the process in a compre-
hensive manner, and it believed the plan would assist the Conference in
negotiating a comprehensive programme to achieve general and complete
disarmament. Romania stated that the United Nations should adopt a com-
prehensive programme for nuclear and general disarmament that would take
into account the proposals submitted by all States at the third special session
devoted to disarmament.

For the most part, States did not discuss broad approaches to disarmament
or the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament itself; rather they
directed their attention to measures or aspects of the process. Under the item
“‘General and complete disarmament’’, they focused on a wide variety of
specific matters, most of which are dealt with in this volume in chapters
devoted to particular areas of disarmament.

Two of the topics considered under the omnibus item and discussed in
this chapter are naval armaments and disarmament, and disarmament and

® CD/732, appendix I, vol. 1, document CD/649; the proposal was also circulated as a
General Assembly document (A/41/97).
10 See A/S-15/12 and chapter II of this volume.
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development. With regard to the former, the Soviet Union, as part of its effort
to promote confidence-building in naval matters, officially provided the United
Nations with data on the composition of its navy as of 1 July 1988. With
regard to the latter, the Secretary-General set up a high-level task force within
the Secretariat to consider measures to strengthen the central role of the United
Nations and its appropriate organs in the field of disarmament and develop-
ment, the need for which was recognized in the action programme of the
Final Document of the International Conference on the Relationship between
Disarmament and Development.!!

Action by the Disarmament Commission, 1988

For the third consecutive year, the Disarmament Commission had on its
agenda the item entitled ‘‘Naval armaments and disarmament’’. The Chairman
decided to follow the practice of previous years and hold, under his respon-
sibility, substantive and open-ended consultations on the subject. Subse-
quently, he delegated the conduct of the consultations to a ‘‘Friend of the
Chairman’’, Mr. Rolf Ekeus of Sweden. The United States did not take part
in the deliberations on naval armaments and disarmament, feeling that it was
not in a position to discuss restrictions in that area, since it was separated
from its allies by two oceans and relied on maritime activities and freedom
of navigation under international law to protect its security and trade interests.

The consultations took as their point of departure the Chairman’s paper
on the item drafted in 1987.!2 Several new documents on the subject were
submitted to the Commission:!3 revisions of earlier working papers by Finland
and Sweden, and a working paper by Bulgaria, the German Democratic
Republic and the Soviet Union. There was widespread agreement in the
consultations that significant elements and principles included in the Chair-
man’s earlier report should be retained. While continuing its discussion on
those aspects, members of the Consultation Group exchanged views with the
intention of first identifying objectives and later examining by what measures
those objectives might be achieved.

In reaffirming the principle that reduction of naval nuclear forces and
naval non-nuclear forces should follow the general approaches of nuclear and
conventional disarmament efforts, some States pointed out that maritime dis-
armament measures should be balanced and that, because of differences in
the geographical situations of States, multilateral measures of restriction for
forces and weapons might have to be numerically asymmetrical. There was
widespread recognition that a fundamental feature of the global maritime

't See Report of the International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament
and Development (A/CONF.130/39), part II. The Final Document was also issued as United
Nations publication, Sales No. E.87.IX.8.

12 A/CN.10/102.

13 A/CN.10/90/Rev.1 (Finland), A/CN.10/101/Rev.1 (Sweden) and A/CN.10/109 (Bul-
garia, German Democratic Republic and Soviet Union).
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environment, both military and non-military, was freedom of navigation and
that naval confidence-building measures should be in harmony with the current
law of the sea. The interest in confidence-building measures that was evident
in 1987 continued, and the importance of establishing a better flow of objective
information on naval capabilities was noted.

The Group made progress in amplifying the three objectives that had
already been identified: peacetime security, security for non-military activities
at sea, and seaboard security. They also identified two more: strengthening
peace and security at a lower level of forces, taking into account the need
for States to protect their security, and wartime security at sea of vessels
belonging to States neutral to a conflict.

The findings of the Consultation Group were incorporated into a working
paper by the Chairman,'* which met with the approval of all delegations
participating in the substantive consultations and which they believed could
form the basis of further deliberations. The Chairman’s report on the work
accomplished under the item on naval armaments and disarmament was
adopted by the Commission on 19 May and incorporated into its report to
the General Assembly at its fifteenth special session.!>

Action by the Conference on Disarmament, 1988

The Conference on Disarmament considered its agenda item on the compre-
hensive programme of disarmament in plenary meetings during the periods
from 4 to 8 April and from 29 August to 2 September. On 2 February, it
agreed, in accordance with the request made by the General Assembly in its
resolution 42/42 1, to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehen-
sive Programme of Disarmament with a view to resolving outstanding issues
and concluding negotiations on the programme in time for its submission to
the General Assembly at its third special session devoted to disarmament. As
that did not prove possible, at the beginning of the second part of its session,
on 19 July, the Conference re-established the Ad Hoc Committee to continue
negotiations with the firm intention of completing the elaboration of the
programme and submitting it to the General Assembly at its forty-third session
or, at the latest, its forty-fourth session.

The Ad Hoc Committee, under the chairmanship of Mr. Alfonso Garcia
Robles of Mexico, met in plenary and informal meetings during both parts
of the session. The Conference on Disarmament decided to invite, at their
request, the following States not members of the Conference to participate
in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee: Austria, Bangladesh, Burundi,
Cameroon, Colombia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ire-
land, Malaysia, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Senegal, Spain, Tunisia,
Turkey and Zimbabwe. In addition to the documents submitted during pre-

14 A/CN.10/113.

15 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-15/3), para. 54.
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vious sessions, the Ad Hoc Committee had before it two new working papers.
The first, submitted by the United Kingdom, contained a proposal for the
addition of a subparagraph to the section ‘‘Other measures’’ in chapter V of
the draft programme. According to the new text, which was later agreed to,
States should consider implementing measures based on the principles of
openness and transparency, such as the provision of objective information on
military matters. The second, submitted by Peru, related to the establishment
of a zone of peace and co-operation in the South Pacific.

The Ad Hoc Committee began its work on the basis of the text annexed
to its 1987 report.!® In some cases it was possible to reach agreement on the
wording of certain paragraphs, and in others considerable progress was made
towards harmonizing positions. However, as reflected in the report and annex
prepared by the Committee for submission to the General Assembly at its
special session,!” points of difference remained on a number of issues.

At the second part of the session, the Ad Hoc Committee continued its
negotiations on the programme, concentrating on various outstanding issues.
Contact groups were established and consultations held among interested
delegations with a view to resolving differences concerning certain texts.
Some progress was made towards harmonizing positions and narrowing areas
of disagreement. However, in the short time available it was not possible to
reconcile all differences and thus complete the elaboration of the programme.
The results of the work in the second half of the year are contained in the
annex to the Ad Hoc Committee’s report to the Conference.!® It was understood
that delegations could not take final positions thereon until agreement had
been reached on outstanding points of difficulty and until the document was
complete. In its report, the Ad Hoc Committee drew the conclusion that it
should resume work at the outset of the 1989 session of the Conference with
the firm intention of completing the elaboration of the programme for its
submission to the General Assembly, at the latest at its forty-fourth session.

Action by the General Assembly, 1988

The General Assembly adopted a resolution on the comprehensive programme
of disarmament submitted under an item on follow-up of the tenth special
session, and 20 resolutions and a decision under its agenda item ‘‘General
and complete disarmament’’. The actions taken under the latter item are dealt
with in this volume as follows:

(a) In this chapter, beginning on the page shown—
(i) 43/75 B (Relationship between disarmament and development), page 113;

16 CD/783.

17 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No.
2 (A/S-15/2), sect. 1II, H. The report contains a brief description of the work of the Ad Hoc
Committee since 1982.

18 CD/867, reproduced in Official Records of the General Assembly, Forty-third Session,
Supplement No. 27 (A/43/27), sect. 1II, H.
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(ii) 43/75 G (Objective information on military matters), page 114;
(iii) 43/75 L (Naval armaments and disarmament), page 116;

(iv) 43/75 M (Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof), page 117;

(v) Decision 43/422 (Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations and
programmes of the United Nations system to the cause of arms limitation and dis-
armament), page 118.

(b) In other chapters, chapter number shown—
(i) 43/75 A (Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations), chapter VI;

(ii) 43/75 C (Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of ra-
diological weapons), chapter XIV;

(iii) 43/75 D (Conventional disarmament), chapter XV;
(iv) 43/75 E (Nuclear disarmament), chapter VI;
(v) 43/75 F (Conventional disarmament), chapter XV;

(vi) 43/75 H (Implementation of General Assembly resolutions in the field of disarma-
ment), chapter I;

(vii) 43/75 I (International arms transfers), chapter XVII;
(viii) 43/75 J (Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of radio-
logical weapons), chapter XIV;
(ix) 43/75 K (Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes),
chapter VI;
(x) 43/75 N (Comprehensive United Nations study on nuclear weapons), chapter XVII;
(xi) 43/75 O (Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations), chapter VI;

(xii) 43/75 P (Confidence- and security-building measures and conventional disarmament
in Europe), chapter XV;

(xiii) 43/75 Q (Prohibition of the dumping of radioactive wastes for hostile purposes),
chapter XIV;

(xiv) 43/75 R (Review of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament),
chapter I;

(xv) 43/75 S (Conventional disarmament on a regional scale), chapter XV;

(xvi) 43/75 T (Dumping of radioactive wastes), chapter XIV.

In addition, two draft resolutions, entitled ‘‘Objective information on
military matters’” and ‘‘International transfer of conventional armaments’’,
were submitted to the First Committee and later withdrawn. The former is
discussed in this chapter in conjunction with resolution 43/75 G, and the latter
is discussed in chapter XVII.

On 9 November, Mexico introduced a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Com-
prehensive programme of disarmament’’. After outlining the work of the Ad
Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament in the
Conference on Disarmament, Mexico pointed out that in the short time avail-
able in the second part of the session of the Conference, the Committee had
not been able to reconcile differences on a number of issues. It had agreed
that it should resume its work at the outset of the 1989 session of the Con-
ference in order to complete its elaboration of the programme by the forty-
fourth session of the General Assembly. By the draft resolution, the Assembly
would include in its agenda the item on the comprehensive programme.
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The First Committee approved the draft resolution by consensus the next
day, and the General Assembly adopted it without a vote on 7 December as
resolution 43/78 K. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 42/42 I of 30 November 1987, in which it urged the Conference
on Disarmament to resume the work on the elaboration of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament at the outset of its 1988 session with a view to resolving outstanding issues and
concluding negotiations on the programme,

Having examined the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme
of Disarmament concerning its work during the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament,
which is an integral part of the report of the Conference, and noting the agreement of the Ad
Hoc Committee that it should resume its work at the outset of the 1989 session of the Conference
with the firm intention of completing the elaboration of the programme for its submission to the
General Assembly, at the latest at its forty-fourth session,

Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session an item entitled
*‘Comprehensive programme of disarmament’’

On 28 October, Zimbabwe, on behalf of the non-aligned States, sub-
mitted a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Relationship between disarmament and
development’’, which it introduced on 9 November. Zimbabwe explained
that the draft was primarily of a procedural nature, its sole purpose being to
include the item in the agenda of the forty-fourth session of the General
Assembly. It drew attention to a revision to operative paragraph 1, by which
the Assembly would request the Secretary-General to report to it at its next
session on the implementation of the action programme of the Final Document
of the International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament
and Development. The revised draft resolution was later sponsored also by
the German Democratic Republic and Romania.

On 10 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution
without a vote. Four States explained their positions on the matter at that
time.

Both the Byelorussian SSR and Czechoslovakia stated that they attached
importance to the request made in the draft that the Secretary-General take
action for the implementation of the programme adopted at the Conference.

The United Kingdom, although joining in the consensus, reiterated its
reservations about the Final Document of the Conference: the Document did
not reflect the complex nature of the relationship between disarmament, de-
velopment and security; aid disbursement should not in any way depend on
progress in arms control; and the need for transparency in the provision of
information on military expenditure was not adequately stressed. The United
Kingdom understood that the request made in operative paragraph 1 of the
draft resolution applied only to that aspect of the programme in which action
by the Secretary-General was specifically indicated.

The United States announced that it would not participate in any decision
taken by the First Committee on the draft. It believed that disarmament and
development were two distinct issues that could not be appropriately consid-
ered in terms of an interrelationship. It would not consider itself bound in
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any way by either the declaration in the Final Document of the International
Conference or the terms of the draft resolution.

On 7 December the General Assembly adopted the draft text without a
vote. On that occasion as well, the United States stated that it was not
participating in the action. Resolution 43/75 B reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling the provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly related to the relationship between disarmament and development,

Recalling also the adoption on 11 September 1987 of the Final Document of the International
Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to take action through the appropriate organs, within
available resources, for the implementation of the action programme adopted at the International
Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, and to submit a report
to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session an item entitled
‘‘Relationship between disarmament and development’’.

With regard to the provision of objective information on military mat-
ters,!® a subject closely related to that of the reduction of military budgets
(see chapter XVI), two draft resolutions were submitted to the First Com-
mittee. The first was sponsored by a group of mainly Western countries?® and
the second by a group of socialist States.?! Intensive consultations were held
and the two texts were merged before either was introduced in the Committee.

On 9 November the United Kingdom introduced the compromise text,
which by that date was sponsored by 30 States,?? and noted several small
changes that had been made in it. The United Kingdom pointed out that the
draft resolution built upon its predecessors and reflected developments during
the last year. The United Kingdom attached special importance to the rec-
ommendation in the draft that the international system for the standardized
reporting of military expenditures be implemented, believing that it offered
a way of giving concrete form to the principles of openness and transparency.
It hoped that the invitation to States to submit views on further consolidating
the trend towards greater openness would result in practical suggestions as
well as in statements of principle. The sponsors believed that the issue of
objective information on military matters should be given in-depth consid-
eration in the Disarmament Commission.

19 For information concerning the positions of States on this subject, see the report of the
Secretary-General to the General Assembly at its special session containing the views of Gov-
emments on ways and means of ensuring confidence and furthering openness and transparency
in military matters (A/S-15/7 and Add.1 and 2).

20 Australia, Belgium, Botswana, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Portugal,
Samoa, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom and United States.

2! Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and Soviet
Union. Romania subsequently became a sponsor.

22 Australia, Belgium, Botswana, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Samoa, Spain, Swa-
ziland, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Soviet Union, United Kingdom and United States. Romania
subsequently joined the sponsors.
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Expressing its satisfaction with the outcome of the consultations, the
Soviet Union withdrew the second draft.2® It declared that the beginning of
real nuclear disarmament, marked by implementation of the USSR-United
States Treaty on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles, demonstrated the indissoluble link between openness and
disarmament. When conditions came about for a realistic comparison of mil-
itary expenditures, it would proceed to use the United Nations system of
standardization of accounts to present details of its military expenditures. The
Soviet Union was convinced that the trend towards enhancing the role of the
United Nations in international affairs must make itself felt in the exchange
of objective information on military matters.

On 14 November the sponsors submitted a further revision incorporating
a minor change. On 17 November the First Committee approved the revised
draft by a recorded vote of 109 to none, with 9 abstentions.

At the same meeting, three States explained their positions. Hungary, a
sponsor, stated that the provision of objective information was an effective
confidence-building measure. Yugoslavia also supported the text for that rea-
son, -but felt that the draft overestimated the effect a lack of information could
have on the arms programmes of States. Cuba abstained because the draft
limited the concept of confidence-building. In its view, it was the cessation
of hostile acts, not the exchange of objective information, that would
strengthen the security of States.

The General Assembly adopted the draft resolution on 7 December by
a recorded vote of 130 to none, with 10 abstentions. Resolution 43/75 G reads
as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling paragraph 105 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, in which the Assembly encouraged Member States to ensure a better flow of infor-
mation with regard to the various aspects of disarmament to avoid dissemination of false and
tendentious information concerning armaments and to concentrate on the danger of escalation
of the arms race and on the need for general and complete disarmament under effective inter-
national control,

Taking into account the attention paid to the questions of openness and of ensuring an
exchange of objective information in the military field at its fifteenth special session, the third
special session devoted to disarmament,

Noting with satisfaction that recent agreements in the field of arms limitation and disar-
mament have provided for qualitatively new standards of openness,

Believing that the adoption of confidence-building measures to promote openness and trans-
parency would contribute to the prevention of misperceptions of military capabilities and inten-
tions which would induce States to undertake armaments programmes leading to the acceleration
of the arms race, in particular the nuclear-arms race, and to heightened international tensions,

Believing also that balanced and objective information on all military matters, in particular
of nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant States, would contribute to the building
of confidence among States and to the conclusion of concrete disarmament agreements, and
thereby help to halt and reverse the arms race,

23 See A/43/856, paras. 38 and 39.
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Recognizing that greater openness and transparency would contribute to enhancing security,

Convinced that greater openness on military activities, inter alia, through transmittal of
relevant information on these activities, including on the levels of military budgets, would
contribute to increased confidence among States,

Taking into account the work undertaken in the Disarmament Commission on the reduction
of military budgets,

Noting with satisfaction that an increased number of States have provided annual reports
on military expenditures in conformity with the international system for the standardized reporting
of military expenditures under the auspices of the United Nations,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on this subject to the third special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament;

2. Reaffirms its firm conviction that a better flow of objective information on military
capabilities would help relieve international tension and contribute to the building of confidence
among States on a global, regional or subregional level and to .the conclusion of concrete
disarmament agreements;

3. Recommends that those States and global, regional and subregional organizations which
have already expressed support for the principle of practical and concrete confidence-building
measures of a military nature on a global, regional or subregional level should intensify their
efforts with a view to adopting such measures;

4. Recommends also that all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States and other militarily
significant States, should implement the international system for the standardized reporting of
military expenditures, with the aim of achieving a realistic comparison of military budgets,
facilitating the availability of objective information on, as well as objective assessment of, military
capabilities and contributing to the process of disarmament;

5. Invites all Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General before 30 April
1989 measures they have adopted towards these ends, for submission to the General Assembly
at its forty-fourth session;

6. Also invites all Member States also to communicate to the Secretary-General their views
on ways and means of further consolidating the emerging trend towards greater openness in
military matters, specifically with regard to the provisions of objective information on military
matters, for consideration by the Disarmament Commission at its 1990 session;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
‘‘Objective information on military matters’’

Australia, Austria, Bulgaria, China, Finland, France, the German Dem-
ocratic Republic, Iceland, Indonesia, Mexico, Sri Lanka, Sweden and Yu-
goslavia submitted a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Naval armaments and
disarmament’’,?* which was later also sponsored by Malaysia. The text was
introduced by Sweden on 7 November. In introducing it, Sweden outlined
the progress that the Disarmament Commission had made during its delib-
erations on the subject. It had identified some concrete confidence-building
measures on which negotiations could be pursued, for instance a multilateral
agreement on the prevention of incidents at sea beyond the territorial seas,
but it still had to elaborate several other important aspects of naval disar-
mament. Thus in the draft the Commission was requested to continue its
substantive work at its forthcoming session and to report to the General
Assembly in 1989.

2 Two papers on the subject of naval armaments had been submitted to the General Assembly
at its special session: the first, by Finland, Indonesia and Sweden (A/S-15/AC.1/13), and the
second, by Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic and the Soviet Union (A/S-15/AC.1/16).
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On 16 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 134 to 1 (United States), and on 7 December the General
Assembly adopted it as resolution 43/75 L by a recorded vote of 152 to 1,
with 1 abstention.

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 38/188 G of 20 December 1983, by which it requested the Secretary-
General, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, to carry out a comprehensive
study on the naval arms race,

Recalling also its resolution 40/94 F of 12 December 1985, by which it requested the
Disarmament Commission to consider the issues contained in the study entitled The Naval Arms
Race, both its substantive content and its conclusions, taking into account all other relevant
present and future proposals, with a view to facilitating the identification of possible measures
in the field of naval arms reductions and disarmament, pursued within the framework of progress
towards general and complete disarmament, as well as confidence-building measures in this field,

Recalling further its resolution 42/38 K of 30 November 1987, by which it requested the
Disarmament Commission to continue, at its 1988 session, the substantive consideration of the
question and to report on its deliberations and recommendations to the General Assembly not
later than at its forty-third session,

Having examined the report of the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission on the
substantive consideration of the question of the naval arms race and disarmament during the
1988 session of the Commission, which met with the approval of all delegations participating
in the substantive consultations and which, in their view, should be discussed at the forty-third
session of the General Assembly,

1. Notes with satisfaction the report on the substantive consideration of the question of
the naval arms race and disarmament by the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission;

2. Regquests the Disarmament Commission to continue, at its forthcoming session in 1989,
the substantive consideration of the question and to report on its deliberations and recommen-
dations to the General Assembly at its forty-fourth session;

3. Also requests the Disarmament Commission to inscribe on the agenda for its 1989
session the item entitled ‘‘Naval armaments and disarmament’’;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
‘“‘Naval armaments and disarmament’’

A group of 44 States from all regions, later joined by 2 more,?* sponsored
a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty
on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the
Subsoil Thereof”’. On 3 November the draft resolution was introduced by
Norway, which had presided at the Second Review Conference of the Treaty,
in 1983. Norway explained that following its consultations with a number of
countries, the States parties to the sea-bed Treaty had met informally and
decided to convene the Third Review Conference in 1989. A preparatory
committee open to all States parties would be established and would hold a
one-week session in Geneva in April. Norway drew attention to the fact that

25 Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR,
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Finland, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Iceland, India, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Malaysia, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, New Zealand,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Kingdom,
United States, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zambia.
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the number of parties to the Treaty was currently 80, having increased by 7
since the Second Review Conference. Among the States parties were three
nuclear-weapon States and some of the most significant maritime Powers in
the world.

On 10 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution
without a vote. At that time two Committee members made statements. France
announced that it had not participated in the action. The Ukrainian SSR noted
that the information to be made available to the Preparatory Committee and
subsequently to the Conference itself should reflect the progress made in
implementing resolution 40/94 J, concerning further measures for preventing
an arms race on the sea-bed, which had been adopted by consensus in 1985.

On 7 December the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution with-
out a vote as resolution 43/75 M. At that time, France requested that the
records of the meeting reflect the fact that it had not participated in that action.
The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 2660 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, in which it commended the
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,

Noting the provisions of article VII of that Treaty concerning the holding of review
conferences,

Bearing in mind that, in its Final Declaration, the Second Review Conference of the Parties
to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons
of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, held at
Geneva from 12 to 23 September 1983, decided that a third review conference should be held
at Geneva at the request of a majority of States parties not earlier than 1988 and not later than
1990,

Recalling also its resolution 38/188 B of 20 December 1983, in which it made an assessment
of the outcome of the Second Review Conference,

Bearing in mind also all the relevant paragraphs of the Final Document of the Tenth Special
Session of the General Assembly,

1. Notes that, following appropriate consultations, a preparatory committee for the Third
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in
the Subsoil Thereof is to be established prior to holding a further review conference in 1989;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance and to provide such
services, including summary records, as may be required for the Review Conference and its
preparation;

3. Recalls its expressed hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty.

Cuba, Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union submitted a draft decision
entitled ‘‘Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations and
programmes of the United Nations system to the cause of arms limitation and
disarmament’’, which was introduced by Czechoslovakia on 14 November.
The sponsors were of the opinion that the United Nations specialized agencies
played an important part in overall efforts in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament and they welcomed the report of the Secretary-General on their
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work (see appendix II of this volume). They felt, however, that before the
potential of the agencies to contribute in their own way strictly within their
respective areas of competence could be discussed effectively, it would be
necessary to achieve a broader consensus than currently existed in both the
United Nations and the specialized agencies. They therefore proposed that
further consideration of the item be deferred. They believed that by proposing
a deferral, they were addressing the concerns expressed by some delegations.

On 16 November the First Committee approved the draft decision without
a vote, and on 7 December the General Assembly adopted it, also without a
vote, as decision 43/422. It reads as follows:

At its 73rd plenary meeting, on 7 December 1988, the General Assembly, on the recom-
mendation of the First Committee, took note of the report of the Secretary-General, and decided
to defer until a later date, to be agreed upon in consultations among Member States, the con-
sideration of the item entitled *‘Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations
and programmes of the United Nations system to the cause of arms limitation and disarmament’’

The General Assembly adopted a number of resolutions on international
security issues that contained elements related to disarmament and that were
submitted under agenda items of the First Committee.

On 30 November Yugoslavia introduced a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Re-
view of the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of In-
ternational Security’’, which was co-sponsored by Algeria, Bangladesh,
Egypt, India, Indonesia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan, Romania, Sri
Lanka, the Sudan, Tunisia and Uganda. At the same meeting the First Com-
mittee approved the text by a recorded vote of 102 to 1, with 25 abstentions,
and on 7 December the General Assembly adopted it by a recorded vote of
128 to 1, with 22 abstentions, as resolution 43/88. The passages that relate
most directly to disarmament appear in operative paragraphs 3, 4 and 5:

3. Calls upon all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon States and other militarily
significant States, to take immediate steps aimed at:

(a) Promoting and using effectively the system of collective security as envisaged in the
Charter;

(b) Halting effectively the arms race and achieving general and complete disarmament
under effective international control and, to this end, to conduct serious, meaningful and effective
negotiations with a view to implementing the recommendations and decisions contained in the
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and to fulfilling the
priority tasks listed in the Programme of Action set forth in section III of the Final Document;

4. Invites all States, in particular the major military Powers and States members of military
alliances, to refrain, especially in critical situations and in crisis areas, from actions, including
military activities and manoeuvres, conceived within the context of East-West confrontation and
used as a means of pressure or threat to and destabilization of other States and regions;

5. Expresses its conviction that the gradual military disengagement of the great Powers
and their military alliances from various parts of the world should be promoted.

The General Assembly also adopted two resolutions, 43/83 A and B,
which deal with the question of Antarctica, but neither 2-idresses disarmament
matters directly.
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Conclusion

In an attempt to realize their hope of achieving the goal of general and complete
disarmament, members of the Conference on Disarmament continued through-
out the year their efforts to negotiate the comprehensive programme of dis-
armament, and the General Assembly adopted by consensus resolution 43/
78 K, by which it decided to include the item concerning the programme in
the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session.

In general, however, States focused their attention on specific aspects
and interim measures of disarmament. Of the draft resolutions of this type
submitted under the item ‘‘General and complete disarmament’’ that are
discussed in this chapter, the General Assembly adopted two by consensus:
resolution 43/75 B, on the relationship between disarmament and develop-
ment, and resolution 43/75 M, on the Third Review Conference of the sea-
bed Treaty. Two others were adopted by very large majorities: resolution 43/
75 G, on objective information in military matters, co-sponsored by NATO
and Warsaw Treaty countries, was adopted with no negative votes, while
resolution 43/75 L, on naval armaments and disarmament, co-sponsored by
States from all political groupings, was adopted with only one negative vote
and one abstention. Because of a lack of consensus on the subject, consid-
eration of the contribution of the specialized agencies was deferred by decision
43/422.
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CHAPTER V

Verification and compliance

Introduction

VERIFICATION IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF ARMS LIMITATION and disarmament
agreements. In the interest of security, compliance with such agreements must
be verifiable.

There are different modes and degrees of verification and, therefore, a
variety of terms may be employed, for instance, ‘‘monitoring’’, ‘‘observa-
tion”’, “‘control’’, ‘‘investigation’’, ‘‘inspection’’, and ‘‘on-site inspection’’
All these terms, although not equivalent, contain one or more of the elements
of information-gathering, analysis and determination of compliance, which

are the essential components of verification.

Since its inception, the United Nations has dealt with problems of ver-
ification, at both the deliberative and the negotiating stages. Several arms
limitation and disarmament agreements currently in force provide a role for
the United Nations in ensuring compliance with agreements (see table 1).

In the 1978 Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, the Member States
affirmed, by consensus, that disarmament and arms limitation agreements
should provide for adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all parties
concerned, in order to create the necessary confidence and ensure that they
were being observed by all parties. They also agreed that: the form and
modalities of the verification to be provided for in any specific agreement
should be determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the agreement;
agreements should provide for the participation of parties directly or through
the United Nations system in the verification process; where appropriate, a
combination of several methods of verification as well as other compliance
procedures should be employed.!

Since the fortieth session of the General Assembly, in 1985, consideration
of the question of verification has intensified.? The deliberations on the subject

! General Assembly resolution S-10/2, para. 31.
2 See General Assembly resolutions: 40/152 O of 16 December 1985; 41/86 Q of 4 December
1986; 42/42 F of 30 November 1987; and 43/81 B of 7 December 1988.
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have helped to clarify the concept of verification and make it more widely
acceptable. At the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, in 1988, the question of verification was one of the major
subjects in the deliberations. At the forty-third session of the General Assem-
bly, later that year, ‘‘Verification in all its aspects’” was on the agenda as a
separate item for the first time.

Verification®> may be defined as a process which serves to provide con-
fidence that the provisions of an agreement are being observed, that is, that
the parties are complying with their obligations. Thus, compliance (the ful-
filment of obligations) and verification (the process of gathering and analysing
information with a view to assessing compliance) are two sides of the same
coin.

In the verification process, two main components can usually be found,
namely, the fact-finding or gathering of data (monitoring), and the interpre-
tation or evaluation of the data. These imply the availability of a verification
system which possesses a highly accurate monitoring capability to recognize
a violation and provide a timely warning—not just an ex post facto indication
of a violation. The same high degree of accuracy and objectivity should be
present in the evaluation of the data provided by the verification system. It
should not be forgotten in this connection that, ultimately, judgements of
compliance or non-compliance are essentially political judgements.

Unavoidably, any such judgements are subject to some degree of error.
In the present circumstances, 100 per cent verifiability is, in fact, unattainable.
Consequently, the field of arms control and disarmament, whether bilateral
or multilateral, provides for some form of consultative procedure for address-
ing compliance questions, although in actual form such procedures vary
greatly. Some multilateral agreements envisage the use of the United Nations
as a forum for such consultations.

Thus, in practice, Governments cannot reasonably seek absolute veri-
fication, but rather ‘‘adequate’’ or ‘‘effective’’ verification, that is, verification
to the extent necessary adequately to safeguard national security. The task of
identifying acceptable and reliable measures at a sufficiently high level of
verifiability can present challenging difficulties and has occasionally proved
to be a serious obstacle to the conclusion of disarmament accords. It is,

3 The question of verification has been discussed in various publications issued by the United
Nations and by other bodies involved in United Nations disarmament matters. See, for example,
the report of the United Nations Meeting of Experts on Verification (Dagomys, USSR, 11-15
April 1988) in Disarmament: A Periodic Review by the United Nations, vol. XI, No.2 (Summer
1988); the report of the Pugwash Symposium on Scientific and Technical Aspects of Development
of New Weapons, Verification Issues, and Global Security (United Nations Headquarters, 11-
12 May 1988) in Disarmament: A Periodic Review by the United Nations, vol. X1, No.3 (Autumn
1988); Government of Canada, Verification in All Its Aspects: A Comprehensive Study on Arms
Control and Disarmament Verification pursuant to United Nations General Assembly Resolution
40/152 O (Ottawa, 1986), pp. 22-23; and UNIDIR, The Verification Issue in United Nations
Disarmament Negotiations: study prepared by Ellis Morris, Research Associate of the Centre
for International Relations, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada, with the co-operation
of the Department for External Affairs, Government of Canada (United Nations publication,
Sales No. GV.E.87.0.4). ’
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however, a vital task because only when the parties to an agreement are
confident that the obligations deriving from it are being fulfilled by all con-
cerned can the agreement fully achieve its goal, which is greater security for
all.

At the same time, the experience of the past thirty years has clearly
indicated that when the negotiating parties were firmly decided to reach agree-
ment, they were ultimately able to overcome the obstacles relating to the
verification measures no less than those involved in the substantive arms
limitation and disarmament measures to be verified. Since the late 1950s,
many such accords have been reached and reference will be made in this
section to a large number of them. The experience gained during this time
also tends to prove that it is an illusion to think that adequate verification of
a treaty is more difficult than routine monitoring in the absence of a treaty:
when there is no treaty, what constitutes a significant threat remains to be
determined, and the co-operative undertakings usually to be found in a treaty
are not available.

This is particularly true in an international environment in which con-
fidence-building, openness and transparency are the norms of political be-
haviour. As has been stated, there can be no ambiguity on that score: as long
as there is confidence in strict compliance with the undertakings, the entire
structure of disarmament will rest on solid foundations.

Verification may be carried out by national or international means or by
a combination of both. The term ‘‘verification by national means’’ denotes
the existence of a national system whereby relevant information is collected
and presented to another party or other parties to the agreement. This could
be done directly or through an international organization. The term *‘inter-
national verification’’ is used when States together, or through an appropriate
international framework, ascertain events or occurrences in the context of a
given agreement within the territory of one or more States. Under a mixed
system of verification, an international organization may make use of the
findings of a national authority made available to it, while also carrying out
some degree of verification itself.

Whatever the form of verification—national, international or mixed—
the verification process should, as far as possible, be free from recourse to
““intrusive’’ measures, inasmuch as experience shows that Governments al-
ways seek minimum interference. Through the years, however, new verifi-
cation technologies have been developed that have made verification less
dependent on intrusive measures such as examination, demonstration or in-
spection. Thus, increasingly, information about compliance is collected by
national technical means (NTMs), notably satellites, early warning systems,
radar and other intelligence-gathering systems. Many different technologies
may be used for the operation of an effective NTM system, including imaging,
optics, sensors, infrared, spectroscopy, seismology, satellites and detection
of nuclear materials. In these circumstances, on-site inspection has generally
come to be viewed as an adjunct to national technical means, involving a
reciprocal admission of designated observers of the parties concerned into
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areas under national control—an adjunct which can, however, still play a
very significant role in some verification agreements.

Of course, negotiated solutions to determine what is adequate and ef-
fective can be found only on a case-by-case basis, taking into account the
scope of the agreement and striking a balance between the technically feasible
and the politically acceptable. As shown in the following pages, including
the table, and also in the annex to this chapter, quite different solutions have
been adopted in pursuing the goal of effective verification in arms limitation
and disarmament agreements. For each agreement, particular modes and de-
grees of verification have been agreed upon.

Scope of verification—some examples

Agreement was reached, for instance, in 1963 on the cessation of nuclear
tests in three environments (though not under ground) through a decision that
the parties would rely on national technical means of verification. The relevant
treaty, known as the partial test-ban Treaty (PTBT), contains no provision
concerning verification. That implied that the parties would monitor the im-
plementation of the Treaty by using NTMs.

Similarly, the 1972 Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weap-
ons and on Their Destruction does not envisage specific verification measures,
even though it introduces the mode of consultation. In article IV, the Con-
vention simply says that each State party shall, in accordance with its con-
stitutional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit and prevent
within its own territory the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition
or retention of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery
that are banned by the Convention. In article V, the States parties undertake
to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may
arise in the application of the provisions of the Convention. Consultation and
co-operation may also be undertaken through international procedures within
the framework of the United Nations. Ultimately, any State party which finds
that any other State party is not complying with its undertakings may, under
article VI, lodge a complaint with the Security Council.

A completely different solution was adopted in the Antarctic Treaty of
1959, which declares that Antarctica shall be used exclusively for peaceful
purposes and that there shall be prohibited, inter alia, any measures of a
military nature. In order to promote international co-operation in scientific
investigation in Antarctica, the relevant provisions of the Treaty provide for
an unprecedented system of exchange of information, scientific observations
and personnel by the contracting parties. Observers designated by the parties
shall, moreover, have complete freedom of access at any time to any or all
areas of Antarctica. This is undoubtedly the most unrestricted on-site in-
spection provision of any arms control accord currently in force.
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An analogous approach is found in the 1967 Treaty on Principles Gov-
erning the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space,
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. According to article II of the
Treaty, outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be
free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind,
in accordance with international law, and there shall be free access to all areas
of celestial bodies. In order to promote international co-operation in the
exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, in conformity with the purposes of the Treaty, the States parties to
the Treaty shall, under article X, consider on a basis of equality any requests
by other States parties to the Treaty to be afforded an opportunity to observe
the flight of space objects launched by those States. Under article XII all
stations, installations, equipment and space vehicles on the Moon and other
celestial bodies shall be open to representatives of other States parties to the
Treaty on a basis of reciprocity. The States parties also commit themselves,
in article XI, to inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations as well
as the public and the international scientific community, to the greatest extent
feasible and practicable, of the nature, conduct, locations and results of their
activities in outer space. Appropriate international consultations are also en-
visaged by the Treaty, in article XII.

The 1971 Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the
Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof again offers a different approach to
the problem of verification. In order to promote the objectives of the Treaty
and ensure compliance with its provisions, each State party has, under article
I of the Treaty, the right to verify, through observation, the activities of
other parties on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof,
provided that observation does not interfere with such activities. Verification
pursuant to this right may be undertaken by any State party using its own
means, or with the full or partial assistance of any other State party, or through
appropriate international procedures within the framework of the United Na-
tions and in accordance with its Charter. If after such observation reasonable
doubts remain concerning the fulfilment of the obligations assumed under the
Treaty, consultation and co-operation between the parties concerned are en-
visaged by the Treaty. If the doubts are not removed, a State party may, in
accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, refer
the matter to the Security Council, which may take action in accordance with
the Charter.

In the case of the 1977 Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, the assistance
of a consultative committee of experts was also envisaged, in article V, prior
to the lodging of a complaint with the Security Council.

In the case of the 1967 Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) and the 1968 Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) it was felt that their goal, namely,
the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons, could best be secured by
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entrusting an international organization, IAEA, with a major verification role.
This was a very significant innovation, one that was found fitting for a global
treaty—the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)—no
less than for a regional one, namely, the Treaty of Tlatelolco. At the same
time, the specific verification provisions of the two Treaties (those of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco in a regional context and those of the NPT in the Geneva
multilateral negotiating body, under United Nations auspices) were so drafted
as to meet the requirements of two distinct situations and guarantee maximum
effectiveness. In the case of the Treaty of Tlatelolco some specific verification
functions were entrusted to regional bodies, under article 19.

In the more recent pact, the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty
(Treaty of Rarotonga), concluded in 1985, the control system established for
the purpose of verifying compliance with the obligations under the Treaty is
again based on a combination of regional measures and IAEA safeguards.

All the agreements to which reference has been made thus far in this
Introduction, whether regional or global, are of a multilateral nature. Equally
important can, of course, be the role of verification in bilateral arms control
agreements. It is sufficient to recall, in this connection, the SALT I and SALT
IT agreements. The United States and the USSR agreed in 1972, in their Treaty
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (ABM Treaty) and in
article XII of their Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, that for the purpose of providing
assurance of compliance with the provisions of the Treaty and the Interim
Agreement, each party shall use national technical means of verification at
its disposal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of
international law; each party shall not interfere with the national technical
means of the other party; and each party shall not use deliberate concealment
measures which impede verification by national technical means. These same
principles were embodied in article XV of the Treaty on the Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms of 1979, a treaty which has not formally entered
into force.

The same language is also found in article II of another USSR-United
States treaty that has not yet entered into force, namely, the 1974 Treaty on
the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests (threshold test-ban
Treaty). In the USSR-United States Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explo-
sions for Peaceful Purposes of 1976, also not yet in force, the two Powers,
while agreeing once again that they would use national means of verification
at their disposal for the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with
the provisions of the Treaty, further agreed, under article IV, that each Party
would ““‘provide the other Party information and access to sites of explosions
and furnish assistance’’ in accordance with the provisions set forth in a Pro-
tocol to the Treaty. Indeed, the Parties would, under article VI, ‘“‘develop
co-operation on the basis of mutual benefit, equality and reciprocity in various
areas related to carrying out underground nuclear explosions for peaceful

purposes’’.
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The verification provisions of the 1987 United States-USSR Treaty on
the Elimination of Their Intermediate Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF
Treaty) are particularly significant. This is true of the relevant provisions in
the body of the Treaty itself and of the Protocols regarding Inspections and
Elimination, which are integral parts of the Treaty. The INF agreement builds
upon verification arrangements previously agreed upon by the two sides,
adding to the well-established practice of inspection by satellite important
new ways, notably, on-site inspections, inspection by challenge and an ex-
tensive data exchange. Thus, the Treaty breaks new ground and opens up
unprecedented avenues for future arms regulation and disarmament negotia-
tions within both bilateral and multilateral frameworks.

Whatever the scope of verification provisions in arms limitation and
disarmament agreements, there is at least one element that such provisions
have in common: all are meant to deter violations of obligations, that is, to
ensure that violations cannot occur without detection. The provisions have,
however, an additional, equally important function, namely, to contribute to
confidence-building. This is quite possible, since there is no basic contradic-
tion between systematic and effective verification and the self-interest of each
party in the continued life of an agreement it has freely accepted. Together,
these two elements are likely to ensure effective compliance, develop trust
and strengthen political support for arms limitation and disarmament.

Co-operative measures by the parties to an arms limitation and disar-
mament agreement can contribute most significantly to confidence-building.
Reference has been made above to the fact that, under the INF Treaty, the
Soviet Union and the United States have agreed to an extensive data exchange.
It seems reasonable to assume that this exchange, to be validated by the party
receiving the data, can provide abundant new ground for confidence-building.

In a multilateral context, the recent agreement known as the Document
of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures
and Disarmament in Europe (CDE),* signed on 19 September 1986 by 35
States, including the United States and Canada, is another accord in which
the confidence-building element is very prominent. As stated in the Document,
the aim of the parties is ‘‘to make progress in strengthening confidence and
security and in achieving disarmament, so as to give effect and expression
to the duty of States to refrain from the threat or use of force in their mutual
relations as well as in their international relations in general’’.

Accordingly, a number of concrete measures are to be carried out by
the parties to fulfil their aim. Such measures include: prior notification and
observation of certain military activities; exchange of annual calendars of
military activities subject to prior notification; additional communications
concerning military activities subject to prior notification, when the number
of troops involved in such activities is in excess of agreed levels; and adequate

4 The Stockholm Conference was convened within the framework of the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), which had opened in Helsinki in 1973.
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forms of verification, both through monitoring by national technical means
and through inspection.

A United Nations role in verification

It should be evident from the many accords to which reference has been made
above that the verification of arms limitation and disarmament agreements,
whether bilateral or multilateral (regional or global), calls for participation of
the interested parties in the verification process. It must be noted, in this
connection, that given the different technological levels attained by States,
the contributions that the parties can make to the verification process of arms
limitation and disarmament agreements are far from equal. As a matter of
fact, only a few States possess the advanced techniques that make verification,
as it is known today, possible. The question then arises, in the context of
multilateral agreements, how to satisfy the demands for verification systems
that are universal and non-discriminatory in nature, available to all States on
the basis of equality, systems which are meant to compensate for the different
levels of verification technology among the parties.

This is likely to imply that, once agreement has been reached on the
principles and parameters of the verification system, the parties will have to
entrust to a common body the management and implementation of the veri-
fication provisions—a body in which the parties will be duly represented.
This, of course, raises a series of major political and technical questions, in
particular, the question how to reconcile the existence of one single body
with the fact that verification measures are treaty-specific. In addition, there
are the technical and logistical aspects of verification, the analysis of the data
obtained from monitoring, and then all the questions concerning personnel
and training, and the overall question of cost.

This is a problem to which the members of the international community
have come back repeatedly, in particular at the third special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament, in 1988 (see chapter II). At that session,
the General Assembly focused, to an unprecedented extent, on the role that
the Organization could constructively play in respect of verification of dis-
armament agreements and on the strengthening of its ability to respond to
increased demands by the international community regarding arms limitation
and disarmament agreements, notably multilateral agreements.

As the Secretary-General of the United Nations stated on that occasion,
although certain aspects of verification would continue to be taken up in a
bilateral framework, multilateral agreements on the limitation and reduction
of armaments would require multilateral verification. ‘“This is an area’’, he
said, ‘‘in which the United Nations might be able to make an important
contribution. The United Nations might be able to help apply, by all the means
accepted by the parties concerned, the verification measures provided for in
multilateral treaties. The United Nations might be able to co-ordinate inter-
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national debates on questions related to verification, to provide technical
advice and to carry out research. Generally speaking, the participation of our
Organization in the search for generally acceptable and effective verification
measures for observance of the agreements and the expansion of the functions
of information and advice might make it possible in the future to create, under
its auspices, verification machinery’’.5

At the forty-third session of the General Assembly, resolution 43/81 B
was adopted (see below), by which the Secretary-General was requested to
carry out an expert study on the role of the United Nations in the field of
verification.

General developments and trends, 1988

In 1988, the issue of verification of arms limitation and disarmament agree-
ments received earnest consideration in the Disarmament Commission, the
Conference on Disarmament and the General Assembly, and, in particular,
at the Assembly’s third special session on disarmament, where the deliber-
ations on the subject produced several new initiatives and an increased degree
of understanding and co-operation.

The Disarmament Commission was able to conclude its work on the
subject of ‘‘verification in all its aspects’” (initiated in 1987, pursuant to
General Assembly resolution 41/86 Q) by adopting general principles of
verification, which were later endorsed by the General Assembly at its regular
session, in resolution 43/81 B. The Commission also discussed (a) methods,
procedures and techniques available for the verification of compliance with
arms limitation and disarmament agreements, and (b) the role of the United
"Nations in the field of verification. While consensus was not achieved on
those two aspects of the question of verification, the proposals made in that
context are likely to be relevant in the future consideration of the subject. In
particular, the proposals discussed in connection with the role of the United
Nations in the field of disarmament included, infer alia, the following: the
establishment of a verification data base within the United Nations; research
on the role of the United Nations in respect of verification, beginning with a
request addressed to the Secretary-General to explore the matter with the
assistance of qualified experts; and the establishment of an integrated mul-
tilateral verification system within the United Nations.

These and other verification proposals were considered by the General
Assembly at its third special session devoted to disarmament. Five different
proposals were formally submitted to the Assembly. Canada and the Neth-
erlands submitted a comprehensive paper on verification and the United Na-
tions, focusing on the role that the Organization could constructively play in
that field, and proposing an in-depth study on the subject by a group of

S Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Plenary Meetings,
1st meeting.
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experts. France submitted a paper entitled ‘‘The role of the United Nations
in contractual verification, investigation procedures and collection of space
data’’, and considered ways of producing practical results, possibly by a
United Nations group of experts on verification. In making this proposal,
France emphasized that it was willing to combine it with the one made by
Canada and the Netherlands, in order to produce a joint document acceptable
to all. Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden and the United Republic
of Tanzania submitted a working paper on an integrated multilateral verifi-
cation 'system within the United Nations, for adoption by the General Assem-
bly at its special session. Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and the USSR submitted
a comprehensive working paper on the ‘‘Establishment of an international
verification mechanism under the auspices of the United Nations’’. Norway
submitted a memorandum on procedures for verification of alleged use of
chemical weapons, a document based on a research programme carried out
by the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment as a contribution to the
negotiations on a chemical weapons convention in the Conference on
Disarmament.

At the special session, the idea of an integrated multilateral verification
system within the United Nations, first put forward by Argentina, Greece,
India, Mexico, Sweden and the United Republic of Tanzania, in their Stock-
holm Declaration of 21 January 1988,5 had numerous supporters. The lan-
guage used in the Declaration by the Heads of State or Government
representing the Six-Nation Initiative was at the same time brief and com-
prehensive. ‘‘We recognize the need,’’ they stated, ‘‘for the establishment
of an integrated multilateral verification system within the United Nations,
as an integral part of a strengthened multilateral framework required to ensure
peace and security during the process of disarmament as well as in a nuclear-
weapon-free world.’’ This proposal by the six nations, which came about
eighteen months after their Document on verification measures issued at the
Mexico summit meeting on 7 August 1986,7 provides new evidence of general
acceptance of the principle that verification is an integral part of disarmament
agreements. Indeed, there was overwhelming evidence in the general debate
at the special session (see chapter II) that the principle was not questioned.

With a view to clearing the ground for the achievement of practical
results, the General Assembly at its regular session requested the Secretary-
General (resolution 43/81 B) to undertake, with the assistance of a group of
qualified governmental experts, an in-depth study of the role of the United
Nations in the field of verification of arms limitation and disarmament which
would: identify and review existing activities of the United Nations in that
field; assess the need for improvements in existing activities as well as explore
and identify possible additional activities; and provide specific recommen-
dations for future action by the United Nations in the verification context.
For the second consecutive year, furthermore, the General Assembly, mindful
of the fundamental importance of full implementation and strict observance

6 A/43/125, annex.
7 See The Yearbook, vol. 11: 1986, chap. VIII, annex.
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of agreements on arms limitation and disarmament if individual nations and
the international community are to derive enhanced security from them,
adopted by consensus a resolution (43/81 A) on compliance with arms lim-
itation and disarmament agreements.

The question of compliance was dealt with more specifically in connec-
tion with investigations of the alleged use of chemical weapons. There was
growing support in the General Assembly, across all political and regional
groups, for strengthening the Secretary-General’s role in that area. This led
to the adoption of resolution 43/74 A, entitled ‘‘Measures to uphold the
authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and to support the conclusion of a
chemical weapons convention’’, by which the General Assembly, inter alia,
requested the Secretary-General to continue his efforts to develop further
technical guidelines and procedures available to him for the investigation of
reports of the possible use of chemical and biological weapons.

In the course of the general debate in plenary meetings, the President of
the United States, Mr. Ronald Reagan, expressing concern at a growing
number of cases of non-compliance with the obligations deriving from the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 outlawing the use in war of chemical weapons,
called upon the signatories of that Protocol, as well as other concerned States,
to convene a conference to consider actions that could be taken by the inter-
national community to reverse the serious erosion of that agreement. He also
urged all nations to co-operate, at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva,
in negotiating a verifiable, truly global ban on chemical weapons.

Again in the general debate, the President of France, Frangois Mitterrand,
stated that France, the depositary of the Geneva Protocol, favoured a meeting
of the 110 signatories to that agreement. The purpose of such a meeting would
be to solemnly reaffirm the commitment not to use chemical weapons, to
prevent their proliferation, to encourage new accessions to the Protocol, to
improve investigative procedures—in short, to express a common desire for
the success of the work which was being carried out at Geneva within the
context of the Conference on Disarmament.

As a result, it was agreed to hold a conference on the Geneva Protocol,
in Paris, early in January 1989.

In the Conference on Disarmament, the means of verifying a global and
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons remained the major concern. Some
progress was achieved on specific articles of the draft convention, but the
pace of the negotiations remained slow. Consequently, many delegations felt
obliged to stress the need to accelerate the ongoing negotiations, especially
in view of the recurrent use of chemical weapons and the dangers of their
proliferation. They also expressed the hope that the negotiations would be
further facilitated by the numerous confidence-building measures taken by a
number of participating States,® as well as by the agreement to hold trial

8 The measures included: declarations on the possession or non-possession of chemical
weapons; declarations on the production of some specific chemicals relevant to the convention;

exchange visits to chemical facilities; and a more active involvement of representatives of the
chemical industry in the negotiating process.
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inspections of the chemical industry, with a view to testing the verification
procedures envisaged in the draft convention.

In conclusion, developments in all the main disarmament bodies, in 1988,
confirmed that verification was essential to the arms limitation and disar-
mament process and that specific verification measures were required for each
agreement, so that compliance could be effectively proved. An international
consensus is developing on the subject, including a consensus in principle on
a role for the United Nations in the field of verification. In accordance with
General Assembly resolution 43/81 B, a process has been initiated to deter-
mine how best the United Nations can undertake verification measures on
behalf of the international community.

Action by the Disarmament Commission, 1988

At its session in 1988, the Disarmament Commission, pursuant to General
Assembly resolution 42/42 F of 30 November 1987, continued its consider-
ation of the item, ‘‘Verification in all its aspects’’, which it had dealt with
for the first time in 1987. In 1988, the Disarmament Commission held a
general exchange of views, and then concentrated its efforts on three major
parts of the subject, namely, principles of verification, provisions and tech-
niques of verification, and the role of the United Nations and its Member
States in the field of verification. In that connection, a number of suggestions
for possible recommendations were put forward.

In 1988, as had been the case in 1987, the subject was considered in a
working group. In carrying out its mandate, the Working Group, under the
chairmanship of Mr. Douglas Roche of Canada, had before it, inter alia, the
replies of Member States to the Secretary-General regarding the subject of
verification,® submitted pursuant to a number of General Assembly resolu-
tions. It also had before it a paper submitted by the Chairman of the Working
Group!® and one submitted by Canada.!! In the course of its deliberations,
the Working Group was able to complete its work and reach full agreement
on a text on principles of verification, as follows:

PRINCIPLES OF VERIFICATION

In the context of pursuing general and complete disarmament under effective international
control, as a matter of critical importance in the negotiation and implementation of arms limitation
and disarmament agreements, the Disarmament Commission affirms the continued relevance of
the principles concerning verification as enunciated in the following paragraphs of the Final
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly:

Paragraph 31: Disarmament and arms limitation agreements should provide for adequate
measures of verification satisfactory to all parties concerned in order to create the necessary

9 A/41/422 and Add.l and 2, A/CN.10/87 and Add.l, and A/CN.10/106 and Add.l
and 2.

10 A/CN.10/107.

1 A/CN.10/111.
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confidence and ensure that they are being observed by all parties. The form and modalities
of the verification to be provided for in any specific agreement depend upon and should be
determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the agreement. Agreements should provide
for the participation of parties directly or through the United Nations system in the verification
process. Where appropriate, a combination of several methods of verification as well as
other compliance procedures should be employed.

Paragraph 91: In order to facilitate the conclusion and effective implementation of dis-
armament agreements and to create confidence, States should accept appropriate provisions
for verification in such agreements.

Paragraph 92: In the context of international disarmament negotiations, the problem of
verification should be further examined and adequate methods and procedures in this field
be considered. Every effort should be made to develop appropriate methods and procedures
which are non-discriminatory and which do not unduly interfere with the internal affairs of
other States or jeopardize their economic and social development.

The Disarmament Commission considers that the following general principles elaborate
upon or add to those stated in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly. While further work can be done to formulate adequately these and other principles
relating to verification, the following is a non-exhaustive listing of such principles:

(1) Adequate and effective verification is an essential element of all arms limitation and
disarmament agreements.

(2) Verification is not an aim in itself, but an essential element in the process of achieving
arms limitation and disarmament agreements.

(3) Verification should promote the implementation of arms limitation and disarmament
measures, build confidence among States and ensure that agreements are being observed by all
parties.

(4) Adequate and effective verification requires employment of different techniques, such
as national technical means, international technical means and international procedures, including
on-site inspections.

(5) Verification in the arms limitation and disarmament process will benefit from greater
openness.

(6) Arms limitation and disarmament agreements should include explicit provisions
whereby each party undertakes not to interfere with the agreed methods, procedures and tech-
niques of verification, when these are operating in a manner consistent with the provisions of
the agreement and generally recognized principles of international law.

(7) Armms limitation and disarmament agreements should include explicit provisions
whereby each party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which impede ver-
ification of compliance with the agreement.

(8) To assess the continuing adequacy and effectiveness of the verification system, an
arms limitation and disarmament agreement should provide for procedures and mechanisms for
review and evaluation. Where possible, time-frames for such reviews should be agreed in order
to facilitate this assessment.

(9) Verification arrangements should be addressed at the outset and at every stage of
negotiations on specific arms limitation and disarmament agreements.

(10) All States have equal rights to participate in the process of international verification
of agreements to which they are parties.

(11) Adequate and effective verification arrangements must be capable of providing, in a
timely fashion, clear and convincing evidence of compliance or non-compliance. Continued
confirmation of compliance is an essential ingredient to building and maintaining confidence
among the parties.

(12) Determinations about the adequacy, effectiveness and acceptability of specific meth-
ods and arrangements intended to verify compliance with the provisions of an arms limitation
and disarmament agreement can only be made within the context of that agreement.
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(13) Verification of compliance with the obligations imposed by an arms limitation and
disarmament agreement is an activity conducted by the parties to an arms limitation and disar-
mament agreement or by an organization at the request and with the explicit consent of the
parties, and is an expression of the sovereign right of States to enter into such arrangements.

(14) Requests for inspections or information in accordance with the provisions of an arms
limitation and disarmament agreement should be considered as a normal component of the
verification process. Such requests should be used only for the purposes of the determination of
compliance, care being taken to avoid abuses.

(15) Verification arrangements should be implemented without discrimination, and, in
accomplishing their purpose, avoid unduly interfering with the internal affairs of State parties
or other States, or jeopardizing their economic, technological and social development.

(16) To be adequate and effective, a verification régime for an agreement must cover all
relevant weapons, facilities, locations, installations and activities.

The principles set forth above were endorsed by the Disarmament
Commission'? and, later, by the General Assembly (see next section). Con-
cerning the provisions and techniques of verification, the Working Group also
reached some preliminary general conclusions, while recognizing the utility
of continuing the examination of the subject.!* With regard to the role of the
United Nations and its Member States in the field of verification, the Working
Group took note of the various views expressed in its debates.!* The views
on the subject were significantly expanded at the third special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament (see chapter II) and were again the object
of consideration by the General Assembly at its regular session.

Action by the General Assembly, 1988

Pursuant to its resolution 42/42 F of 30 November 1987, the General Assembly
at its regular session in 1988 had on its agenda, for the first time as a separate
item, ‘‘Verification in all its aspects’’. Four draft resolutions were submitted
under the item; two were adopted and two were not pressed to a vote.

Three of the draft resolutions concerned a possible role for the United
Nations in the field of verification and contained a request to the Secretary-
General to carry out an in-depth study on the subject. Two of the three drafts
were withdrawn, and the third, entitled ‘‘Study on the role of the United
Nations in the field of verification’’, sponsored by 35 countries from all
geographical and political groupings, was adopted as resolution 43/81 B. By
the operative part of that resolution, the General Assembly recognized that
the United Nations could make a significant contribution in the field of ver-
ification, in particular of multilateral agreements; noted with satisfaction the
Disarmament Commission’s completion of its work on verification in all its

12 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-15/3), para. 60, sect. I.

13 Ibid., sect. II.

14 Ibid., sect. III.
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aspects and endorsed the general principles of verification that it had drawn
up; requested the Secretary-General to undertake, with the assistance of a
group of qualified governmental experts, an in-depth study of the role of the
United Nations in the field of verification that would identify and review
existing activities of the United Nations in that field, assess the need for
improvements in them, as well as explore and identify possible additional
ones, and provide specific recommendations for future action by the United
Nations in that context; requested the Secretary-General to submit a compre-
hensive report on the subject to the General Assembly at its forty-fifth session;
and decided to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fifth session the
item entitled ‘‘Verification in all its aspects’’.

The United States was the only country that voted against the draft
resolution. In its view, any verification arrangements, including those which
might provide for a United Nations role, must be developed and agreed upon
by the negotiating parties. The United States, therefore, did not see how the
Secretary-General could undertake an in-depth study on the role of the United
Nations in the field of verification in the abstract, in the absence of any
parameters that specific agreements might provide for such a role in individual
cases, and how, in the circumstances, the participants in the study could
provide specific recommendations for future action by the United Nations in
the field of verification. (For a full account of the First Committee’s consid-
eration of the question of a study on verification, see chapter XVII, which
deals with studies.)

The United States, on the other hand, strongly supported the fourth draft
resolution submitted under the item on verification, which concerned com-
pliance. On 31 October, Australia, Austria, Cameroon, Canada, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, the German Dem-
ocratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ice-
land, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Romania,
Spain, Sweden, Turkey, the United States and Zaire submitted a draft reso-
lution entitled ‘‘Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament agree-
ments’’, which was later also sponsored by Cbéte d’Ivoire, Ecuador, El
Salvador, Morocco, Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, Samoa, Sierra Leone,
Thailand and Uruguay. The draft resolution was introduced by the United
States, on 4 November. Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament
agreements, it stated, was now firmly established as a matter of concern to
the global community of nations; if arms control agreements—past and fu-
ture—were to be effective, the parties must comply with all of their provisions.
In other words, confidence in existing agreements played a significant part
in laying the foundation for future agreements. On the other hand, non-
compliance could not but have an adverse effect on the prospects for future
agreements and efforts to enhance international peace and security in general.
The United States believed that the adoption of the draft resolution by con-
sensus would constitute a strong affirmation by the world community of the
crucial importance of compliance with arms limitation and disarmament
agreements.
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On 18 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution
without a vote. On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the text
without a vote, as resolution 43/81 A. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 42/38M of 30 November 1987,

Conscious of the abiding concern of all Member States for preserving respect for rights and
obligations arising from treaties and other sources of international law,

Convinced that observance of the Charter of the United Nations, relevant treaties and other
sources of international law is essential for the strengthening of international security,

Mindful, in particular, of the fundamental importance of full implementation and strict
observance of agreements on arms limitation and disarmament if individual nations and the
international community are to derive enhanced security from them,

Stressing that any violation of such agreements not only adversely affects the security of
States parties but can also create security risks for other States relying on the constraints and
commitments stipulated in those agreements,

Stressing also that any weakening of confidence in such agreements diminishes their con-
tribution to global or regional stability and to further disarmament and arms limitation efforts
and undermines the credibility and effectiveness of the international legal system,

Recognizing in this context that, inter alia, full confidence in compliance with existing
agreements can enhance the negotiation of arms limitation and disarmament agreements,

Believing that compliance with arms limitation and disarmament agreements by States parties
is, therefore, a matter of interest and concern to all members of the international community,
and noting the role that the United Nations could play in that regard,

Convinced that resolution of non-compliance questions that have arisen with regard to
agreements on arms limitations and disarmament would contribute to better relations among
States and the strengthening of world peace and security,

1. Urges all States parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements to implement
and comply with the entirety of the provisions of such agreements;

2. Calls upon all Member States to give serious consideration to the implications of non-
compliance with those obligations for international security and stability, as well as for the
prospects for further progress in the field of disarmament;

3. Also calls upon all Member States to support efforts aimed at the resolution of non-
compliance questions, with a view to encouraging strict observance by all parties of the provisions
of arms limitation and disarmament agreements and maintaining or restoring the integrity of such
agreements;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide Member States with assistance that may be
necessary in this regard;

5. Welcomes efforts by States parties to develop additional co-operative measures, as
appropriate, that can increase confidence in compliance with existing arms limitation and dis-
armament agreements and reduce the possibility of misinterpretation and misunderstanding;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
“‘Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament agreements’’.

Conclusion

In 1988, the question of verification was pre-eminent in the deliberations of
the Disarmament Commission, in those of the General Assembly at its third
special session devoted to disarmament and at its forty-third regular session,
and in those of the Conference on Disarmament. The progress made by those
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bodies in their efforts to develop common views on verification have been
described above. On the whole, there was very little controversy on the subject
in 1988. While this is no guarantee of success in the actual negotiation of
verification clauses in future arms limitation and disarmament agreements, it
is a reassuring sign that verification is no longer a major obstacle to the
conclusion of disarmament accords. This progress must, however, be con-
solidated by strict compliance with existing arms limitation and disarmament
agreements. It is encouraging, in this connection, that the General Assembly,
at its regular session, was able once again to adopt by consensus a resolution
on the subject of strict observance by all parties of the provisions of arms
limitation and disarmament agreements.

One aspect of the question of verification that received particular attention
was that of the role therein of the United Nations. At its forty-third regular
session, the General Assembly clearly recognized that the United Nations, in
accordance with its role and responsibilities under the Charter, could make
a significant contribution in the field of verification, in particular the verifi-
cation of multilateral agreements. Thus with a view to providing specific
recommendations for future action by the United Nations in that context, the
General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to undertake, with the
assistance of a group of qualified governmental experts, an in-depth study of
the role of the United Nations in the field of verification.
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ANNEX

Basic verification and compliance provisions of the agreements
listed in the table

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare (1925)

No specific provisions concerning verification and compliance.

Antarctic Treaty (1959)
Article 1IT

1. In order to promote international co-operation in scientific investigation in Artarctica,
as provided for in Article II of the present Treaty, the Contracting Parties agree that, to the
greatest extent feasible and practicable:

(@) information regarding plans for scientific programs in Antarctica shall be exchanged
to permit maximum economy and efficiency of operations;

(b) scientific personnel shall be exchanged in Antarctica between expeditions and stations;

(¢) scientific observations and results from Antarctica shall be exchanged and made freely
available.

2. In implementing this Article, every encouragement shall be given to the establishment
of cooperative working relations with those Specialized Agencies of the United Nations and other
intemmational organizations having a scientific or technical interest in Antarctica.

Article VII

1. In order to promote the objectives and ensure the observance of the provisions of the
present Treaty, each Contracting Party whose representatives are entitled to participate in the
meetings referred to in Article IX of the Treaty shall have the right to designate observers to
carry out any inspection provided for by the present Article. Observers shall be nationals of the
Contracting Parties which designate them. The names of observers shall be communicated to
every other Contracting Party having the right to designate observers, and like notice shall be
given of the termination of their appointment.

2. Each observer designated in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this
Article shall have complete freedom of access at any time to any or all areas of Antarctica.

3. All areas of Antarctica, including all stations, installations and equipment within those
areas, and all ships and aircraft at points of discharging or embarking cargoes or personnel in
Antarctica, shall be open at all times to inspection by any observers designated in accordance
with paragraph 1 of this Article.

4, Aerial observation may be carried out at any time over any or all areas of Antarctica
by any of the Contracting Parties having the right to designate observers.

5. Each Contracting Party shall, at the time when the present Treaty enters into force for
it, inform the other Contracting Parties, and thereafter shall give them notice in advance, of

(a) all expeditions to and within Antarctica, on the part of its ships or nationals, and all
expeditions to Antarctica organized in or proceeding from its teritory;

(b) all stations in Antarctica occupied by its nationals; and

(¢) any military personnel or equipment intended to be introduced by it into Antarctica
subject to the conditions prescribed in paragraph 2 of Article I of the present Treaty.

Article VIII

2. Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article, and pending the
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adoption of measures in pursuance of sub-paragraph 1 (e) of Article IX, the Contracting Parties
concerned in any case of dispute with regard to the exercise of jurisdiction in Antarctica shall
immediately consult together with a view to reaching a mutually acceptable solution.

Article X1

1. If any dispute arises between two or more of the Contracting Parties concerning the
interpretation or application of the present Treaty, those Contracting Parties shall consult among
themselves with a view to having the dispute resolved by negotiation, inquiry, mediation,
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement or other peaceful means of their own choice.

2. Any dispute of this character not so resolved shall, with the consent, in each case, of
all parties to the dispute, be referred to the International Court of Justice for settlement; but
failure to reach agreement on reference to the International Court shall not absolve parties to the
dispute from the responsibility of continuing to seek to resolve it by any of the various peaceful
means referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article.

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space
and under Water (1963)

No specific provisions concerning verification and compliance.

Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use
of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (1967)

Article IX

In the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies,
States Parties to the Treaty shall be guided by the principle of co-operation and mutual assistance
and shall conduct all their activities in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies,
with due regard to the corresponding interests of all other States Parties to the Treaty. States
Parties to the Treaty shall pursue studies of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, and conduct exploration of them so as to avoid their harmful contamination and also
adverse changes in the environment of the Earth resulting from the introduction of extraterrestrial
matter and, where necessary, shall adopt appropriate measures for this purpose. If a State Party
to the Treaty has reason to believe that an activity or experiment planned by it or its nationals
in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, would cause potentially harmful
interference with activities of other States Parties in the peaceful exploration and use of outer
space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, it shall undertake appropriate international
consultations before proceeding with any such activity or experiment. A State Party to the Treaty
which has reason to believe that an activity or experiment planned by another State Party in
outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, would cause potentially harmful
interference with activities in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, including the
Moon and other celestial bodies, may request consultation concerning the activity or experiment.

Article X

In order to promote international co-operation in the exploration and use of outer space,
including the Moon and other celestial bodies, in conformity with the purposes of this Treaty,
the States Parties to the Treaty shall consider on a basis of equality any requests by other States
Parties to the Treaty to be afforded an opportunity to observe the flight of space objects launched
by those States.

The nature of such an opportunity for observation and the conditions under which it could
be afforded shall be determined by agreement between the States concerned.

Article XI
In order to promote international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and use of outer

space, States Parties to the Treaty conducting activities in outer space, including the Moon and
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other celestial bodies, agree to inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations as well as
the public and the international scientific community, to the greatest extent feasible and prac-
ticable, of the nature, conduct, locations and results of such activities. On receiving the said
information, the Secretary-General of the United Nations should be prepared to disseminate it
immediately and effectively.

Article XII

All stations, installations, equipment and space vehicles on the Moon and other celestial
bodies shall be open to representatives of other States Parties to the Treaty on a basis of reciprocity.
Such representatives shall give reasonable advance notice of a projected visit, in order that
appropriate consultations may be held and that maximum precautions may be taken to assure
safety and to avoid interference with normal operations in the facility to be visited.

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) (1967)

Article 12.  Control system

1. For the purpose of verifying compliance with the obligations entered into by the Con-
tracting Parties in accordance with article 1, a control system shall be established which shall
be put into effect in accordance with the provisions of articles 13-18 of this Treaty.

2. The control system shall be used in particular for the purpose of verifying:

(a) That devices, services and facilities intended for peaceful uses of nuclear energy are
not used in the testing or manufacture of nuclear weapons;

(b) That none of the activities prohibited in article 1 of this Treaty are carried out in the
territory of the Contracting Parties with nuclear materials or weapons introduced from abroad;
and

(c) That explosions for peaceful purposes are compatible with article 18 of this Treaty.

Article 13. IAEA safeguards

Each Contracting Party shall negotiate multilateral or bilateral agreements with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency for the application of its safeguards to its nuclear activities.
Each Contracting Party shall initiate negotiations within a period of 180 days after the date of
the deposit of its instrument of ratification of this Treaty. These agreements shall enter into force,
for each Party, not later than eighteen months after the date of the initiation of such negotiations
except in case of unforeseen circumstances or force majeure.

Article 14.  Reports of the Parties

1. The Contracting Parties shall submit to the Agency [for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America} and to the International Atomic Energy Agency, for their information,
semi-annual reports stating that no activity prohibited under this Treaty has occurred in their
respective territories.

2. The Contracting Parties shall simultaneously transmit to the Agency a copy of any
report they may submit to the International Atomic Energy Agency which relates to matters that
are the subject of this Treaty and to the application of safeguards.

3. The Contracting Parties shall also transmit to the Organization of American States, for
its information, any reports that may be of interest to it, in accordance with the obligations
established by the Inter-American System.

Article 15. Special reports requested by the General Secretary

1. With the authorization of the Council, the General Secretary may request any of the
Contracting Parties to provide the Agency with complementary or supplementary information
regarding any event or circumstance connected with compliance with this Treaty, explaining his
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reasons. The Contracting Parties undertake to co-operate promptly and fully with the General
Secretary.

2. The General Secretary shall inform the Council and the Contracting Parties forthwith
of such requests and of the respective replies.

Article 16. Special inspections

1. The International Atomic Energy Agency and the Council established by this Treaty
have the power of carrying out special inspections in the following cases:

(a) In the case of the International Atomic Energy Agency, in accordance with the agree-
ments referred to in article 13 of this Treaty;

(b) In the case of the Council:

(i) When so requested, the reasons for the request being stated, by any Party which
suspects that some activity prohibited by this Treaty has been carried out or is about
to be carried out, either in the territory of any other Party or in any other place on
such latter Party’s behalf, the Council shall immediately arrange for such an inspection
in accordance with article 10, paragraph 5; N

(ii) When requested by any Party which has been suspected of or charged with having

violated this Treaty, the Council shall immediately arrange for the special inspection
requested in accordance with article 10, paragraph 5.
The above requests will be made to the Council through the General Secretary.

2. The costs and expenses of any special inspection carried out under paragraph 1, sub-
paragraph (b), sections (i) and (ii) of this article shall be borne by the requesting Party or Parties,
except where the Council concludes on the basis of the report on the special inspection that, in
view of the circumstances existing in the case, such costs and expenses should be borne by the
Agency.

3. The General Conference shall formulate the procedures for the organization and exe-
cution of the special inspections carried out in accordance with paragraph 1, subparagraph (b),
sections (i) and (ii) of this article.

4. The Contracting Parties undertake to grant the inspectors carrying out such special
inspections full and free access to all places and all information which may be necessary for the
performance of their duties and which are directly and intimately connected with the suspicion
of violation of this Treaty. If so requested by the authorities of the Contracting Party in whose
territory the inspection is carried out, the inspectors designated by the General Conference shall
be accompanied by representatives of said authorities, provided that this does not in any way
delay or hinder the work of the inspectors.

5. The Council shall immediately transmit to all the Parties, through the General Secretary,
a copy of any report resulting from special inspections.

6. Similarly, the Council shall send through the General Secretary to the Secretary-General
of the United Nations, for transmission to the United Nations Security Council and General
Assembly, and to the Council of the Organization of American States, for its information, a
copy of any report resulting from any special inspection carried out in accordance with paragraph
1, subparagraph (b), sections (i) and (ii) of this article.

7. The Council may decide, or any Contracting Party may request, the convening of a
special session of the General Conference for the purpose of considering the reports resulting
from any special inspection. In such a case, the General Secretary shall take immediate steps to
convene the special session requested.

8. The General Conference, convened in special session under this article, may make
recommendations to the Contracting Parties and submit reports to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations to be transmitted to the United Nations Security Council and the General
Assembly.
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Article 20. Measures in the event of violation of the Treaty

1. The General Conference shall take note of all cases in which, in its opinion, any
Contracting Party is not complying fully with its obligations under this Treaty and shall draw
the matter to the attention of the Party concerned, making such recommendations as it deems
appropriate.

2. If, in its opinion, such non-compliance constitutes a violation of this Treaty which
might endanger peace and security, the General Conference shall report thereon simultaneously
to the United Nations Security Council and the General Assembly through the Secretary-General
of the United Nations, and to the Council of the Organization of American States. The General
Conference shall likewise report to the International Atomic Energy Agency for such purposes
as are relevant in accordance with its Statute.

Ariicle 24.  Settlement of disputes

Unless the Parties concerned agree on another mode of peaceful settlement, any question
or dispute concerning the interpretation or application of this Treaty which is not settled shall
be referred to the International Court of Justice with the prior consent of the Parties to the
controversy.

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (1968)

Article 111

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as
set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy
Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the
Agency’s safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its
obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the
safeguards required by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or special fissionable
material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility or is
outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied on all source
or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such State,
under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special fissionable
material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use
or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful
purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material shall be subject to the safeguards
required by this Article.

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be imple'mented in a manner designed to
comply with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or technological
development of the Parties or international co-operation in the field of peaceful nuclear activities,
including the international exchange of nuclear material and equipment for the processing, use
or production of nuclear material for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of this
Article and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Preamble of the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the
International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this Article either individually
or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall commence within 180 days from the original entry
into force of this Treaty. For States depositing their instruments of ratification or accession after
the 180-day period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence not later than the date of
such deposit. Such agreements shall enter into force not later than eighteen months after the date
of initiation of negotiations.
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Article VIII

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty
shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view
to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realised.
At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by
submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the convening of further
conferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.

Article X

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be convened
to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be extended for an
additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to
the Treaty.

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons
and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor
and in the Subsoil Thereof (1971)

Article III

1. In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance with the provisions of this
‘Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty shall have the right to verify through observation the
activities of other States Parties to the Treaty on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the sub-
soil thereof beyond the zone referred to in article 1, provided that observation does not interfere
with such activities.

2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfilment of the
obligations assumed under the Treaty, the State Party having such doubts and the State Party
that is responsible for the activities giving rise to the doubts shall consult with a view to removing
the doubts. If the doubts persist, the State Party having such doubts shall notify the other States
Parties, and the Parties concerned shall co-operate on such further procedures for verification as
may be agreed, including appropriate inspection of objects, structures, installations or other
facilities that reasonably may be expected to be of a kind described in article 1. The Parties in
the region of the activities, including any coastal State, and any other Party so requesting, shall
be entitled to participate in such consultation and co-operation. After completion of the further
procedures for verification, an appropriate report shall be circulated to other Parties by the Party
that initiated such procedures.

3. If the State responsible for the activities giving rise to the reasonable doubts is not
identifiable by observation of the object, structure, installation or other facility, the State Party
having such doubts shall notify and make appropriate inquiries of States Parties in the region of
the activities and of any other State Party. If it is ascertained through these inquiries that a
particular State Party is responsible for the activities, that State Party shall consult and co-operate
with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this article. If the identity of the State responsible
for the activities cannot be ascertained through these inquiries, then further verification proce-
dures, including inspection, may be undertaken by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite
the participation of the Parties in the region of the activities, including any coastal State, and of
any other Party desiring to co-operate.

4. If consultation and co-operation pursuant to paragraphs 2 and 3 of this article have not
removed the doubts concerning the activities and there remains a serious question concerning
fulfilment of the obligations assumed under this Treaty, a State Party may, in accordance with
the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, refer the matter to the Security Council,
which may take action in accordance with the Charter.
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5. Verification pursuant to this article may be undertaken by any State Party using its own
means, or with the full or partial assistance of any other State Party, or through appropriate
international procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its
Charter.

6. Verification activities pursuant to this Treaty shall not interfere with activities of other
States Parties and shall be conducted with due regard for rights recognized under international
law, including the freedoms of the high seas and the rights of coastal States with respect to the
exploration and exploitation of their continental shelves.

Article VII

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty
shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view
to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized.
Such review shall take into account any relevant technological developments. The review con-
ference shall determine, in accordance with the views of a majority of those Parties attending,
whether and when an additional review conference shall be convened.

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction (1972)

Article V

The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one another and to co-operate in
solving any problems which may arise in relation to the objective.of, or in the application of
the provisions of, the Convention. Consuitation and co-operation pursuant to this article may
also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

Article VI

1. Any State Party to this Convention which finds that any other State Party is acting in
breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint
with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should include all possible
evidence confirming its validity, as well as a request for its consideration by the Security Council.

2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any
investigation which the Security Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The Security
Council shall inform the States Parties to the Convention of the results of the investigation.

Article VII

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support assistance, in accord-
ance with the United Nations Charter, to any Party to the Convention which so requests, if the
Security Council decides that such Party has been exposed to danger as a result of violation of
the Convention.

Article XII

Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier if it is requested by a
majority of Parties to the Convention by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary
Governments, a conference of States Parties to the Convention shall be held at Geneva, Switz-
erland, to review the operation of the Convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes of
the preamble and the provisions of the Convention, including the provisions concerning nego-
tiations on chemical weapons, are being realized. Such review shall take into account any new
scientific and technological developments relevant to the Convention.
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Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
(SALT I: ABM Treaty) (1972)

Article XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty,
each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent
with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of verification
of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which impede ver-
ification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty. This
obligation shall not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul
practices.

Article XIII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative Commission, within the framework of
which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related
situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party considers necessary to
assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;

(¢) consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical means of
verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have a bearing on the
provisions of this Treaty;

(¢) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling of ABM systems or
their components in cases provided for by the provisions of this Treaty;

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further increasing the viability of this
Treaty, including proposals for amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures aimed at limiting strategic
arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend as appropriate, Reg-
ulations for the Standing Consultative Commission governing procedures, composition and other
relevant matters.

Interim Agreement between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures

with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms
(SALT 1: Interim Agreement) (1972)

Article V

[See article XII of ABM Treaty (identical wording, mutatis mutandis).]

Article VI

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Interim Agreement,
the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commission established under Article XIII of the
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the provisions of
that Article.
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Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests (Threshold Test Ban Treaty) (1974)

Article Il

[See article XII, paras. 1 and 2, of ABM Treaty (identical wording).]

3. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty the
Parties shall, as necessary, consult with each other, make inquiries and furnish information in
response to such inquiries.

Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe:
Document on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects
of Security and Disarmament (1975)

I
Prior notification of major military manoeuvres

[The participating States) will notify their major military manoeuvres to all other participating
States through usual diplomatic channels in accordance with the following provisions:

Notification will be given of major military manoeuvres exceeding a total of 25,000 troops,
independently or combined with any possible air or naval components (in this context the word
““troops’” includes amphibious and airborne troops). In the case of independent manoeuvres of
amphibious or airborne troops, or of combined manoeuvres involving them, these troops will
be included in this total. Furthermore, in the case of combined manoeuvres which do not reach
the above total but which involve land forces together with significant numbers of either am-
phibious or airborne troops, or both, notification can also be given.

Notification will be given of major military manoeuvres which take place on the territory,
in Europe, of any participating State as well as, if applicable, in the adjoining sea area and air
space.

In the case of a participating State whose territory extends beyond Europe, prior notification
need be given only of manoeuvres which take place in an area within 250 kilometres from its
frontier facing or shared with any other European participating State; the participating State need
not, however, give notification in cases in which that area is also contiguous to the participating
State’s frontier facing or shared with a non-European non-participating State.

Notification will be given 21 days or more in advance of the start of the manoeuvre or in
the case of a manoeuvre arranged at shorter notice at the earliest possible opportunity prior to
its starting date.

Notification will contain information of the designation, if any, the general purpose of and
the States involved in the manoeuvre, the type or types and numerical strength of the forces
engaged, the area and estimated time-frame of its conduct. The participating States will also, if
possible, provide additional relevant information, particularly that related to the components of
the forces engaged and the period of involvement of these forces.

Prior notification of other military manoeuvres

The participating States recognize that they can contribute further to strengthening confidence
and increasing security and stability, and to this end may also notify smaller-scale military
manoeuvres to other participating States, with special regard for those near the area of such
manoeuvres.

To the same end, the participating States also recognize that they may notify other military
manoeuvres conducted by them.
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Exchange of observers

The participating States will invite other participating States, voluntarily and on a bilateral
basis, in a spirit of reciprocity and good will towards all participating States, to send observers
to attend military manoeuvres.

The inviting State will determine in each case the number of observers, the procedures and
conditions of their participation, and give other information which it may consider useful. It will
provide appropriate facilities and hospitality.

The invitation will be given as far ahead as is conveniently possible through usual diplomatic
channels.

Prior notification of major military movements

In accordance with the Final Recommendations of the Helsinki Consultations the partici-
pating States studied the question of prior notification of major military movements as a measure
to strengthen confidence.

Accordingly, the participating States recognize that they may, at their own discretion and
with a view to contributing to confidence-building, notify their major military movements.

In the same spirit, further consideration will be given by the States participating in the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe to the question of prior notification of major
military movements, bearing in mind, in particular, the experience gained by the implementation
of the measures which are set forth in this document.

Other confidence-building measures

The participating States recognize that there are other means by which their common
objectives can be promoted.

In particular, they will, with due regard to reciprocity and with a view to better mutual
understanding, promote exchanges by invitation among their military personnel, including visits
by military delegations.

Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground Nuclear Explosions
for Peaceful Purposes (1976)

Article IV

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty,
each Party shall:

(a) use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with
generally recognized principles of international law; and

(b) provide to the other Party information and access to sites of explosions and furnish
assistance in accordance with the provisions set forth in the Protocol to this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of verification
of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 (a) of this article, or with the
implementation of the provisions of paragraph 1 (b) of this article.

Article V

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties shall establish promptly a Joint Consultative Commission within the framework of which
they will:

(a) consult with each other, make inquiries and furnish information in response to such
inquiries, to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;
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(b) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related
situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(¢) consider questions involving unintended interference with the means for assuring com-
pliance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(d) consider changes in technology or other new circumstances which have a bearing on
the provisions of this Treaty; and

(e) consider possible amendments to provisions governing underground nuclear explosions
for peaceful purposes.

2. The Parties through consultation shall ‘establish, and may amend as appropriate, Reg-
ulations for the Joint Consultative Commission governing procedures, composition and other
relevant matters.

Article VI

1. The Parties will develop co-operation on the basis of mutual benefit, equality, and
reciprocity in various areas related to carrying out underground nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes.

2. The Joint Consultative Commission will facilitate this co-operation by considering
specific areas and forms of co-operation which shall be determined by agreement between the
Parties in accordance with their constitutional procedures.

3. The Parties will appropriately inform the International Atomic Energy Agency of results
of their co-operation in the field of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use
of Environmental Modification Techniques (1977)

Article V

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one another and to co-operate
in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the objectives of, or in the application
of the provisions of, the Convention. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article may
also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter. These international procedures may include
the services of appropriate international organizations, as well as of a Consultative Committee
of Experts as provided for in paragraph 2 of this article.

2. For the purposes set forth in paragraph 1 of this article, the Depositary shall, within
one month of the receipt of a request from any State Party to this Convention, convene a
Consultative Committee of Experts. Any State Party may appoint an expert to the Committee
whose functions and rules of procedure are set out in the annex, which constitutes an integral
part of this Convention. The Committee shall transmit to the Depositary a summary of its findings
of fact, incorporating all views and information presented to the Committee during its proceedings.
The Depositary shall distribute the summary to all States Parties.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe that any other State
Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the Convention may
lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should
include all relevant information as well as all possible evidence supporting its validity.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any
investigation which the Security Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The Security
Council shall inform the States Parties of the results of the investigation.

5. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support assistance, in
accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, to any State Party which
so requests, if the Security Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely to be
harmed as a result of violation of the Convention.
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Article VIl

I. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, a conference of the States
Parties to the Convention shall be convened by the Depositary at Geneva, Switzerland. The
conference shall review the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that its purposes
and provisions are being realized, and shall in particular examine the effectiveness of the pro-
visions of paragraph 1 of article I in eliminating the dangers of military or any other hostile use
of environmental modification techniques.

2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, a majority of the States Parties to
this Convention may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary, the
convening of a conference with the same objectives.

3. If no conference has been convened pursuant to paragraph 2 of this article within ten
years following the conclusion of a previous conference, the Depositary shall solicit the views
of all States Parties to this Convention, concerning the convening of such a conference. If one
third or ten of the States Parties, whichever number is less, respond affirmatively, the Depositary
shall take immediate steps to convene the conference.

Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II Treaty) (1979)

Article XV
[See article X1 of ABM Treaty (identical wording).]

Article XVI

1. Each Party undertakes, before conducting each planned ICBM launch, to notify the
other party well in advance on a case-by-case basis that such a launch will occur, except for
single ICBM launches from test ranges or from ICBM launcher deployment areas, which are
not planned to extend beyond its national territory.

2. The Parties shall agree in the Standing Consultative Commission upon procedures to
implement the provisions of this Article.

Article XvIl

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commission established by the Memorandum of
Understanding Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establishment of a Standing Consultative
Commission of 21 December 1972.

2. Within the framework of the Standing Consultative Commission, with respect to this
Treaty, the Parties will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related
situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party considers necessary to
assure confidence in compliance with the obligation assumed;

(¢) consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical means of
verification, and questions involving unintended impeding of verification by national technical
means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have a bearing on the
provisions of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures for replacement, conversion, and dismantling or destruction,
of strategic offensive arms in cases provided for in the provisions of this Treaty and upon
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procedures for removal of such arms from the aggregate numbers when they otherwise cease to
be subject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty, and at regular sessions of the Standing
Consultative Commission, notify each other in accordance with the aforementioned procedures,
at least twice annually, of actions completed and those in process;

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further increasing the viability of this
Treaty, including proposals for amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures limiting strategic offensive
arms.

Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon
and Other Celestial Bodies (1979)

Article 15

1. Each State Party may assure itself that the activities of other States Parties in the
exploration and use of the moon are compatible with the provisions of this Agreement. To this
end, all space vehicles, equipment, facilities, stations and installations on the moon shall be
open to other States Parties. Such States Parties shall give reasonable advance notice of a projected
visit, in order that appropriate consultations may be held and that maximum precautions may be
taken to assure safety and to avoid interference with normal operations in the facility to be
visited. In pursuance of this article, any State Party may act on its own behalf or with the full
or partial assistance of any other State Party or through appropriate international procedures
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with the Charter.

2. A State Party which has reason to believe that another State Party is not fulfilling the
obligations incumbent upon it pursuant to this Agreement or that another State Party is interfering
with the rights which the former State has under this Agreement may request consultations with
that State Party. A State Party receiving such a request shall enter into such consultations without
delay. Any other State Party which requests to do so shall be entitled to take part in the
consultations. Each State Party participating in such consultations shall seek a mutually acceptable
resolution of any controversy and shall bear in mind the rights and interests of all States Parties.
The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be informed of the results of the consultations
and shall transmit the information received to all States Parties concerned.

3. If the consultations do not lead to a mutually acceptable settlement which has due
regard for the rights and interests of all States Parties, the Parties concerned shall take all measures
to settle the dispute by other peaceful means of their choice appropriate to the circumstances
and the nature of the dispute. If difficulties arise in connexion with the opening of consultations
or if consultations do not lead to a mutually acceptable settlement, any State Party may seek the
assistance of the Secretary-General, without seeking the consent of any other State Party con-
cemned, in order to resolve the controversy. A State Party which does not maintain diplomatic
relations with another State Party concerned shall participate in such consultations, at its choice,
either itself or through another State Party or the Secretary-General as intermediary.

Article 18

Ten years after the entry into force of this Agreement, the question of the review of the
Agreement shall be included in the provisional agenda of the General Assembly of the United
Nations in order to consider, in the light of past application of the Agreement, whether it requires
revision. However, at any time after the Agreement has been in force for five years, the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, as depository, shall, at the request of one third of the States
Parties to the Agreement and with the concurrence of the majority of the States Parties, convene
a conference of the States Parties to review this Agreement. A review conference shall also
consider the question of the implementation of the provisions of article 11, paragraph 5, on the
basis of the principle referred to in paragraph 1 of that article and taking into account in particular
any relevant technological developments.
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South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga) (1985)
Article 8. Control system

1. The Parties hereby establish a control system for the purpose of verifying compliance
with their obligations under this Treaty.

2. The control system shall comprise:

(a) reports and exchange of information as provided for in Article 9;

(b) consultations as provided for in Article 10 and Annex 4 (1);

(¢) the application to peaceful nuclear activities of safeguards by the IAEA as provided
for in Annex 2;

(d) a complaints procedure as provided for in Annex 4.

Article 9. Reports and exchanges of information

1. Each Party shall report to the Director of the South Pacific Bureau for Economic Co-
operation (the Director) as soon as possible any significant event within its jurisdiction affecting
the implementation of this Treaty. The Director shall circulate such reports promptly to all
Parties.

2. The Parties shall endeavour to keep each other informed on matters arising under or
in relation to this Treaty. They may exchange information by communicating it to the Director,
who shall circulate it to all Parties.

3. The Director shall report annually to the South Pacific Forum on the status of this
Treaty and matters arising under or in relation to it, incorporating reports and communications
made under paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article and matters arising under Articles 8 (2) (d) and
10 and Annex 2 (4).

Article 10. Consultations and review

Without prejudice to the conduct of consultations among Parties by other means, the Director,
at the request of any Party, shall convene a meeting of the Consultative Committee established
by Annex 3 for consultation and co-operation on any matter arising in relation to this Treaty or
for reviewing its operation.

Document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe (1986)

Prior notification of certain military activities

29 The participating States will give notification in writing through diplomatic channels
in an agreed form of content, to all other participating States 42 days or more in advance of the
start of notifiable military activities in the zone of application for confidence- and security-
building measures (CSBMs).

30 Notification will be given by the participating State on whose territory the activity in
question is planned to take place even if the forces of that State are not engaged in the activity
or their strength is below the notifiable level. This will not relieve other participating States of
their obligation to give notification, if their involvement in the planned military activity reaches
the notifiable level.

Observation of certain military activities

38 The participating States will invite observers from all other participating States to the
following notifiable military activities:

38.1 —The engagement of formations of land forces of the participating States in the
same exercise activity conducted under a single operational command independently or in com-
bination with any possible air or naval components.
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38.2 —The engagement of military forces either in an amphibious landing or in a parachute
assault by airborne forces in the zone of application for CSBMs.

38.3 —In the case of the engagement of formations of land forces of the participating
States in a transfer from outside the zone of application for CSBMs to arrival points in the zone,
or from inside the zone of application for CSBMs to points of concentration in the zone, to
participate in a notifiable exercise activity or to be concentrated, the concentration of these forces.
Forces which have been transferred into the zone will be subject to all provisions of agreed
confidence- and security-building measures when they depart their arrival points to participate
in a notifiable exercise or to be concentrated within the zone of application for CSBMs.

38.4 The above-mentioned activities will be subject to observation whenever the number
of troops engaged meets or exceeds 17,000 troops, except in the case of either an amphibious
landing or a parachute assault by airborne forces, which will be subject to observation whenever
the number of troops engaged meets or exceeds 5,000 troops.

Annual calendars

55 Each participating State will exchange, with all other participating States, an annual
calendar of its military activities subject to prior notification, within the zone of application for
CSBMs, forecast for the subsequent calendar year. It will be transmitted every year, in writing,
through diplomatic channels, not later than 15 November for the following year.

Constraining provisions

59 Each participating State will communicate, in writing, to all other participating States,
by 15 November each year, information concerning military activities subject to prior notification
involving more than 40,000 troops, which it plans to carry out in the second subsequent calendar
year. Such communication will include preliminary information on each activity, as to its general
purpose, timeframe and duration, area, size and States involved.

60 Participating States will not carry out military activities subject to prior notification
involving more than 75,000 troops, unless they have been the object of communication as defined
above.

61 Participating States will not carry out military activities subject to prior notification
involving more than 40,000 troops unless they have been included in the annual calendar, not
later than 15 November each year.

62 If military activities subject to prior notification are carried out in addition to those
contained in the annual calendar, they should be as few as possible.

Compliance and verification

63 According to the Madrid Mandate, the confidence- and security-building measures to
be agreed upon ‘*will be provided with adequate forms of verification which correspond to their
content’’

64 The participating States recognize that national technical means can play a role in
monitoring compliance with agreed confidence- and security-building measures.

65 In accordance with the provisions contained in this document each participating State
has the right to conduct inspections on the territory of any other participating State within the
zone of application for CSBMs.

66 Any participating State will be allowed to address a request for inspection to another
participating State on whose territory, within the zone of application for CSBMs, compliance
with the agreed confidence- and security-building measures is in doubt.

67 No participating State will be obliged to accept on its territory within the zone of
application for CSBMs, more than three inspections per calendar year.
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68 No participating State will be obliged to accept more than one inspection per calendar
year from the same participating State.

69 An inspection will not be counted if, due to force majeure, it cannot be carried out.

70 The participating State which requests an inspection will state the reasons for such a
request.

71 The participating State which has received such a request will reply in the affirmative
to the request within the agreed period of time, subject to the provisions contained in paragraphs
67 and 68.

72 Any possible dispute as to the validity of the reasons for a request will not prevent or
delay the conduct of an inspection.

73 The participating State which requests an inspection will be permitted to designate for
inspection on the territory of another State within the zone of application for CSBMs, a specific
area. Such an area will be referred to as the “*specified area’” The specified area will comprise
terrain where notifiable military activities are conducted or where another participating State
believes a notifiable military activity is taking place. The specified area will be defined and
limited by the scope and scale of notifiable military activities but will not exceed that required
for an army-level military activity.

74 In the specified area the representatives of the inspecting State accompanied by the
representatives of the receiving State will be permitted access, entry and unobstructed survey,
except for areas or sensitive points to which access is normally denied or restricted, military and
other defence installations, as well as naval vessels, military vehicles and aircraft. The number
and extent of the restricted areas should be as limited as possible. Areas where notifiable military
activities can take place will not be declared restricted areas, except for certain permanent or
temporary military installations which, in territorial terms, should be as small as possible, and
consequently those areas will not be used to prevent inspection of notifiable military activities.
Restricted areas will not be employed in a way inconsistent with the agreed provisions on
inspection.

75 Within the specified area, the forces of participating States other than the receiving
State will also be subject to the inspection conducted by the inspecting State.

76 Inspection will be permitted on the ground, from the air, or both.

Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (1987)

Article XI

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty,
each Party shall have the right to conduct on-site inspections. The Parties shall implement on-
site inspections in accordance with this Article, the Protocol on Inspection and the Protocol on
Elimination.

2. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections provided for by this Article both
within the territory of the other Party and within the territories of basing countries.

3. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the right
to conduct inspections at all missile operating bases and missile support facilities specified in
the Memorandum of Understanding other than missile production facilities, and at all elimination
facilities included in the initial data update required by paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty.
These inspections shall be completed no later than 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty.
The purpose of these inspections shall be to verify the number of missiles, launchers, support
structures and support equipment and other data, as of the date of entry into force of this Treaty,
provided pursuant to paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty.
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4. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to verify the elimination, notified
pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article IX of this Treaty, of missile operating bases and missile
support facilities other than missile production facilities, which are thus no longer subject to
inspections pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of this Article. Such an inspection shall be carried out
within 60 days after the scheduled date of the elimination of that facility. If a Party conducts an
inspection at a particular facility pursuant to paragraph 3 of this Article after the scheduled date
of the elimination of that facility, then no additional inspection of that facility pursuant to this
paragraph shall be permitted.

5. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections pursuant to this paragraph for
13 years after entry into force of this Treaty. Each Party shall have the right to conduct 20 such
inspections per calendar year during the first three years after entry into force of this Treaty, 15
such inspections per calendar year during the subsequent five years, and ten such inspections
per calendar year during the last five years. Neither Party shall use more than half of its total
number of these inspections per calendar year within the territory of any one basing country.
Each Party shall have the right to conduct:

(a) inspections, beginning 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty, of missile operating
bases and missile support facilities other than elimination facilities and missile production fa-
cilities, to ascertain, according to the categories of data specified in the Memorandum of Un-
derstanding, the numbers of missiles, launchers, support structures and support equipment located
at each missile operating base or missile support facility at the time of the inspection; and

(b) inspections of former missile operating bases and former missile support facilities
eliminated pursuant to paragraph 8 of Article X of this Treaty other than former missile production
facilities.

6. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the right,
for 13 years after entry into force of this Treaty, to inspect by means of continuous monitoring:

(a) the portals of any facility of the other Party at which the final assembly of a GLBM
using stages, any of which is outwardly similar to a stage of a solid-propellant GLBM listed in
Article III of this Treaty, is accomplished; or

(b) if a Party has no such facility, the portals of an agreed former missile production
facility at which existing types of intermediate-range or shorter-range GLBMs were produced.

The Party whose facility is to be inspected pursuant to this paragraph shall ensure that the other
Party is able to establish a permanent continuous monitoring system at that facility within six
months after entry into force of this Treaty or within six months of initiation of the process of
final assembly described in subparagraph (a). If, after the end of the second year after entry into
force of this Treaty, neither Party conducts the process of final assembly described in subparagraph
(a) for a period of 12 consecutive months, then neither Party shall have the right to inspect by
means of continuous monitoring any missile production facility of the other Party unless the
process of final assembly as described in subparagraph (a) is initiated again. Upon entry into
force of this Treaty, the facilities to be inspected by continuous monitoring shall be: in accordance
with subparagraph (b), for the United States of America, Hercules Plant Number 1, at Magna,
Utah; in accordance with subparagraph (a), for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the
Votkinsk Machine Building Plant, Udmurt Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic, Russian Soviet
Federative Socialist Republic.

7. Each Party shall conduct inspections of the process of elimination, including elimination
of intermediate-range missiles by means of launching, of intermediate-range and shorter-range
missiles and launchers of such missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and
launchers carried out at elimination facilities in accordance with Article X of this Treaty and the
Protocol on Elimination. Inspectors conducting inspections provided for in this paragraph shall
determine that the processes specified for the elimination of the missiles, launchers and support
equipment have been completed.

8. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to confirm the completion of the
process of elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such
missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers eliminated pursuant
to Section V of the Protocol on Elimination, and of training missiles, training missile stages,
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training launch canisters and training launchers eliminated pursuant to Sections II, IV and V of
the Protocol on Elimination.

Article XII

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty,
each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent
with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Neither Party shall:

(a) interfere with national technical means of verification of the other Party operating in
accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article; or

(b) use concealment measures which impede verification of compliance with the provisions
of this Treaty by national technical means of verification carried out in accordance with paragraph
1 of this Article. This obligation does not apply to cover or concealment practices, within a
deployment area, associated with normal training, maintenance and operations, including the
use of environmental shelters to protect missiles and launchers.

3. To enhance observation by national technical means of verification, each Party shall
have the right until a treaty between the Parties reducing and limiting strategic offensive arms
enters into force, but in any event for no more than three years after entry into force of this
Treaty, to request the implementation of cooperative measures at deployment bases for road-
mobile GLBMs with a range capability in excess of 5500 kilometers, which are not former
missile operating bases eliminated pursuant to paragraph 8 of Article X of this Treaty. The Party
making such a request shall inform the other Party of the deployment base at which cooperative
measures shall be implemented. The Party whose base is to be observed shall carry out the
following cooperative measures:

(a) no later than six hours after such a request, the Party shall have opened the roofs of
all fixed structures for launchers located at the base, removed completely all missiles on launchers
from such fixed structures for launchers and displayed such missiles on launchers in the open
without using concealment measures; and

(b) the Party shall leave the roofs open and the missiles on launchers in place until twelve
hours have elapsed from the time of the receipt of a request for such an observation.

Each Party shall have the right to make six such requests per calendar year. Only one deployment
base shall be subject to these cooperative measures at any one time.

Article XIIT

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties hereby establish the Special Verification Commission. The Parties agree that, if either
Party so requests, they shall meet within the framework of the Special Verification Commission
to:

(a) resolve questions relating to compliance with the obligations assumed; and

(b) agree upon such measures as may be necessary to improve the viability and effec-
tiveness of this Treaty.

2. The Parties shall use the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, which provide for continuous
communication between the Parties, to:

(a) exchange data and provide notifications as required by paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and 6 of
Article IX of this Treaty and the Protocol on Elimination;

(b) provide and receive the information required by paragraph 9 of Article X of this Treaty;

(c) provide and receive notifications of inspections as required by Article XI of this Treaty
and the Protocol on Inspection; and

(d) provide and receive requests for cooperative measures as provided for in paragraph 3
of Article XII of this Treaty.
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PART TWO

Nuclear disarmament






CHAPTER VI

Nuclear arms limitation and disarmament

Introduction

NOT LONG AFTER ATOMIC WEAPONS WERE FIRST DEVELOPED and certainly
with the advent of the thermonuclear weapon and the recognition of its dev-
astating power, the international community became aware that it faced the
risk of the destruction of civilization. The measures proposed to avert or
reduce that risk include the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons; the cut-off
of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes; a freeze on
the production of additional nuclear weapons; the restriction or prohibition
of the deployment by nuclear-weapon States of nuclear weapons on the ter-
ritories of other States; and more generally, the limitation, reduction and
elimination of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems. Yet the number
and destructive capability of the available nuclear weapons have continuously
increased, amounting to what has been called ‘‘overkill capacity’’. In addition
to the 5 nuclear-weapon States, China, France, the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom and the United States, from 15 to 25 other States are believed to
be able to develop a rudimentary nuclear weapon, should they decide to do
so.!

In the 1978 Final Document, the General Assembly declared that it was
essential for the survival of mankind to halt and reverse the nuclear-arms race
in all its aspects; that the ultimate goal was the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons; and that the nuclear-weapon States, particularly the major ones,
bore a special responsibility for taking effective steps towards nuclear dis-
armament.2 For many States those considerations are the corner-stone of their
disarmament policies, almost to the exclusion of other aspects of disarmament
and arms limitation.

There have long been bilateral negotiations on nuclear matters—partic-
ularly between the Soviet Union and the United States—and through the years
a number of agreements have been reached. The Strategic Arms Limitation

' See Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons (United Nations publication, Sales No.
E.81.1.11), chaps. VI and VIII.

2 General Assembly resolution S-10/2, paras. 47 and 48. The Final Document is reproduced
also in Official Records of the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/
S-10/4), sect. III, and in The Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, appendix I.
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Talks (SALT), which the Soviet Union and the United States initiated in 1969,
led in their first phase (SALT I) to the signing of two agreements in Moscow
on 26 May 1972: the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys-
tems, subsequently amended by a Protocol of 3 July 1974, and the Interim
Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms, with a Protocol attached.? Both the anti-ballistic missile
Treaty and the Interim Agreement entered into force on 3 October 1972. The
primary goal of the second phase of the negotiations (SALT II), which began
in November 1972, was to replace the Interim Agreement with a more com-
prehensive one, providing broad limits on strategic offensive weapons sys-
tems. That phase ended on 18 June 1979 in Vienna with the signing of the
Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II), a Protocol
to be considered as an integral part of the Treaty, and a Joint Statement of
Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotiations on the Limitation
of Strategic Arms.* The SALT II Treaty has not entered into force. Early in
the 1980s, the United States and the Soviet Union opened two new sets of
negotiations, one on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) and one on the
reduction of strategic arms (START). Both ended in disagreement in Decem-
ber 1983.

In March 1985, the two Governments again entered into negotiations,
the objective of which, they announced, would be ‘‘to work out effective
agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and terminating it on
Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear arms, and at strengthening strategic
stability’’.> Under this mandate, negotiations were again developed on re-
duction of nuclear arms—strategic as well as intermediate-range. At meetings
in Geneva in November 19856 and in Reykjavik in October 1986, President
Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev reviewed the progress made in the
two sets of negotiations. In December 1987, in Washington, they signed the
Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range
Missiles (INF Treaty). By that Treaty, which entered into force on 1 June
1988, an entire class of nuclear weapons is being eliminated from the arsenals
of the super-Powers. The two States are currently negotiating a 50 per cent
reduction in their strategic arms.

The multilateral disarmament forums have been seized all along with a
variety of items relating to nuclear weapons. Divergences of view, however,

3 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 944, No. 13446 (anti-ballistic missile Treaty); vol.
1042, No. 13446 (Protocol of 3 July 1974); and vol. 944, No. 13445 (Interim Agreement).

4 For the text of the Treaty, the Protocol and the Joint Statement of Principles, see Official
Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/34/27 and Corr. 1),
appendix III (CD/53 and Corr. 1), document CD/28.

3 See in this connection the USSR-United States statement on the Geneva meeting of the
Soviet Foreign Minister and the American Secretary of State, 8 January 1985. The text of the
statement appears in Disarmament, vol. VIII, No. 1 (Spring 1985) (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E.85.1X.3).

¢ The USSR-United States statement following the November 1985 summit was circulated
as a General Assembly document (A/40/1070), and the disarmament-related sections appear in
The Yearbook, vol. 10: 1985, chapter II.
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have hampered significant progress; for example, no rapprochement has taken
place between the positions of the Western States, on the one hand, and those
of the socialist and non-aligned, on the other, concerning the desirability of
establishing subsidiary bodies in the Conference on Disarmament to deal with
three of its agenda items in the field of nuclear disarmament.

At the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disar-
mament (see chapter II) these developments were reviewed extensively. It
was the general view of Member States that the INF Treaty represented a real
breakthrough from arms control to genuine arms reduction. Its verification
provisions, it was stated, might be considered as important as the nuclear
reductions themselves. At the same time, it was felt that, in a world of
overarmament, deep and verifiable reductions in nuclear arsenals must remain
as the highest priority in the field of disarmament. Hence the need for the
two major Powers to move rapidly towards the conclusion of a bilateral
agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in strategic offensive arms. Many
Member States also considered that the international community had a role
to play in disarmament—even within the field of nuclear disarmament—
because the security of every country on Earth was threatened by the existence
of stockpiles of nuclear weapons. The international community could not,
therefore, be satisfied with the role of a more or less passive observer.

General developments and trends, 1988

In view of the fact that 1988 saw the entry into force of the INF Treaty—a
treaty for the complete and verified elimination of an entire class of United
States and Soviet nuclear missiles—the year’s deliberations on nuclear dis-
armament in the United Nations and in the Conference on Disarmament were
marked by a renewed sense of hope.

On 27 May, the United States Senate approved the resolution on rati-
fication of the INF Treaty. The following day, the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet ratified the Treaty. On 1 June, at the Moscow Summit, President
Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev exchanged the instruments of rat-
ification. The two leaders,” welcoming the entry into force of that historic
agreement, expressed their determination to achieve the full implementation
of all the provisions and undertakings of the Treaty, viewing their joint and
successful work in that respect as an important precedent for future efforts
in arms limitation. The Treaty, they stated, set new standards for arms contro].
With its entry into force, the process for the actual elimination of some 2,500
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles of the two major Powers was
officially started, in accordance with the provisions of the Treaty.

The two leaders also expressed their joint confidence that the extensive
work already done on the draft treaty on the reduction and limitation of

7 For the text of the joint statement issued following the meetings in Moscow between the
two leaders, see A/S-15/28, annex.
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strategic offensive arms provided the basis for concluding it. Its conclusion,
they stated, would strengthen the security not only of the peoples of the USSR
and the United States, but of all mankind.

Assessing the state of United States-Soviet relations, the two leaders
were convinced that the expanding political dialogue they had established
would endure because it was based on realism and focused on the achievement
of concrete results. It could serve, they believed, as a constructive basis for
addressing not only the problems of the present but those of tomorrow and
the next century; it could contribute to a more stable, more peaceful and safer
world.

During the first part of the 1988 session of the Conference on Disar-
mament, the United States and the USSR submitted to the Conference the
text of the INF Treaty, together with the two Protocols and Memorandum
that are integral parts of the Treaty itself. While those documents were wel-
comed by members of the Conference, the hope was expressed for a further
development, namely early conclusion of the treaty on a 50 per cent reduction
in the strategic offensive arms of the two major Powers.

In reviewing developments and trends during the period between the
second and the third special sessions that were related to its item on cessation
of the nuclear-arms race and disarmament, the Conference noted that, in spite
of efforts over a number of years, no consensus had been reached on setting
up a subsidiary body in the Conference to deal with that item, and that even
the holding of a large number of informal meetings on the substance of the
agenda item had not helped to resolve the impasse.® Early in the first part of
the session, the Group of 21 again proposed a draft mandate for an ad hoc
committee on the item on nuclear disarmament® with a view to identifying,
inter alia, substantive issues for multilateral negotiations. The Western coun-
tries, for their part, indicated that while they were prepared to participate in
informal plenary meetings on the subject-matter of the item, they were not
convinced that the creation of a subsidiary body would contribute to the cause
of nuclear disarmament and, therefore, they were not in a position to join in
a consensus with regard to the proposed mandate.

During the second part of the 1988 session, there continued to be an
impasse in the Conference on the procedural issue of how to deal with the
item, in spite of the fact that the Group of Socialist States and China reiterated
their flexibility with respect to an adequate organizational framework for the
item. It was clear, however, from the repeated statements of the Soviet Union
and the United States, underlining the importance of their efforts in the search
for new nuclear accords, that the issue of nuclear disarmament would continue
to figure prominently in disarmament deliberations and negotiations, both
bilateral and multilateral. This feeling was further strengthened by statements

8 See the special report of the Conference on Disarmament to the General Assembly at its
third special session (Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Sup-
plement No. 2 (A/S-15/2)), paras. 57 to 76.

¢ CD/819.
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made in the Conference in connection with the twentieth anniversary of the
conclusion of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

At the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disar-
mament, the question of nuclear disarmament received priority consideration,
as could have been expected. It was generally felt that the entry into force
of the INF Treaty, as well as the prospects for an agreement between the two
major Powers on reduction of strategic weapons by 50 per cent, provided
strong evidence that there could be a process of disarmament, even in the
nuclear field. Not surprisingly, therefore, there were calls for a nuclear-free
world within a specific time frame. The Soviet Union reaffirmed its proposal
for a step-by-step elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000. India
outlined an action plan for comprehensive disarmament in three stages, with
nuclear disarmament as its centrepiece in each stage. By the year 2010 at the
latest, all nuclear weapons should be eliminated. At the same time, there
seemed to be, in general, a clearer realization that the process of achieving
comprehensive disarmament in the nuclear field would necessarily be long.
There was very strong support for early conclusion of a partial measure, a
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty, a measure which, it was felt, would
slow down the nuclear-arms race and prevent nuclear proliferation.

In the general debate at the special session, the Secretary of State of the
United States, Mr. Shultz, stressed that nuclear proliferation posed the greatest
threat to international stability. The United States, he added, considered nu-
clear proliferation ‘‘the most important item on the special session’s agenda’’
and, at a time when the United States and the USSR had agreed to reduce
their nuclear arsenals, *‘it would be tragic for other countries to pursue the
capability to cross the nuclear threshold’’.!°

For their part, the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, in a memorandum
entitled ‘‘Security through disarmament’’,!! emphasized that the INF Treaty
was a confirmation of the feasibility of nuclear disarmament and of the creation
of a nuclear-free and non-violent world. The INF Treaty, the memorandum
clearly stated, was but a beginning, and it called upon the General Assembly
of the United Nations to come out in favour of the internationalization of
efforts for the adoption of new concrete measures in the field of nuclear
disarmament and to reaffirm in that context that bilateral and multilateral
efforts should be complementary. In particular, the nuclear non-proliferation
régime should be strengthened through promoting universal participation and
ensuring the full implementation of all the provisions of the non-proliferation
Treaty, including those on nuclear disarmament.

At the forty-third session of the General Assembly, the non-aligned coun-
tries tried persistently to preserve the primacy of the objective of nuclear
disarmament and, in particular, of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.
Such a treaty was widely held to be a priority objective by non-aligned and
socialist States, and also by some Western States. The latter group in general

10 A/S-15/PV.19, pp. 59-60.
11 A/S-15/26.
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advocated, however, a step-by-step approach to the cessation of tests as well
as to nuclear disarmament. The United States and the Soviet Union expressed
the hope that a treaty, with effective verification, on the reduction by 50 per
cent of their strategic nuclear forces would soon be a concrete reality. In that
connection, the Soviet Union noted that, while the two major Powers, as a
result of historical circumstances, had led the way in nuclear disarmament,
the challenge facing mankind could not be met without collective thought and
joint action.

As the Secretary-General stated with regard to nuclear arms limitation
and disarmament at the opening of the special session: ‘‘Nuclear issues will,
therefore, rightly remain a major concern of all States and central to global
security. It is imperative that the international community continue to press
for the sharp reduction and ultimate elimination of such weapons.’’'?

Action by the Disarmament Commission, 1988

As in previous years, in 1988 the Disarmament Commission had on its agenda
an item, item 4, covering various aspects of the nuclear-arms race, nuclear
disarmament, the prevention of nuclear war and also conventional disarma-
ment. (For the full wording of the item, see p. 16.)

The Commission decided that, as at previous sessions, agenda item 4
should be dealt with, in the framework of the Committee of the Whole, by
a contact group open to all delegations. Under the Chairman, Mr. Sergei
Martynov of the Byelorussian SSR, the Contact Group held nine meetings
between 4 and 17 May and continued its work on the agenda item on the
basis of the compilation of proposals for recommendations on that item con-
tained in the report of the Commission on its 1987 session.!* The Contact
Group also had before it a working paper entitled ‘‘Negotiations on nuclear
disarmament’’, submitted by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Demo-
cratic Republic and the USSR.!*

The Contact Group made some progress towards narrowing areas of
disagreement, but was unable to reach a consensus on a complete set of
recommendations on agenda item 4. As it noted in its report to the Committee
of the Whole, the majority of the recommendations in the updated ‘‘Com-
pilation of proposals for recommendations on agenda item 4’’!5 remained in
brackets to signify that their formulation was to some extent still the object
of disagreement. Consequently, the Contact Group recommended that the
Disarmament Commission should continue its efforts with a view to reaching
agreement on a complete set of recommendations relating to the agenda item.

12 A/S-15/PV.1. -

13 Official Recordsof the Genéral Assembly, Forty-second Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/
42/42), annex I.

4 A/CN.10/110.

15 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-15/3), annex II.
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Action by the Conference on Disarmament, 1988

The agenda item entitled ‘‘Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear
disarmament’’ was considered by the Conference during the periods from 15
to 26 February and from 18 to 29 July.

From the very beginning of the session, the Conference was faced with
the request (see ‘‘General developments and trends, 1988°’, above) to establish
a subsidiary body which would allow substantive discussions on the item on
nuclear disarmament. As noted, once again the problem of finding an organ-
izational framework acceptable to all could not be resolved.

During the first part of the session, the Soviet Union and the United
States submitted to the Conference the documents relating to the INF Treaty. !¢
Members of the Conference welcomed the Treaty and many expressed the
hope that the two major Powers would reach early agreement on a treaty on
50 per cent reductions in their strategic offensive arms. The two States also
circulated, during the second part of the session, the joint statement issued
by their leaders at the Moscow summit!? as well as the Agreement on No-
tifications of Launches of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles and Submarine-
launched Ballistic Missiles, signed at Moscow on 31 May.!® The five Nordic
States (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden), Mexico, the United
Kingdom, the Soviet Union, the United States, Hungary, Egypt, Australia
and Canada issued documents in connection with the twentieth anniversary
of the opening for signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. !°

During the second part of the session, India circulated a document,?°
already submitted to the General Assembly at its third special session devoted
to disarmament (see chapter II), containing an action plan for ushering in a
nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world order. The plan called for ne-
gotiation of a binding commitment for the phased elimination of all nuclear
weapons by the year 2010.

The Group of 21 reaffirmed its conviction of the paramount need for
urgent multilateral negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and
nuclear disarmament and for the adoption of concrete measures leading to the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Its basic position was that all nations
had a vital interest in negotiations on nuclear disarmament, because the ex-
istence of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of a handful of States and their
quantitative and qualitative development directly jeopardized the security of
both nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States. Some members of the Group
pointed out that States that had voluntarily renounced the nuclear weapons
option had done so in the larger interest of contributing to the goal of 3 world

16 CD/797, 798, 799 and 800.

17 CD/844 and 846.

18 CD/845 and 847.

19 CD/835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 841, 850, 855 and 866 respectively.
20 CD/859.

169



free of nuclear weapons and in the expectation that the nuclear-weapon States
would also come to renounce them. To deny to the non-nuclear-weapon States
the right to participate in the elaboration of measures for nuclear disarmament
would therefore be morally indefensible as well as legally incorrect, the non-
aligned members held. They also believed that doctrines of nuclear deterrence
lay at the root of the continuing development of nuclear armaments and
increased insecurity and instability in international relations.

Accordingly, the Group of 21 proposed that the Conference set up an
ad hoc committee to elaborate on paragraph 50 of the 1978 Final Document,
by which the General Assembly had recognized the urgent need for negotiation
of agreements, in appropriate stages and with adequate measures of verifi-
cation, for the cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of
nuclear weapons systems; cessation of the production of all types of nuclear
weapons and their means of delivery and the production of fissionable material
for weapons purposes; and the substantial reduction of existing nuclear weap-
ons with a view to their ultimate elimination. The text of the draft mandate
of the Group of 21 reads as follows:

Group of 21

Draft mandate for an Ad Hoc Committee on item 2 of the agenda
of the Conference on Disarmament—Cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament

1. In the discharge of its responsibility as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating
forum, in accordance with paragraph 120 of the Final Document of SSOD-I, the Conference on
Disarmament decides to establish an Ad Hoc Committee under item 2 entitled **Cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament’’

2. The Conference requests the Ad Hoc Commiittee, as a first step, to elaborate on paragraph
50 of the Final Document and to identify substantive issues for multilateral negotiations as
follows:

(i) the elaboration and clarification of the stages of nuclear disarmament envisaged in
paragraph 50 of the Final Document, including identification of the responsibilities
of the nuclear-weapon States and the role of the non-nuclear-weapon States in the
process of achieving nuclear disarmament;

(ii) clarification of the issues involved in prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons, pending nuclear disarmament, and in the prevention of nuclear war;

(ili) clarification of the issues involved in eliminating reliance on doctrines of nuclear
deterrence;

(iv) measures to ensure an effective discharge by the CD of its role as the single multilateral
negotiating body in the field of disarmament and in this context its relationship with
negotiations relating to nuclear disarmament conducted in bilateral, regional and other
restricted fora.

3. The Ad Hoc Committee will take into account all existing proposals and future initiatives

and report on its work to the Conference on Disarmament before the end of its 1988 session.2!

The socialist members stressed the primary importance they attached to
the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament. While un-

21 CD/819.
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derlining the significance of the bilateral efforts to conclude a treaty on a 50
per cent reduction in the strategic offensive weapons of the two major nuclear-
weapon States, they favoured the beginning of multilateral negotiations with
the participation of all nuclear-weapon States within the Conference on Dis-
armament. Consequently, they supported the proposal of the Group of 21 for
the establishment of a subsidiary body on the issue. They also supported
proposals aimed at conducting an in-depth consideration of the substance of
the nuclear disarmament item in informal plenary meetings of the Conference.

The Soviet Union drew attention to its programme for the progressive
elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world by the year 2000. It
pointed out that after the signing of the INF Treaty, the prospect had opened
up of reaching agreement on a more difficult question: 50 per cent reductions
in strategic offensive arms in conditions of compliance with the ABM Treaty,
as signed in 1972, and non-withdrawal from the Treaty for a specified period
of time. It also stressed that bilateral efforts, undertaken through bilateral
negotiations, should be complemented by multilateral efforts. It was necessary
to know when and under what conditions the other nuclear-weapon States
would join the process of nuclear disarmament. In its view, the possibility
already existed of starting discussion at the Conference on specific directions
for multilateral efforts in the domain of nuclear disarmament. For that reason,
it suggested beginning to identify in practice the substance of possible mul-
tilateral measures in that field. On the question of security concepts relating
to nuclear arms, the Soviet Union advocated the establishment of a compre-
hensive system of international peace and security to replace the deterrent
role played by nuclear weapons.

Western members also emphasized that they attached importance to is-
sues of nuclear arms limitation and disarmament, in particular to substantial
and verifiable reductions of nuclear weapons. They believed that the nego-
tiations between the two major Powers played a vital role in any process for
the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament, and welcomed
the commitment of those two States to the ultimate elimination of nuclear
weapons. Western States considered that, for the time being, informal and
plenary meetings constituted the most suitable framework for continuing the
work of the Conference on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear
disarmament. They also emphasized that nuclear-arms reductions could not
be divorced from other disarmament measures and should be pursued so as
to enhance international stability and security.

The United States stressed that the arms race could not be dealt with as
an abstract issue and that the tensions between States or groups of States that
caused a buildup of arms must be taken into account. It believed that nations
acquired nuclear weapons for the same reason that they acquired conventional
ones—to enhance security. Nuclear weapons were an essential component of
its strategy of deterrence, which, in its opinion, contributed to preserving
peace between the two major Powers and their allies, and such weapons would
remain part of its arsenal for the foreseeable future.
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The United Kingdom also stated that its security would depend for the
foreseeable future on nuclear deterrence. Meanwhile, its aim was to maintain
security and peace at lower levels of nuclear forces, combined with the
complete elimination of chemical weapons and progress towards conventional
stability at lower levels of forces, taking into account imbalances. The most
realistic way to make progress, it felt, was through bilateral United States-
Soviet negotiations aimed at step-by-step mutual, balanced and effectively
verifiable agreements. Given the minimum nature of its own nuclear deterrent,
it did not feel that it had any scope for contributing to reductions at present;
it would maintain the credibility of its deterrent.

France reaffirmed its support for increasingly greater nuclear arms con-
trol. From that point of view, it stressed the priority of reductions in the
nuclear arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union, in particular the
priority objective of a 50 per cent reduction of their offensive strategic weap-
ons. While recognizing the importance of the INF Treaty, it cautioned that
it should not be expected to lead to the denuclearization of Europe and that
the priority in that region was the establishment of conventional stability.

China reiterated its call for the complete prohibition and thorough de-
struction of nuclear weapons. It held that the two States possessing the largest
and most advanced nuclear arsenals bore special responsibility in that regard
and that the entry into force of the INF Treaty should be followed by an
agreement on the 50 per cent reduction of their strategic nuclear weapons.
China advocated that a broadly representative international conference with
the participation of all the nuclear-weapon States be convened to discuss
measures for further nuclear disarmament after the two major nuclear-weapon
States had taken the lead in halting the testing, production and deployment
of all types of nuclear weapons and in drastically reducing them. It was of
the view that the nuclear-arms race should be halted in both its quantitative
and its qualitative aspects. Moreover, China maintained that in the interests
of promoting nuclear disarmament, great importance should be accorded to
the issues of conventional disarmament and curbing the arms race in outer
space.

Towards the end of the session, the United States and the Soviet Union
provided information on the status of their bilateral talks on nuclear and space
arms.

The United States summed up the situation as follows. In the strategic
arms reduction talks, there was agreement in principle to reduce strategic
forces by 50 per cent; to impose a ceiling of 6,000 warheads on 1,600 strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles; and to create subceilings of 4,900 ballistic missile
warheads, and of 1,540 warheads on 154 heavy missiles. The sides had also
agreed to a 50 per cent reduction in the throw-weight of Soviet missiles. In
addition, agreement had been reached on a counting rule for the armaments
borne by heavy bombers. Agreement existed on certain verification measures
including several kinds of on-site inspection, data exchange, and measures
to reduce the possibility of cheating. This progress had been recorded in a
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joint draft treaty text, which, of course, also set out the remaining areas of
disagreement. At the Moscow summit, in May-June 1988, some common
ground had been identified with respect to the problem of verification of
mobile missiles—should they be permitted in a strategic arms reduction
treaty—and with respect to air-launched cruise missiles. In the forum dealing
with defence and space issues, the objective of the United States was to seek
agreement on how it would, jointly with the Soviet Union, manage a stable
transition to increased reliance on effective defences that threatened no one.
A separate agreement on these issues was being worked on, which reflected
the principles which President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev had
outlined at the Washington summit, in December 1987. In addition, work
was continuing on a draft protocol designed to improve predictability as
research was carried out in the strategic defence area and preparations made
for a possible transition to greater reliance on defences.

The Soviet Union provided additional information on the subject, as
follows. The joint draft treaty reflected the earlier understanding on estab-
lishing ceilings of no more than 1,600 strategic delivery systems and 6,000
warheads, as well as agreement on subceilings of 4,900 in the aggregate of
ICBM and SLBM warheads and of 1,540 warheads on 154 heavy missiles.
The draft treaty also recorded agreement between the parties that, as a result
of the reductions, the aggregate throw-weight of the Soviet Union’s ICBMs
and SLBMs would be brought down to approximately 50 per cent of the
existing level. Agreement had also been reached on a rule that heavy bombers
equipped only for nuclear gravity bombs and short-range missiles would count
as one delivery vehicle against the 1,600 limit and one warhead against the
6,000 limit. Of course, this counting rule, which had been agreed back in
Reykjavik, would apply if the 600-kilometre threshold, also agreed before,
was used to divide air-to-surface missiles into long-range and shorter-range
missiles.

The Soviet Union noted that the draft of the protocol on inspections, the
protocol on conversion or elimination and the memorandum of understanding,
which were integral parts of the treaty, built on the verification provisions of
the INF Treaty, extending and refining them as necessary to meet the more
demanding requirements of the treaty on the reduction of strategic offensive
arms. The verification measures would include as a minimum such items as
the exchange and updating of data, baseline inspections, on-site observation
of the elimination of relevant systems, and continuous on-site monitoring of
the perimeter and portals of critical production facilities to confirm the output
of weapons to be limited, etc.

It was of great significance for the positive development of the negoti-
ations, the Soviet Union added, that the joint statement adopted at the end
of the Moscow summit meeting of 1988 reaffirmed the language on ABM
Treaty issues agreed at the Washington summit in December 1987. The Soviet
and United States leaders had directed their representatives at the negotiations
to prepare a joint draft of a separate agreement on space issues and to continue
work on its associated protocol. As a result of the Moscow meeting, the
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parties had expressed their shared conviction that the extensive work done
provided the basis for concluding a treaty on the reduction and limitation of
strategic offensive arms which would promote strategic stability and
strengthen security not only for the Soviet and American peoples, but for the
whole of mankind. The parties had agreed to continue their efforts in this
area energetically and purposefully. They had also reached an understanding
in principle that, once the remaining problems had been solved and the treaty
and its associated documents agreed, they would be signed without delay.
Thus the Moscow summit gave both negotiating teams a joint mandate, draw-
ing on the progress already achieved, to seek the early preparation of the
treaty on 50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive weapons in strict com-
pliance with the ABM Treaty. Progress at the negotiations, the Soviet Union
stated, was now largely dependent on the resolution of such issues as com-
pliance with and non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, and limitations on
the deployment of long-range sea-launched cruise missiles.

Action by the General Assembly, 1988

Once again, in 1988, nuclear arms limitation and disarmament were at the
centre of the First Committee’s disarmament deliberations. Eight draft res-
olutions were submitted on the subject and of these, seven were approved by
the First Committee and adopted by the General Assembly. The draft reso-
lutions, to which detailed reference is made in the following pages, dealt with
the bilateral (United States-USSR) nuclear-arms negotiations; the general as-
pects of nuclear disarmament; the question of the cessation of the production
of fissionable material for weapons purposes; a freeze on nuclear weapons;
and the preparations for the Fourth Review Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to be held in 1990.

In introducing a draft resolution entitled *‘Bilateral nuclear-arms nego-
tiations’” on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, on 9 No-
vember, Zimbabwe stated that the spirit of the draft emanated from the
consensual positions of the 1978 Final Document. Zimbabwe also made it
clear that the operative paragraphs of the draft resolution were either updates
or restatements of the paragraphs contained in General Assembly resolution
42/38 D of 1987, which had been adopted by 143 votes to none, with 13
abstentions; so the new draft should not cause controversy.

On 14 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 120 to none, with 13 abstentions (Western countries). On
7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by a recorded
vote of 141 to none, with 12 abstentions, as resolution 43/75 A. It reads as
follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 40/18 of 18 November 1985, 41/86 N of 4 December 1986 and
42/38 D of 30 November 1987,
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Recalling also the Harare Appeal on Disarmament, adopted by the Eighth Conference of
Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Harare from 1 to 6 September
1986, the Havana Appeal, adopted by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries
at the special ministerial meeting devoted to disarmament issues held at Havana from 26 to 30
May 1988, and the final documents of the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-
Aligned Countries held at Nicosia from 5 to 10 September 1988,

Gravely concerned about the continuing escalation of the arms race, especially in nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, despite the fact that this increases the risk of
nuclear war and endangers the survival of humanity,

Convinced that the alternative today in the nuclear age is not between war or peace, but
between life and death, which makes the prevention of nuclear war the principal task of our
times,

Also convinced that international peace and security can be ensured only through general
and complete disarmament under effective international control and that one of the most urgent
tasks is to halt and reverse the arms race and to undertake concrete measures of disarmament,
particularly nuclear disarmament,

Further convinced that, in the interest of mankind as a whole, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the United States of America, in their bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations, should
continue their endeavours with the ultimate objective of achieving general and complete disar-
mament under effective international control,

Welcoming the ratification and commencement of implementation by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of America of the Treaty on the Elimination of Their
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles,

Affirming that bilateral and multilateral negotiations on disarmament should facilitate and
complement each other and that progress at the bilateral level should not be used to postpone
or prohibit action at the multilateral level,

1. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America
to exert every effort to achieve the goal they set themselves of a treaty on a 50 per cent reduction
in strategic offensive arms as part of the process leading to the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons;

2. Also calls upon the two Governments to intensify their efforts with the objective of
achieving agreements in other areas, in particular the issue of a nuclear-test ban, as a matter of
urgency;

3. Invites the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United
States of America to keep the General Assembly and the Conference on Disarmament duly
informed of progress made in their negotiations.

Another draft resolution on ‘‘Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations’’, which
was sponsored by Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey and the United Kingdom, was introduced
by the United Kingdom on 4 November. The thrust of the draft resolution,
the United Kingdom stated, was to welcome the achievements of the bilateral
process in 1988 and call for continued progress in the year ahead.

On 14 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 70 to none, with 58 abstentions (non-aligned countries).

In connection with the vote, Zimbabwe explained that it abstained on
the draft introduced by the United Kingdom because the text over-emphasized
the importance of verification, it did not adequately reflect the priority of
nuclear disarmament, and it did not affirm that bilateral and multilateral
negotiations on disarmament were complementary. Zimbabwe expressed its
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regret that in spite of long and patient efforts to merge the two draft texts—
the non-aligned and the Western—efforts had not succeeded. Indonesia, while
agreeing with the thrust of the Western draft resolution, abstained because
the draft failed to mention the complementary nature of bilateral and multi-
lateral negotiations and was not sufficiently specific in pointing out the priority
issues. Again in connection with the vote, China stated that it had voted in
favour because it endorsed the thrust of the draft.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution, by
a recorded vote of 103 to none, with 46 abstentions, as resolution 43/75 O.
It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling that at their meeting at Geneva in November 1985 the leaders of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America committed themselves to the objective
of working out effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space and terminating
it on Earth,

Noting the joint statement between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United
States of America issued following meetings held in Moscow from 29 May to 1 June 1988,

Noting with satisfaction the report in the joint statement that a joint draft text of a treaty
on reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms had been elaborated, through which process
the two sides had recorded extensive and significant areas of agreement and detailed positions
on remaining areas of disagreement,

Noting also the importance of the verification procedures contained in the Treaty between
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of
Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles as an example of the high standards of
verification that are now achievable in arms control agreements, both bilateral and multilateral,

Believing that, through negotiations pursued in a spirit of flexibility and with full account
taken of the security interests of all States, it is possible to achieve far-reaching and effectively
verifiable agreements,

Firmly convinced that an early agreement in these negotiations, in accordance with the
principle of undiminished security at the lowest possible level of armaments, would be of crucial
importance for the strengthening of international peace and security,

Further convinced that the international community should encourage the Government of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Government of the United States of America in
their endeavours, taking into account both the importance and complexity of their negotiations,

1. Welcomes the ratification by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United
States of America of the Treaty on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles;

2. Also welcomes the successful commencement of the implementation of the provisions
of that Treaty;

3. Calls upon the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America to spare no effort in seeking, in accordance with the
security interests of all States and the universal desire for progress towards disarmament, the
attainment of all the agreed objectives in the negotiations, that is, the resolution of a complex
of questions concerning space and strategic nuclear arms with all these questions considered and
resolved in their interrelationship;

4. Invites the two Governments concerned to keep other States Members of the United
Nations duly informed of progress in their negotiations, in accordance with paragraph 114 of
the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

5. [Expresses its firmest possible encouragement and support for the bilateral negotiations
and their successful conclusion.
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China introduced a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Nuclear disarmament’’ on
8 November. Making clear that the draft was based on the text of resolution
42/38 H of 1987, which the General Assembly had adopted by consensus,
China stressed that the draft, while welcoming the encouraging progress that
had been made in the field of nuclear disarmament thanks to the conclusion
and ratification of the INF Treaty, called on the two major Powers further to
fulfil their special responsibility for nuclear disarmament. Also, in view of
the fact that all countries were seriously concerned about the qualitative arms
race between the two major Powers, an expression of the belief that the
qualitative aspect of the arms race needed to be addressed along with its
quantitative aspect had been added to the preamble.

On 11 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution
without a vote. On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft
resolution without a vote, as resolution 43/75 E. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 41/59 F of 3 December 1986 and 42/38 H of 30 November 1987,

Reaffirming the determination to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war as
expressed in the Preamble to the Charter of the United Nations,

Convinced that the most acute and urgent task of the present day is to remove the threat of
a world war—a nuclear war,

Recalling and reaffirming the statements and provisions on nuclear disarmament set forth
in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, and, in particular,
provisions that ‘‘effective measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war
have the highest priority’’, contained in paragraph 20, and that ‘‘in the task of achieving the
goals of nuclear disarmament, all the nuclear-weapon States, in particular those among them
which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility’’, contained in
paragraph 48,

Bearing in mind that the ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament is the complete elimination
of nuclear weapons,

Noting that the leaders of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America agreed in their joint statement issued at Geneva on 21 November 1985 that ‘‘a nuclear
war cannot be won and must never be fought’ and the common desire they expressed in the
same statement calling for early progress in areas where there is common ground, including the
principle of a 50 percent reduction in the nuclear arms of the Soviet Union and the United States
appropriately applied,

Noting also that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America
have conducted intensive negotiations on various issues of disarmament,

Noting further that the Conference on Disarmament has not played its due role in the field
of nuclear disarmament,

Believing that the qualitative aspect of the arms race needs to be addressed along with its
quantitative aspect,

Bearing in mind that the Governments and peoples of various countries expect that the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America will reach agreement on
halting the nuclear-arms race and further reducing nuclear weapons,

1. Welcomes the signing and ratification of the Treaty between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and
Shorter-Range Missiles, and calls upon the two States strictly to observe and fully to implement
the Treaty;

2. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America, which
possess the most important nuclear arsenals, further to discharge their special responsibility for
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nuclear disarmament, to take the lead in halting the nuclear-arms race and to negotiate in earnest
with a view to reaching early agreement on the drastic reduction of their nuclear arsenals;

3. Reiterates its belief that bilateral and multilateral efforts for nuclear disarmament should
complement and facilitate each other;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
*‘Nuclear disarmament’’

Argentina, Bangladesh, Cameroon, Costa Rica, Ecuador, the German
Democratic Republic, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Romania, Sweden, the
United Republic of Tanzania and Venezuela submitted a draft resolution
entitled ¢ ‘Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament’’, which
was later also sponsored by Malaysia and Mongolia. It was introduced by
Argentina on 9 November. In its statement, Argentina pointed out that the
draft brought up to date resolution 42/42 C of 1987 on the same subject,
welcomed the progress achieved in the nuclear sector and reaffirmed the
complementarity existing between bilateral and multilateral negotiations. As
the Conference on Disarmament had not yet been able to reach agreement on
the establishment of a subsidiary body with an appropriate negotiating mandate
to deal with nuclear disarmament, the General Assembly would, by the draft
resolution, again request the Conference to establish an ad hoc committee to
submit recommendations to the Conference on how best it could initiate
multilateral negotiations for cessation of the qualitative and quantitative nu-
clear-arms race, leading to the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons.

On 11 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
arecorded vote of 114 to 13 (Western countries), with 6 abstentions (Australia,
Bahamas, Denmark, Iceland, Israel and Japan).

In connection with the vote, China and New Zealand explained their
affirmative votes. China stated that it supported the establishment by the
Conference on Disarmament of an ad hoc committee to deal with nuclear
disarmament; it noted, however, that there were differences of opinion with
regard to the scope of the mandate of such a committee. Discussions, it
considered, could take the form of informal meetings; in any case the Con-
ference should step up its work on nuclear disarmament. New Zealand stressed
that, as the draft resolution acknowledged, both bilateral and multilateral
action would be necessary to achieve the eventual complete elimination of
nuclear weapons. It further held that satisfactory progress in conventional
force reductions must accompany developments in nuclear disarmament if
international stability was to be enhanced.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 135 to 13, with 5 abstentions, as resolution 43/78 E. It
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Believing that all nations have a vital interest in negotiations on nuclear disarmament because
the existence of nuclear weapons jeopardizes the vital security interests of both nuclear and non-
nuclear-weapon States alike,

Recalling that, in paragraphs 11 and 47 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session
of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, the Assembly stated
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that the nuclear-arms race, far from contributing to the strengthening of the security of all States,
on the contrary weakens it and increases the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war,

Noting that at the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Non-Aligned Countries
held at Nicosia from 5 to 10 September 1988, the Ministers welcomed the recent developments
in the field of disarmament, which they considered a historic achievement, expressed the hope
that they would result in further substantive progress in the field of current and future bilateral
and multilateral negotiations on disarmament, and emphasized as well the need to encourage
this positive trend through the immediate adoption of measures for the reversal of the nuclear-
arms race, so as to remove the threat of a nuclear holocaust which endangers the very survival
of mankind,

Welcoming proposals on the complete elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world
and, especially, the signing of the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range
Missiles,

Considering that it is necessary to halt all testing, production and deployment of nuclear
weapons of all types and versions and their delivery systems as a first step in the process that
should lead to the achievement of substantial reductions in nuclear forces, and welcoming in
this context the proposals to that end forwarded by the leaders of Argentina, Greece, India,
Mexico, Sweden and the United Republic of Tanzania in their various declarations,

Noting that, at the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly, the third special session
devoted to disarmament, and at the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament, several
proposals on nuclear disarmament were introduced by Member States and that there was general
agreement that nuclear disarmament remains a priority objective and represents a central task
facing mankind,

Taking into account that all nuclear-weapon States, in particular those with the most im-
portant nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility for the fulfilment of the task of achieving
the goals of nuclear disarmament,

Convinced of the imperative need to take constructive multilateral action towards halting
and reversing the nuclear-arms race,

1. Reaffirms that both bilateral and multilateral negotiations on the nuclear and space arms
race are by nature complementary to one another;

2. Believes that efforts should be intensified with a view to initiating, as a matter of the
highest priority, multilateral negotiations in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 50 of
the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

3. Again requests the Conference on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc committee at
the beginning of its 1989 session to elaborate on paragraph 50 of the Final Document and to
submit recommendations to the Conference as to how it could best initiate multilateral negotiations
of agreements, with adequate measures of verification, in appropriate stages for:

(a) Cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of nuclear-weapon systems;

(b) Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery
and of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes;

(¢) Substantial reduction in existing nuclear weapons with a view to their ultimate
elimination;

4. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report to the General Assembly at its forty-
fourth session on its consideration of this subject;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the itemn entitled
‘‘Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament’’.

Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, Bangladesh, Botswana, Cameroon,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, the Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Norway, the Philippines, Romania, Samoa, Sweden
and Uruguay sponsored a draft resolution entitled ‘‘Prohibition of the pro-
duction of fissionable material for weapons purposes’’, which was introduced
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by Canada on 9 November. Noting that every continent and every group of
countries were represented among the sponsors, Canada stressed that the draft
resolution was a reminder that a ban on the production of fissionable material
for weapons purposes remained an important element in any progress towards
nuclear disarmament. It was a realistic draft resolution, it stated, because it
took the position that progress in the achievement of such a ban was related
to progress in the realization of a comprehensive test ban. Recently, encour-
aging developments had occurred in the nuclear-testing area, developments
which gave new meaning to the draft resolution on prohibition of the pro-
duction of fissionable material for weapons purposes. Indeed, the anticipated
result of the stage-by-stage negotiations on nuclear testing between the United
States and the USSR was that they would lead to further limitations on the
size and number of tests. In view of these developments, the sponsors hoped
that the draft resolution would, as in previous years, continue to attract strong
and broad support.

On 11 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 126 to 1 (France), with 6 abstentions (Argentina, Brazil,
China, India, United Kingdom and United States). In connection with the
vote Argentina explained that it had abstained because it considered that the
question of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes should
not be separated from the general context of disarmament.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 144 to 1, with 7 abstentions, as resolution 43/75 K. It
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 33/91 H of 16 December 1978, 34/87 D of 11 December 1979,
35/156 H of 12 December 1980, 36/97 G of 9 December 1981, 37/99 E of 13 December 1982,
38/188 E of 20 December 1983, 39/151 H of 17 December 1984, 40/94 G of 12 December
1985, 41/59 L of 3 December 1986 and 42/38 L of 30 November 1987, in which it requested
the Conference on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of the implementation of the Programme
of Action set forth in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the
General Assembly, and of its work on the item entitled ‘‘Nuclear weapons in all aspects™, to
consider urgently the question of adequately verified cessation and prohibition of the production
of fissionable material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices and to keep the
Assembly informed of the progress of that consideration,

Noting that the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament for 1988 included the item entitled
‘‘Nuclear weapons in all aspects’’ and that the programme of work of the Conference for both
parts of its 1988 session contained the item entitled ‘‘Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and
nuclear disarmament’’,

Recalling the proposals and statements made in the Conference on Disarmament on those
items,

Considering that the cessation of production of fissionable material for weapons purposes
and the progressive conversion and transfer of stocks to peaceful uses would be a significant
step towards halting and reversing the nuclear-arms race,

Considering also that the prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear
weapons and other explosive devices would be an important measure in facilitating the prevention
of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and explosive devices,

Requests the Conference on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of its work on the item
entitled “*Nuclear weapons in all aspects’’, to pursue its consideration of the question of adequately
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verified cessation and prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons
and other nuclear explosive devices and to keep the General Assembly informed of the progress
of that consideration.

On the question of a nuclear-arms freeze, two draft resolutions were
submitted: one by India and Romania, and another by Indonesia, Mexico,
Pakistan, Peru and Sweden. After consultations between the two sets of
sponsors, the texts were merged and India and Romania joined with Indonesia,
Mexico, Pakistan, Peru and Sweden as co-sponsors of the revised draft
resolution.

By the first draft resolution, initiated by India and entitled ‘‘Freeze on
nuclear weapons’’, the General Assembly would once again call on all nuclear-
weapon States to agree to a freeze on such weapons. The freeze would, inter
alia, provide for a simultaneous total stoppage of the further production of
nuclear weapons and a complete cut-off in the production of fissionable ma-
terial for weapons purposes. In introducing the draft resolution on 8 Novem-
ber, India noted that a similar text had been placed before the General
Assembly every year since 1982. Its adoption would be a positive step towards
the development of a new treaty to replace the nuclear non-proliferation
Treaty, which, India held, was discriminatory.

The second draft resolution was introduced, in its original form, by
Mexico on 7 November. The main provision of the draft was a call upon the
Soviet Union and the United States to agree on an immediate nuclear-arms
freeze that would embrace: (a) a comprehensive test ban on nuclear weapons
and on their delivery vehicles; (b) the complete cessation of the manufacture
of nuclear weapons and of their delivery vehicles; (¢) a ban on all further
deployment of nuclear weapons and of their delivery vehicles; and (d) the
complete cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons
purposes.

On 17 November, Mexico introduced the revised draft resolution, noting
that by the merged text, the General Assembly would request all the nuclear-
weapon States to declare a total freeze on their nuclear arms and, as a first
step towards that end, it would urge the Soviet Union and the United States
to proclaim an immediate nuclear-arms freeze. Both India and Mexico pointed
out that the revision enjoyed the sponsorship of all the States that had spon-
sored the two original texts. At that meeting, India announced that the draft
resolution that it had introduced would be withdrawn.??

On 17 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 116 to 13 (Western countries), with 3 abstentions (China,
Iceland and Spain).

In connection with the vote, France, Japan and the Netherlands explained
their negative votes and Iceland explained its abstention. France stated that
its objections were based on the very notion of a freeze and had been set out
repeatedly. A freeze, France emphasized, would confer a lasting advantage

22 See A/43/857, paras. 17 and 18.
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on States that had increased their armaments sizeably compared with those
that had limited their efforts; a freeze would be very difficult to verify;
negotiations to define the conditions of an effective freeze would be no less
lengthy or complex than negotiations on verification of an arms reduction
agreement; and a freeze benefiting a given Power could well diminish sub-
stantially that Power’s interest in pursuing negotiations and its determination
seriously to negotiate an arms reduction agreement. Thus, progress towards
a reduction of nuclear arsenals would in no way be promoted by declarations
in favour of a freeze. Similarly, Japan thought that a nuclear freeze would
lead to the preservation of a real or perceived nuclear superiority of one side
over the other, and that verification would be extremely difficult to apply to
such a freeze. The Netherlands stressed that calling for a freeze on nuclear
weapons was hardly appropriate at a time when substantial reductions in the
nuclear arsenals of the two major Powers were taking place. For the same
reason, Iceland abstained in the vote.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 135 to 12, with 3 abstentions, as resolution 43/76 B. It
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling that in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,
the first special session devoted to disarmament, adopted in 1978 and unanimously and cate-
gorically reaffirmed in 1982 during the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, the
second special session devoted to disarmament, the Assembly expressed deep concern over the
threat to the very survival of mankind posed by the existence of nuclear weapons and the
continuing arms race,

Convinced that, in this nuclear age, lasting world peace can be based only on the attainment
of the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control,

Welcoming the improvement of the relations between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America and the conclusion of the Treaty on the Elimination of Their
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, as well as their agreement in principle to reduce
by 50 percent their strategic nuclear arsenals,

Convinced of the urgency further to pursue negotiations for the substantial reduction and
qualitative limitation of existing nuclear arms,

Considering that a nuclear-arms freeze, while not an end in itself, would constitute an
effective step to prevent the continued increase and qualitative improvement of existing nuclear
weaponry during the period when the negotiations take place, and that at the same time it would
provide a favourable environment for the conduct of negotiations to reduce and eventually
eliminate nuclear weapons,

Convinced that the undertakings derived from the freeze can be effectively verified,

Noting with deep concern that nuclear-weapon States have not so far taken any action in
response to the call made in the relevant resolutions on the question of a nuclear-arms freeze,

1. Urges once more the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America, as the two major nuclear-weapon States, to agree to an immediate nuclear-arms freeze,
which would, inter alia, provide for a simultaneous total stoppage of any further production of
nuclear weapons and a complete cut-off in the production of fissionable material for weapons
purposes;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to agree, through a joint declaration, to a com-
prehensive nuclear-arms freeze, whose structure and scope would be the following:

(@) It would embrace:
(i) A comprehensive test ban on nuclear weapons and on their delivery vehicles;
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(it) The complete cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and of their delivery
vehicles;

(iii) A ban on all further deployment of nuclear weapons and of their delivery vehicles;

(iv) The complete cessation of the production of fisstonable material for weapons purposes;

(b) It would be subject to appropriate and effective measures and procedures of verification;

3. Requests the nuclear-weapon States to submit a joint report, or separate reports, to the
General Assembly, prior to the opening of its forty-fourth session, on the implementation of the
present resolution;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session an item entitled
‘‘Nuclear-arms freeze’’.

Finally, 47 States, later joined by 13 others,?* submitted a draft resolution
entitled ‘‘Implementation of the conclusions of the Third Review Conference
of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and
establishment of a Preparatory Committee for the Fourth Review
Conference’’.

On 7 November, the United Kingdom introduced the draft resolution
and called attention to the fact that it was time for the three depositary
Governments of the non-proliferation Treaty to start the process of convening
the Fourth Review Conference of the Treaty, which was to be held in 1990.
In the draft resolution, which was completely procedural, the Secretary-Gen-
eral of the United Nations was requested to render the necessary assistance
and provide such services as might be required for the forthcoming Review
Conference and its preparation.

On 15 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
arecorded vote of 119 to none, with 9 abstentions (Angola, Argentina, Brazil,
Cuba, Guyana, India, Israel, United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia).

Several members explained their positions at that time. France stated
that it had not participated in the vote. India announced, before the vote, that
since it was not a signatory of the non-proliferation Treaty it would abstain
in the voting on the draft resolution. Pakistan explained its affirmative vote
as being dictated by its belief that the spread of nuclear weapons to more
than the current five nuclear-weapon States would make the world more
insecure. The USSR, which was a co-sponsor, stated that strengthening the
non-proliferation Treaty was one of the conditions essential to a stable and
constant process of disarmament.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 137 to none, with 11 abstentions, as resolution 43/82.
France once again noted that it was not participating in that action. The
resolution reads as follows:

23 Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Cameroon,
Canada, Colombia, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Finland, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea,
Hungary, Iceland, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Lao People’s Demncratic Republic, Liberia,
Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Samoa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden,
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, USSR, United Kingdom, United States,
Uruguay, Venezuela and Yemen.
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The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968, the annex to which contains the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear‘Weapons,

Noting the provisions of article VIII, paragraph 3, of that Treaty concerning the holding of
successive review conferences,

Noting that, in the Final Declaration of the Third Review Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons held at Geneva from 27 August to 21
September 1985, the Conference proposed to the Depositary Governments that a fourth conference
to review the operation of the Treaty be convened in 1990, and also noting that there appears
to be a consensus among the parties that the Fourth Review Conference should be held at Geneva
in August/September of that year,

1. Notes that, following appropriate consultations, an open-ended preparatory committee
has been formed of parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons serving
on the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency or represented in the
Conference on Disarmament, as well as any party to the Treaty that may express its interest in
participating in the work of the preparatory committee;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance and to provide such
services, including summary records, as may be required for the Fourth Review Conference of
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its preparation.

Conclusion

In 1988, with the entry into force of the INF Treaty, the two major Powers
expressed their determination to achieve the full implementation of all the
provisions of the Treaty, within the agreed time limits. Further, though not
decisive, progress was made by the Soviet Union and the United States in
their negotiations with a view to a treaty on a 50 per cent reduction in their
strategic offensive arms.

The General Assembly, both at its third special session and at its forty-
third regular session, devoted major attention to nuclear disarmament. At the
regular session, several resolutions were adopted on both bilateral and mul-
tilateral aspects of nuclear disarmament. One of them, initiated by China,
was adopted by consensus, as had been the case at the previous two sessions.
Another resolution, on the establishment of a preparatory committee for the
Fourth Review Conference of the Parties to the non-proliferation Treaty, to
be held in 1990, was co-sponsored by 60 Member States and was adopted
without any negative vote.

No major progress, however, was achieved within the multilateral frame-
work. Once again, in the Conference on Disarmament, there was no agreement
to set up an ad hoc committee to deal with the item on nuclear disarmament,
although many members of the Conference felt that it would be possible at
least to identify measures for concrete multilateral efforts under that item.
All this confirms that, while effective efforts are continuing for the estab-
lishment of greater security at a lower level of nuclear forces, there is still
an impasse in the multilateral negotiation of nuclear disarmament. Conse-
quently, it appears that significant nuclear disarmament in the multilateral
framework cannot be achieved in the short term. The prospects might improve,
however, if the two major Powers were soon to make decisive progress in
the reduction of their strategic nuclear weapons.
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CHAPTER VII

Prevention of nuclear war

Introduction

REMOVING THE THREAT OF A NUCLEAR WAR, the General Assembly formally
stated at its first special session devoted to disarmament, in 1978, is the most
urgent task of the present day.! In the Final Document of that session,? the
General Assembly sought to establish principles, guidelines and procedures
with regard to the removal of that threat, and called on the Member States
to take urgent and appropriate measures. Its clear call for action was dictated
by the awareness that there was no insuperable barrier dividing peace from
war and that, unless nations brought the spiralling nuclear-arms race to an
end, the day might come when nuclear weapons would actually be used, with
catastrophic consequences. In adopting the Final Document, the international
community achieved, for the first time, a consensus on an international dis-
armament strategy having as its immediate goal ‘‘the elimination of the danger
of nuclear war and implementation of measures to halt and reverse the arms
race’’.

The General Assembly at its second special session on disarmament, in
1982, reaffirmed the validity of the 1978 Final Document.? At that session,
the Soviet Union made a solemn commitment never to be the first to use
nuclear weapons.* This pledge by the Soviet Union (as well as China’s long-
standing commitment never to be the first to use nuclear weapons) was viewed
by many countries as offering a concrete way to decrease the danger of nuclear
war and to promote nuclear disarmament. The Western States, however,
continued to believe that a strategy of nuclear deterrence was the most effective
means for the prevention of nuclear war and all wars, and that a declaration
on the non-first use of nuclear weapons would restrict and thus undermine
the wider principle of the non-use of force enshrined in the Charter of the
United Nations. The key measures the Western States have supported in that

! General Assembly resolution A/S-10/2, para.18.

2 General Assembly resolution A/S-10/2. The Final Document is also reproduced in extenso
in The Yearbook, vol.3: 1978, appendix I.

3 See paragraph 57 of document A/S-12/32, which was approved by the General Assembly
in its decision S-12/24 of 10 July 1982.

4 Official Records of the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Plenary Meetings,
12th meeting.
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context, in addition to the non-use of force, are: restraint, balanced disar-
mament measures, confidence-building, and reduction of the risk of nuclear
escalation implicit in a conventional war.

President Reagan of the United States, addressing the General Assembly
in 1983, declared: *‘A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.’’s
At the 1985 summit in Geneva, General Secretary Gorbachev and President
Reagan, conscious of the special responsibility of the USSR and the United
States for maintaining peace, not only agreed that that was the reality of the
situation, but also recognized that any conflict between the USSR and the
United States could have catastrophic consequences. Thus, they emphasized
the importance of preventing any war between them, whether nuclear or
conventional. The two sides also stated that they would not seek to achieve
military superiority.

In the joint statement issued at Washington on 10 December 1987,%
following their signing of the INF Treaty, President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev affirmed the fundamental importance of their meetings
at Geneva (1985) and Reykjavik (1986), which had laid the basis for concrete
steps in a process intended ‘‘to improve strategic stability and reduce the risk
of conflict’’. They also welcomed the signing on 15 September, at Washing-
ton, of the agreement to establish Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers in their
capitals. The agreement, they stated, would be implemented promptly. The
two leaders further recognized the special responsibility of the United States
and the Soviet Union to search for realistic ways to prevent confrontations
and to promote a more sustainable and stable relationship between their coun-
tries. To that end, they agreed to.intensify dialogue and to encourage emerging
trends towards constructive co-operation in all areas of their relations, in
particular arms control—including nuclear and space talks, nuclear testing
and nuclear non-proliferation.

At the beginning of 1988, Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden
and the United Republic of Tanzania—the signers of the Six-Nation Initia-
tive—in their Stockholm Declaration” welcomed the resumption of the dia-
logue between the Soviet Union and the United States, and the signing of the
INF Treaty, which they viewed as a ‘‘historic first step’’ and as significant
evidence that ‘‘a reversal is possible’’, but stated that much more remained
to be done. The arms race had not even been halted, let alone reversed. The
war machines of a handful of nations could still put an end to civilization
and all life on Earth. They believed that no nation had the right to use nuclear
weapons, and declared that *‘what was morally wrong should also be explicitly
prohibited by international law through a binding international agreement’’.

At the special session of the General Assembly on disarmament in 1988,
the Secretary-General underscored® that ‘‘significant shifts’” had occurred ‘‘in

5 Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th meeting.
° A/43/58.

7 A/43/125-S/19478.

8 A/S-15/PV.1.
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perception and attitude’’, in the relations among nations. For many long years,
he noted, the world had seemed to be settled in a fatalistic stance about the
arms race. ‘‘In a global climate of suspicion and fears, at times exaggerated’’,
he said, ‘‘the arms race appeared inevitable and the goals of halting and
reversing it utopian.”’ Now, refreshing changes were leading to a renewal of
constructive dialogue between the two major Powers. The Secretary-General
cautioned, however, that such encouraging developments must be seen as
only the beginnings of disarmament in the nuclear field, providing undoubtedly
a vital impetus to the disarmament effort, but insufficient, by themselves, to
end that condition of overarmament that had aggravated fear and insecurity
throughout the world and involved a gigantic waste of human and material
resources. The stopping and reversing of the arms race, the Secretary-General
stressed, could only result from a joint undertaking by all States. Progress in
bilateral co-operation in the field of arms control could not be sustained
indefinitely in an environment of tension and conflict in the world, in the
same way that significant multilateral agreements could not be evolved in
conditions of mistrust and confrontation between the two great military Pow-
ers. Indeed, disarmament could not continue with success if it was not placed
within the context of the global environment. This was particularly true of
the nuclear issues, which went far beyond national security and impinged
directly on human survival. Nuclear issues should, therefore, rightly remain
a major concern of all States and central to global security.

General developments and trends, 1988

In 1978, at its first special session devoted to disarmament, the General
Assembly unanimously declared that removing the threat of nuclear war was
“‘the most acute and urgent task of the present day’’. Ten years later, in 1988,
it still was. Even though the risk of nuclear war has ebbed somewhat in recent
years, its prevention remains a continuing task in a divided world armed with
nuclear weapons.

There is no disagreement about the danger of nuclear war. As the recent
(1988) United Nations expert study on the climatic and other global effects
of nuclear war confirmed, the prospects for this planet in the event of a major
nuclear war are grim. In the words of the report,®

The socio-economic consequences in a world intimately interconnected economically, so-
cially and environmentally would be grave. The functions of production, distribution and con-
sumption in existing socio-economic systems would be completely disrupted. The severe physical
damage from blast, fire and radiation in the targeted countries would preclude the type of support
that made recovery possible following the Second World War. The breakdown of life support
systems, communications, transportation, the world financial and other systems would compound
the difficulties caused by food shortages in non-targeted countries. Long-term recovery would
be uncertain.

9 Study on the Climatic and Other Global Effects of Nuclear War (United Nations publi-
cation, Sales No.E.89.1X.1), paras. 25 and 26.
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The immediate and direct effects of nuclear explosions and the global, environmental
consequences of a major nuclear war constitute a continuum. Each would exacerbate the other.
Moreover, there would be synergy within each aspect as well as between them so that the
integrated total effect of fire, blast and radioactivity would be greater than their sum. Similarly,
temperature decrease, brief sub-freezing episodes, diminished precipitation, suppressed monsoons
and increased ultraviolet radiation would interact in a manner that would compound their separate
effects. The global, environmental disruption resulting from a major nuclear war would be
inseparably related to its direct and localized effects. Both should be considered in resolving
policy issues of nuclear weaponry and should be the concem of all nations.

There continues to be disagreement, however, about how best to avert
the danger of nuclear war. This was evident at the session of the Disarmament
Commission, which once again was unable to adopt a unanimous recom-
mendation to the General Assembly to undertake, as a matter of priority,
negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical
measures for the prevention of nuclear war. Thus, the Commission could not
advance beyond the established position of principle that a nuclear war could
not be won and must never be fought; that, pending the achievement of nuclear
disarmament, all States should co-operate in an effort to adopt appropriate
and practical measures to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war and to avoid
the use of nuclear weapons; and that note should be taken of existing under-
takings by two nuclear-weapon States!® about non-first use of nuclear weapons
as well as declarations made by some States about non-use of any weapon,
except in response to an armed attack.

Discussions on the point about non-first use of nuclear weapons reflected
long-standing and continuing differences, in spite of the agreement of all
parties that there would be no winner in a nuclear war. Basically, while the
Western countries contended that in the current circumstances there was no
alternative but to continue to pursue the goal of preventing nuclear war and
all wars by firm adherence to the strategy of nuclear deterrence, the Soviet
Union and China maintained that a firm commitment by all the nuclear Powers
never to be the first to use nuclear weapons would deliver the peoples of the
world from the threat of nuclear devastation and open the way to nuclear
disarmament. The non-aligned States, for their part, persevered in their efforts
to keep the question of the prevention of nuclear war in the forefront of
international concern.

This they did primarily at the Conference on Disarmament, where the
Group of 21 put before the Conference for decision the text of a mandate for
an ad hoc committee on prevention of nuclear war, a step they have taken
every year since 1984. Once again, however, no progress was made in the
search for a generally acceptable organizational arrangement for dealing with
the question. In the absence of consensus on an organizational framework,
issues concerning the prevention of nuclear war and all related matters were
addressed at plenary meetings, with no changes in the well-established po-
sitions on the substance of the question.

10 A clear reference to the Soviet Union and China.
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At the fifteenth special session of the General Assembly, apart from the
question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States, which
was raised mainly by non-aligned countries, the non-use of nuclear weapons
and prevention of nuclear war, per se, were not widely debated (see chapter
II). At the regular session of the General Assembly, on the other hand, the
debate followed traditional lines and three resolutions were adopted (none of
them by consensus) on well-defined aspects of the question of prevention of
nuclear war, with focus on the role of the Conference on Disarmament in
achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures to that end.

In 1988, the fourth meeting between General Secretary Gorbachev and
President Reagan, in Moscow, encouraged the international community to
hope that the risk of nuclear war would continue to lessen. Their joint statement
of 1 June!! provided a comprehensive account of the efforts and progress
made by the two major Powers to put their relation ‘‘on a more productive
and sustainable basis’’. Assessing the state of those relations, the two leaders
underscored the historic importance of their meetings in Geneva, Reykjavik,
Washington and Moscow in laying the foundation for a realistic approach to
the problem of ‘‘strengthening stability and reducing the risk of conflict’’.

Action by the Disarmament Commission, 1988

As in previous years, the Disarmament Commission addressed the question
of nuclear war under item 4 of its agenda, an item that has, as its centrepiece,
“‘the effective elimination of the danger of nuclear war’’ (for the full wording
of the item, see page 16). The item was discussed in plenary meetings of the
Commission as well as in the subsidiary body (a contact group open to all
delegations) dealing specifically with item 4.

In the course of its work the Contact Group updated some of the texts
under consideration and made some progress towards narrowing areas of
disagreement. Nevertheless, as evidenced by its basic document, ‘‘Compi-
lation of proposals for recommendations on agenda item 4°’,!2 it was unable
to reach a consensus on a complete set of recommendations.

Of seven recommendations in the Compilation dealing entirely or in part
with the question of the prevention of nuclear war,!? only two'4—recom-
mendations of a very general character—were without any brackets, signifying
that they were generally acceptable. Of the other five recommendations, which
were of a more specific nature, two still had some parts in brackets,!> while

11 A/S-15/28.

2 Official Records of the General Assembly, Fifteenth Special Session, Supplement No.3
(A/S-15/3), annex II.

13 Recommendations Nos. 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 17 and 21 of part I of the Compilation.

14 Recommendations Nos. 9 and 17.

s Recommendations Nos. 10 and 21.
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the remaining three were entirely in brackets.!¢ In particular, there was no
consensus on recommending that the Conference on Disarmament should
undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations with a view to
achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention
of nuclear war; that the fundamental approach to the prevention of nuclear
war must involve the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear
weapons; that an agreement giving full, legally binding force to a commitment
by all nuclear-weapon States not to be the first to use nuclear weapons should
be concluded; and that, pending the conclusion of such an agreement, dec-
larations of non-first use of nuclear weapons would be a means of lessening
the risk of nuclear conflict.

Given these unresolved problems, the broadest consensus text on pre-
vention of nuclear war to be found in the Compilation expressed the common
denominator as follows:

There is today wide endorsement of the statement of the two major nuclear-weapon States
that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. Pending the achievement of nuclear
disarmament, all States should co-operate for the adoption of practical and appropriate measures
to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war and to avoid use of nuclear weapons. Note should be
taken of existing undertakings by two nuclear-weapon States about non-first use of nuclear
weapons as well as declarations made by some States about non-use of any weapon, except in
response to an armed attack.!?

Action by the Conference on Disarmament, 1988

In the course of the 1988 session, the Soviet Union and the United States
presented to the Conference two documents closely related to the question of
prevention of nuclear war, namely (a) the text of the Agreement between the
USSR and the United States on the Establishment of Nuclear Risk Reduction
Centers, and of Protocol I and Protocol II to that Agreement, signed at
Washington on 15 September 1987;'® and (b) the text of the Agreement
between the USSR and the United States on Notifications of Launches of
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles and Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles,
signed at Moscow on 31 May 1988.1°

During the first part of the session, once again consultations were held
under the President of the Conference to consider an appropriate organizational
arrangement for dealing with the item, ‘‘Prevention of nuclear war, including
all related matters’’, in particular the establishment of a subsidiary body, but
no agreement could be reached.

The Conference had before it for decision the latest version of the draft
mandate for an ad hoc committee on the agenda item, proposed by the Group
of 21.2° Under this proposed mandate, the ad hoc committee would, as a

16 Recommendations Nos. 13, 14 and 15.

7 Recommendation No. 10, first paragraph.

18 CD/814 and CD/815, submitted by the USSR and the United States, respectively.
19 CD/845 and CD/847, submitted by the USSR and the United States, respectively.
20 CD/515/Rev.4.
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first step, consider all proposals relevant to the item, including appropriate
and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war. Western countries
could not associate themselves with a consensus on the proposed mandate.
The socialist States expressed their support for the draft mandate and their
regret that the Conference was not in a position to adopt it. China was prepared
to accept the draft mandate and held that, meanwhile, the Conference could
carry out its work on the item in other ways. In practice, the issues relating
to prevention of nuclear war were addressed at plenary meetings of the Con-
ference. Efforts during the second part of the session to reach agreement on
the setting up of an ad hoc committee again ended in disagreement.

For its part, the Group of 21 reiterated its conviction that the prevention
of a nuclear war was a matter of the highest priority and noted with concern
that the Conference had made no progress on the subject since its inclusion
in the agenda in 1984 as a separate item. The Group of 21 consistently
expressed the belief that the surest way to remove the danger of nuclear war
lay in the elimination of nuclear weapons and that, pending the achievement
of nuclear disarmament, the use or threat of the use of nuclear weapons should
be prohibited. While nuclear-weapon States had the primary responsibility
for avoiding a nuclear war, all nations had a vital interest in the negotiation
of measures for the prevention of such a war. It was unacceptable, the Group
affirmed, that the security of all States and the very survival of mankind
should be held hostage to the threat of a nuclear holocaust. Non-aligned
countries again welcomed the statement of the leaders of the Soviet Union
and the United States concerning nuclear war and stressed that it was time
to translate that statement into a binding commitment. Members of the Group
held that belief in the maintenance of world peace through nuclear deterrence
was a most dangerous fallacy, and since nuclear weapons undoubtedly posed
a unique threat to human survival, the question of the prevention of nuclear
war could not be dealt with in the context of the prevention of all armed
conflicts. Beyond that, they were of the view that, nuclear weapons being
weapons of mass destruction, article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations
could not be invoked to justify their use in the exercise of the right of self-
defence against armed attack not involving the use of nuclear weapons.

The socialist States called for a new approach to the issues of war and
peace, disarmament and other complex global and regional problems, and for
the abandonment of the concept of nuclear deterrence, which, in their view,
was a constant threat to strategic stability and a continuing source of fuel for
the arms race. They, too, believed that the United Nations Charter could not
be invoked to justify the use or threat of the use of nuclear weapons in the
exercise of the right of self-defence in the case of armed attack not involving
the use of nuclear weapons, since nuclear war would threaten the very survival
of mankind. Socialist members called for the creation of a comprehensive
system of international security embracing measures in the military, political,
economic and humanitarian spheres and leading to a nuclear-free and non-
violent world. Believing that, under present-day conditions, recourse to mil-
itary means to resolve any dispute was inadmissible, they emphasized the
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defensive nature of the military doctrine of the States parties to the Warsaw
Treaty, which was inspired by their determination never in any circumstances
to initiate military action unless they were themselves the target of an armed
attack, by their firm intention not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, by
the absence of territorial claims on their part against any other States, and by
the fact that they did not view any State or any people as their enemy.

The socialist States stressed the significance of the programme proposed
by the Soviet Union for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction by the year 20002! and the prohibition of
space-strike weapons. They also reiterated the importance of commitments
on non-first use of nuclear weapons and reiterated their support for the proposal
for the conclusion of a convention to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons.
They also re-stated their readiness to consider confidence-building measures,
for example those designed to reduce the danger of unintentional nuclear war
and to prevent surprise attacks.

Western delegations, including France, the United Kingdom and the
United States, while reaffirming that they attached the utmost importance to
the prevention of nuclear war, reiterated that the subject could not be isolated
from the problem of preventing war in general and that the real question at
issue was how to maintain peace and international security in the nuclear age.
They stressed that this comprehensive approach to the prevention of war was
in no way designed to minimize the catastrophic consequences and the in-
admissibility of a nuclear war. Western delegations further considered that
deterrence had made a significant contribution to East-West stability. They
held that, in the current circumstances, nuclear weapons continued to be a
basic element in the balance needed to maintain peace and security. At the
same time, they reiterated that none of their weapons would ever be used
except in response to armed attack. They again emphasized that strict com-
pliance by all States with the Charter of the United Nations, in particular the
obligations to refrain from the threat or use of force and to settle all disputes
by peaceful means, was a key element in the prevention of nuclear war. They
also stressed the importance of deep and verifiable reductions of nuclear
weapons, but considered that reductions in one class of weapons must not
make the use of other types of weapons more probable and that, therefore,
in order to maintain stability and security, it was necessary to take into account
the threat posed by conventional and chemical weapons. Western countries
highlighted the significant contribution that confidence-building measures
could make to lessening the danger of war, including nuclear war. Beyond
that, they noted the value of measures for reducing the risk of fortuitous
nuclear war.

China believed that the effective prevention of nuclear war called for a
stable international environment. It believed that to safeguard peace and se-
curity it was imperative to oppose hegemonism and power politics, check
aggression and expansion and eliminate regional trouble spots. All countries
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should honour the principles of mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial
integrity, non-aggression, non-interference in each other’s internal affairs,
equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. China underlined that
all countries should respect and observe the United Nations Charter, renounce
the use or threat of force in international relations and settle disputes by
peaceful means. The fundamental way to eliminate the nuclear threat and
prevent nuclear war lay in the complete prohibition and total destruction of
all nuclear weapons, and the two major nuclear Powers bore a special re-
sponsibility in that regard. In China’s view, all nuclear-weapon States should
undertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons in any circumstances and
should unconditionally pledge not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear-weapon States or nuclear-weapon-free zones. On this
basis, China felt that an international convention prohibiting the use of nuclear
weapons should be concluded, with the participation of all nuclear-weapon
States. It further considered that conventional wars should also be prevented
and that the outbreak of a conventional war in areas with a high concentration
of nuclear and conventional weapons involved the danger of escalation into
a nuclear war; the two military blocs should, therefore, reach agreement on
the drastic reduction of their conventional armed forces and armaments.

Thus, at the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament the dialogue
on the subject of the prevention of nuclear war continued. There were no
breakthroughs, but each side seemed desirous of keeping the debate open
within the context of security, indeed of an enhanced state of security, allowing
nations to seek their own development and progress without the fear of total
destruction.

Action by the General Assembly, 1988

The Assembly’s deliberations, at the forty-third regular session, on the pre-
vention of nuclear war were focused on three draft resolutions—one, by non-
aligned and socialist countries, again requesting the Conference on Disar-
mament to establish an ad hoc committee with a view to achieving appropriate
and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war; one, promoted almost
exclusively by non-aligned countries, reiterating the Assembly’s request to
the Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiations on an international
convention prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons; and one,
by three socialist States and Cuba, calling on nuclear-weapon States that had
not committed themselves not to be the first to use nuclear weapons to consider
making a declaration to that effect, and requesting the Conference on Dis-
armament to commence negotiations on the elaboration of an international
instrument on non-first use of nuclear weapons. This draft resolution was
submitted first.

Cuba, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary and Romania sub-
mitted the draft resolution, entitled ‘‘Non-use of nuclear weapons and pre-
vention of nuclear war’’, which was later sponsored also by Bulgaria and
Mongolia. On 4 November, it was introduced by the German Democratic
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Republic, which explained that, using paragraph 58 of the 1978 Final Doc-
ument of the Tenth Special Session as a starting-point, the text called upon
all nuclear-weapon States to follow the example set by China and the USSR
and to assume the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.
Furthermore, in the text the Conference on Disarmament was requested to
commence negotiations on the elaboration of an international instrument of
a legally binding character on the non-first use of nuclear weapons. In that
connection, the German Democratic Republic recalled that the item ‘‘Pre-
vention of nuclear war, including all related matters’’ had been on the annual
agenda of the Conference on Disarmament for five years and, while discus-
sions had been held on the subject, negotiations had not yet begun. According
to the draft resolution, the General Assembly would welcome practical meas-
ures for the reduction of the risk of nuclear war.

On 11 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 104 to 17 (Western countries), with 7 abstentions.

In connection with the vote, Australia explained that its negative vote
was dictated by its inability to accept the implication in the draft resolution
that the unverifiable pronouncement of non-first use would be a truly useful
way to prevent nuclear war. In Australia’s view, there was only one fail-safe
way to prevent nuclear war, and that was by eliminating nuclear weapons.
Similarly, New Zealand explained that it had voted against the draft resolution
because the text made no attempt to reflect the reality of the international
security environment. The text exhorted all countries to adopt a single policy,
without regard to particular circumstances and perceptions, and ignored the
disparities in conventional weaponry in Europe.

Finland, which voted in favour, stated that nowhere was it professed
that nuclear war was an element of rational policy. Nuclear weapons should
never be used in any circumstances, it stressed. Sweden, which also voted
in favour, considered that a firm commitment not to be the first to use nucléar
weapons, made through an international instrument of a legally binding char-
acter, would be an important contribution to successful efforts to prevent
nuclear war. It cautioned, however, that such an instrument should deal solely
with the concept of non-first use and should not contain any further elements.
In fact, the Swedish Government considered that the prohibition of the use
or threat of the use of force in international relations laid down in Article 2
of the Charter of the United Nations was mandatory and sufficient. What was
required, rather, was improved compliance by Member States with the existing
prohibition and with the obligation, also laid down in the Charter, to settle
their disputes by peaceful means.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution that

had been introduced by the German Democratic Republic by a recorded vote
of 127 to 17, with 6 abstentions, as resolution 43/78 B. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Recalling that, in accordance with paragraph 20 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special
Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, effective
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measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have the highest priority
and that this commitment was reaffirmed by the Assembly at its twelfth special session, the
second special session devoted to disarmament,

Recalling also that, in paragraph 58 of the Final Document, it is stated that all States, in
particular nuclear-weapon States, should consider as soon as possible various proposals designed
to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons, the prevention of nuclear war and related
objectives, where possible through international agreement, and thereby ensure that the survival
of mankind is not endangered,

Recalling further that, at its fifteenth special session, the third special session devoted to
disarmament, it was generally recognized that the prevention of nuclear war was of utmost
concern and that specific efforts, bilateral, regional or multilateral, should be vigorously pursued
and measures should be strengthened to reduce and ultimately eliminate the risk of nuclear war,

Reaffirming that the nuclear-weapon States have the primary responsibility for nuclear
disarmament and for undertaking measures aimed at preventing the outbreak of nuclear war,

Welcoming measures taken by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States
of America to reduce the risk of nuclear war,

Stressing that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought,

Recalling that, in the Political Declaration adopted at the Eighth Conference of Heads of
State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Harare from 1 to 6 September 1986,
all nuclear-weapon States were called upon to enter early into an internationally binding com-
mitment not to be the first to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons,

Emphasizing that for the sake of international peace and security, military concepts and
doctrines must be of a strictly defensive character,

1. Considers that the solemn declarations by two nuclear-weapon States made or reiterated
at the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, concerning their respective obligations
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, offer an important avenue to decrease the danger of
nuclear war;

2. Expresses the hope that those nuclear-weapon States which have not yet done so will
consider making similar declarations with respect to not being the first to use nuclear weapons;

3. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiations on the item in its
agenda conceming prevention of nuclear war and to consider, inter alia, the elaboration of an
international instrument of a legally binding character laying down the obligation not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
“‘Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war’’

Twenty-three States, later joined by four others,?? sponsored the draft
resolution entitled ‘‘Prevention of nuclear war’’. The text of the draft reso-
lution, introduced by Argentina on 9 November, was, in essence, very close
to that of resolution 42/42 D on the same subject, adopted in 1987. Argentina
pointed out that there were, however, some changes in the preamble, which
referred to the progress made in the bilateral field. In 1988, as in previous
years, it had not been possible to establish at the Conference on Disarmament
an ad hoc committee to examine procedures designed to ensure the avoidance
of nuclear war. Thus, in the light of the urgency of the question and of the
inadequacy or insufficiency of existing measures, the draft resolution con-
tained a request to the Conference on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter

22 Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Colombia, Congo, Costa
Rica, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, German Democratic Republic, India, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam
and Yugoslavia.
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of the highest priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on
appropriate and practical measures that could be negotiated and adopted in-
dividually for the prevention of nuclear war and to establish an ad hoc com-
mittee on the subject at the beginning of its 1989 session.

On 11 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution by
a recorded vote of 116 to 3 (France, United Kingdom and United States),
with 14 abstentions (Western countries).

In connection with the vote, two States that had voted in favour explained
their positions. Australia stated that it strongly supported the objective of the
prevention of nuclear war by all possible means, but that it would have
preferred to see the text drafted in such a way as to give due recognition to
the fact that the issue of the prevention of nuclear war had not necessarily
been a matter of indifference in the past and was not something that could
be dealt with in isolation. One of the most important ways to prevent a nuclear
war was through preventing all wars. As to the ad hoc committee, although
Australia was not certain that such a body would be able to undertake ne-
gotiations on the matter at the current stage, it believed that it could consider
and identify possible areas for detailed examination of the issue, operating
in a manner similar, perhaps, to that of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Pre-
vention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. The Byelorussian SSR held that
the multilateral disarmament machinery could play an important role in pre-
venting nuclear war. Thus, it urged establishment of an ad hoc committee at
the Conference on Disarmament for the negotiation of agreements on the issue
and believed that the idea of establishing a multilateral centre to reduce the
risk of nuclear war was worth developing.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution
introduced by Argentina by a recorded vote of 136 to 3, with 14 abstentions,
as resolution 43/78 F. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,

Convinced that the prevention of nuclear war and the reduction of the risk of nuclear war
are matters of the highest priority and of vital interest to all people of the world,

Recalling the provisions of paragraphs 47 to 50 and 56 to 58 of the Final Document of the
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament,
regarding the procedures designed to secure the avoidance of nuclear war,

Reiterating that it is the shared responsibility of all Member States to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of another world war, which would inevitably be a nuclear war,

Noting that at the Conference of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Non-Aligned Countries
held at Nicosia from 5 to 10 September 1988, the Ministers stated that, being aware that the
gravest danger confronting humanity today was the nuclear threat, they welcomed the recent
developments in the field of disarmament, which they considered a historic achievement, and
emphasized the need to encourage that positive trend through the immediate adoption of measures
for the prevention of nuclear war,

Recognizing that the prevention of nuclear war requires disarmament measures, and wel-
coming the first bilateral nuclear disarmament agreement between the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the United States of America on the elimination of all land-based intermediate-
range nuclear forces,
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Aware of the essential complementarity which links both bilateral and multilateral disar-
mament negotiations,
Having considered the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 1988 session,

Taking into account the deliberations on this item at the fifteenth special session of the
General Assembly, the third special session devoted to disarmament, and at its forty-third session,

1. Notes with regret that, despite the fact that the Conference on Disarmament has discussed
the question of the prevention of nuclear war for several years, it has been unable even to establish
a subsidiary body to consider appropriate and practical measures to prevent it;

2. Reiterates its conviction that, in view of the urgency of the matter and the inadequacy
or insufficiency of existing measures, it is necessary to devise suitable steps to expedite effective
action for the prevention of nuclear war;

3. Again requests the Conference on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter of the highest
priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures
that could be negotiated and adopted individually for the prevention of nuclear war and to establish
for that purpose an ad hoc committee on the subject at the beginning of its 1989 session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-fourth session the item entitled
‘‘Prevention of nuclear war’’

Finally, Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Ecuador, Egypt