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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 458th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In conformity with its programme of work, the Conference continues its
consideration of the reports of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies, as well as of
the special report to the third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. However, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of
procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the
work of the Conference.

As agreed in the timetable of meetings to be held during this week, the
Conference will hold an informal meeting on its improved and effective
functioning immediately after this plenary meeting.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Bulgaria,
the Federal Republic of Germany, the United States of America, Brazil, the
United Kingdom and Mexico. I now give the floor to the representative of
Bulgaria, Mr. Radoslav Deyanov, who will introduce the report of the Ad hoc
Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon
States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, contained in
document CD/825, on behalf of the Chairman.

Mr. DEYANOV (Bulgaria): On behalf of the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon
States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, I have the honour
to submit today to the Conference the special report of that Committee. This
report is contained in document CD/825, which has been distributed today and
which you will find before you.

The Ad hoc Committee held eight meetings during the first part of the
session this year. In addition to dealing with its special report, the
Committee spent several meetings in a general exchange of views on the subject
and consideration of the existing proposals on the substance of this matter.
The Chairman believes it is timely, in the light of the forthcoming third
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
to underline the importance that all delegations continue to attach to the
conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons. The Chairman also believes that it is recognized that the work of
the Committee has been at a standstill for several years. It was therefore
encouraging that the Committee was able to begin its work early in the session
and engage in a substantive discussion.

The Ad hoc Committee took full advantage of the time offered to review
the state of affairs in the light of recent developments in the field of
disarmament and to continue the consideration of an interesting proposal made
last year by one delegation, as well as an alternative option put forward this
year by the same delegation. This part of our work remained inconclusive in
view of the complex nature of the issues involved. Difficulties still remain
as regards the whole question of working out a "common approach" or "common
formula" of security assurances, to be included in a legally binding
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international instrument, and the Ad hoc Committee has had to report this fact
in its special report. At the same time, the Committee also underlined the
wide support for a continued search for such a "common formula".

The Chairman would like to stress here, on a more positive note, that
deliberations this spring on the subject have been held in a business-like
manner and in a spirit of co-operation and good will. For that the Chairman
would like to express his thanks to all delegations which participated in the
work of the Ad hoc Committee during the first part of the session, and which
helped prepare what the Chairman feels is a true, if not completely happy,
report on the state of negotiations on the item for consideration by the third
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Mr. Deyanov, who spoke on behalf of the Chairman
of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure
Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons,
for his statement introducing the report of the Committee. I intend to put
the report of the Ad hoc Committee before the Conference for adoption at our
plenary meeting on Tuesday 26 April.

I now give the floor to the representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Ambassador von Stulpnagel.

Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): We are all under the
impression of the gruesome reports on the recent use of chemical weapons in the
war between Iran and Iraq. The pictures we have seen of victims of a chemical
attack reconfirm the notion that, as Foreign Minister Genscher put it, chemical
weapons are not weapons, but devices for destroying man and nature.

Indeed, we cannot remain indifferent in the face of this blatant
violation of international law. Rather we should view it - as was suggested
in my Government's note of 7 April this year addressed to the States
participating in the Conference on Disarmament - as an urgent warning to meet
our responsibility in the negotiations on a global ban on chemical weapons.
We must intensify our efforts and work towards the conclusion of a convention
now. Chemical weapons must not have a future anywhere.

In reconfirming this commitment, to which we attach the highest priority,
we can proceed from the basic agreements reached in the course of our
negotiations on the main issues relating to an effective and verifiable
convention. Substantial progress made in the negotiations during recent years
gives rise to optimism and justifies the hope that an early agreement is
possible. We have passed the point of no return. There is nothing which
should stop mankind from banning chemical weapons once and for all. Therefore
we must not jeopardize the important achievements and the basic consensus
reached in our negotiations by introducing new concepts or developing old and
collectively refused concepts. Rather, we must resolutely follow the road we
have taken and try to resolve the remaining issues expeditiously and
effectively.
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The spring part of this year's session of the Conference on Disarmament
is now drawing to a close. In the course of it we have continued our
intensive negotiations on chemical weapons under the dedicated chairmanship of
Ambassador Sujka of Poland. Detailed discussions have been conducted on most
of the still outstanding issues relating to the CW convention. Despite the
strenuous efforts which have been made, not all our expectations have been
fulfilled. Rather, we are somewhat disappointed by the lack of progress in
many areas where, on the basis of agreements achieved so far, better results
should have been reached.

Let me briefly review some of the major issues on the agenda of our
negotiations. First I would like to address matters dealt with in Working
Group A of the Ad hoc Committee. The issue of non-production and the
monitorinq of the chemical industry is of crucial importance for a durable and
effective convention. The verification mechanism to be established to this
end has to be comprehensive, feasible, manageable, consistent and effective.
In order to meet these criteria we have to devise a r6gime which is stringent
and at the same time provides for the necessary flexibility.

We should proceed from the basic question: What is realistically
verifiable or detectable? We consider the monitoring r6gimes for
schedules [l], [2] and [3] contained in the annex to article V1 to be a sound
basis for a viable and effective non-production verification system. However,
we consider that coverage should not be limited to those facilities which are
declared under schedules [l], [21 and [3]. There should also be a
verification instrument available for all other chemical industry facilities.
To this end, in CD/791 of 25 January 1988 we proposed ad hoc checks, which
could be managed on a routine basis. These checks, which would be initiated
by the Technical Secretariat, should serve solely to ascertain whether, at the
time of the check, substances listed in the annexes to article V1 and not
reported for the facility in question are being produced. We are convinced
that by this complementary instrument for monitoring the chemical industry an
optimal degree of additional transparency, and hence of additional confidence
in the reliability of all States parties1 compliance with the convention, can
be achieved. In the course of the past weeks we have had interesting
discussions on our proposal. In light of these talks we intend to further
elaborate our concept of ad hoc checks. we are looking forward to further
exploration of our concept during the summer part of the session.

There were two other subjects which have been extensively dealt with in
Working Group A during the previous weeks: schedule [l] of article V1, and
the question of super-toxic lethal chemicals not included in schedule [l].

In document CD/CW/WP.192 of 11 March 1988 we proposed a redraft of the
annex to article V1 [l]. We did so in the hope of bridging the differences
which surfaced on this matter during lengthy discussions in the course of the
intersessional work of the Ad hoc Committee. However, as consultations during
the previous weeks have shown, regrettably it has not yet been possible to
reach agreement on the declaration and verification r6gime for the substances
in schedule [l]. We remain convinced that the approach taken in our working
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paper does provide a basis for a compromise solution, as the r6gime proposed
therein builds on existing points of agreement. Thus we hope that the matter
will be taken up again in the summer with a view to arriving at an eventual
solution acceptable to all. The degree of agreement in principle existing on
this question should make this goal attainable.

On the question of the so-called schedule [4], we expressed strong
reservations on the approach proposed at last year's session. We drew
particular attention to its inconsistency with the other schedules in the
annex to article VI. We also argued that it would be impossible to implement
schedule [4] in the form envisaged then. Although a number of questions
remain as to the purpose of schedule 141 and its relevance to the objectives
of the convention, we are prepared to meet the concerns expressed over this
question. Thus in an effort to overcome the obstacle posed by this issue, we
proposed in CD/7 92 of 25 January this year an approach which is at the same
time effective, practicable and consistent with the r6gime contained in
article V1 as a whole. In doing so we have accepted that the r6gime could be
based on the toxicity criterion alone, and that on this basis a list of
relevant super-toxic lethal chemicals could be drawn up. We agree with
Ambassador Friedersdorf that the problem should be restored to its real
dimensions. We continue to be prepared to seek acceptable solutions.
However, as experience in this spring session shows, it is necessary, before
continuing to draft texts, to clarify what we are trying to achieve through a
schedule [4]. Only when we have identified in an unambiguous manner the
objectives of and reasons for a r6gime for super-toxic lethal chemicals will
we be able to shape an effective r6gime tailored to defined requirements.

One of the main open questions to be resolved in the framework of Working
Group B is the order of destruction of chemical weapons. The question of
maintaining undiminished security for all States during the entire destruction
process is of paramount importance in this regard. The preconditions for
this - after the entry into force of the convention - are in the view of the
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany: no research on new chemical
weapons; no continued production or modernization of chemical weapons; no
exceptions from the general rule of verification of all existing stocks and
facilities, i.e. no secret CW stocks; and, lastiy, no proliferation.

In an effort to translate principles agreed by the majority of the CD
members into reality, and taking account of existing disparities in chemical
weapon arsenals, we made a proposal together with Italy in CD/822 of
29 March 1988, which seems to us to present a viable solution. These are the
main points of our suggested phased approach to the destruction process:

Proceeding from the basic undertaking that all production of chemical
weapons shall cease immediately upon the entry into force of the convention,
and that all chemical weapon storage sites as well as production facilities
will immediately be subjected to systematic international on-site
verification, we suggest that in a first phase the States parties possessing
the largest stocks of chemical weapons should proceed with the destruction of
their chemical weapon stocks until an agreed level is reached. It is
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envisaged that, after the large stocks have been levelled out at the end of
this phase, which we propose to be the first five years of the destruction
process, all States parties possessing chemical weapons, regardless of the
size of their chemical weapon stocks, will be required to destroy them.
During this second phase, the existing stockpile of each State possessing CW
would be subdivided into five equal amounts to be destroyed during the
remaining five years of the destruction period.

Our proposal also provides for close monitoring of the destruction
process. Thus we suggest that during the first phase States parties should
submit regular annual reports on the reduction of their stocks. Furthermore,
we envisage a review at the end of the first phase, to take stock of the
results achieved so far and the experience gained. It should serve two
purposes. First, it should establish that the agreed reductions have in fact
been implemented in the first phase. Second, it can be used to examine the
verification mechanism in the light of experience and to see whether it is
adequate or whether improvements are needed. However, it will not be possible
to use this review to change the timing of the overall destruction period, to
extend the transitional period or to decide on a course for the execution of
the convention other than that laid down in the convention.

Another important subject to be dealt with in Working Group B is the
question of "abandoned chemical weapon stocks, discovered chemical weapons and
old obsolete chemical weapons". After last year'S intensive and sometimes
controversial discussion on this topic, my delegation is actively involved in
the search for a solution which is acceptable to all concerned and in
conformity with the objectives and the nature of a multilateral convention.

We welcome the substantial progress we have made on article V111 of the
convention since last year. Our thanks are due especially to last year's item
co-ordinator for cluster IV, Dr. Krutzsch, who started to restructure this
article. With the elaboration of the chapter on the ~echnical Secretariat at
the very beginning of this year's session, we now have concluded a redraft of
article VIII. We consider that article V111 is in far better shape than it
was only one year ago. Now we have a better picture of the powers and
functions of the organs of the treaty organization, as well as the
interrelationship between them. The major issue which remains to be resolved
in article VIII is the composition of the Executive Council. Admittedly, this
will be one of the most intricate and difficult issues. The preliminary
discussions indicate that there may be common ground to build on. I am sure
that at the end of the summer session we will have an even better picture of
the problems involved, and we sincerely hope that by then a solution
acceptable to all will not just appear in outline but will be within reach.

Challenge inspection is of crucial importance for the convention. Only
an effective solution to this question will provide the necessary confidence
in the verification system as a whole. The work done in this field under the
chairmanship of Ambassador ~k6us was very encouraging. The paper included in
appendix I1 of document CD/795 in our view provides a basis for successful
completion of an acceptable challenge inspection r6gime. Part I of the paper



CD/PV.458
7

(Mr. von Stulpnagel, Federal Republic of Germany)

especially is in an advanced stage of elaboration. It should be possible to
put the finishing touches to it early in the summer session. The process
after the submission of the inspection report and part I1 of Ambassador ~k6us'
paper will require further detailed exploration.

In the evaluation of an inspection we believe that two basic
considerations have to be taken into account. It would be unrealistic to
assume that the Executive Council will be prevented from discussing the
results of a challenge inspection and forming its own opinion on whether or
not the requested State is in compliance. The Executive Council, a treaty
organ consisting of representatives of a limited number of States parties to
the convention and taking decisions by a majority, cannot take any decision or
adopt specific measures which would affect the national security of one
individual State party.

The role of the Executive Council and the requesting and requested States
should therefore be seen from that angle. Thus the requesting State will in
any event state its position on the report and the conclusion it draws from
it. It will certainly adopt those measures it deems necessary to maintain its
national security. On the other hand one can assume that the Executive
Council, representing the entire membership, will also assess the situation,
in particular when a case of non-compliance seems to have been established.

The Executive Council should in our view be permitted to publicly address
a violation of the convention. In the event that the violation of the
convention is not unambiguously established, it seems necessary that the
result of the challenge inspection should be discussed between the requesting
State, the requested State and the Executive Council with a view to clarifying
the situation. If this cannot be done, another request for challenge
inspection should be submitted.

If a violation is unambiguously established, the question of possible
sanctions might be addressed. As international law does not provide for
sanctions in the form of "convention penalties", it could be examined whether
the system of collective security established by the Charter of the
United Nations can provide a basis to enforce a chemical weapon ban. Normally
the United Nations Security Council is the body which classifies
non-compliance with a convention as threatening peace. Consequently the State
party which is violating the convention could be subject to sanctions by the
comunity of nations under Chapter V1I of the Charter.

At this point I would like to draw attention to working paper
CD/CW/WP.191 of 11 March which we have submitted. In it we address a number
of further questions on which additional work needs to be done. We hope that
the thoughts offered therein on yet unresolved problems may stimulate the
negotiations on the challenge inspection r6gime and contribute to finding
acceptable solutions.

Before concluding my remarks on the current state of our negotiations, I
would like to mention briefly two subjects on which there have been intensive



CD/PV.4 58
8

(Mr von Stulpnagel, Federal Republic of Germany)

discussions since December of last year: article X (Assistance) and
article XI (Economic and technological development). Quite a bit of valuable
work has been done on these two articles. On both articles it has been
possible to identify some comon ground, which will pave the way for
satisfactory solutions. My delegation especially welcomes the submission of
working paper CD/802 by Argentina, which has in our view provided a good basis
for the discussion on assistance. I think it should be possible to arrive at
acceptable solutions for both articles if no unrealistic demands are made and
if proposed solutions are in conformity and not at variance with the main
objectives of the convention.

I have not been able to deal with all the aspects of our negotiations on
a CW ban. For example, I did not make any reference to the very useful
discussion we had on the final clauses, a discussion we hope to continue in
the sumer in order to arrive at agreed formulations for articles XI1 to XVI.
I would, however, before ending my statement, like to thank the chairman of
the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka, as well as the working group chairmen
Mr. Cima, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Numata, for their excellent work and their
commitment. We are confident that under their guidance we will be able to
make substantive progress in the coming summer session. I would also like to
add that the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee and the chairmen of the working
groups can continue to rely on our active support in their endeavours aimed at
the early conclusion of an effective CW convention.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany for his statement. I now give the floor to the representative of the
United States of America, Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): At the plenary meeting on
14 April I presented the assessment of the united States delegation of the
work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons during the spring part of the
1988 session. Today, I would like to look ahead to the summer part of the
session.

In some recent plenary statements concern has been expressed that the
negotiations have not moved more rapidly. The United States delegation
sometimes shares this frustration. However, important work has been
accomplished in a number of substantive areas. We hope and expect that even
more will be achieved in the remainder of the 1988 session. We must bear in
mind that the key to future progress is not in external developments, or
artificial deadlines, but in the efforts of individual delegations and of the
Conference as a whole to cane to grips with the remaining key issues.

There are, in fact, numerous unresolved issues that require detailed
negotiation before a convention can be realized. These issues are difficult
ones, and solutions are not readily at hand. The United States delegation
will continue to address these issues aggressively because of the strong and
continuing United States conunitment to the negotiation of a comprehensive,
effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical weapons.
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Some delegations have taken practical steps to tackle key issues by
contributing useful working papers. A few others, unfortunately, have
emphasized rhetoric rather than concrete proposals. The United States
delegation hopes that in the summer there will be more concrete proposals, and
much less empty and unhelpful rhetoric.

We also hope that during the summer the trend toward greater openness
about chemical weapon capabilities and industrial capabilities will be
reinforced and extended. The United States attaches considerable importance
to this. We welcome the statements made by a number of delegations since
January. We urge those delegations that have not already done so to indicate
during the summer whether or not their countries possess chemical weapons.
Accurate declarations can make a major contribution toward building the
confidence necessary for conclusion of the negotiations and entry into force
of the convention. Inaccurate declarations or silence will inevitably have
the opposite effect of diminishing confidence and making completion of a
convention more difficult.

Given the unhappy experiences of the past, declarations cannot always be
accepted at face value. They should be viewed cautiously and critically, and
in conjunction with other claims by the same country. In our view, building
confidence requires that a country also satisfy any concerns that arise about
the declarations that are made. How follow-up queries are answered will play
a large role in determining whether confidence decreases or increases.

Today the United States is taking another major step in demonstrating
openness about its chemical weapon capabilities. In the past, most recently
on 10 July 1986, detailed information was provided on stockpile locations and
plans for destruction in our working paper, CD/711. Earlier this year we
indicated that our stockpile is smaller than that of the Soviet Union. Today
we are providing to each delegation a document that contains considerable
additional information, bearing the designation CD/830. This document
identifies each toxic chemical in the United States stockpile and provides
extensive information on its properties. Detailed diagrams depict each
chemical munition in the United States stockpile, including the binary
artillery shell. Specific data is provided about the characteristics of each
munition.

In addition to the information on toxic chemicals and munitions, the
document contains detailed information on the United States programme for
destruction of chemical weapons. Since 1974 the United States has destroyed
almost 4,00 0 agent tons of chemical weapons. In the coming years even larger
quantities will be destroyed. The document contains detailed material,
including numerous pictures and diagrams, on the technology that the
United States has developed and is using for this difficult task. The
material in the document was presented to representatives of the Soviet Union
during their visit to the Tooele army depot between 18 and 21 November 1987.
We are now making it available to all delegations represented in this
Conference. We will do our best to respond to any questions delegations may
have.
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The United States delegation welcomed the opportunity recently to
participate in the Shikhany workshop, and we consider the information gained
from that visit a valuable reduction in the secrecy that has long surrounded
the Soviet chemical weapons programme. None the less, the visit has given
rise to a number of points that we are seeking to clarify with the
Soviet Union.

More recently, the Soviet delegation declared that its chemical weapon
stocks do not exceed 50,000 tons, and proposed a so-called multilateral data
exchange of certain other chemical-weapons-related information. These most
recent steps, unfortunately, do not reflect a balanced approach to data
exchange. Nor, in our view, do they build confidence or facilitate the
negotiations.

The distinguished representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Soleby, raised questions about the Soviet stockpile figure on
8 March. My delegation has similar questions. The Soviet stockpile
declaration is vaguely worded and the figure it contains is impossible to
assess as an isolated number. We hope that the Soviet delegation will respond
positively to Ambassador Soleby's request, and our own, that it provide more
information which might clarify the situation. In our view, such information
should specify whether the declaration covers bulk agent as well as filled
munitions. Details on the number and location of Soviet chemical weapon
production facilities and storage sites are also essential.

We cannot agree with the assertion on 15 March by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Nazarkin, that the total size
of chemical weapon stocks is the most important statistic. We believe that
the number and location of facilities is a much more significant and relevant
indicator of chemical weapon capability, and is more critical to our
negotiations. We are disappointed, too, that the Soviet delegation continues
to advocate an approach to data exchange that in our view is unbalanced. This
approach would provide the Soviet union with much more information about
United States capabilities than the United States would receive about Soviet
capabilities. Much of the information provided by the United States in CD/711
is presented in terms of percentages of the overall stockpile. If we were now
to release the figure for our stockpile size, the Soviet Union would know the
quantities of stocks at each of the depots listed in CD/711. They would know
what quantities of United States stocks were in bulk and in munitions. And
they would know what quantity of usable chemical munitions the United States
possesses. And, of course, Soviet officials realized that a single number
from us would give them this bonanza. It is little wonder that they emphasize
this number. The net result would be that the Soviet Union would know almost
everything about the United States chemical weapon stockpile, whereas theirs
would continue to be largely shrounded in secrecy. We can hardly agree to
such a one-sided approach. Exchanges must be reciprocal. To facilitate
greater confidence-building, the Soviet Union could respond constructively to
questions about its declarations and present balanced proposals for data
exchange.
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Two recent proposals for data exchange and confidence-building do
represent a constructive approach. I am referring to the 14 April proposal by
the Federal Republic of Germany for multilateral data exchange and the
18 February proposal by the Soviet Union for testing of verification
procedures in the chemical industry.

The Federal ~epublic of Germany's proposal, for exampie, is directly
connected to the negotiating tasks of the Conference. The data requested
could assist negotiators in assessing the number of facilities subject to
international verification and identifying which countries would be affected.
Assuming that agreement can be reached as to what data should be declared and
when these declarations should be made, we must con£ront the difficult problem
of implementing the proposed exchange of data. We also must deal with the
fact that the Conference on Disarmament does not include a number of relevant
States. Will data elicited from member States - even if reported accurately
and comprehensively - be adequate to build confidence or to provide a useful
data base? If not, how do we expand this exchange to encompass non-member
States? And what are the consequences if participation is less than adequate,
or less than truthful? These are issues we must consider in our future
deliberations.

We also note with interest the Soviet proposal for a multilateral effort
to develop and test inspection methods for commercial facilities. We note
that in 1986 the delegations of the Netherlands and Australia reported on
trial inspections of comercial facilities in their countries. In 1987 the
delegations of the United Kingdom and Finland suggested that countries
co-operate in devising verification procedures. The Soviet proposal can be
seen as a natural outgrowth of these earlier activities and suggestions.

We believe that a test of verification procedures at commercial
facilities would be premature at this stage, since the procedures themselves
have not been developed in the CD. The first step must be for each country
with facilities subject to inspection to do its homework. United States
experts are already actively engaged in developing inspection procedures for
commercial facilities. We urge the Soviet Union and other countries to
conduct similar work. We would also welcome elaboration from the Soviet
delegation of its ideas for the actual implementation of its proposal. How
would it actually work?

In looking ahead to the summer part of the 1988 session I have emphasized
today attitudes more than specific issues. The attitudes with which
delegations approach the work ahead will play a critical role in determining
whether significant progress is made. We hope that delegations will return
determined to come to grips with the key issues. We hope that they will put
aside propaganda and devote their energies to substance. We hope that they
will be more open about their military and commercial capabilities, and we
hope that they will come with specific proposals, rather than simply reacting
to the ideas of others.
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After reviewing the advances made across a broad front during the spring
part of the session, 1 am confident that further advances can and will be made
during the summer. The appendices of the draft special report of the Ad hoc
Committee prepared in view of the forthcoming third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as well as the plenary
statements made this spring and other documents before the Ad hoc Committee,
provide a wealth of material that can serve as a foundation for further
progress. Our delegation will be returning to Washington soon to consult with
its authorities and to assist in preparations for the summer. We shall look
forward to resuming the negotiations in early July.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. It is my understanding that the secretariat is
processing document CD/830 as requested. I now give the floor to the
representative of Brazil, Ambassador de Azambuja, in his capacity as
co-ordinator of the Graup of 21 for agenda item 1, to introduce document
CD/829.

Mr. AZAMBUJA (Brazil): Mr. President, I will not address formal words of
congratulation to you as I am not speaking in my own national capacity but as
the Group of 21 co-ordinator on item 1 of the agenda. It will be my pleasure
to do so when I speak to the Conference as the Brazilian representative next
week.

We have before us, in document CD/829, a draft mandate for an Ad hoc
Committee on item 1 of the agenda of the Conference proposed by the
Group of 21. Once again our group is making a considerable effort to get
things going, and we again indicate that we are prepared to sacrifice points
to which both individually and collectively we attach great importance in
order to find a possible common denominator.

The draft mandate is, I think, self-explanatory. I wish, however, to
draw the Conference's attention to the footnote, and in particular to its
final sentence, where it is indicated that if flexibility similar to that
which we are demonstrating is shown by other groups, the draft mandate
contained in document CD/520/Rev.2 of 21 March 1986 would be superseded by the
text that is now introduced by me and placed before you.

May I just say how appreciative I am of all the good work and good will
shown by Group of 21 delegations which have made the presentation of the paper
possible. Although thanks are due to many, it would be unfair not to single
out the efforts and the commitment of the Mexican delegation and its leader,
Ambassador Alfonso ~arcia Robles, who have been tireless in the pursuit of
progress in our work across the board and in all agenda items, showing the
indispensable will to compromise and to negotiate.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Brazil for his statement.
I now give the floor to the representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Solesby.
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Miss SOLESBY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): The
distinguished Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany on 14 April
introduced on behalf of a group of Western countries a paper on provision of
data relevant to the chemical weapons convention. The United Kingdom is one
of those countries on behalf of whom he spoke.

The paper he tabled mainly concerns the provision of data on a
multilateral basis. It also envisages exchange of additional and more
detailed data between States on a bilateral basis. I would like to elaborate
on our own approach to all this. The United Kingdom has long attached
importance to the idea of data exchange. In March 1983 we pointed out, in
CD/353, that "in order to demnstrate that the inspection of commercial
facilities would not be too burdensome, it would be useful to know how many
facilities world-wide produce" chemicals of concern to the convention, and we
called upon members of the then Committee on Disarmament to furnish such data
in relation to their civil chemical industries. In an annex to that paper we
gave the relevant information about our own civil industry, which we
subsequently updated on two occasions.

The course of the chemical weapons negotiations since then has, I think,
confirmed that data exchange would be useful. Indeed there is a growing
consensus that in certain regards it is essential. Early data exchange would
serve three purposes:

First, the drafting of certain provisions of the convention, in
particular those relating to the destruction timetable, verification,
organization and costs. For this purpose multilateral data exchange will be
essential before the convention is concluded and should be undertaken as soon
as possible;

Secondly, the early effective functioning of the convention. As we
pointed out in CD/769, the sooner information is available the sooner we can
make arrangements for the smooth functioning of the convention, such as
training of key personnel in the Technical Secretariat;

And thirdly, as confidence-building measures to create an atmosphere of
trust and assurance which in turn would facilitate our negotiations and help
encourage wider adherence. This is also a matter of high priority.

We welcome the statements made here by several distinguished delegates on
the status of the chemical weapon capabilities of their countries and on the
production of certain toxic chemicals for civil purposes. We hope that other
delegates will soon follow suit. I have also just listened with great
interest to the statement by the distinguished Ambassador of the
United States, in which he announces further information which his delegation
is tabling on their own chemical weapon capabilities.

We have also welcomed the memorandum on the multilateral exchange of data
presented by the Soviet Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Petrovsky, on
18 February. However, we do wonder whether the data exchanges proposed in
that memorandum would be sufficient to permit the drafting of an effective
convention.
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Indeed, the paper tabled by the Ambassador of the Federal Republic of
Germany on behalf of a group of countries including the United Kingdom sets
out what we regard as the minimum data exchange required for drafting
purposes. We consider this exchange should be undertaken as soon as
possible. It is essential that those States with the largest stocks of
chemical weapons should be amongst the first to provide this data. We do not
think the absence of agreed definitions for some of the terms used in the list
should hold up the exchange of data. We envisage each State making clear what
criteria it has used in compiling its data. Similarly we see no need for
negotiations about data exchange. Let each of us provide unilaterally as much
data as possible and as soon as possible.

I come now to data exchange for confidence-building measures. In my
statement of 8 March I emphasized the high importance my authorities attach to
this. We need to give each other as much information as we can about our
capabilities in the various areas which the convention will cover. Things
should be clearly above board, so that all of us can be reassured that our
partners are negotiating in good faith. This calls for considerably more
detailed data than that needed for purely drafting purposes. It might be
helpful if I gave an idea of the sort of information we consider should be
provided for this purpose. An exhaustive list is not feasible as the
requirements will differ from country to country. However, the following are
examples of the information we think should be included:

First, location and capacity of chemical weapon production, storage and
destruction facilities;

Secondly, a detailed quantitative breakdown of chemical weapon stockpiles
by site and by agent, as well as by munition and agent stored in bulk;

~hirdly, numbers of civil plants producing, processing or consuming
chemicals on each of schedules 1, 2 and 3 above the thresholds to be agreed
and the names of the chemicals concerned;

Fourthly, locations of research and development facilities producing
chemicals on schedule 1 and the location of the permitted single, small-scale
production facility;

Fifthly, plans for the destruction of chemical weapon production
facilities.

This more detailed information might be provided bilaterally as a
confidence-building measure. Alternatively it might be provided publicly so
that it could have the added advantage of facilitating the smooth early
functioning of the convention. It is up to each State to choose.

Exchange visits to military and civil chemical facilities can also have a
useful confidence-building effect. Visits are not of course an alternative to
providing the information I have mentioned, but rather one of the possible
vehicles for doing so. Several countries have already conducted such visits -
the United States, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands and the
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Soviet Union for example - and we look forward to the process continuing. The
United Kingdom in March 1979 invited members of the Conference on Disarmament
to visit our former chemical weapons pilot plant at Nancekuke as well as an
organophosphorus chemical facility near Birmingham. We reported this visit
together with our experience in destroying the facility at Nancekuke in
document CD/15. We have recently arranged an exchange visit with the
Soviet Union under which a Soviet team will visit our chemical defence
establishment at Porton Down at the end of May and a British team will visit
the Soviet military facility at Shikhany in early July. We are also
considering sympathetically the proposal made by Deputy Minister Petrovsky on
18 February for an international verification test on civil chemical
facilities.

It is sometimes argued that data exchange can diminish rather than expand
confidence and we all know examples where this has happened. It is a fact
that some initial disclosures of information will give rise to further
questions or may not tally with the assessments of others. In these cases we
would expect that the process of data exchange will continue until the
necessary confidence has been established. In some instances verification of
data exchange on a bilateral basis before conclusion of the convention could
greatly help to achieve this.

I have recently returned from a meeting of experts organized by the
United Nations Secretariat in Dagomys, where we enjoyed not only a most
interesting exchange of views but also the generous hospitality of our Soviet
hosts. There seemed there to be a general consensus in favour not only of
verification, the specific subject of the meeting, but also more widely in
favour of greater openness and transparency on military matters. Data
exchange during the negotiating process, when conducted in a psitive fashion,
can contribute in a tangible way to the search for a common agreement. My
delegation hope that the type of information set out in the paper presented by
the Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany as well as in my statement
today, will be provided by participants in the chemical weapons negotiations
in the very near future. We ourselves will be continuing to play an active
part in this exchange.

The PRESIDENT:. I thank the representative of the United Kingdom for her
statement. I now give the floor to the representative of Mexico, Ambassador
Garcia Robles.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, my
delegation is pleased to see presiding over our work, and for a period which
instead of one month will last for three months, a person of such objectivity
and skill as yourself. You can be assured of the total co-operation of my
delegation.

The first item on our agenda, adopted unanimously at the inaugural
meeting of this year, held on 2 February last was, as will be recalled, that
concerning a "nuclear test ban". It has rightly been said that in the area of
disarmament there is no other measure that has been the subject of such
protracted consideration. The resolutions adopted on this topic by the
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United Nations General Assembly and many other governmental and
non-governmental bodies can be counted in their hundreds. To date,
nevertheless, all that has been attained is what has come to be known as a
partial test ban, through a variety of treaties, the most significant of which
is the one signed in Moscow on 5 August 196 3, which entered into force on
10 October of the same year. In order to help change that situation, the
delegation of Mexico, along with the delegations of the other 20 countries
that comprise the Group of 21, has submitted to the Conference on Disarmament
the draft mandate that is to be found in document CD/829, which has been
presented to the Conference today by the co-ordinator for that subject in the
Group of 21, Ambassador de Azambuja, with his customary eloquence. The
two main paragraphs of the document, with which it begins, are worded as
follows:

"The Conference on Disarmament decides to establish an
Ad hoc Committee on item 1 of its agenda with the objective of carrying
out the multilateral negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban
treaty.

"The Ad hoc Committee will set up two working groups which will
deal, respectively, with the following interrelated questions:

"(a) Working group I, - Contents and scope of the treaty;

"(b) Working group I1 - Compliance and verification."

As can be seen, and contrary to what frequently occurs, the co-sponsors
of the draft do not claim to have a monopoly of truth, but recognize in
advance that each delegation has the right to maintain the view that it
considers appropriate. Through the adoption of the draft, then, the
Conference can establish an Ad hoc Committee: "with the objective of carrying
out the multilateral negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty".
"With the objective" is a formula that, as I said in the statement I made in
the First Cornittee of the Assembly last October, is open to the widest
variety of interpretations. For my delegation this is an inunediate objective,
but for other delegations, for instance the delegation of the United States,
which has said so on several occasions, it is a long-term objective.
Therefore, if this draft mandate were to be adopted, the delegation of Mexico
could set down in a statement what its interpretation is. The delegation of
the United States, or any other delegation, could also indicate its
interpretation. In that way the draft in question could be adopted by
consensus without any of the delegations of member States of the Conference on
Disarmament having to abandon its position. The Ad hoc Connnittee would set up
the two working groups mentioned in the mandate and would commence its work
irmnediately.

Unless there is already a consensus in favour of the adoption of the
draft mandate dontained in document CD/829, it is not the wish of the
co-sponsors that the Conference should take a decision on it until the
commencement of the summer session. We trust that by then the sought-for
unanimity will be easily obtained.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Mexico for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. That concludes my list of
speakers for today. Does any other member wish to take the floor? I
recognize the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): In his statement today, the distinguished representative of the
United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf, touched upon the important question of
the multilateral exchange of data before the convention is signed. The same
thing occurred with the statement made by the distinguished representative of
Great Britain, Ambassador Solesby. I would like to make some brief comments
in connection with these two statements.

To begin with I would like to point out that a multilateral exchange of
data before the signing of the convention is, first, an important
confidence-building measure, and second, a means which ought to contribute to
the elaboration of the convention. At least that is the Soviet Union's
approach to the multilateral exchange. Against that background the
Soviet Union has declared the size of its chemical weapon stockpile. The
representative of the United States devoted a critical part of his statement
to this fact. I strongly object to his assertions, which are designed to
belittle the importance of this fact.

As an example of why we think that the presentation of such data is
important I might refer, for instance, to the recent proposal made by the
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, which, in a document on the
order of destruction of chemical weapon stocks put forward jointly with the
delegation of Italy, proposed that the process of destruction should be begun
by the States with the largest stocks of chemical weapons. I do not intend
now to give an assessment of this proposal, but it seems to me that it would
be justified for the States with the largest stocks to begin the destruction
process. However, in order to solve this problem we obviously have to know in
advance which States have the largest stocks of chemical weapons. And if we
take this practical aspect, it will be clear that data concerning the volume
of stocks are naturally very important in elaborating the convention.

The distinguished representative of the United States also emphasized
strongly that the data submitted by the United States constitute what is
necessary for the negotiations. Such an approach will certainly not move us
forward in solving this matter. That is precisely why we put forward our
proposals this year in the form of a memorandum where we set forth our views
on which data States must exchange before the convention is signed - a
memorandum which did not apply to the data which the Soviet Union had already
submitted. We think that the volume of information which should be exchanged
by States should take account of certain objective criteria, and should
certainly not be based on the data provided by one State or another. We have,
of course, given attention to the proposal made by the Federal Republic of
Germany and the proposal made by Great Britain today concerning the content of
the information which it is proposed should be exchanged. We will examine
these considerations attentively.
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I would also like to note with satisfaction the statement which was made
today by the distinguished representative of Great Britain, Abassador Solesby,
to the effect that the English side views favourably the proposal made by
Deputy Minister Petrovsky on 18 February concerning an experiment in
international verification at connnercial chemical enterprises. I would also
like to take this opportunity to express appreciation to Ambassador Solesby
for her kind words to the Soviet side concering the organization of a recent
meeting of experts in Dagomys.

Allow me to return to the statement made by the representative of the
United States. In the statement he made today he opposed carrying out an
experiment in verification at commercial enterprises at this stage because, he
said, the procedures themselves have not yet been elaborated. I would like to
explain once again, although the Soviet delegation has already done so, that
the point of the experiment which we propose is, as we see it, that its
results will help in elaborating the procedures and will help in the
negotiations. We already have some basis for such procedures. Carrying out
the experiment should show in practice what we might have left out in these
procedures, what should be added to them, how they should be developed and
clarified. This is where we see the main point of the experiment, and
therefore to wait until we finish elaborating our procedures, and then to
carry out this experiment, in my opinion, is of no value whatsoever: what is
the point of the experiment if the procedures have already been worked out?

I would like to conclude with the same words as those used by the
distinguished Ambassador Friedersdorf in his ending statement. He said: "And
we hope that they" - meaning delegations - "will come with specific proposals,
rather than simply reacting to the ideas of others." I would like to endorse
this call, with a small addition: We hope that they will come with specific
proposals, rather than simply reacting to the ideas of others in a negative
way.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics for his statement. Does any other delegation wish to take
the floor? I recognize the representative of the United States of America.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Our delegation has listened
carefully to the statement made today by the distinguished representative of
Brazil, Ambassador Azambuja, introducing for the Group of 21 a draft mandate
for an Ad hoc Conanittee under agenda item 1, "nuclear test ban" (CD/829).
This mandate was originally introduced in 1987 by eight delegations belonging
to that Group. In the Conference's report on its work during 1987 (CD/787), a
group of Western countries, including the United States, pointed out that the
approach in this draft mandate, as contained in CD/772, was not new. These
countries further pointed out that the mandate they had proposed, contained in
CD/5 21, continued to provide a viable framework in which to commence and carry
out substantive work on agenda item 1. My delegation continues to be of this
view.
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I would like to make one additional point concerning the mandate proposed
today by the Group of 21. The distinguished representative of Mexico,
Ambassador ~arcia Robles, has today suggested that the wording of this mandate
allows for different interpretations of the formulation "with the objective of
carrying out the multilateral negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban
treaty". He has suggested that some would interpret this formulation to mean
that multilateral negotiations would begin immediately, and that others would
interpret it to mean that the objective remained a long-term objective. For
our delegation this is a major liability of the proposed mandate. Mandates,
of course, should be clear in their meaning, so that all delegations
understand them in the same way. Otherwise, our work could not proceed
without confusion and misunderstanding.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. Does any other delegation wish to take the floor?
That is not the case. That concludes my list of speakers for today.

I should now like to inform you that informal open-ended consultations on
draft substantive paragraphs under agenda items 3, 2 and 1, in this order,
will be held tomorrow, Wednesday, at 3 p.m. in conference room I. Also, in
the same room, at 4 p.m. this afternoon, informal open-ended consultations
will be held on the draft report of the Ad hoc Cornittee on the Prevention of
an Arms Race in Outer Space. The formal. open-ended consultations dealing with
the questions of nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of peace in the context
of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament have been rescheduled for
3 p.m. today in the conference room on the 6th floor of the secretariat.

As I announced at the opening of this meeting, I intend now to adjourn
the plenary and convene, in five minutes' time an informal meeting of the
Conference devoted to the consideration of its improved and effective
functioning. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will
be held on Thursday 21 April at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 11.40 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 459th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In conformity with its programne of work, the Conference continues its
consideration of the reports of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies, as well as of
the special report to the third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. However, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of
procedure, any member who wishes to do so may raise any subject relevant to
the work of the Conference.

As I mentioned in the plenary meeting on Tuesday, the Conference will
hold an informal meeting irmnediately after this plenary meeting on its
improved and effective functioning.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of the
United Kingdom, Egypt, India, Belgium and Australia. I now give the floor to
the representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Solesby, in her capacity
as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons, who will
introduce the report of that subsidiary body contained in documnt CD/820.

Miss SOLESBY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland):
I have asked for the floor today in order to introduce the special report of
the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons, which is contained in
document CD/820.

I was fortunate to take over the chairmanship of the Ad hoc Committee
from yourself, Mr. President, whose experience of the CD in general and of
this subject in particular is well known. Under your guidance in 1987 the
Ad hoc Committee decided to establish two contact groups, A and B, to consider
respectively the prohibition of radiological weapons in the traditional sense
and the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities. Each contact group
produced a report which reflected in a useful manner the current state of
consideration of the issues.

This year the Ad hoc Comnittee decided to follow the same procedure.
Accordingly, contact groups A and B have again been established for the
1988 session, the two meeting in parallel and each chaired by a co-ordinator,
Mr. Wayarabi of Indonesia and Mr. Gyorffy of Hungary. During the spring
session, the groups have concentrated on the issues of verification and
compliance and other main elements, thus continuing the work undertaken in
1987, and building on earlier work done under these headings. The report you
have before you contains the new material produced by them.

In addition to this, the groups were able to devote some time to
reviewing the co-ordinators' records attached to last year's report. It was
possible in the case of group B to record some change on the part of one
delegation which resulted in the deletion of a number of draft alternatives.

Despite intensive efforts by the Ad hoc Connnittee in both the current and
previous sessions, I have to report that different approaches continue to
exist with regard to both subjects under discussion.
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The reports on the contact groups are reproduced as annexes I and I1 to
the overall report of the Ad hoc Comnittee. Both annexes contain as
attachments a co-ordinator'S record, reflecting views on possible elements on
the questions before the Comnittee. As was the case in 1987, the records are
not binding on any delegation, but I feel that they give a clear account of
the state of work on the subjects. This clarity will, I hope, be of use to
delegations to the special session as well as to our own delegations here both
for our sumner session of the Conference and beyond.

Although we are only at the mid-point of our work for 1988, I would like
before closing to thank most warmly Mr. Wayarabi and Mr. GySrffy for their
assistance. They have both worked extremely hard in order to accomplish the
tasks we set outselves in the comparatively short time available to us this
spring. I am grateful to them both and indeed to all the members of the
Ad hoc Comnittee for their help and co-operation. I look forward to returning
to our work in the summer session. Meanwhile I have pleasure in presenting
the special report to you, Mr. President, and to the Conference.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on
Radiological Weapons for her statement introducing the report of the
Committee. I intend to put the report of the Ad hoc Committee before the
Conference for adoption at our next plenary meeting on Tuesday 26 April.
I now give the floor to the next speaker on my list, the representative of
Egypt, Ambassador Elaraby.

Mr. ELARABY (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. President, the
presidency of this Conference requires great wisdom as well as vast
experience, all of which are qualities to be found in you. Your well-known
abilities and your leadership of the friendly delegation of Hungary ensure
that you will perform your task in an excellent manner, and in such a way as
to further the work of this Conference, not only during your term of of£ice
but also throughout the current session. Your presidency of the Conference
follows that of Ambassador von Stiilpnagel of the Federal Republic of Germany,
a presidency characterized by decisiveness and achievement, which is what we
expected from such an able diplomat. We would like to express our gratitude
and appreciation to him. I would also like to pay tribute to the important
role played by Ambassador Rose of the German Democratic Republic during his
presidency of the Conference last February.

Allow me, Mr. President, to thank you as well as all my colleagues who
welcomed my participation in this Conference as head of the delegation of
Egypt. It gives me pleasure to return once again after an absence of 12 years
to this multilateral disarmament forum in its new form to continue
participating in the efforts to achieve the purposes and objectives of general
and conplete disarmament under effective international control. I would like
in turn to welcome the new ambassadors, namely Ambassador Sujka of Poland,
Ambassador Marchand of Canada, Ambassador Nasseri of the Islamic Republic of
Iran, Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom and Ambassador Azikiwe of
Nigeria, who have recently joined the Conference, wishing them success in
their endeavours.
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The current session of the Conference is being held in auspicious
rircumstances following the recent agreement between the USSR and the USA to
eliminate an entire generation of medium-range nuclear weapons. It is an
agreement that a statement issued by the Government of Egypt welcomed as a
historic step, and an important achievement by the international community as
a whole, in the field of disarmament. President Hosni Mubarak expressed his
hope, and that of the Egyptian people, that the signing of this agreement
would lead to further tangible steps in the field of nuclear and conventional
disarmament, and to the elimination of the threat of a new world war that
would endanger human civi l izat ion.

In a few weeks the third special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament will convene. Like the previous sessions, i t will constitute a
review conference of disarmament efforts, and of the work of this Conference.
Any objective assessment must conclude that l i t t l e has been achieved in
comparison with what was expected and hoped for. The bi la teral negotiations
and their results to date should not obscure the fact that the nuclear and
conventional arms race i s being pursued unabated. In fact there is also a
persistent effort to extend this arms race from land, sea and air to outer
space. These facts compel us to express our concern at the growing trend
towards solving problems of arms limitation and disarmament between the two
super-Powers on a bi la tera l level at the expense of the multilateral approach
adopted by this Conference on Disarmanent.

We do not deny the special responsibility of the two super-Powers in the
field of arms limitation and disarmament. In fact we have emphasized this
special responsibility on every possible occasion, and stressed the cardinal
need for the super-Powers to shoulder i t . l3ut at the same time, we have
affirmed that b i la tera l negotiations should not be an alternative to
multilateral negotiations through the Conference on Disarmament. Negotiations
in the two forums should complement and support one another.

The Conference on Disarmament provides us with a unique framework that
makes i t possible to deal with questions of disarmament in their entirety,
since the Conference includes in i t s membership a l l the nuclear-weapon States
and enables a l l States to exercise their legitimate right to participate in
disarmament efforts. Consequently, we believe that the framework provided by
this Conference deserves our support. It is gratifying to note that
14 Foreign Ministers of member States have addressed this session of the
Conference. We hope that this expression of high-level pol i t ical interest
will have a positive bearing on the substantive debate on the various items on
our agenda.

It would be appropriate to highlight some of these items, in order to
reaffirm the importance we attach to them, and to define Egypt's position in
this regard. The Final Document of the 1978 f i rs t special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament, which we rightly regard as a "constitution
for disarmament", and as a faithful expression of the world's conscience,
affirmed that nuclear weapons constituted the greatest threat to mankind and
the survival of civi l izat ion, that the nuclear arms race in a l l i t s aspects
must be stopped and reversed in order to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear
war, and that our ultimate aim is the complete elimination of nuclear
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weapons. The Final Document also stressed that the nuclear arms race in no
way strengthens the security of nations, but on the contrary weakens it, and
increases the danger of nuclear war.

Egypt shares this belief, bearing in mind the tense situation in the
Middle East which could induce the countries of the region to acquire nuclear
weapons. Egypt is equally aware of the growing nuclear capabilities of a
certain State in the region - namely Israel - to the extent that queries no
longer remain at the level of whether Israel produces and possesses nuclear
weaponry, but revolve around the number of nuclear weapons in its possession,
and their delivery systems. With this in mind, Egypt has supported all
efforts aimed at nuclear disarmament and at ptting an end to the nuclear arms
race; Egypt was one of the first countries to sign the non-proliferation
Treaty, despite the fact that the situation in the Middle East prevented her
from promptly ratifying the Treaty at that time. Eventually Egypt ratified it
in 1981, out of her belief in the spirit and objective of the Treaty, and in
the necessity of putting an end to vertical and horizontal nuclear weapon
proliferation as an important step towards nuclear disarmament.

In the General Assembly in 1974, Egypt took the initiative of calling for
the establ-ishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, as a means
of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and achieving nuclear
disarmament. In so doing Egypt aimed to prevent a nuclear arms race from
occurring in this volatile region and sought to safeguard the provisions of
the Charter of the United Nations regarding the obligation of States to
promote international peace and security. Egypt has continued to raise the
subject at the General Assembly, which has adopted to date 14 resolutions on
the matter.

Furthermore, paragraph 63 (d) of the Final Document of the first special
session on disarmament supported the establishment of such a nuclear-weapon-
free zone, and called for urgent practical steps to implement the proposal,
stating that it would greatly enhance peace and security in the Middle East.
The Egyptian initiative was supported by the international comnunity from the
start. In 1980, the United Nations General Assembly adopted the Egyptian-
sponsored resolution by consensus. That reflected agreement by all States in
the region, in addition to the five nuclear-weapon States. We therefore
consider it imperative to call for consideration of the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, and to move from the stage of
welcome and support to that of actual implementation, in accordance with
defined procedures and an agreed time frame with the participation of all the
parties directly concerned. We also call for assistance from nuclear-weapon
States, as well as all other States, in the establishment of such a zone.

By issuing an important Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa
and calling for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the
Middle East, the international comnunity has taken a step in the right
direction which should be followed by practical measures. Both regions are
areas of conflict. It can be said that the establishment of those zones has
entered a new phase of success and consolidation of progress through the
success of the Treaty of Rarotonga. Thus, Egypt is entitled to ask: What is
the international community waiting for, in view of the fact that the
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Middle East is a region fraught with conflicts and a constantly changing
situation? Is it not time to translate this initiative into reality, in order
to protect this region and the entire world from the dangers of nuclear
blackmail? My delegation intends to raise the question of the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, as well as the question of
the denuclearization of Africa, at the forthcoming third special session
devoted to disarmament. We hope that our endeavours will meet with a genuine
response.

The Egyptian delegation believes that the time has come for the
Conference to move from discussing the item on the prevention of a nuclear
arms race and disarmament in informal general meetings, to establishing an
ad hoc committee to crystallize the ideas set forth in paragraph 50 of the
Final Document. This comnittee could also submit specific proposals on the
best ways and means of starting multilateral negotiations to reach agreement,
through appropriate stages, on the necessary verification arrangements for the
limitation and reduction of nuclear arms, with a view to their total
elimination, in accordance with successive General Assembly resolutions in
this regard, the latest being resolution 42/42.

In this connection, I wish to express my delegation's deep regret at the
inability of the Conference to adopt the draft mandate for an ad hoc committee
on item 2, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament"
(document CD/819). A nuclear test ban is related to the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and disarmament, for there is near-unanimous agreement that
a comprehensive nuclear test ban is the real starting-point for the vertical
and horizontal prevention of proliferation, the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament. This fact is not diminished
by the persistence of the nuclear Powers in ca~rying out their nuclear tests,
and in giving lame excuses for doing so.

My delegation hopes that the Conference will face up to its
responsibility and diligently endeavour to achieve such a nuclear test-ban
treaty. We do not see how we can justify the inability of the Conference
throughout four sessions to adopt a resolution establishing an ad hoc
comnittee to that end.

We welcome the advanced stage reached in the negotiations on the
preparation of a convention prohibiting the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons and providing for their destruction. The
progress accomplished is undoubtedly due to the change in the position of many
delegations regarding the provisions of this convention, and the flexibility
shown in this connection. In this respsct, we cannot fail to recognize the
prominent role and dedicated efforts of the Swedish delegation, headed by
His Excellency Ambassador Ekdus, during his chairmanship of the Ad hoc
Comnittee at the last session.

However, in our view, we still have a long way to go before completing
the draft convention, especially since sane of the remaining differences
concern concepts and methodology, and are not confined to drafting details.
In our opinion, this convention should be universal in character and acceded
to by all States. You may share my opinion that the universality of the
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convention would be prcmoted if States felt that their accession to it would
not jeopardize their national security, and that they would be secure from the
use or threat of use of chemical weapons against them, either by States
parties or by other States.

Although my delegation is participating very effectively in the
negotiations that are taking place in the Conference on Disarmament, in order
to achieve the universality of the proposed convention, Egypt considers that
the time has come for consultations on the draft articles of the convention
with other concerned non-member States that are not participating in the
negotiations. This could be achieved through a framework to be agreed upon by
the member States, either officially or informally. Such consultations would
be a preparatory step to guarantee wide participation and accession and the
desired universality. If we all hope for the codification of an effective
international rggime with the necessary checks and controls, we must start the
preparatory stage forthwith, and listen to the viewpoints of the States not
participating in the current negotiations.

The Egyptian delegation thus considers that the convention should provide
an umbrella for the States parties, in the form of assistance provided by
other States parties to limit the effects of the use or the threat of the use
of chemical weapons, and to limit the ability of the other party to continue
using or threatening to use chemical weapons. In this context, the idea of a
possible Security Council resolution providing positive guarantees for the
States parties to the convention could be considered. The same approach
was applied in 1968 for the NPT, when the Security Council issued
resolution 255 (1968). Tb eliminate the shortcomings in resolution 255, we
propose that these guarantees should be more effective and more credible;
this is necessary due to the different nature of the two types of weapons,
nuclear and chemical. The reason for this proposal is the need to reactivate
the role of the Security Council in the field of disarmament as stipulated by
the Charter of the United Nations.

On the other hand, the accession of States to the convention depends to a
large extent on the principle of the equality of States parties in regard to
rights and obligations. They would be equal partners in all procedures,
reconnnendations and decisions to strengthen the convention and enhance its
credibility.

Egypt views with deep concern the use of chemical weapons anywhere, and
considers that reports to that effect should give further impetus to the
speedy conclusion by the Conference of a convention in this connection. In
this respect I would like to refer to an article which appeared in the Journal
de ~eneve on 14 April 1988, concerning a United Nations medical report
confirming the use of gases by Israeli armed forces against Arab Palestinian
demonstrators in the occupied Arab territories. Egypt is most concerned at
this development, calls upon all parties to respect international treaties and
conventions and reaffirms the importame of adherence to the main principles
contained in the 1925 Geneva Protocol. In this connection, I wish to
emphasize that Egypt does not produce, develop or stockpile such weapons,
which it rightly regards as weapons of mass destruction that should be banned.
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Like other countries, Egypt realizes that the exploration of outer space
could prove very beneficial for mankind through its peaceful uses, but at the
same time it poses an increasing danger of the use of space for military
purposes. This danger will not be limited to the major Powrs with space
technologies, but will extend to the rest of the world as well. One can even
say that the third world countries will be even more seriously endangered,
since they do not possess the technology and capabilities available to the
major Powers to defend themselves against such danger. As soon as the arms
race in outer space begins, an increasing number of States will hasten to join
in, thereby creating a situation the outcome of which would be difficult to
predict. We still maintain the hope that concerted efforts will be made to
ensure that outer space is used for peaceful purposes only, and to prevent the
extension of the arms race to it.

The M hoc Comnittee on Outer Space has examined and defined all issues
relating to the prevention of an arms race in outer space in the course of
three sessions. This year saw intensive deliberations aimed at moving forward
with the work of the Cornittee to a stage consistent with the principles of
General Assembly resolution 42/33 adopted on 30 November 1987. The resolution
calls upon the Conference on Disarmament "to re-establish an ad hoc committee
with an adequate mandate at the beginning of its 1988 session, with a view to
undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as
appropriate, to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects".

My delegation is disappointed at the inability to develop and improve the
mandate of the Cornittee on the basis of the General Assembly resolution, and
the inability to agree on means of improving the programme of work to allow
the Comnittee to achieve the desired results. This inability is due to the
rigid position of one delegation,

The deliberations of the M hoc Cornittee also indicated that, in spite
of the many positive factors inherent in the legal system governing the use of
outer space, this system still has some shortcomings that ought to be
remedied, as required through the conclusion of a treaty or treaties to
prevent an arms race in outer space. Logically, the M hoc Comnittee should
proceed to another stage in its work, by examining the proposals that were
submitted to prevent an arms race in outer space. Many of these proposals
before the Ad hoc Committee deserve study and evaluation. I am referring, in
particular, to the proposal to expand the scope of article IV of the
1967 Treaty on outer space to include the banning of all types of weapons,
instead of restricting this prohibition to nuclear weapons and other weapons
of mass destruction. The proposal further aims at extending the ban from mere
placement of such weapons in outer space to their use as well. This proposal
fills a serious gap in the legal system currently governing the use of outer
space. In view of the fact that the attempts to broaden the scope of
article IV have not been successful over the last 20 years, we consider that
the time has come to satisfy this requirement, in the light of the increasing
anc-i definite dangers of an arms race in outer space. Not too long ago, this
wa,i only a possibility, but the danger now is an actual fact.
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We must realize the seriousness of the si tuation, and must adopt the
necessary steps to face i t , knowing that the elemnt of time is not in our
favour. Therefore, we urge the Conference to deal objectively with this item,
concentrating on the substance and providing the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee, Ambassador mylhardat of Venezuela, with the powers and freedom of
action required to enable him to guide the work of the Ad hoc Comnittee
towards the attainment of that objective.

1 would like to deal now with the item on the Comprehensive Programe of
Disarmament. I t would be appropriate to stress the importance we attach to
the completion of the draft Programne. Many sincere efforts have been exerted
over a period of 10 years - the age of the conference i tself - in the
preparation of the Programne. I feel we must a l l spare no effort to ensure
that the Progranane achieves the purpose for which i t was drawn up by
crystallizing the principles contained in the Final Document, instead of using
negotiations for the preparation of the draft Programe to cast doubt on the
credibi l i ty and objective of the Final Document. I take this opportunity to
express to Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, Chairman of the Ad hoc
Comnittee, our appreciation of his efforts and our conviction that , through
his expertise, wisdom and tolerance, the Ad hoc Cornittee will conclude i t s
task and ful f i l i t s mandate in the best possible manner.

The eyes of the international community and i t s hopes are directed to the
results of the third SSCB), which will convene in New York in the near future.
The session will consider the manner in which the Conference on Disarmament
has improved i t s performance and effectiveness during the past 'decade. A
variety of proposals and ideas have been plt forward. Egypt is carefully
studying these proposals, particularly those concerning the development of our
system of work in a manner consistent with events and present real i ty . E)gypt
deems i t important to preserve the characterist ic and limited nature of our
Conference, to avoid finding ourselves faced with two deliberating bodies
which would turn our Conference into a carbon copy of the First Comittee of
the General Assembly.

The issues of disarmament in our contemporary world have become urgent
and interrelated issues of concern to mankind as a whole, since they affect
our present and future l ives . For this reason, they require our most diligent
attention, utmost effort, and closest co-operation.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Egypt for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of India, Ambassador Teja.

Mr. TEJA (India): In my statement today, I intend to focus on the
chemical weapons negotiations. I should, therefore, like to begin by
expressing the congratulations of my delegation to Ambassador Sujka, the
Chairman for the current year, and also assure him of my delegation's
co-operation. We are confident that under his able guidance, we will be able
to carry forward our work which was already considerably advanced under the
chairmanship of his predecessor Ambassador ~k6us of Sweden.
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Our ultimate goal is a convention that will not only prohibit the
production, development and stockpiling of chemical weapons but also lead to
the elimination of an entire class of weapons of mass destruction. During our
spring session, we have listened with attention to the statements made by a
number of foreign ministers. The urgency reflected in these statements is a
positive sign. On the opening day of our session, Foreign Minister Chnoupek
of Czechoslovakia stated:

"... we consider the most urgent issue to be the completion of the
drafting of a convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical
weapons . ..".

He went on to add :

"The Conference has come within reach of concluding work on a convention*'.

At the very next session, we had the privilege of listening to Foreign
Minister Genscher of the Federal &public of Germany, who stated:

'The early conclusion of a convention for the global prohibition of
chemical weapons continues to be a matter of high priority, in our view.
In reality, they are not weapons, but devices for destroying man and
nature."

The position of the Group of 21 is well known. In a statement on
8 March 1988 it was stated on behalf of the Group of 21:

"... the Group of 21 considers that the Conference on Disarmament must
intensify, during the present session, the negotiations on the convention
and that it must reinforce further its efforts with a view to the final
elaboration of the convention at the earliest possible date."

My Government attaches high priority to these negotiations and fully
endorses General Assembly resolution 42/37 A, which was adopted by consensus.
Our efforts are now close to fruition and, therefore, as stated by Foreign
Minister Andreotti of Italy, it is "necessary to impart a decisive impulse to
the negotiations". We cannot but note that an undue prolonging of the
negotiations could have adverse repercussions on the early conclusion of a
CW convention. It is also a fact that chemical weapons are still being
produced in sane countries and, what is worse, are being used in some
regions. The casualties from chemical weapons are also mounting. With new
technical developments, there is a resurgence of interest in this field. The
new weapons, which are more lethal than the nerve gases of the past, make the
task of verification more difficult. We believe that delay in concluding
negotiations on a CW convention would increase the risks of proliferation, and
this could adversely affect international security.

I would like to reiterate that India does not possess any chemical
weapons, nor does it have any intention of producing or acquiring them in the
future. We are comnitted to the objective of a chemical weapons convention
that is comprehensive, universal and effective. A limited or a partial
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approach, in our view, cannot enhance security. To be effective, the
convention must inprove the security of all nations and, therefore, must be
universal.

Within the convention, verification is one of the most complex areas. A
considerable amount of work has been done, though some issues still need to be
resolved. The scale of the exercise adds to the complexity. Our approach to
the verification issue is based upon certain principles. We believe that
these provide an effective set of guidelines for tackling the problems
relating to non-production, as also those relating to challenge inspection.
The principles of universality and non-discriminat ion are among the most
important for any international agreement. If the chemical weapons convention
is to succeed in enhancing global security, then it must be based on a
"universal multilateralism".

The verification rdgirne must be appropriate and adequate and should not
unduly interfere with legitimate activities. The balance between
"appropriate" and "adequatem is a delicate one, especially in the activities
covered under article VI. With greater interaction with chemical industry, I
believe, we can find the right balance, but there must be understanding on the
basic principle that certain parts of the civilian chemical industry will need
to be monitored.

In developed countries, considerable importance is attached to the fact
that the verification activities should not be unduly intrusive or interfere
with normal commercial activities, especially the sensitve areas of R & D, and
also that the confidentiality of sensitive information should be maintained.
We appreciate this. For the developing countries, the natural correlated
concern is that verification measures should not in any way jeopardize the
development of a peaceful chemical industry which plays an important role in
their national planning. Greater openness and transparency can be an
important confidence-building measure and a channel leading to increased
peaceful co-operation among the developed and developing countries.

The development of a verification system on the basis of these principles
can give us a rdgime which would be acceptable to all. Quite clearly, the
re'gime under article V1 has to be a differentiated rdgime. It must
nevertheless be able to fulfil its basic objective, namely, to prevent the
misuse of a facility for prohibited purposes. In doing so, it cannot cover
only those chemicals which have been used or stockpiled as weapons in the
past, but must also make provision for future developments. In other words,
the verification process must be workable and judicious, if it is to serve us
well.

A similar approach can also help us in furthering our work on challenge
inspection. We agree that such a measure is likely to be invoked as a last
resort, when all means, bilateral or otherwise, have been tried and found
inadequate. The procedure should, therefore, reinforce this conclusion. A
challenging State has a far-reaching right, but one curtailed by the
obligation that it is not to be abused. The challenged State is obliged to
accept such intrusive inspections, but with a right to demonstrate its
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cmpliance with the convention. In view of the pol i t ical nature of the
exercise, i t will be necessary to balance the rights and obligations of both
sides. The results of the efforts by the Chairman for 1987 are reflected in
an appendix to last year'S report, and provide a good basis for further work.
The issue of "alternative measures" has yet to be resolved, and this should be
done objectively and in the multi lateral context. More work i s also needed to
amplify the procedures in the post-inspection phase. We believe that the
principles elaborated earlier can enable us to develop an effective mechanism
that will reflect a truly multilateral character.

During the current session, useful work has been done on a r t i c le V111,
dealing with the organization of the international body which would implement
the convention. While new language has appeared regarding the Technical
Secretariat, we will soon have to tackle the poli t ical issues relating to the
composition of the Executive Council and the distribution of work between the
different organs. In our view, the universal character of the chemical
weapons convention can be best ensured by maintaining the principle of
equality of a l l sovereign States. There seems to be an emerging consensus
that the Executive Council should reflect a pol i t ica l balance and equitable
geographical distr ibution. States with large and developed chemical
industries could be appropriately represented under the f i r s t cri terion so as
to ass is t in effective implementation. As the organ responsible for
day-to-day implementation, the Executive Council wil1 play a significant
role. Unlike the General Conference, which is likely to meet on an annual
basis, the Executive Council could remain in session throughout the year.
This feature provides the source for the authority of the Executive CBuncilt
i t s powers, though derived from the General Conference, are extensive. At the
same time, the General Conference remains the actual repository by virtue of
the complete representation of States in i t . The papers submitted by the
German Democratic Republic (CD/812) and Canada (CD/823) have helped in our
work on this a r t i c l e . We are confident that pending problems can be resolved
if the above-mentioned elements are kept in mind.

I should also like to conanent on two ar t ic les which are of considerable
importance - ar t icles X and XI. It is a matter of satisfaction that we have
comnenced serious work on these provisions. Article X deals with assistance.
Under ideal conditions, i t s provisions may never have to be invoked. Guided
by this logic, i t i s necessary that the provisions of a r t i c le X be adequate.
The invoking of assistance under ar t ic le X by a State party must be seen in
the light of the collective security rdgime that the chemical weapons
convention is intended to provide, and not just as a problem of a particular
State party,

Article XI deals with economic and technological co-operation for
development, and is of special interest to the developing countries, including
our own. Recent discussions on i t have revealed varying opinions. We believe
that security is a broad-based concept, and there can exist non-military
threats to security. Article XI, therefore, needs to be seen as a
confidence-building measure. Both negative as well as positive assurances
need to be included in i t . Appropriate wording to this effect would only
improve the security-enhancing function of the chemical weapons convention.
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The growing interest in and subnission of proposals for voluntary
disclosure of information is a welcome development. Not only does it convey a
signal of comitment to and confidence in the early conclusion of our task,
but it also assists in the practical work relating to article V111 and the
annexes to article VI. The chemical-weapon States bear special responsibility
in this regard. The proposals made by the USSR and the Federal Republic of
Germany are encouraging steps and merit a positive response from the
chemical-weapon States.

Touching briefly on the discussions held on the final articles of the
convention, I should say that the efforts of the Chairman have contributed to
development of text on articles XI1 to XVI. The Chairman's paper will
certainly assist in our future deliberations on this subject.

This year, we came up against the issue of the mandate of the M hoc
Committee. We know that the present mandate stops short of the finish line.
As our work proceeds, this issue too will be resolved. But we could assist in
the process if parallel efforts are undertaken to transform the "resolved"
elements of the "rolling text" into treaty language.

In conclusion, let us acknowledge that we are engaged in a new endeavour
and a unique enterprise. While we would all like to be able to produce a
perfect convention, we also know that in real life the best is the enemy of
the good. We will all conclude our work with perhaps some apprehensions, but
on the other hand there will be the sense of achievement of a major
disarmament measure. The review process will help to straighten out the odd
corners that might remain, as long as we leave open the possibility of
improving upon our work. The element of finality is in the objective, not in
the means of implementation, which can and must be refined as we gain more
experience.

I have dwelt on certain basic principles today because often we need to
return to these in order to loosen the technical knots. We are looking for a
universal and comprehensive disarmament agreement, for only such an agreement
can enhance global security and safeguard the interests of all States. The
requirements of universality and comprehensiveness impose their own conditions
on the convention, and these must be respected if the convention is to be what
we all want - the first multilaterally negotiated disarmament agreement which
will eliminate an entire class of weapons of mass destruction.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of India for his statement. I
now give the floor to the representative of Belgium, Ambassador Clerckx.

Mr. CLERCKX (Belgium) (translated from French) : I should like to follow
the example of the previous speaker, the distinguished representative of
India, Ambassador Teja, and contribute some thoughts concerning the
negotiations on chemical weapons. In doing so I shall touch upon a certain
problem, certain questions that Ambassador Teja also raised, which clearly
shows how vitally important they are in our discussions. But first of all,
Mr. President, permit me to congratulate you and to express my delegation's
satisfaction at seeing you chairing our work during this month of April, and
during the period when members of the Conference will be dealing, in other
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places, with other problems related to our activities. Bearing in mind your
great experience in the field of disarmament, your balanced approach and
your knowledge of the background, I would like to assure you of my
delegation's full co-operation, and here I should also like to thank
Ambassadors von Stiilpnagel and Rose, who set the Conference on its path with
vigour and a deep sense of realism which have been very beneficial to us.

The spring session of the Conference is drawing to an end. We will all
readily acknowledge that it has taken place in particularly auspicious
circumstances. Everybody here has emphasized the importance of the
INF agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union. The conclusion
of this agreement, which some people have described as a revolutionary event
has opened up prospects in the field of disarmament and arms control which
just a few months ago nobody would have dared to believe in. It has been
emphasized that this agreement eliminates a whole category of weapons, so it
should be possible for other categories to follow. It includes real
verification measures, so such measures can be contenplated in other
conventions too. It bears within it the germ of extension to a higher
category - a 50 per cent reduction in strategic nuclear arms, so it is a link,
a first link in a broader and much more diversified process of disarmament.

Rather paradoxically, it is not in the area where this first disarmament
breakthrough has been achieved - the nuclear field - that its impact has been
felt most strongly in our Conference. In this area we are still at the stage
of grand designs, ideas which are generous but which are difficult to tie down
in today's political realities, and to which the INF agreement, and even the
prospect of a 50 per cent cut in the strategic weapons of two major Powers,
cannot, for reasons which I will not go into here, give real impetus. On the
other hand, we have seen vigorous progress in the inter-sessional negotiations
for the elimination of another category of fearsome weapon - chemical weapons,
we have recently recorded particularly welcome and beneficial flexibility in
previously frozen positions amng various parties, particularly the UGSR, a
burgeoning of new ideas, concrete contributions to the negotiated texts, which
are doubtless the fruit of a thaw between the USSR and the United States that
turns on the INF agreement and its consequences and, as a spin-off, offers a
basis for real hopes for the reasonably rapid conclusion of a convention for
the elimination of chemical weapons.

However, these successes and advances should not lead us into euphoria.
The work in which we are engaged here is quite different. The Conference's
task is to negotiate a convention of universal scope on chemical weapons.
This is something quite different from bilateral negotiations where agreement
is reached between two States, however powerful and influential they may be,
for which it is much easier to reach a compromise or agree on a guid pro quo
because such concessions bind only themselves and their allies, Nor is it a
set of negotiations among a number of developed industrial Powers settling
chemical issues on the basis of their o m political and economic interests.
No, there are 40 countries here negotiating a convention which must be
applicable to these 40 countries and, above and beyond that, must be
universal, in other words, it must be such as to prompt the spontaneous
accession of the whole of the world comunity.
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The result of this is that our objectives are different, as are our
negotiating methods. For a convention to become truly universal, it must meet
the fundamental concerns of all the potential signatories, and not just some
of them, even the most important. Its provisions, too, both as regards
prohibitions and as regards verification and monitoring, must be addressed to
and designed for all the potential signatories and not just some of them. It
is of less interest to know that countries and alliances far away are
accepting a ban on chemical weapons than to be assured that your imediate
neighbour is offering the same guarantee. So, in order for the convention to
be truly universal, the elimination of chemical weapons must be absolute and
free of the smallest exception. Merely stating this principle, though it is
an obvious one, already poses a major problem. The world contains nations
armed with chemical weapons, fortunately in a minority, and a majority of
nations with no chemical weapons. Among the chemical-weapon nations, the
degree of armament is, moreover, by no means comparable. How can an absolute
ban be imposed in such a wide variety of situations without endangering the
security of States or bringing about accelerated proliferation?

Belgium has always maintained that only an appropriate adjustment in
the order of destruction of existing stocks, spread over the scheduled
9 or 10 years, can provide a solution to this situation for the chemical-weapon
States, in the interests of all the States parties and in the context of a
total ban on production. Several practical suggestions in this regard are at
present being studied. We have no preconceived ideas about them, and will be
happy to help to achieve consensus on one or other of the methods suggested.
While an absolute ban on chemical weapons for all the signatory States of the
convention is certainly the primary necessary element for the universality of
the convention, the extent of the area to which it will apply is another.
This area of application must also be universal. There cannot be countries
where chemical weapons have been abolished and others where they have not.

We are going to have to start thinking about how best in practice to
achieve this universality of the area of application. It is not enough for
the terms of the convention which is at present being drawn up to satisfy some
or suit a limited number of countries particularly concerned; they must be
addressed to the world community as a whole, because this is the very
objective being pursued by the Conference. Our working methods, therefore,
must be appropriate to this end. And first of all, we have to deal with the
question of the expansion of the composition of the Conference. This question
has been deadlocked for many years. However, the Conference on Disarmament is
the subject of very great interest among the community of nations. Indeed, it
is enough to note the number of observers who have been following our work
here so actively, whose presence my delegation is pleased to welcome. What is
at stake is clearly of capital importance, and the more the community of
nations participates in and is directly associated with the work of the
Conference, the more impact our work will have.

So Belgium speaks out in favour of a rapid expansion in the composition
of the Conference, perhaps even beyond the four-seat expansion at present
envisaged. Currently there are no less than 13 countries which are
candidates. Any opposition to one candidature, howver legitimate it may be,
should not block the designation of the others. We think that the expansion
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should take place without any linkage being established between the various
candidatures before us, and we appeal urgently for initiatives to be taken to
break the deadlock and to ensure that the question is not left pending because
the CD itself is inpotent.

Second consideration relating to our methods of work: the concerns of
each of the members of this Conference, however many there may be, and their
own perceptions, must be able to be expressed at every stage of the
negotiations. On this point I would like to say that my delegation is not in
favour of working methods which, although conceived with the best intentions,
result in instituting selections, and consequently exclusions, among the
delegations which constitute the Conference: here we are thinking not of the
various private consultations which chairmen of comnittees and working groups
may quite legitimately and very wisely hold so that progress may be made in
our work, but of the occasional establishment of small working groups or
groups of a few representatives selected of the basis of political groups when
the characteristic of these formulae is that they violate the fundamental
provision contained in our rules of procedure, that is that they should be
"open to all member States of the Conference unless the Conference decides
otherwise", as stipulated by rule 23 of the rules of procedure, confirmed by
rule 24 in respect of subsidiary bodies.

We believe that negotiation is not well served by presenting for
discussion purposes in our working bodies texts which have already been
pre-drafted, and thus in a way pre-agreed, by a limited group of delegations.
The delegations which have not been involved in this pre-work are thereby put
at a disadvantage from the outset and placed, deliberately or otherwise, under
pressure to accept, or in any case to follow, the basic approach which the
group of selected delegations, during their pre-work, has already imprinted on
the proposals by the time they reach the negotiating table. This is an
unjustifiable handicap for the delegations that have been excluded from these
pre-consultations and who wish to express different views, because they are
obliged to undo what has already been done and has already been publicly
approved by a number of delegations. This is certainly not likely to enable
the countries that wish to do so to express their own perceptions and their
legitimate concerns in a context of equality and equal effectiveness, nor is
it likely to promote the universality without which the convention becomes
meaningless.

Well, you will ask me, has Belgium a perception of its own to put
forward? Indeed it has, and specifically a historical perception. I believe
it is not without value to continue to repeat here that it was on the
territory of my country that chemical weapons were used for the first time on
a large scale, during the First World War, in 1915 - 22 April 1915, to be more
precise. This sad anniversary falls tomorrow. In return for the unhappy
privilege of being a battlefield for four years during the First World War, we
have for 70 years now been digging up, in the west of the province of
Western Flanders in Belgium, tons, yes tons of spent unexploded munitions
every year. In most cases these munitions are very difficult to identify. It
is sometimes impossible to determine whether they are explosive or chemical
munitions. The presumed chemical contents are still unknown, because so far
as we know none has ever been extracted, since these remnants of munitions are
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generally in such a state of deterioration that it would be very dangerous to
handle them - and there have unfortunately already been many victims during
removal and sorting operations - recently four people killed in 198 6.

At the present time we dig up some 20 tons of such munitions of all
types and various origins per year. When you bear in mind that in the
First World War, on the western front alone, between 1.5 billion and 2 billion
shells of all calibres were "used", about a third of which - 700 million - did
not explode and are scattered and buried, it is impossible at present to
predict for how much longer our country will have to dig up old munitions,
particularly chemical ones. Up to 1952, these old munitions were dropped into
holes and destroyed indiscriminately. As this method of getting rid of them
created environmental problems, we tried to locate the old chemical munitions,
which from then onwards were covered in concrete and dumped in the open sea.
New requirements concerning respect for the environment, particularly the
Oslo Convention of 1972 and the 1987 North Sea Conference, mean that use of
this method is more complicated. Until the Belgian authorities decide upon a
final solution, perhaps in the form of a destruction facility, some 135 tons
of these old rerrmants of unusable and dangerous munitions are at present in
storage pending elimination.

It is obvious that this particular situation existing in my country
falls, we feel, outside the concerns of the convention. The purpose of the
convention is to eradicate chemical weapons and their components. Whatever
definition we may decide upon, it is obvious that scattered munitions, spent
but unexploded, buried in the soil, buried for more than 70 years now, in a
state of advanced deterioration, that may be discovered accidentally today or
tomorrow, during agricultural or building work, are not, and in our view could
never be, chemical weapons in the sense of militarily usable chemical warfare
devices covered by the convention. Thus, as far as the Belgian delegation is
concerned, none of the provisions of the convention could reasonably be
applied to them, either in theory or in practice.

I have illustrated a specific problem which indicates the particular
perception that one country, my own in this case, may have during the
negotiation of the convention on the elimination of chemical weapons and the
possible effects it may entail for the objective of universality of this
multilateral convention. There are others. I am thinking here of
verification. The way in which verification is designed will determine to a
large extent the degree of universality which the future convention manages to
achieve. This convention will not be purely declaratory, thank God, like so
many other conventions and undertakings to disarm in the past, whose fate is
we11 known. It wil1 contain verification measures. Fundamentally,
verification is intended to ensure that the application of a convention takes
place in conformity with its stipulations. As far as disarmament is
concerned, a second concern arises, that of how to detect possible clandestine
violations and how to safeguard one's security against the consequences of
failure to respect cornitments entered into.

The future convention has a twofold objective: on the one hand, to
eliminate chemical weapons for ever where they exist, by making it obligatory
to undertake the destruction of stockpiles and manufacturing facilities - that
is, by laying down a specific action for the signatory States to take: on the
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other hand, to prevent the resurgence of chemical weapons by prohibiting the
manufacture, acquisit ion, stockpiling, t ransfer , not only of chemical weapons
as such, but also of their ccnnponents - that i s , by laying down that the
signatory States must refrain from an action, i . e . by prohibiting that act ion.
That the convention is being applied in conformity with i t s s t ipulat ions may,
we fee l , be fair ly easily checked by the currently planned system of
statements, verif ication by means of o n s i t e inspection, international
monitoring and the use of monitoring instruments, as appropriate. On the other
hand, this system cannot in our view guarantee to detect clandestine violations
of the convention, or offer protection against fai lure to respect fundamental
commitments, even when there is an obligation to do so, because the system for
systematic verif icat ion of the destruction of stocks and f a c i l i t i e s by
definit ion covers only stocks and f ac i l i t i e s which have been declared, in
other words, which are known; i t i s powerless to deal with stocks or
f a c i l i t i e s which have not been declared, in other words, which are unknown.

A fo r t i o r i , when i t i s a question of an undertaking not to do something,
to refrain from doing smething, a question not only of banning production of
chemical weapons, but also of the chemicals which make them up, absolute
verification is impossible. It would be futi le to submit the ent i re world
chemical industry to an international policing system - clandestine production
of i l l i c i t products intended for chemical weapans will always remain possible
in some part of the world - or of a country. That i s why we are not convinced
a t the outset of the need to submit industry to universal verification
measures for the purpose of verifying the absence of production for chemical
weapons purposes.

We did not wish to raise obstacles to what other delegations would
consider to be progress towards the finalization of the convention, but we
remain somewhat sceptical on th i s subject, except, of course, as I said,
regarding plants intended and used for military purposes, which must cease
operations as soon as the convention comes into force and be subject to
monitoring unt i l they have been to ta l ly and radically eliminated. Tb the
extent that the convention f a i l s to submit a l l present and future plants
capable of producing potential chemical warfare agents or their key precursors
to effective international verif icat ion, the efficacy of the re'gime for the
verification of non-production wi l l , in our view, be limited. In these
circumstances i s there any jus t i f ica t ion for trying to increase the present
forms of monitoring, to make the convention machinery more cumbersome, to
increase the burden i t imposes and place i t upon the chemical industry, which
would ultimately find i t se l f in a veritable s t ra i t - j acke t?

The exanple of verif icat ion by the inspectors of IAEA in the field of
plutonium manufacture shows us that , if the verif ication of a plutonium plant
i s to be worth while, the presence of the inspectors is required pract ical ly
a l l the time, and for the plant the introduction of this monitoring and
verif icat ion represents an increase in production costs of something like
15 per cent. This gives us some idea of what would be the burden on private
industry if, in order to detect possible abuses in authorized manufacturing of
products in schedules 2 and 3, i t was necessary to apply an extension or a
surrogate of the systematic international on-si te verif ication system
applicable to other categories.
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We do not think i t i s necessary to create a systematic on-site inspection
system for schedule 3 products. In fact, assuming i t were reasonably
feasible, would i t be genuinely useful? We must carefully pinpoint the
problem. What exactly i s involved, or more precisely, what may be involved?
In the context of a r t i c le VI, the only hypothesis to be feared at the
inter-Sta te level and in terms of the convention re la tes to the clandestine
manufacture of a mi l i t a r i ly significant chemical weapon. Such a decision i s
not taken by private chemical industry, but by the State. I t i s the State
which i s the only user and the only potential customer for chemical weapons.
The State alone can decide on that manufacture. Private chemical industry
could a t most connnit the offence of failure to respect the standards for and
bans on the manufacture of certain chemical products la id down by the
convention. If i t does so for reasons which have nothing to do with the
interests of the State, i t i s the State, as the national authority, which must
impose punishment, and not some international body, which cannot substi tute
i t se l f for the State to ensure respect for i t s laws and regulations within the
jur isdict ion of the State. Looked' at from the point of view of the convention
and the ban on the manufacture of chemical weapons, the danger therefore l i e s
not in misconduct by the chemical industry, which can in any case be detected
and punished by a State acting in good fa i th , but in possible misconduct by
States, a State acting in bad fai th, that is a State which decides to renege
on i t s commitments and embark on the production of chemical weapons.

Now we must s t a r t from the conviction that every signatory State
subscribes to the convention in good fa i th . Moreover, the State does so
because i t i s in i t s own interes t to do so. Chemical weapons - and I think
that mil i tary experts will agree - are not indispensable in the arsenal which
serves to guarantee the security of a State, except as a means of r epr i sa l s .
With the exception of th i s l as t case, giving up the possession and use of
chemical weapons does not consti tute an undue risk for securi ty. That is why
we are in a position here today to work mult i la teral ly for their complete
disappearance. Otherwise nobody would be here. Consequently, if .the
poss ib i l i ty of clandestine manufacture of a mi l i ta r i ly significant chemical
weapon i s to be realized, or the possibi l i ty of the existence of secret stocks
of such weapons i s to prove a r ea l i ty , we necessarily have to suppose a
deliberate intention on the part of the leadership of a State party which,
reneging on i t s c o m i t m n t s , intends to acquire chemical weapons for purposes
of armed confl ic t , or a t least for serious pol i t ica l destabi l izat ion.
Otherwise i t i s impossible to see why any State party would feel the need to
acquire chemical weapons or their components, the precaution of repr isals
having become superfluous.

For the same reason, i t goes without saying that a State party acting in
bad faith would not, in view of the existence of the convention, try to create
mil i tar i ly significant chemical weapons openly and publicly, in other words in
ins ta l la t ions which are subject to verif icat ion, whether these are specific
ins ta l la t ions which produce schedule 1 and 2 products within authorized
l imi t s , or private chemical industry more generally, which i s freely
manufacturing products on schedule 3, if th i s industry were effectively
subjected to verif ication and monitoring measures extending throughout the
industry. I t i s quite obvious that a State with such intentions would embark
on the manufacture of these weapons in a secret place.
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It follows, in our opinion, that the likelihood of a serious, mi l i t a r i ly
significant violation of the convention is extremely small, as chemical weapons
are not v i ta l ly necessary, a clandestine resumption of their manufacture in a
world where, under the authority of the cofivention, they have been eliminated
and banned could only result from truly warlike intentions which are, after
a l l , i t must be hoped, equally unlikely, and their manufacture is impossible
except in secret . I t also follows that, from the moment when manufacture must
necessarily take place secret ly, non-production would seem to a certain extent
to be unverifiable, or a t a l l events not always usefully ver if iable . It i s
verif iable for the specific products on schedules 1 and 2 because in these
cases verification i s limited to a restr icted number of products and products
which are intended solely for chemical weapons; i t i s not for the products on
schedule 3 because, however broad i t may be, i t cannot cover the whole of the
c iv i l i an chemical industry, because i t would have to place the industry in a
s t ra i t - jacke t which i t would find d i f f icu l t to bear without seriously hampering
i t s operations, and because i t would have to subject the industry to outside
interference in the form of monitoring personnel - a l l this without offering a
sufficient guarantee against the non-manufacture of chemical weapons.

Consequently, we do not consider that such supervision of private
industry is really jus t i f ied . The enemy is not private chemical industry, the
enemy i s the State acting in bad fai th. Thus i t i s here that challenge
inspection takes on i t s true significance: i t i s the las t resor t , formal
notice a t the po l i t i ca l level , when there is a suspicion of a serious
violat ion, that i s a clandestine violation, and therefore a danger for
securi ty. My delegation views this procedure as being the most important
instrument for the c red ib i l i ty of the convention, because under i t the
signatory State acting in bad faith can be backed up against the wall. This
is why we have always considered that this procedure should be binding, over
and above any concept of national sovereignty and reversing the burden of
proof. I t must not be t r iv ia l ized by extending i t s application to cases other
than those which are extremely serious. That is why we consider that
challenge inspection should be a measure that can be used as a l as t resor t ,
only in cases where there is a suspicion of a serious violation, that is a
violation of a r t i c l e I - manufacture, possession, transfer of chemical weapons
and, of course, use - and that this is a course which should be open to a l l
countries, without any dis t inct ion, without any conditions without prior
conditions and without the right of refusal.

My delegation i s not convinced of the val idi ty of the concept of
sensit ive military or other ins ta l la t ions which have to be protected and
consequently could be exeflpt from challenge inspection. This, we think, would
pose the risk of depriving challenge inspection of i t s significance because if
there has been a violation there has been, a p r io r i , deliberate bad faith on
the part of the challenged State. For the same reason, my delegation does not
see any great merit in the poss ib i l i ty of so-called al ternat ive measures, none
of which so far are really satisfactory as valid substi tutes for on-site
v i s i t s . If a requesting State wishes to content i t se l f with al ternat ive
measures to be agreed with the challenged State, no obstacle should be put in
i t s way, but in our opinion the option of al ternat ive measures should not as
such be an acknowledged right for the challenged State, to be inserted in the
convention.
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The whole procedure of challenge inspection, in the last resort, should
be in the hands of the requesting State; it is that State which assumes
responsibility for it, it is that State to which the inspectors will hand the
factual report that they are to prepare, it is that State which will decide
whether or not its fears have been allayed, and it is that State which will
opt for retaliatory measures or other consequences to be drawn from the
situation, particularly in the light of the threat the situation poses for its
security.

The true problem, which arises in the challenge inspection procedure is
that of improper (or frivolous) requests. Ijet us note on this subject that
the inpropriety of a request may be quite clearly apparent simply in the light
of the political context at the time. That is one comnent. The second is
that, since challenge inspection by its very nature should be reserved for
extremely serious suspicions falling under article I, it must oblige the
requesting country to indicate precisely the nature of its suspicion
(manufacture of chemical weapons, stockpiling, manufacture of chemical
products for weapons purposes in quantities which could become militarily
significant, etc.), and as far as possible to give all the information needed
to uncover the alleged violation, specifying place, time, duration,
quantity, etc. The reliability of such information will also help to show
whether the request is improper or not, because the verification obligation to
which the requested State will submit depends directly on the preciseness of
the charge. Lastly, it may be thought that it is ultimately better to
tolerate a certain risk of improper requests rather than vitiate the binding
nature of challenge inspection which is essential if it is to fulfil its role,
through exceptions intended to cover confidential or secret data.

Consequently, in this procedure - which is exceptional - the role of the
international body should, in our opinion, remain extremely small. It will
receive the request, it will have it carried out imnediately by its
inspectors - of whom there will be a list agreed upon in advance, from which
the challenging State will make its choice - and it will inform all the
member States of the initiation of the challenge inspection procedure, with
all the necessary information. It will forward imnediately to the requesting
State, and later to the other States parties, the report of the facts which
the inspectors are expected to draw up, and it will receive from the
requesting State the judgement and the decisions reached by that State.

I have set out a number of thoughts on fundamental principles which guide
us in elaborating a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. They
are offered to you in a constructive spirit, in the hope that they may
contribute to further delimiting areas which require serious decisions. There
are many more questions that have to be dealt with as one moves through the
articles. My delegation will have occasion to return to them later.

Very recently, on 3 March last, the heads of State and government of the
Atlantic Alliance, in their declaration which was published at the end of the
sumnit, reaffirmed once again that the total elimination of chemical weapons
formed part of their global concept of arms control and disarmament. The
Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Tindemans, said in this very room on
23 July last year, when he addressed the Conference, that for Belgium the
early conclusion of an agreement on the total prohibition of chemical weapons
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was an urgent priority, and he added that "at present this is the main
activity and, I would even say, the main responsibility of the Conference on
Disarmament'. My delegation will do its best to achieve this objective as
soon as possible, My country intends to comnit itself fully to that end. As
the Minister for Foreign Affairs announced to you during his statement on
23 July 1987, Belgium has offered a possible headquarters for the
international body which is to administer the convention. This offer was
repeated by the Minister in his statement at the forty-second session of the
General Assembly, and I have the honour to reconfirm it to you today.

We will resume our work after SSOD-111. My delegation believes that the
time is close when we will be able to get down to the texts available to us,
article by article, to reach final political agreement on them and to prepare
them to be cast in the legal language of a convention, on which there should
be no further delay.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Belgium for his statement,
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Australia, Ambassador Butler.

Mr. BUTLER (Australia): The following statement is made on behalf of a
group of Western States members of the Conference on Disarmament.

At the last plenary session of the Conference, held on 19 April, the
distinguished Ambassador of Brazil, speaking on behalf of the Group of 21,
presented to the Conference, in document CD/829, a draft mandate for an ad hoc
cormittee on item 1 of the agenda,

Following that action, at the same plenary meeting, the Conference heard
a statement by the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico, on the same subject.
In the latter statement it was indicated that the sponsors of CD/829 would not
be pressing it to a decision by the Conference during this present session.
Instead, the hope was expressed that consultations in the near future would
lead to unanimity of the Conference on CD/829 so that it could be implemented
when the Conference resumes its work in the surnner of this year.

The group of Western States for which I am now speaking has studied the
draft mandate given in CD/829 and listened attentively to the statements made
by the distinguished representatives of Brazil and Mexico. Because the group
continues to attach importance to item 1 of the agenda and to the earliest
possible re-establishment of an ad hoc comnittee on that item, it felt it
important that an imnediate and considered response be given.

First, the substance of the draft mandate given in CD/829 is no different
from that which was placed before the Conference in July 1987 in document
CD/772 and on which the position of a group of Western States has already been
made clear.

Second, the statements which accompanied the presentation of CD/829, in
the view of the group, do not alter the relevant circumstances. The group
recognizes that it is open to any delegation or group of delegations to claim
that their approach is one of flexibility, but such a claim should normally be
substantiated by textual change.
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Third, the suggestion which was made to the effect that the text of
CD/829 could be made the subject of statements of various interpretations of
its terms cannot constitute a sound basis for the conduct of work in this
Conference. The group believes that to proceed in this way would confuse and
possibly defeat any practical work being conducted in an ad hoc committee
established on such a basis. It is also concerned about possfble precedents
which might be established by the Conference seeking to conduct work on the
basis of overtly different interpretations of the nature of that work.

For these three main reasons the group will not be able to join consensus
on CD/829. The substantive position of the group is that it wants to see an
ad hoc connnittee on item 1 of the agenda re-established without any further
delay. It continues to regret, deeply, that this action has not been able to
be taken since 1983. Tb facilitate such action the group has proposed the
draft mandate given in document CD/521, which provides for the
re-establishment of an ad hoc comittee under item 1 of the agenda

"to resume its substantive examination of specific issues relating to a
comprehensive test ban, including the issue of scope as well as those of
verification and compliance with a view to negotiation of a treaty on the
subject".

It also requests the Conference

"to examine the institutional and administrative arrangements necessary
for establishing, testing and operating an international seismic
monitoring network as part of an effective verification system".

The group remains convinced that this draft mandate and the associated
suggested programne of work given in docurrent CD/621 would enable all
necessary and relevant practical multilateral work on a nuclear test ban to be
undertaken in the Conference. The group emphasizes that these proposals
remain on the table of this Conference.

For such practical work to be fruitful, it clearly must involve the
participation of all States members of the Conference which are willing to
take part in such work, including the nuclear-weapon States. The draft
mandate in CD/521 holds out this possibility. The same is evidently not true
for the draft mandate provided in CD/829, because of its substantive terms,
and notwithstanding the interpretation that some have suggested may be put
upon those terms.

Under these circumstances the group agrees with the appeal made by the
distinguished Ambassador of Mexico for further consideration of this issue
during the forthcoming period of recess of the Conference, and hopes that an
ad hoc comnittee will be able to be established, during the sumer part of the
session, under the appropriate mandate and on the basis of the participation
of all member States willing to take part in work on a nuclear test ban in the
Conference on Disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Australia for his
statement. That concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any other
member wish to take the floor at this moment? I recognize the representative
of the German Democratic Republic.
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Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): comrade President, I would l ike
very briefly to inform the Conference that the Group of Socialist Countries
would be ready to agree on the draft mandate submitted by the Group of 21 in
document CD/829 dealing with nuclear t e s t ban. We consider this proposal as a
good basis for s tar t ing the work of the Conference.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the German Democratic
Republic for his statement. Does any other delegation wish to take the
floor? I see none.

The secretar ia t has circulated today, a t my request, a timetable of
meetings to be held by the Conference during the caning week. In th is
connection, I should l ike to note that there wil l be an informal meeting of
the Conference to s t a r t the second reading of the draft special report to the
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, on
Tuesday, 26 April immediately after the plenary meeting. We shall take up
then a l l pending questions. I had expected to hold that informal meeting on
Monday, but this i s not possible in view of the fact that the informal
consultations on agenda item have not yet concluded. I do hope that we wil l
be able to proceed through the second reading without reopening matters of
substance which have already been discussed a t the Conference, as well as a t
the informal open-ended consultations held to consider the draft substantive
paragraphs of the special report. In this connection, the fact that the
informal consultations on items 1, 2 and 3 are s t i l l proceeding i s delaying
the processing of documentation, and consequently, although the timetable
provides for the time being that the las t plenary meeting will be held on
Thursday at 4 p.m. , we may now have to postpone the closing date to Friday in
order to give the secretar ia t the time needed for the processing of the draft
special report which should be adopted on that date.

The informal open-ended consultations on items l , 2 and 3 wil l continue
this afternoon, imnediately after the meeting of the Ad hoc Comnittee on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament. I hope that work will be concluded
today, as otherwise we may need to revise not only our closing date, but also
the whole timetable for next week. On that understanding, I would propose
that we adopt the timetable. If I see no objection, I wil l take i t that i t is
adopted.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I suggest that we now adjourn th is plenary meeting and
convene an informal meeting of the Conference in five minutes' time to
continue our consideration of i t s improved and effective functioning. The
next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on
Tuesday, 26 April a t 10 a.m.

The meeting rose a t 12 noon
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 460th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In conformity with its programme of work, the Conference continues its
consideration of the reports of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies, as well as of
the special report to the third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. However, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of
procedure, any member who wishes to do so may raise any subject relevant to
the work of the Conference.

As announced at previous plenary meetings, I intend to put before the
Conference for adoption, once the list of speakers is exhausted, the reports
of the ad hoc comnittees on radiological weapons and on effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons, which are contained in documents CD/820
and CD/825. As agreed in the timetable for the present week, we shall then
suspend the plenary meeting and. hold an informal meeting to proceed to the
second reading of the technical parts of the special report of the Conference
to the third special session of the General ,lssembly devoted to disarmament,
contained in document CD/WP.336. We shall also, on that occasion, discuss the
problem of the closing date for the first part of the session, as
unfortunately our work on substantive questions has not advanced as had been
hoped, and we are facing a problem of time, In the light of our exchange of
views on this question, we shall resume the plenary and take the relevant
decisions.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Brazil,
Mongolia, Pakist,an, Poland, Finland, the Union cf Soviet Socialist Republics,
India and Bulgaria. I now give the floor to the representative of Brazil,
Ambassador Azarnbuja.

Mr. AZAMBUJA (~razil): Mr. President, may I first of all congratulate
you on your assumption of the presidency of the Conference for this and the
next two months. Under your very able guidance we have prepared ourselves
very thoroughly for the forthcoming third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. As I am addressinq the plenary of
the Conference for the first time in a while, may I also take this opportunity
to congratulate and thank very warmly your immediate predecessor,
Ambassador Harald Rose of the German Democratic Republic, and
Ambassador von Stiilpnagel of the Federal Republic of Germany. I wish to
welcome to this forum some recently arrived colleaques, the representatives of
Poland, Ambassador Sujka, Canada, Ambassador Montigny Marchand, Iran,
Ambassador Nasseri, the United Kingdom, Ambassador Solesby, and lastly
Nigeria, Ambassador Azikiwe.

My delegation would hike to address today the issue of chemical weapons.

First of all, let me say that the recent and confirmed reports on the use
of chemical weapons in the Gulf war remind us once mare, F? we need !remindinq,
that chemical weapons are not spectres of a bygoc~ era, irrelevant in a perFo2
when high teehraohcqy has thoroilgkly z~rznqed met:?oZs of warfare, The reparks
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stressed the capacity of these weapons to bring destruction, suffering and
death in a cruel and massive way, mainly upon civilian populations. The
urgency and priority of this item on our agenda was thus underlined in a most
regrettable manner.

During its last regular session, the General Assembly of the
United Nations adopted resolution 42/37 A on the complete and effective
prohibition of chemical weapons, the first single consensus resolution on this
matter. In it, the General Assembly again urged the Conference on
Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, to intensify negotiations with a
view to the final elaboration of a convention at the earliest possible date.

The Group of 21, in the statement made on its behalf by Ambassador ~kgus
on 8 March, reiterated its commitment to this resolution. At the beginning of
the 1988 session, most of us cherished well-founded hopes of speedy progress.
Unhappily on the eve of the General Assembly's third special session on
disarmament, our feeling is one of disappointment. We certainly made
progress, but it was neither so fast nor so far-reaching as expected, nor will
it be enough to make us particularly proud when presenting our report on this
item to this major forthcoming international conference.

We should not, however, be blamed for idleness, for we completed a
significant work-load under the very able guidance of the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka of Poland and his
dedicated group co-ordinators. Nevertheless, those of us who kept attending
the formal meetings now and again had the sensation that negotiations might be
taking place elsewhere, thus depriving the collective effort of much of its
thrust and meaning. Multilateral abd bilateral processes can and should
reinforce each other, but they cannot, even temporarily, replace one another.

Signs of protractedness multiply in our day-to-day discussions. Brackets
and footnotes seem to increase in number rather than diminish. A scholastic
exercise of this sort can go on for ever, if there is no political will to
reach a conclusion. The views of delegations with respect to the central
points of the future convention are already in our view quite well known.
Neither the mere reiteration of these positions, nor the sheer course of time,
will solve the outstanding problems. Only a spirit of mutual concession, of
real and mature compromise, can overcome the last differences and make us take
that final sprint to the finish line, if I may borrow half of the very apt
metaphor of the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Solesby. As stated by the Minister of External Relations of
Brazil, Dr. Roberto de Abreu Sod&, addressing this forum on 18 February last,
"we are prepared to support, be it in substance or in procedure, any practical
initiatives that might further intensify the rhythm of our work and the pace
of our consultations. We are not in a hurry. We simply refuse to waste time".

Our readiness to accept a universal ban on chemical weapons is easy to
understand. Brazil does not possess chemical weapons and does not intend to
develop, produce or stockpile any. Brazil has unfailingly recognized and
supported the Geneva Protocol of 1925. As such, we think that the first
priority of a ban on chemical weapons should be the destruction of all
chemical weapon stocks and all chemical weapon production facilities, allowing
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no exceptions for any alleged security reasons. We consider that the slower
the pace of the destruction of chemical weapon stocks during the 10-year
period, assuming this time-frame is retained in the final text, the more
discriminatory the transition r6gime will be towards those countries that have
no chemical weapons.

The paramount goal of the future convention - the complete and universal
prohibition of chemical methods of warfare - must be secured without
jeopardizing other equally legitimate objectives, namely those related to
making the basic achievements in the field of chemistry accessible to all
mankind, on a universal and non-discriminatory basis. The prohibition of
chemical weapns should not in any way hamper the economic and technological
developnent of the parties to the convention, or curb international
co-operation in the field of peaceful chemical activities. Universality and
non4iscrimination are concepts closely linked. A text which imposes
permanently unequal rights and responsibilities on member States will not earn
a universal adherence.

We are confronted with the opportunity not only of negotiating one of the
most relevant disarmament multilateral agreements ever - one that will free
humankind of a fearsome and tragic weapon of mass destruction - we have the
occasion to shape a model relationship between the interwoven areas of
science, technology, industry, disarmament and development. It has become a
truism to say that science and technology are the most wondrous productive
factors man ever had to assist him in his struggle for a better life, They
help produce more and better, they alleviate physical labour, they inform and
teach faster and more precisely. We all know, however, that they can also
assist men in killing other men with a speed and range never imagined by our
ancestors. Science and technology are, in essence, dual-purpose activities.
These two faces of scientific and technological progress are, to some extent,
inextricable. We cannot ban or limit science and technology, for we cannot,
in the end, ban or limit human intelligence and achievement. We may, however,
and ultimately must, ban or limit all typs of arms race set in motion by
developments in science and technology, and prevent their extension to new
areas.

Each welcome oegulation of the use of scientific and technological
advances for weapons purposes must not result in limitations on the access of
developing countries to higher levels of technical capacity and better living
conditions for their ppulations. I think we can strike an acceptable balance
between the security concerns we all share and other national interests most
of us havep including the free capacity to import and export chemical products
not prohibited by the future convention; the right to research, develop,
produce and use chemicals for peaceful purposes; and the right to promote and
participate in the fullest possible international scientific and technological
co-operation in the field of chemistry.

I am confident that the difficulties some delegations have expressed
about seeing co-operation-related rights and obligations included in a
security agreement will be overcome in the course of our neqotiations. Other
international disarmanent agreements - a denomination we feel is more adequate
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than that of "security agreements" when applied to treaties in this category -
have already embodied similar dispositions, most recently the biological
weapons Convention.

We welcome, in this context, progress made in the current session on
language for article XI. We have put forward our own ideas on this subject in
document CD/CW/WP.176. Even if we consider that the wording so far arrived at
falls short of what we deem indispensable for the final text of the
convention, we feel very encouraged by the exchange of views we have had and
consider we have a firm basis for future work. In this context I wish to
congratulate Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia for the hard work done in Group A
under his chairmanship. May I also thank Ambassador ~k&us, from Sweden, who,
as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee for the last session, had already
presented to us a very useful paper for discussion on article XI, from which
some ideas should still be drawn for our future article on economic and
technological development.

Another question of great relevance to Brazil is the matter contained in
article X, on assistance, and here again we must welcome the advances made
during the present session, under the competent chairmanship of
Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico, in Group B. Let me only stress again the point
made by many delegations from the Group of 21, that it is only natural and
logical that States willing to accept the obligation to renounce the
acquisition of chemical weapons for ever should strongly insist on having
clearly stated in the convention the symmetrical right to assistance in the
event of the use or threat of use of such weapons.

Verification will undoubtedly be the crucial subject of disarmament
negotiations, multilateral or bilateral, from now to the end of this century.
As with other areas of international relations, as they evolve nowadays, it
wil1 bring broad changes to relations between States, between States and
international organizations, and to the concept of sovereignty itself. Even
if in principle my delegation favours verification mechanisms tailored to each
specific treaty, it is arguable that we will be establishing a significant
precedent in presenting our convention. We shall therefore be very prudent
and careful in dealing with the verification r6gime and the new ideas that it
will introduce.

As a general principle, verification should be efficient, practicable,
non-intrusive and cost-effective. Pushed to its logical limits, the
verification concept could block progress in any disarmament negotiations, if
applied with uncompromising rigidity. Absolute verification being an
unattainable goal, we should stress mainly the deterrent effect of the
inspection machinery on would-be violators. The cost of future verification
procedures in all sectors should stop short of absorbing a large share of the
financial resources to be hopefully liberated with the cut in military
expenses provided by disarmament agreements and now wasted in the multiple
arenas of military competition.

In the case of our convention, Brazil would like to see a verification
rdgime as strict as possible, but with adequate safeguards against excessive
intrusiveness and political mis-utilization. We view verification, on the
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other hand, as a two-track process. No one can reasonably equate the threat
posed to the convention by chemical weapon stocks and chemical weapon
production facilities with the risk allegedly presented by toxic chemicals
produced commercially by the civilian chemical industry. The first and utmost
priority of the verification system must be to control the former category of
threats. May I quote here my distinguished colleague Ambassador Clerckx of
Belgium, who, speaking about the risks embodied in supervision of the civilian
chemical sector, stressed that "the enemy is not private chemical industry,
the enemy is the State acting in bad faith".

Some ideas have been put forward on the need to give the Technical
Secretariat the power to decide to carry out ad hoc inspections at short
notice, on its own initiative. While sympathizing with the aim of enhancing
the verification mechanisms of the convention we consider, in principle, that
this proposal would place a very heavy responsibility on the technical skills
of the future organization for the prohibition of chemical weapons, allowing
for the raising of suspicions about its independence and objectivity and thus
possibly endangering the inspectorate's role in other crucial areas, and in
particular that of challenge inspections.

Coming to this central and essential feature of our future convention, my
delegation holds that it should so be structured that it would preclude misuse
or abuse of this right not only by depending on the international opprobrium
likely to be brought upon the misuser or abuser, but also by giving a strong
role to the Executive Council in one or more of the phases of the challenge
inspection procedure. The role of the Technical Secretariat will be crucial
in that area too. We can quite understand, in principle, the reasons put
forward against filters between the request and the conduct of the
inspection: the need for speedy action to prevent a cover-up at the site to
be inspected obviously requires automaticity. We favour, however, the
establishment of very strict conditions for the receivability of the request -
details of the site to be to be inspected, the matters on which assurance is
required, the circumstances and the nature of the suspected non-compliance and
the exact provisions thought to have been violated. The Technical Secretariat
should make sure that each such request meets these requirements as
appropriate.

Coming to the stage of consideration of the report by the inspection
team, my delegation is of the opinion that the Executive Council should meet
immediately after receiving such a report and establish on a factual basis
whether a violation of the convention has taken place or not. The same body
should also decide on further steps to be taken if a violation has been
confirmed. It would be rather awkward to give the requesting State a party to
the controversy, the final say on the report on that controversy. If we have
a decision-making procedure based on the need for a two-thirds majority, the
Executive Council could settle this kind of issue without allowing any one
political or geographical group alone to influence unduly the decisions to be
made. The role thus given to the Executive Council would be effective to a
very large extent in preventing misuses or abuses of the challenqe inspection
procedure. A State is likely to weigh carefully the pros and cons of resort
to this mechanism once the Executive Council'S authority and competence are
clearly established.
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Some countries have expressed their misgivings about what they have
called the "judicial power" of the Executive Council. My delegation thinks
that, while we should allow bilateral controversies to be settle outside the
framework of our convention, if a dispute persists once the convention
procedures have been set in motion it should be treated multilaterally,
according to the rules and procedures established in the convention itself.
The fact that we want the Executive Council to play an important role in the
verification system makes us even more sensitive to the questions of its
composition, procedures and decision-making powers. We would like to see a
strong, efficient and representative Executive Council, with a membership in
the range between 20 and 30, neither too small to be tempted by visions of
oligarchy, nor large enough to be unwieldy and cumbersome.

In the name of efficiency it has been suggested that a few seats should
be attributed on a permanent basis. My delegation considers that this would
constitute unacceptable discrimination, which would be clearly anachronistic
at a moment when we are designing a significant element of the new
international order for the next century. Three criteria, in our view, could
be merged in the definition of eligibility for the Executive Council:
geographical, political and industrial capacity. In a more perfect world we
would like to see the pre-eminence or even the exclusiveness of the
geographical factor, on the model of the United Nations. For the time being,
we are prepared to accept the realistic approach of devising imaginative and
balanced ways of combining the three criteria. One of the possible
formulations would be to take the CD as a model and repeat approximately the
same ratios. This decisive aspect of our future Organization has greatly
benefited, if I may say so, from the preliminary discussion presided over by
Mr. Numata of Japan, Chairman of Group C, during the current session.

Serious and good work was accomplished in the Pd hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons last year under the chairmanship of my distinguished friend
and colleague Ambassador Rolf ~k6us. Ambassador Sujka has assumed this heavy
burden for the present session, and I sincerely congratulate him and wish him
further success through the year 1988. Some say, probably with wisdom, but
certainly with scepticism, that disarmament measures are only feasible in
relation either to weapons on the way to obsolescence or to weapons still in
the research and development stage, far from deployment. If this is true, let
us strive to have a complete ban on chemical weapons in force before new types
of those devices provoke another arms race, bringing unforeseen consequences
to all mankind. Let us tackle all unresolved issues with the clear awareness
that for every human enterprise there is a right time, and that if
procrastination prevails, an historic opportunity can be lost forever.

The Conference on Disarmament, as the sole multilateral negotiating forum
on disarmament, has to live up to the expectations of the international
community and fulfil the mandate received from the General Assembly. This is
a unique chance for multilateralism to prove its effectiveness on disarmament
matters, and it is within reach. A positive outcome of our present
negotiations on chemical weapons would underwrite our bid for a constructive
role in future negotiations on the so-called nuclear items of our agenda, as
well as some other significant subjects, like outer space. You can count on
the Brazilian delegation, Mr. President, to work in good faith and with
diligence towards the attainment of this common goal.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Brazil for his statement
and for his kind words addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Mongolia, Ambassador Bayart.

Mr. BAYART (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr. President, first of
all allow me on behalf of my delegation to extend sincere congratulations to
you on your occupation of the post of President of the Conference on
Disarmament for the month of April. We have a deep feeling of satisfaction at
seeing in this post the representative of Hungary, with which my country
maintains relations of sincere friendship and co-operation. We are happy to
see that at this important time, when the Conference is to prepare a special
report to the third special session of the United Nations General Assembly on
disarmament, our work is being guided by such a wise and erudite person as
yourself, who also possesses great knowledge and experience in questions of
disarmament. My delegation wishes to express gratitude to your predecessor in
the post of President, the representative of the Federal ~epublic of Germany,
for his contribution to the work of the Conference.

As everybody recognizes, negotiations on the complete and general
prohibition of chemical weapons, which have been under way now for a number of
years, have reached a decisive stage. This may be seen from the fact that the
special report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons to the
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
(CD/CW/WP.200) has practically taken on the look of a treaty. It is now
particularly important to intensify our negotiations, particularly by
increasing the amount of time devoted to these negotiations during the year,
and to put forward practical and constructive proposals, not new concepts
which would complicate work on the convention.

In its statement today, my delegation would like once again to dwell
briefly on one of the basic unsolved problems, the question of the order of
destruction of chemical weapons, because animated discussions took place on
this point during the preparation of the special report. I have already had
an opportunity to say that my country does not possess chemical weapons and
does not intend to develop, produce or acquire them. In participating in the
negotiations on chemical weapons my delegation has been guided by a desire to
contribute, as its capabilities allow, to the rapid finalization of the future
convention. The working papers submitted by our delegation have been the
result of precisely this kind of activity.

We realize that the question of the order of destruction of chemical
weapons is not only important from the point of view of military strategy, but
also has very obvious political and moral aspects. Careful drafting of the
provisions of the convention on this subject and scrupulous implementation by
the parties after its entry into force will to a large extent determine the
viability of the future convention. It is encouraging that the basic
approaches to this question are now moving together, and we hope that it will
soon be possible to turn them into agreements, because the solution of this
problem will be of substantial importance for the rapid conclusion of the
convention. A significant amount of work has already been done on the basis
of principles already agreed, such as the principle of undiminished security
for all States during the entire destruction stage, con£idence-building in the
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early part of the destruction stage, the gradual acquisition of experience in
the course of destroying chemical weapon stocks and the applicability of this
order of destruction irrespective of the actual composition and size of the
stockpiles and the method chosen for the destruction of the chemical weapons.

There is general agreement that all stockpiles should be destroyed by the
end of the tenth year after the convention enters into force. We are happy to
see that definite progress has been registered at the negotiations on this
question in recent months. An example is the agreement reached that the
process of destruction of chemical weapons in category 3 must be completed not
later than five years after the convention enters into force. Taking into
account the positions of the various delegations, the Mongolian delegation put
forward in its working paper CD/(W/WP.182 the principle of levelling-out,
whereby States possessing chemical weapons would be left, by the end of the
eighth year of application of the convention, with approximately equal
quantities of such weapons, to be destroyed by the end of the tenth year after
the entry into force of the convention. And this principle is now recognized
by the participants in the negotiations. As to the level of the remaining
stockpiles and the period over which this levelling-out will be possible,
these questions await further discussion. Of course, on this question too the
socialist countries are prepared to co-operate constructively with all
interested delegations.

We are in favour of a simple, practical, effective order of destruction
of chemical weapons. As we have repeatedly emphasized, this order of
destruction should provide for the complete destruction of all stockpiles, the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons, and, above all, the immediate cessation of production, the
declaration of the precise size and location of all chemical weapon stockpiles
by all those possessing them not later than 30 days after the convention
enters into force, verification of the trustworthiness of such declarations,
and the institution of international monitoring of stockpiles.

Allow me to comment briefly on the working paper submitted by the
delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy (CD/(W/WP. 197). We
have studied with interest the ideas put forward in this document, and our
preliminary comments may be summarized as follows. We do not quite understand
why such an early deadline (five years) has been set for levelling-out, as it
will almost automatically lead to the establishment of a high threshold of
chemical weapon stocks in the hands of the "States parties with large
stocks". What we would like - and this will be closely connected with the
fundamental aim of the convention - is for all of the States parties to the
convention which possess chemical weapons, without any exceptions, and
whatever the size of the stocks they possess, to start destroying them
simultaneously. Obviously the rates of destruction will vary from one
chemical-weapon State to another, and remain to be determined. One can think
of various levels to be aimed at by the States parties which possess these
weapons, depending on the size of their stocks.

Since the course and process of destruction of chemical weapon stocks is
a very important problem for the fate of the convention, we consider that this
question should be included in the agenda of each regular session of the
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General Conference of the future Organization. Meanwhile a provision
concerning the convening of special sessions, whatever the issues that may be
discussed at them, will be set out clearly in article V111 of the convention.

The question of the order of destruction is also broached in document
CD/W/WP.199. We have outlined our attitude to it in previous statements.
Our delegation shares the view of many other delegations that the position
reflected in this document is in no way conducive to progress in the
elaboration of the convention and the rapid destruction of chemical weapons in
order that they should never reappear under any pretext. There is no doubt
that the early declaration of possession of chemical weapons by States which
have not yet made such a declaration, as well as of the level of their
stockpiles of these weapons, would effectively promote finalization of work on
the order of destruction during the summer part of the 1988 session.

In conclusion, I would like to say a few words about the urgent need to
deal with the question of irritants. The use of weapons containing harmful
chemicals against developing countries which do not possess a proper level of
protection may constitute an extremely serious blow to their security. The
principal victims will be the civilian population and peaceful activities in
these countries. The use of herbicides for military purposes is another
problem which requires solution. The time has now come to incorporate
appropriate provisions on this subject in the "rolling text".

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Mongolia for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Ahmad.

Mr. AI-MAD (Pakistan): Mr. President, may I begin by expressing our
happiness at seeing you in the Chair, the representative of a country which
has always played an active role in this forum and made a useful contribution
to its work. Earlier in this session, we were honoured by the presence in our
midst of your Foreign Minister, His Excellency Dr. dter ~drkonyi. The
important statement delivered by him testifies to the interest taken by your
country in multilateral disarmament efforts. Our deliberations this month
have been of particular importance in view of the special report that the
Conference will be submitting to the third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. We are confident
that, given your diplomatic skill and experience, you will be able to bring
our work to a successful conclusion. I would also like to take this
opportunity to express the sincere appreciation of my delegation for the
efficient and able stewardship of the Conference last month by
Ambassador von Stiilpnagel of the Federal Republic of Germany, and in February
by Ambassador Rose of the German Democratic Republic.

I should also like to extend a warm welcome to our new colleagues who
have joined us since I last took the floor - Ambassador Marchand of Canada,
Ambassador Elaraby of Egypt, Ambassador Nasseri of the Islamic Republic
of Iran, Anbassador Azikiwe of Nigeria, Ambassador Sujka of Poland and
Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom - and to wish those of our colleagues
who have recently left Geneva every success in their new assignments.
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Ten years ago at SSOD-I the Committee on Disarmament was established with
i t s present composition and working methods. When the General Assembly meets
next month at i t s third special session devoted to disarmament, i t will also
take a look at the work done by us during the last decade. None of us can
claim that the achievements of the Conference during this period have come up
to the expectations of the international comnunity, nor has i t s potential as
the single multilateral negotiating forum in the field of disarmament been
fully realized. Our session this year, however, comnenced on a more
auspicious note than for several previous years. The signature in December
lastof the United States-Soviet Treaty on the elimination of their
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles created a favourable atmosphere
for our work here. The Treaty demonstrates that the nuclear arms race can be
stopped and indeed reversed, and that nuclear disarmament is a rea l i s t ic
objective. The figure of two and a half thousand or so missiles that the
super-Powers have agreed to eliminate is not large, but the significance of
the agreement goes beyond these numbers. It is the f i r s t disarmament
agreement which envisages the elimination of an entire class of nuclear
weapons, rather than limiting numbers. The detailed and intrusive
verification provisions and the principle of asymmetrical reductions that the
Treaty embodies are important precedents which will be of relevance in the
negotiation of future disarmament agreements, not only between the
super-Powers or at the global level but also in a regional context. I t shows
that mandatory on-site inspections are desirable and feasible and can be
carried out without compromising swereignty and national security. The
Treaty also reinforces the principle that in any disarmament agreement he who
possesses superiority must also reduce by a larger number.

Of course the INF Treaty will be a true watershed only if i t is the
precursor of further disarmament measures. The international comnunity
expects that i t will be followed by agreements on a drastic reduction in
strategic offensive weapons as well as tact ical weapons, leading to their
complete elimination, and by agreements for the prevention of an arms race in
outer space. On the other hand, the significance of the Treaty will be
greatly reduced if the elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range
nuclear weapons comes to be of£set by a build-up, whether quantitative or
qualitative, of other nuclear weapons.

Non-proliferation is an integral part of the nuclear disarmament
process. States which have voluntarily renounced the nuclear weapon option
did so in the larger interest of contributing to the goal of a world free of
nuclear weapons, and in the expectation that the nuclear-weapon States would
also come to abjure them. This understanding is enshrined in the
non-proliferation Treaty. To deny the non-nuclear-weapon States the right to
participate in the elaboration of measures for nuclear disarmament and for the
prevention of nuclear war would therefore be morally indefensible as well as
legally incorrect. It would also be a short-sighted policy, for the viabil i ty
of any measures in an area which impinges so profoundly on the security and
survival of every State depends on such measures being in accord with the
security interests of a l l .
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The Conference on Disarmament, as the single multilateral negotiating
forum in this field, cannot, therefore, be denied its due role in the
negotiation of nuclear disarmament measures. It is thus a matter of regret
that, because of the opposition of the Western group of countries, it was not
possible for the Conference to adopt the draft mandate on item 2 of our agenda
(CD/819) submitted by the Group of 21 earlier in the session for the
establishment of an ad hoc committee to elaborate upon paragraph 50 of the
Final Document and identify substantive issues for multilateral negotiations.
We must similarly express our deep disappointment over the fact that, because
of the position taken by the Western group, the Conference has been unable to
address in a meaningful way the question of prevention of nuclear war since
its inclusion in our agenda in 1984, and that this year once again the draft
mandate introduced by the Group of 21 (CD/515/Rev.4) for consideration of all
relevant proposals in an ad hoc committee has not been accepted.

I would now like to turn to the question of a nuclear test ban, an item
of the highest priority on the multilateral disarmament agenda. Wenty-five
years ago, the parties to the partial test-ban Treaty pledged themselves to
seek to achieve the conclusion of a treaty resulting in the permanent banning
of all nuclear test explosions, including all such explosions underground.
Five years later, in the non-proliferation Treaty, this determination was
reiterated together with the commitment to take effective measures relating to
nuclear disarmament. The urgency of a nuclear test ban has been repeatedly
emphasized by the United Nations General Assembly, the Non-Aligned Movement,
the Organization of the Islamic Conference and the Heads of State or
Government of the South Asian Association for Regional Co-operation, most
recently in the Kathmandu Declaration of November 1987.

For a long time, negottations on a test ban apparently foundered on the
question of verification. However, it is now clear that a test ban would not
be acceptable to some nuclearreapon States even with an absolutely foolproof
verification system. In these circumstances, my delegation finds little
comfort in the commencement of full-scale stage-by-stage negotiations between
the Soviet Union and the United States on nuclear testing. We evaluate these
talks in the light of the criteria indicated in paragraph 51 of the
Final Document of SSOD-I, which stated that the cessation of nuclear weapon
testing would make a significant contribution to the aim of endinq the
qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and the development of new types of
such weapons, and preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The ongoing negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union
are aimed in the first place at improved verification measures for the
threshold test-ban Treaty and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty, which
provide for a 150-kiloton yield threshold. These restrictions have not,
however, placed any real restraints on the nuclear weapon development
programme of either signatory. An agreement to verify these thresholds would
not, therefore, inter£ere with the development of new weapon designs or end
the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, as envisaged by the
Final Document. What the world expects is not that the existing high
thresholds be verified, but rather that such tests not be carried out at all.
Intermediate limits on the number and yield of nuclear tests will be



CD/PV.460
13

(Mr. Ahmad, Pakistan)

meaningful only if they serve to curb the qualitative development of nuclear
weapons and are adopted in the context of a legally binding commitment to a
comprehensive ban within a short and predetermined time-limit.

The objective of prohibiting all nuclear explosions in all environments
by all States for all time cannot be achieved by bilateral talks, A
multilateral approach to the question of a nuclear test ban is, therefore,
indispensable. Negotiations on this subject in the Conference on Disarmament
should not be delayed any further, It is regrettable that because of a lack
of agreement on an adequate mandate for an ad hoc committee, the Conference
has not been able to undertake any substantive work on a test ban for the last
five years. Earlier this month, the Group of 21, in a spirit of compromise
and in a further demonstration of its flexibility, introduced a draft
mandate (CD/829) for the establishment of an ad hoc committee with the
objective of carrying out the multilateral negotiation of a comprehensive
nuclear test-ban treaty. We hope that this proposal will come to be adopted,
and would urge those countries which regard a test ban as a long-term
objective to consider carefully the effects that any further delay in the
conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty would have on efforts to prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons to additional States,

I should also like to inform the Conference in this context of the
proposal made last year by the Prime Minister of Pakistan to the
Prime Minister of India that the two countries should conclude a bilateral
nuclear test-ban treaty. We are looking forward to a positive response to
this proposal. We believe that the conclusion of such a bilateral agreement
between Pakistan and India would serve to assure the two countries and the
world that neither has any intention of pursuing the nuclear weapon option.

My delegation has always attached particular importance to item 6 of our
agenda, relating to negative security assurances. We are gratified that an
Ad hoc Committee on this item was established at the commencement of the
session, and would like to express our appreciation for the determined manner
in which Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria has been presiding over this body.
Once again negotiations on this subject, which the Conference on Disarmament
has been dealing with for 10 years, have made little headway. The legitimate
demand of the non-nuclear-weapon States that their renunciation of the nuclear
weapon option should be reciprocated by the nuclear-weapon States by an
assurance in an international instrument with binding legal effect not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against those who do not possess these
weapons has not been heeded. Such an attitude on the part of the concerned
nuclear-weapon States regrettably can only weaken the non-proliferation r6gime.

The prevention of an arms race in outer space is another subject of
urgent priority for our Conference. We welcome the fact that the Ad hoc
Committee on this item commenced its substantive work last month, though
somewhat belatedly, and would like to assure Ambassador Taylhardat of
Venezuela of our full co-operation in the accomplishment of his difficult
task. Since its establishment in 1985, the Ad hoc Committee has carried out a
detailed examination of issues relevant to the prevention of an arms race in
outer space, and of existing agreements. We must now focus our attention on
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the third item of its programme of work, relating to existing proposals and
future initiatives, with a view to reaching agreement on concrete measures for
the prevention of an arms race in outer space. We hope that the Committee
will be enabled to address this task meaningfully this year.

It cannot be seriously disputed that the current legal r6gime governing
the activities of States in outer space, comprising customary law, the Charter
of the United Nations and several international agreements pertaining
specifically to outer space, is not adequate to the task of preventing an arms
race in this environment. Several shortcomings in the existing law have been
identified in the course of discussions in the Ad hoc Committee, It has
already been overtaken by technological developments not foreseen by those who
drew up the existing treaties. The rapid pace at which space technology is
advancing threatens to make the existing space law a tenuous fabric.

A wide variety of military activities is already taking place in space,
and space support systems have become an important part of the military
machine of space Powers. However, present military activities do not involve
the use of weapons in space or of weapons directed against objects in space.
It is still not too late to adopt measures that would permanently preclude an
expensive and highly dangerous arms race in space. A comprehensive new
international rdgime which ensures that our last frontier does not become an
arena of armed conflict is urgently needed. There should be a strict and
universal ban on the development, testing, production and deployment of any
weapons in outer space. This r6gime should, in addition, aim at making the
beneficial and stabilizing uses of outer space available to all nations on a
basis of equality.

Greater transparency in the military activities of space Powers in outer
space would serve an important confidence-building function. We therefore
invite countries engaged in the research, development and testing of space
weapons to inform the Conference on Disarmament of these activities in an open
and detailed manner, pending a complete ban on such weapons. The proposal for
strengthening the registration Convention has been supported by many
delegations. Information on the general function of space objects at present
given under article IV of the convention is not provided in a timely manner,
is not sufficient to give a clear picture of the military activities of space
Powers, and is not subject to verification. To overcome these shortcomings,
it would be necessary to amend the registration Convention or to conclude a
new agreement providing for the furnishing, before launch, of detailed
information, inter alia on the precise function of the space vehicle, and for
the verification of this information at the launching site by an international
agency. In this connection, I should like to refer to the proposal made by
the Soviet Union for the establishment of an international inspectorate to
verify the non-deployment of weapons in space. We feel that, as a first step,
such an institution could be set up for the purpose of verifying data
concerning the function of space objects with a view to providing the
international community with reliable information on activities in space,
especially those of a military nature.

My delegation has on previous occasions voiced its support for the
proposal for the establishment of an international space monitoring agency.
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Such an organization would provide the international community with the means
of verifying compliance with disarmament agreements on the basis of the remote
sensing and surveillance techniques now available to only a few. It would
contribute to confidence-building and transparency and thus strengthen
international peace and security. We view with concern the large-scale
programmes currently under way in a few countries aimed at developing
space-based ballistic missile defences. We believe that the deployment of
such systems, if technically feasible, would lead to unending competition in
strategic defences, a host of countermeasures that can be arrayed against
them, and the deployment of more numerous and more sophisticated offensive
weapons. Such an arms race, affecting the Earth as well as outer space, would
be futile, costly and highly destablizing.

The dangerous consequences of a competition in ballistic missile defences
have been appreciated since the 1960s. Strict limits were therefore placed on
such systems in the 1972 ABM Treaty. The philosophy underlying the Treaty,
that limits on offensive nuclear weapons are possible only if strict
constraints are placed on anti-missile systems, remains valid and is of
universal application. There is therefore a need to supplement and reinforce
this bilateral treaty through the conclusion of a multilateral agreement of
unlimited duration. I would like to recall in this connection a proposal to
this effect made by my delegation in 1986.

The importance of a ban on ASAT weapons is widely recognized. Needless
to say, such a ban should give protection only to satellites performing
peaceful functions, and not those which threaten the security of other
States. An ASAT ban, therefore, presupposes an agreed definition of peaceful
functions and a verification system aimed at determining whether objects
launched into space fulfil this criterion. These are issues which must be
addressed urgently. Effective verification is an indispensable element of any
international disarmament agreement. This is true also for agreements
concerning outer space. The difficulties associated with verifying compliance
with outer space agreements, in view of the vast extent of this environment,
are sometimes exaggerated. Perfect verification cannot be achieved and should
not be aimed at. All space objects are launched from the ground and are not
unlimited in number. The location of launching sites is known, and satellites
can easily be inspected before launch. Moreover, outer space itself is open
to inspection, as considerations of national sovereignty do not apply.

Full compliance with the existing legal r6gime governing outer space,
insufficient and incomplete as it is, is of fundamental importance. The
ABM Treaty is one of its essential components. It should be strictly observed
and its provisions maintained and further strengthened. My delegation
welcomes the ongoing bilateral negotiations between the two super-Powers on
space matters, and urges the two parties to bring them to an early conclusion
which would also be in keeping with the wider interests of the international
commun i ty.

I have addressed items 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 of our agenda in my statement
this morning. I hope to take up items 4, 7 and 8 in a later intervention.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Pakistan for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair, and especially to my
country. I now give the floor to the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka, who will introduce the report of the
Committee, contained in document CD/831.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Comrade President, let me begin by extending my warm
congratulations to you on presidinq over our Conference for the month of
April. You have been performing your duties with great skill and high
efficiency over a difficult period involving reporting to SSOD-111. I also
wish to take this opportunity to thank those distinguished Ambassadors who
have addressed words of welcome to me.

The report I am introducing today, contained in document CD/831, was
adopted in its entirety by the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on
20 April. It reflects the results of the negotiations since SSOD-11,
including those achieved during the spring session. In keeping with the
requirements for SSOD-111, it reflects the present stage of elaboration of a
convention on a chemical weapons ban.

The document now before us follows, in general, the well-established
pattern of previous years. It consists of three parts: the so-called
technical part, which briefly recalls the history of the negotiations within
this body and its subsidiary organ, appendix I and appendix 11.

Let me briefly comnent on their contents. Appendix I, which contains the
current version of the "rolling text" of the draft convention, is a
fundamental part of the report. Appendix I1 contains texts of papers which
reflect the result of work undertaken to date on relevant issues. These
papers are part of the report, as it has been agreed that they are to serve as
a basis for further work. For the time being, they are not developed enough
to be included in appendix I.

The report as presented reflects a further step forward in our process of
negotiations. It encompasses the results achieved during the spring part of
the session. The time we had at our disposal was shorter than usual during
the spring session. This time was, however, used very intensively in a
business-like manner. Nevertheless, I would share the opinion that the
results seem to have fallen short of generally expressed hopes and
expectations. However, we have before us the sumner part of the session,
which could bring us much closer to the common goals.

Briefly taking stock of the present state of affairs as reflected in
appendices I and 11, I would say that in some areas we were able to develop
existing texts towards mutually acceptable solutions. In others we have
worked out a common basis for future work. We have also had, however, to
register a clearer picture of differences of position on some fundamental
issues. I hope this will bring us closer to overcoming these divergences in
the future.

I would like to draw the attention of the delegations to a very important
aspect of the Committee's work which I consider very helpful for the
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negotiating process. I have in mind the increased openness and confidence
among delegations, demonstrated by numerous declarations made by the
participating States on Chemical Weapons and related matters, as well as
various visits to military chemical facilities, and the exchange of data both
on a bilateral and on a multilateral basis.

At the first meeting of the M hoc Committee it was agreed that the
Committee should deal with all the articles of the draft convention while
focusing its attention, in the first instance, on articles 111, IV, V and X
(dealt with in working group B ) , articles V1 and XI (dealt with in group A)
and articles VII, V111 and IX (dealt with in group C), Accordingly the
Committee concentrated its work on these areas. In addition I have held a
number of open-ended consultations on articles XI1 to XVI of the draft
convention - which have not, so far, been subject to full-scale negotiations.
We did not succeed, however, in making substantial progress with articles I
and 11, though they too have been updated so as to reflect the current state
of affairs.

To sum up, I would like to say that the present report is a fair and
detailed reflection of what has been done and what still remains to be
negotiated and agreed upon. It shows that the process of working out a
convention has reached a very advanced stage. The existing point of departure
for dealing with outstanding issues gives ground for optimism, especially if
delegations would use the coming recess to prepare thoroughly for the summer
session so that our work can be intensified.

I should like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude to the
chairmen of the working groups, namely Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Macedo
of Mexico and Mr. Numata of Japan, as well as the Secretary of the Committee
Mr. Bensmail, and his assistant Miss Darby.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Sujka, the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons for introducing the report of that Committee,
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. In accordance with a
decision taken by the Conference at its 436th plenary meeting, I now give the
floor to the representative of Finland, Ambassador Mennander.

Mr. MENNANDER (Finland): Mr. president, may I begin by expressing my
satisfaction at seeing you as President of the Conference on Disarmament for
the month of April. Your diplomatic skills are well known and much
appreciated by my delegation.

I am taking the floor today to draw the attention of the Conference to a
note verbale circulated by Finland to all delegations participating in the
Conference on Disarmament, whether members or non-members. The note, which
was placed in delegations' pigeon-holes next to room I11 on Monday, sets out
the views of the Government of Finland concerning the question of the
expansion of the membership of this Conference. We are gratified to note that
there is again growing interest in this question, as evinced by the number of
comments in the plenary in the course of the spring session of the
Conference. Just last Thursday, the distinguished representative of Belgium,
Ambassador Clerckx, pointed out that the question of membership has been
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deadlocked for many years, and expressed Belgium's support for a rapid
enlargement of the Conference, perhaps by more than four new members. He went
on to address an urgent appeal for initiatives to break the present deadlock
on this issue. We for our part, find his remarks most appropriate.

Following up on the remarks by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Finland, Mr. Kalevi Sorsa, to this Conference on 18 February, the Finnish note
reiterates our interest in becoming a member of this Conference at the
earliest opportunity. It also points out that the forthcoming third special
session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament provides
a timely opportunity to take a fresh look at the membership issue in its
entirety so as to assist the Conference in bringing its consultations on the
subject to a successful conclusion at an early date.

In our view, looking at the question of membership afresh should involve
consideration of all options conducive to an early agreement on expansion. We
believe that a step-by-step but limited expansion over time is one option
which merits serious consideration. We are convinced that, if approached in
the spirit of good will and compromise, the successful resolution of the
question of membership at an early date cannot remain beyond reach. We are
ready to engage in consultations on this issue with all interested delegations.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Finland for his statement
and for his kind words addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): At their meeting in Moscow on 21 and 22 April, E.A. Shevardnadze,
member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, and George Shultz,
United States Secretary of State, reviewed among other important issues the
status of bilateral and multilateral negotiations in Geneva towards a
comprehensive and effectively verifiable chemical weapons ban encompassing all
chemical-weapon-capable States. The joint statement by the Ministers says
that they "instructed their delegations to undertake further constructive
work, including in such areas as confidence-building, openness, verification
and the security of States parties, to contribute to the elaboration of a
multilateral convention banning chemical weapons." The Ministers also
recorded their concern over the growing problem of the proliferation and use
of chemical weapons.

Today I would like to touch upon the issues of confidence-building and
openness. On 18 February this year the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the mSR, V.F. Petrovsky, submitted for consideration by the Conference a
memorandum on multilateral data exchange in connection with the elaboration of
a convention on the complete and general prohibition and destruction of
chemical weapons. The memorandum set out our ideas regarding the purpose of
such an exchange and the volume of information which, in our view, it would be
appropriate to exchange. On 15 March the Soviet delegation provided some
additional clarification concerning the memorandum, and also presented
information falling within the scope of the first stage of data exchange that
we propose.
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The statement of 18 February also contained a proposal for the voluntary
designation of one facility per country where a specially established
international group of experts could test the procedures being worked out at
the negotiations for systematic international verification of the
non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry. These two
proposals have, we understand, generated a certain interest. Comments, ideas
and requests for clarification have been made. It seems to us appropriate,
now that the spring part of the 1988 session is drawing to an end, to sum up
the preliminary results of both the data exchange, which has in fact already
begun, and the exchange of views which has taken place on our proposals. Let
me turn to this issue.

We note with satisfaction that important steps have recently been made
towards greater openness in the field of chemical weapons. More than
20 States have declared that they do not possess chemical weapons, and we have
heard similar statements at today'S meeting. The distinguished representative
of Brazil, Ambassador Azambuja, has made such a statement, and he was followed
by the distinguished representative of Mongolia, Ambassador Bayart. A number
of countries have provided data showing that they produce chemicals covered by
the Convention. The practice of visiting chemical-weapons-related facilities
is becoming more widespread. We hope that this practice of confidence-
building will continue. In particular we consider that those possessing
chemical weapons should provide information on the size of their stockpiles.
The provision of such information not only dispels suspicions and builds
trust, but is also necessary from the point of view of practical requirements
for the elaboration of the convention, particularly of the order of
destruction of chemical weapon stocks. As you know, the Soviet Union has
already provided such data.

There was, however, particularly in the United States delegation'S
statement, a shadow of mistrust regarding the figure we declared, although it
was not substantiated by any arguments. It seems that on similar grounds,
following the "logic of mistrust" and nothing more, we too might question the
reliability of the information provided by the United States regarding its
chemical arsenal. However, we will not do so, because we do not want data
exchange and openness to lead in a direction which would diminish confidence.
Furthermore, the statement made on 19 April by the distinguished
representative of the United States, Ambassador M. Friedersdorf, contained a
reproach that the Soviet Union is allegedly seeking to learn '8almost
everything" about American chemical weapons, by inviting the United States to
declare the overall size of its stockpile, while Soviet stocks would "continue
to be largely shrouded in secrecy". The United States delegation asserts that
data on the number and location of chemical weapon production and storage
facilities are "much more significant". Such data are certainly important.
But what for? Obviously, for verification, which will take place after the
convention has entered into force. Then, of course, the locations of all
storage facilities will have to be declared, including those on foreign
territory. Yet I do not know where American chemical weapons are located, for
example, in the Federal Republic of Germany. Since it is not proposed to
conduct checks in respect of the multilateral exchange of data before the
signature of the convention, it is not clear what use data on the location of
facilities can be at this stage.
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The volume of stocks is another matter, as I have already said earlier.
The United States does not want to provide that figure, saying that in
combination with the data it has previously declared, including those on the
percentage breakdown of the overall stockpile, it will reveal, as
Ambassador Friedersdorf put it, "almost everything about the United States
chemical weapon stockpile". But one can look at this from the other anqle as
well. If, in addition to the figure it has declared regarding the size of its
stockpile, the Soviet Union provides the data the United States has published,
we will find ourselves in the same situation that the United States is trying
to avoid. Is there a way out of this situation? We believe one can be found
if we take as a starting-point the fact that certain data are needed for the
preparation of the convention, rather than asking which data have already been
made public at one time or another, for reasons unrelated to the
negotiations. This is a matter for each individual State.

The distinguished representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Solesby, said on 19 April, apparently referring to her statement of
8 March this year, that "sane initial disclosures of information will give
rise to further questions or may not tally with the assessments of others".
On 8 March she had expressed doubts concerning both the figure we had declared
for our stockpile and the conpleteness of the presentation of our arsenal at
Shikhany. I have already said earlier that anything can be questioned. The
monstrously overstated assessments of our chemical weapon stockpile which are
published in the West can only be left to the consciences of their authors.
We cannot understand why we should have to prove the truthfulness of our
declaration for the sole reason that someone in the West has had wild
fantasies regarding the size of our stockpile. Proof of the truthfulness of
our declaration will be provided no later than 30 days after the convention
enters into force, For the moment I wish to recall our statement that
chemical weapon stocks in the Soviet Union do not exceed 50,000 tons of
CW agents. Under chemical weapons, we include both chemical munitions and
CW agents in containers. As for the presentation at Shikhany, 'as the command
of the Soviet chemical forces stated at the press conference following the
presentation, it included all the Soviet Union's CGJ agents and standard
munitions.

I think that on the whole we can state that substantial headway has been
made at this part of the session on the issue of the multilateral exchange of
data on chemical weapons prior to the signing of the convention. We look
forward to further progress on this matter at the summer part of the session.

Now I should like to turn to another issue, which to a certain extent is
linked to the first. I refer to the proposal made at the Conference by the
delegation of the Soviet Union on 18 February regarding an experiment to test
the procedures being worked out at the negotiations for systematic
international verification of the non-production of chemical weapons in
commercial industry. We are encouraged by the interest that many delegations
have shown in this idea. Some initial assessments of our proposal have
already been made. Taking into account the discussion that has taken place,
we would like today to provide the following additional clarifications as
reqards our understandinq of its orqanizational aspects.
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First, we believe that the experiment should include the measures
envisaged in the draft convention for the types of enterprises from which
facilities for the experiment will be selected, including the relevant
declarations. Secondly, the experiment may be carried out in stages. In the
first stage, a national experiment (conducted by inspectors of that State)
would be carried out at the designated enterprise. The Government would
submit a report to the Conference on Disarmament on the results of the
experiment, containing conclusions and possibly suggestions as regards the
international verification procedures being worked out at the negotiations.
Thirdly, a specially established group of experts from the States hosting the
experiment would analyse the reports and draw general conclusions from them.
In the second stage the group would also test the systematic verification
procedures at the enterprises designated by the States. Additional procedures
which the experts consider desirable might be tested during these
international inspections (with the agreement of the host States). The
international group of experts will submit its conclusions and recommendations
to the Conference on Disarmament. Fourthly, the costs of the experiment,
including the costs of inviting the experts, would be borne by the national
Government. These are our additional observations. We await with interest
the reactions of other delegations.

In conclusion, permit me to express the hope that the forthcoming summer
break will be used by all delegations to think over the results of the session
now ending, and to study the possibility of further progress in elaborating
the draft convention. Allow me also to thank you for your successful and wise
guidance of the work of the Conference in the past month, during which it had
the important task of preparing the Conference's report to the third special
session of the United Nations General Assembly on disarmament.

I should now like to touch upon a sad circumstance. Tbday's meeting is
the last at which our colleague Anbassador Konstantin Tellalov, the
representative of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, will be present. He is
leaving Geneva on completing his mission here, having done so with great skill
and dignity. We will miss his sharp wit, his great political and diplomatic
experience, his great personal charm. I am sure that Konstantin Tellalov's
remarkable qualities will be used in future for the good of his country. On
behalf of the Soviet delegation and on my own behalf, I would like to extend
to Konstantin Tellalov and his wife Youlia my warmest wishes for happiness,
good health and success.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics for his statement. I now give the floor to the
representative of India, Ambassador Teja.

Mr. TEJA (India): Mr. President, at the beginning of this month, my
delegation expressed its satisfaction at seeing you in the Chair during the
crucial month of April. Tbday, as we approach the end of our work in the
spring session of this year, I would like to compliment you on the effective
and capable manner in which you have guided our work, especially with regard
to the finalization of the special report of the Conference on Disarmament for
the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.
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Between now and the resumption of our work in the summer session, a major
disarmament event will have occurred. SSOD-I11 is scheduled to take place in
New York from 30 May to 25 June 1988. Whatever the exact nature of the
relationship between the CD and the United Nations, it will undoubtedly have
immense significance for our work. In my statement today, I would like to
focus on some of the issues related to SSOD-111.

The forthcoming special session presents us with a unique opportunity to
revive and strengthen multilateralism in disarmament. The options are before
us, and it is up to us to take advantage of the unique circumstances and
engage in constructive and peaceful dialogue. We believe that SSOD-I11 should
neither be a mere replay of earlier sessions nor should it try to change or
redraft what has already been agreed upon. An attempt to undermine or weaken
the authority or validity of the Final Document, to which all of us were
parties a decade ago and which we all reaffirmed unanimously and categorically
in 1982, would only lead us astray and direct our efforts into futile
debates. We should, therefore, try to make the special session
forward-looking and pragmatic in order to build upon what has already been
agreed to and strive towards our general objective of general and complete
disarmament under effective international control.

We are all committed to making SSOD-I11 a successful session. The
differences arise because of the varying interpretations of what constitutes a
success. The first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, held in 1978, was an event of historic significance. It was
convened in response to growing concern among the peoples of the world that
the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race, represented an increasing
threat to humanity and to the survival of mankind. At that session, the
international community of nations achieved, for the first time in the history
of disarmament negotiations, a consensus on an international disarmament
strategy. The immediate goal of the strategy was the elimination of the
danger of nuclear war and implementation of measures to halt and reverse the
arms race. The final objective was to achieve, as I mentioned earlier,
general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

The conviction that all people had a legitimate right to participate in
disarmament and a vital interest in its success led to the United Nations
being given a central role and primary responsibility in this field. The
success embodied in the Final Document of SSOD-I was founded on a common
awareness. A similar common awareness has to be developed to make SSOD-111 a
landmark in multilateral disarmament efforts. The consensus text arising out
of SSOD-111 should, in our opinion, be a meaningful and positive one. It
should also be relatively brief and address itself to major problems of common
concern. It would be desirable not to burden it with issues that can be
discussed elsewhere. We visualize it as a concise document, concrete in its
contents, future-oriented and yet realistic, It should take stock of where we
stand at the moment, develop the principles already accepted by the
international community and chart a path for multilateral disarmament efforts
to follow, It should indicate in what areas and by what means multilateral
disarmament efforts are likely to command wider support. In short, it should
be balanced in nature and constructive in its approach. This does not mean
that genuine differences of principles and approach cannot be reflected in
such a document, or that consensus should be turned into the power of veto.
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We perceive a general feelinq of optimism, which is understandable, as
SSOD-I11 is taking place in a propitious international climate. In the
bilateral sphere, the recent conclusion of the INF Treaty between the
United States and the Soviet Union is a positive development. It broke new
ground in nuclear disarmament. It is even more significant for the new
avenues that it has opened up for a 50 per cent cut in the strategic weapons
of the two most significant military States. In the regional context, the
successful outcome of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and
Security-building Measures in Europe is also an encouraging sign. At the
multilateral level, we have the increasing pace of CW negotiations. All these
reflect new attitudes and new policies. These need to be reflected in our
concept of security. In the nuclear age, only with coexistence can there be
existence; and only with collective security can there be security. Security
is not viable unless perceived to be valid for all countries and all peoples.
It is true that different countries in the world are at different stages of
economic, social and cultural development; some countries are much more
powerful than others, yet the international community has to develop an
understanding of security in the present age, for it can no longer be tackled
in terms of military power alone. Common security has to be based on a sense
of comnon destiny for all peoples. Allowing for existing differences in the
level of development, the concept must contain a common awareness of the goal
of ridding the world of the threat of a nuclear holocaust and the use of other
weapons of mass destruction.

Security is an overriding priority for all nations. A broader
understanding of security, which would include not just the military dimension
but also the political, economic, social and humanitarian dimensions, would
imply that a unilteralist search for security on the basis of sheer
accumultion of more and better weapons is a self-defeating exercise. The
enhancement of global security needs progress in the interrelated fields of
disarmament, development, multilateral organizations for resolution of
conflicts and greater movement towards an equitable world order. A
multilateralist approach can on the one hand create conditions conducive to
disarmament and on the other provide the confidence for successful pursuit of
development. The development process, by overcoming non-military factors
which undermine security and contributing to a more suitable and sustainable
international system, can enhance security and further promote disarmament.
Disarmament would enhance security both directly and indirectly. A process of
disarmament that provides for undiminished security at progressively lower
levels of armaments could allow additional resources to be devoted to
addressing non-military challenges to security, and thus result in enhanced
overall security.

In the field of disarmament, we have the organizational resources of
multilateral machinery: we have the Conference on Disarmament, which is the
sole multilateral negotiating body; we have the globally multilateral
Disarmament Commission, a deliberative body, and in the General Assembly we
have the First Cornittee. The CD is unique in that all five nuclear-weapon
States are members. Its rules of procedure are fundamentally sound, and
flexible enough to accomnodate a certain degree of variation in the approaches
to issues. Suggestions have already been made about a realistic disarmament
agenda. While we would welcome a constructive approach, the established
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priorities cannot be overturned in the name of realism. The criterion for
inclusion of items on the agenda of a multilateral body is not merely
feasibility or the ease with which progress can be made, but whether an issue
touches the very survival of mankind. Even if progress is not possible in the
short term on such a subject, it is necessary that it be included and kept
alive on the agenda of a multilateral body and that we persist in our efforts
to resolve it in the most widely acceptable fashion. This criterion justifies
the priority accorded to the issue of nuclear disarmament.

Modern science-based technology has done more than anything else to bring
about the present shape of the world. While technology has provided us with a
number of benefits, it has also made our problems more complex by globalizing
them. No longer can we deal with problems of poverty, development,
disarmament, security, pollution and ecology in isolation. Growing
interdependence among nations, interrelations among global issues, mutuality
of interests, all demand a collective approach and a multilateral framework
within which these issues can be explored and resolved. In the previous
decades our attempts were primarily focused on the quantitative aspects of the
arms race. Efforts have been made to try and control numbers while
technological developments have continued, leading to the designing of more
lethal and accurate weapon systems. It is now clear that the dynamics of the
arms race have been led by technological innovation. The emergence of
military R and D as the major stimulant of the arms race is a relatively
recent phenomenon, primarily due to the increasingly dominant role of science
and technology in our lives. It is estimated that 90 per cent of all
scientists who ever lived are alive today, and if measured by the volume of
research publications, our knowledge doubles every 15 years. Abut
1.5 million scientists, engineers and technical experts devote their efforts
to designing, developing and testing new weapon systems. Regrettably, the
growth of military R and D has been even sharper, and it has come to occupy
the predominant position in global R and D. Tbday, the world spends
approximately $100 billion annually on military R and D, accounting for a
third of all world spending on science and technology R and D.

'Ibday we stand on the threshold of a new arms race, which seeks to
combine the most recent developments in the field of electronics with those of
nuclear explosive powers. Significant improvements have taken place in
delivery systems with the development of precision guidance systems just as
weapon systems have become more compact and versatile. While similar warheads
can be used on more than one launch system, missiles can now be fitted with
conventional and/or nuclear warheads. These developments also threaten to
extend the dimensions of the existing arms race into outer space. Increasing
computerization and sophistication in weapon systems can only create an
illusion of stability. Increased decentralization and reduced time for
decision-making, a blurring of the distinction between nuclear and
conventional weapons, between tactical and strategic weapons, erodes the
thresholds. These technological developments are affecting not only nuclear
weapon systems but also conventional weapons. For both these areas, the issue
needs to be looked at in a global framework.

Technology by itself is neutral. Its applications could, however,
contribute to increasing stability or stabilize existing balances. Our
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efforts should enable us to look at this problem and analyse it in all its
implications, so that the technological developments can be channelled into a
stabilizing mode. Such an analysis would require considerable technical
inputs. A number of these technologies also have significant applications in
arms limitation and disarmament. Before the arms race can be reversed it has
to be halted, and before it is halted it has to be slowed down. In the past
technology has been used to escalate the pace of competition and create
uncertainty; today we need to dampen the pace and create confidence.
SSOD-I11 should give us the means with which to keep this subject under
continuous monitoring so that periodic assessments can be made. Channel1ing
technological developments into areas of verification and con£idence-building
would also help in slowing down the arms race with a view to halting it and
eventually reversing it. The solution is a long-term one, but a beginning has
to be made. SSQD-I11 provides us with an op-rtunity to take a first step in
this direction.

Verification of compliance with disarmament agreements is an issue of
concern to all nations. We all want to be certain that agreements to destroy
weapons or to refrain from their development are strictly complied with.
Inadequacy of verification measures has been used in the past as a
justification for lack of progress in disarmament. For this reason, the
Stockholm Declaration issued by the leaders of the Six-nation Initiative
strongly emphasized "the need 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".

SSOD-I11 is a time for reflection and deliberation. It is an opportunity
for setting out a common agenda for multilateral disarmament which will stand
us in good stead till the turn of the century. It is a time for building upon
the foundations laid down by the Final Document in 1978. It is a time to
ensure that existing negotiations, particularly on a chemical weapons
convention, are accelerated and concluded at the earliest. It is my
conviction that an awareness of our cornnon goals, tempered with a sense of
realism, will hold the key to a successful SSOD-111.

Before I conclude my statement, let me say how sad we are to see our
long-term colleague Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria leaving us. I would like
to convey to him our best wishes; his contributions have been numerous, and
he will certainly be missed by all of us.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of India for his statement and
for his kind words addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Bulgaria, Ambassador Tellalov.

Mr. TELLALOV (Bulgaria): It is not without emotion that I take the floor
today. A little more than six years ago I started my work in the Conference
on Disarmament - in this same corner of the chamber, actually in the chair on
the right. Today my delegation is to be found in the same place. In other
words, I have had the opportunity to sit on all 40 chairs around this table
and observe and participate in the work of the Conference from every possible
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angle, including the high post which you, comrade President, now have the
honour of holding. Nevertheless, I do not intend today to analyse and assess
the activities of the Conference during the past six years. It is not
necessary for me to remind you of the position of my country, which I have
stated and defended in the Conference on Disarmament; my Minister for
Foreign Affairs spoke here only 12 days ago. Allow me to say only a few words.

When I began my work in the Conference on Disarmament in 1982, cold winds
blew in international relations. The atmsphere was not very favourable for
fruitful work. The records registered a lot of sharp statements and retorts
in exercising the right of reply. We used to blame each other and shift the
responsibility for the arms race from one to another. Stated desires to
achieve real steps towards disarmament were not matched by political will and
practical work. Some years later, the sun's rays began to find their way into
this chamber as well. Close to our negotiating body, here in Geneva, the
first Gorbachev-Reagan summit took place, and for the first time the world
heard the joint statement of the two super-Powers that "nuclear war cannot be
won and must never be fought". There followed a second summit, a third, and
we are on the eve of a fourth Gorbachev-Reagan summit. The first real
disarmament agreement was signed, a second one is on the way, and for us here
the chemical weapons negotiations have gained solid momentum, with a view to
agreeing on the text of a future convention banning chemical weapons.

One way or another, however, I leave my post without having the personal
satisfaction that one could derive from a task accomplished - the achievement
of at least one multilateral agreement on disarmament. That is why I
sincerely wish success to all my colleagues in their future efforts, which I
hope will be stimulatd by the decisions of the third special session on
disarmament,

In terms of personal experience I would like to assure you that I will
preserve the best of memories of all the colleagues I worked with in the
Conference. Some of them, like Ambassador ~omives of Hungary,
Ambassador Lowitz of the United States of America and Ambassador Cromartie
of the United Kingdom, have left us for ever. Others have retired. Still
others have taken up important new assignments. I am really pleased that
such veterans as Ambassador ~arcia Robles of Mexico and the Deputy
Secretary-General of the Conference, Ambassador Berasategui, continue to
perform their duties in the interest of the noble cause of disarmament as
energetically as when I met them in 1982.

I should like to express my gratitude and thanks to all of you, dear
colleagues, for your co-operation and friendship. I would also like to convey
warm words of gratitude to all members of the secretariat, and personally to
the Secretary-General, Ambassador Komatina, who is a good friend of mine, to
the interpreters, who have tried to translate my bad English into other
languages - in other words to all those without whom it is difficult to
imagine the functioning of this Conference.

It is a mere chance, comrade President, that I am winding up my duties in
this Conference at a time when you, with your inherent diplomatic skill, are
presiding over its work. But every chance gives rise to a possibility of some
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kind, and I would not like to miss it. I cannot conclude without noting the
excellent co-operation which has existed between you and me, not only in the
Conference, but also in our general activities as permanent representatives,
co-operation which is worthy of the fraternal relations between our two
countries.

I would like to assure you, dear friends, that wherever I may be I will
keep alive my interest in the work of the Conference and that I shall be
particularly happy if, as soon as possible, your efforts are crowned with
concrete results. I wish to all of you good health, a lot of happiness and
success in your work hereafter.

The PRESIDENT: I wish to thank the representative of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Wllalov, for his statement, and especially for the kind words he
addressed to me in my capacity as President of the Conference on Disarmament,
and as a colleague. Ambassador Tellalov is one of the most experienced
representatives in the Conference, as he has been with us since January 1982.
He has played an important role in the work of the Conference, of which he was
President during the month of June 1986. Under his presidency, he developed
organizational arrangements to deal with agenda item 2, relating to the
question of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
He also acted as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on negative security
assurances during the first part of this session. I am sure that we all
appreciate his contribution to our work, which was possible due to his
friendly personality and professional competence. May I for a moment drop my
somewhat rigid presidential stand and add to this appreciation my personal
one? I was privileged to follow Ambassador Tellalov'S performance not only in
the field of disarmament but in very different areas, in the Conference on
Disarmament as well as in his role as Permanent Representative, and I found it
to be a very remarkable performance characterized by a deep feeling of
responsibility and sense of co-operation. May I, on behalf of you all, wish
him and also his family the very best, and a successful continuation of his
activity in the field of international relations.

That brings us to the end of my list of speakers for today. Does any
other member wish to take the floor? I recognize the representative of
Mongolia, to whom I give the floor.

Mr. BAYART (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Our great friend,
Ambassador Konstantin Tellalov, the representative of the People's Republic of
Bulgaria to the Conference on Disarmament, has completed his work in that post
and will soon be leaving Geneva. In expressing the feelings of my colleagues
in the Group of Socialist States and my own personal feelings, I would like to
emphasize that Ambassador Konstantin Tellalov, who headed the Bulgarian
delegation to the Conference on Disarmament for a long time, has just told us
that he has completed a big circle round this very prestigious negotiating
table, and has made an outstanding contribution to the work of the Conference
on Disarmament. Leaving aside the personal charm of Ambassador Tellalov, whom
it has been extremely pleasant to associate with, his customary calm together
with his wisdom, his perceptiveness and his benevolent attention to the views
of others, his business-like and constructive approach to the problems being
examined at the Conference, his firm conviction of the need for and
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possibility of reaching solutions for the good of all States and peoples, all
these have won him deserved authority here. We will miss him very much, this
fine person and friend, who could always be depended on; we will miss his
great knowledge and experience. We wish Ambassador Tellalov every success in
his further activities, we wish him good health, we wish happiness and success
to his wife, Youlia, and his children. In taking our leave of him, we wish to
say au revoir, until we meet again.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Mongolia for his
statement. I now give the floor to the representative of the United States of
America.

Mr. GRANGER (United States of America): The distinguished representative
of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Nazarkin, has apprised the Conference of the
instructions our two delegations have received from their Governments as a
result of the recent ministerials in Moscow. The United States delegation
will, of course, comply with those instructions, and indeed we have already
begun to do so. You will note, if you review the statements of
Ambassador Friedersdorf on 14 and 19 April, that the issues mentioned in the
joint statement that Ambassador Nazarkin mentioned today, that is,
confidence-building, openness, verification and security, are precisely issues
my delegation considered important and considered further work is needed on.
There are, of course, others that we also discussed in those two statements,
and we are prepared for constructive work in all these areas. We will return
during the next session when we convene again in the summer and discuss the
joint statement further because, of course, it covered many areas other than
chemical weapons.

Regarding multilateral data exchange, my delegation has noted with
interest the Soviet proposal, and we are considering it carefully, along with
other proposals such as the one recently submitted by several Western States.
Our preliminary assessment is that the latter proposal offers more prospects
for progress in our negotiations, because it seems to call for more useful
information to be presented when it would be most valuable. The Soviet
proposal appears to us to be unbalanced. We have an open mind, however, as to
the approach the CD should take, and we look forward to consideration of all
options, as well any others that we may have in addition to those two when we
resume in the summer. As for the reservations my delegation and others have
expressed regarding some of the recent Soviet revelations,

Ambassador Friedersdorf stated last week that, given the unhappy experiences
of the past, declarations cannot always be accepted at face value. You all
know about these unhappy experiences, and I do not intend to go into them
again here today. We have discussed them before in our statements over the
past two or three years. I will only say now that these unhappy experiences
are not wild fantasies. These past unhappy experiences, however, have not
dampened our enthusiasm for multilateral data exchange. Indeed, to the
contrary, these experiences make it clear that such an exercise is very
important to our efforts.

Regarding the Soviet proposal for multilateral efforts to develop and
test inspection methods for commercial facilities, we have welcomed that
proposal in the past. We do not think it unreasonable, however, to do our
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homework before we begin such an experiment. First, of course, as
Ambassador Friedersdorf mentioned last week, we needed to know more precisely
what the Soviet Union had in mind, and in that regard we certainly appreciate
the clarification that the Soviet Ambassador has given with regard to the
Soviet proposal, and particularly his remark that national development of
verification procedures must be the first step of development of this
experiment. That was the proposal we made last week. As the Soviet proposal
itself recognizes, the inspectors would use procedures being worked out here
in the CD. Our reservation expressed last week simply recognized that we
should better develop those procedures before we take our chemical experts
away from their negotiations for the time-consuming, albeit valuable, task of
touring these facilities. We look forward to our summer session, where these
and other important issues can be addressed again and, hopefully, resolved.
My delegation would add its regrets to those expressed by other delegations,
that we will soon lose the valuable services of an able diplomat,
Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. I now give the floor to the representative of the
Islamic Republic of Iran.

Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): In the report of the mission
despatched by the Secretary-General to investigate the use of chemical
weapons, as documented in S/18852 of 8 May 1987, the specialists, while saying
chemical weapons had again been used against Iranian forces by Iraqi forces,
also causing injuries to civilians in the Islamic Republic of Iran, concluded:

'We all firmly believe that, at the specialist level, we have done all
that we can to identify the types of chemicals and chemical weapons being
used in Iran-Iraq conflict ... In our view, only concerted efforts at
the political level can be effective in ensuring that all the signatories
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 abide by their obligations".

The specialists warned the international community of their forebodings for
the future, saying that indifference "may lead, in the future, to the world
facing the spectre of the threat of biological weapons". It is unfortunate
that not only has this strongly recommended concerted effort at the political
level not materialized, but on the contrary we have been witnesses to a degree
of acquiescence to such crimes.

We are now faced with an unprecedented escalation of the use of chemical
weapons against civilians, which was highlighted in the Halabja holocaust.
Ironically, our request for the dispatch of a team took more than two weeks to
meet, and yet the team was incomplete and - worse - the scene of the crime was
not visited. What we have to bear in mind is that when the genie is out,
nobody will be able to put it back in the bottle. When chemical weapons
become a warfare agent in every conflict in the world and the negative effects
on the environment come to the threshold of many countries, then it may be too
late even to feel sorry for this self-inflicted state. Now the lack of
response to the Security Council has made use of chemical weapons by Iraq a
fait accompli, which has become normal practice in every operation in a war
started by Iraq on 22 September 1980. On 21 April 1988 the township of



CD/PV.460
30

(Mr. Mashhadi, Islamic Republic of Iran)

Darkhovein as well as the surroundings of Susangerd in the southern Iranian
province of Khugistan were subject to extensive chemical bombardment by Iraqi
forces. This deployment, like the previous one in Halabja, was directed
against unprotected civilians, leaving a number of casualties. The Islamic
Republic of Iran, through its Permanent Mission in New York, immediately
submitted a request to the United Nations Secretary-General for the dispatch
of an investigation team to the area to once again verify the established
facts.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Islamic Republic of
Iran for his statement. Are there any other delegations wishing to take the
floor at this moment? I see none.

I shall now turn to another question. As I announced at the opening of
this plenary meeting, I intend now to put before the Conference for adoption
the reports of the ad hoc committees on radiological weapons and on effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons, as contained in documents CD/820 and
CD/825.

I now take up the report of the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological
Weapons. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts
the report contained in document CD/820.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I should like to extend to Ambassador Tessa Solesby of
the United Kingdom our congratulations for the successful conclusion of the
work of the Ad hoc Committee. I should like now to deal with the report of
the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure
Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons,
contained in document CD/825. If there is no objection, I shall consider that
the Conference adopts it.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I should also like to extend to Ambassador Konstantin
Tellalov of Bulgaria our congratulations for the successful outcome of the
deliberations of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements
to Assure Non-nuclearreapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of
Nuclear Weapons.

I now intend to suspend the plenary meeting and to convene, in
five minutes' time, an informal meeting of the Conference to proceed to the
second reading of the special report to the third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

The meeting was suspended at 12.25 p.m. and resumed at 12.40 p.m.

The PRESIDENT: The 460th plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament is resumed.



CD/PV.460
31

(The president)

In the light of the exchange of views we had at the informal meeting, I
suggest that the Conference should agree to close the first part of the
1988 session at a plenary meeting to be held on Friday 29 April at 5 p.m. The
Conference will also hold its regular plenary meeting on Thursday 28 April at
10 a.m., which will be followed by an informal meeting to conclude
consideration of the draft substantive paragraphs under various agenda items.
If I see no objections, it is so decided.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 461st plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In conformity with its programme of work, the Conference continues today
its consideration of the reports of the subsidiary bodies, as well as of the
special report to the thrid special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. In accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure however,
any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the
Conference.

As announced at our plenary meeting on Tuesday, the Conference will hold
today an informal meeting immediately after this plenary, in order to take up
the second reading of the draft substantive paragraphs of the special report
to the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Pakistan,
Zaire, Venezuela (who will speak as Chairman of the ad hoc Committee on the
prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space) and Mexico (who will speak on
behalf of the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme
of Disarmament). I now give the floor to the representative of Pakistan,
Ambassador Ahmad.

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): In my statement today, I propose to address
items 4, 7 and 8 of our agenda as well as the question of improved and
effective functioning of the Conference.

Our negotiations on a chemical weapons ban are the most promising area of
our work. This is reflected in the intensity of our discussions on this
question. These negotiations have now reached an advanced stage where an end
is in sight but not yet quite within our grasp. The work of the Ad hoc
Committee on Checmial Weapons was brought forward considerably during the last
session and during the inter-sessional period under the leadership of
Ambassador ~k6us of Sweden, ably assisted by his team of item co-ordinators.
This year we are again fortunate in having as the Chairman of the Committee
Ambassador Sujka of Poland who, six years ago, skilfully guided the
deliberations of the Working Group on this item of our agenda.

We have been discussing the question of a chemical weapons ban for
20 years in this multilateral negotiating forum. The distance we have covered
in the last 6 years is evident from the special report which was submitted to
the Conference at our last meeting. For the first time, the report contains
either agreed language or suggested formulations on all the articles of the
draft convention. The progress made cannot, however, be measured simply by
the bulk of our report. There is still a lot of hard work to be done before
we reach our goal.

Several delegations have stressed the need for speeding up the pace at
which our work is proceeding. We share this view. United Nations General
Assembly resolution 42/37 A, adopted last year without a vote, called for the
intensification of our negotiations. This call should be heeded.
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The urgency of concluding a convention to ban chemical weapons can hardly
be over-emphasized at a time when reports of their use continue to multiply,
when existing stocks are being built up, when these weaspons are being
produced by more and more nations and when scientific and technological
developments threaten to trigger the development of new and more lethal types
of chemical weapons. News about the renewed use of chemical weapons in the
Iran-Iraq war has caused deep anguish to the Government and people of
Pakistan. We reiterate our strong condemnation of all actions in violation of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, and urge both parties to the conflict to abide by
the norms of international humanitarian law, particularly the provisions
relating to armed conflict.

The situation in which we find ourselves should impel us to redouble our
efforts. Our negotiations are at a crucial stage. If the political will
exists, a real breakthrough is possible. The convention we are negotiating
would be the first multilateral disarmament agreement providing for the
establishment of international machinery to supervise the implementation of
its provisions and to monitor an important branch of the civil industry. It
would give a significant boost to the Conference on Disarmament and
reinvigorate the multilateral disarmament process. We must seize this
opportunity.

As stated by Ambassador Ekeus on 8 March on behalf of the Group of 21,
the non-aligned and neutral countries want the early conclusion of a
non-discriminatory, comprehensive, verifiable, effective and truly global
convention banning all chemical weapons. They will work resolutely towards
this objective and will not agree to partial measures or limited
arrangements. My delegation believes that the question of proliferation
should be approached in the context of a global convention.

Differences on some of the outstanding issues were reduced during the
spring part of the current session. However, a number of difficult problems
still await solution, such as the order of destruction, monitoring of the
civil industry, the institutional structure and challenge inspection.
Evidently, a lot of arduous work lies before us in the summer and beyond. We
would urge all delegations to approach these questions with a sense of urgency
and in a constructive spirit.

Some further convergence has taken place on the question of the order of
destruction, on which considerable common groud was identified last year. We
feel that the concerns that have been voiced about security during the period
of destruction could be addressed by appropriate adjustments in the order of
destruction. Several useful suggestions have been made to provide for a
levelling out of stocks. On the other hand, maintenance of secret stocks or
continued production during the destruction period would raise more problems
than it would solve.

We welcome the understanding reached by the Soviet Union and the
United States, the two largest chemical-weapon States, on the definition of a
chemical weapon production facility and on the principle that these facilities
should be completely destroyed. This understanding should facilitate concrete
work on article V in the Ad hoc Committee during the summer.
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Article V1 will be one of the most important parts of the convention.
Unlike the provisions concerning destruction, which will apply only to
chemical-weapon States and hopefully become obsolete after a transitional
period during which stocks and production facilities would be eliminated, the
monitoring rggime for chemical industry will be of unlimited duration and of
direct interest to a considerably larger number of countries. This regime
should be as non-intrusive as possible. It should also be cost-effective. At
the same time, it must be effective in producing confidence in compliance with
the convention.

The proposal made by the Federal Republic of Germany for ad hoc checks
(CD/791) has made a useful contribution to our discussions. It has drawn
attention to a real problem, that of the risk of clandestine production in
facilities normally devoted to peaceful purposes but which could be converted
to the production of chemicals posing a risk to the objectives of the
convention. Our delegation would, however, be wary of any procedures which
smack of a challenge inspection by the Technical Secretariat, as they could
compromise its non-political character.

Work on article V111 of the convention has made concrete progress, and
the outlines of the institutional structure are becoming more and more clear.
The Executive Council has been described as the "most powerful" organ. We do
not see the issues in this light. Our aim should be to establish an
organization which is democratically constituted and is effective in
overseeing implementation of the convention and compliance with its
provisions. The General Conference, as the supreme body comprising all States
parties on the basis of equality, should delegate to the Executive Council
day-to-day functions of a routine character while retaining a supervisory
authority over it.

The composition of the Executive Council continues to be a tricky
question, and we are glad that it is now being addressed in the appropriate
working group of the Committee. My delegation believes that the Executive
Council should not be so large in size as to weaken its capacity to take quick
decisions, nor should it be so small as to deprive it of a truly
representative character. Its precise composition should be based on the
principles of equitable geographical distribution and of political balance.
We are not convinced that a case has been made out for any further criteria to
be taken into consideration in this connection.

As several delegations have pointed out, there is an interrelationship
between the composition of the Executive Council and its decision-making
procedures. Equally, we feel that there is a linkage between these two
questions on the one hand and the respective powers and functions of the
General Conference and the Executive Council on the other.

The procedures for challenge inspection will have a crucial place in an
effective verification regime - to deter violation as well as to create
confidence in compliance. There is general recognition that these procedures
should be mandatory, without a right of refusal. The consultations carried
out by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee for the 1987 session resulted in
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tangible progress, as reflected in appendix I1 of the report. A wide measure
of agreement exists on the procedures for the initiation of the inspection, in
particular that there should be no political "filter' before this process is
set in motion.

As regards the actual conduct of the inspection, procedures still need to
be evolved that will reconcile the demands of an effective inspection with the
legitimate right of States to protect sensitive information not related to
chemical weapons. Moreover, the whole range of issues connected with
follow-up to the submission of the inspection report still need in-depth
examination. These are questions on which the two political organs to be
established under the convention, the Executive Council and the General
Conference, would have to be involved in a meaningful way. Once doubts have
been raised publicly about compliance with the convention, the matter can no
longer be regarded as one of concern only to the requesting and requested
States, to be resolved by them bilaterally. Every party to the convention has
an interest in seeing to it that the inspection is carried out in an effective
manner and that, as far as possible, a clear-cut finding is arrived at on
compliance or otherwise. These are matters which could appropriately be
decided upon by the Executive Council. In cases of breaches of the convention
which are not immediately rectified and of violations of a serious nature the
Executive Council should, in our view, refer the matter to the General
Conference for further action, including possible measures to restore
credibility in the convention.

We have taken a particular interest in articles X and XI of the
convention, dealing respectively with assistance and economic and
technological development. We fully support the proposal submitted by
Argentina on article X (CD/809). Some delegations continue to approach these
matters from a rather narrow angle and see them as another North-South issue.
Effective provisions on these two articles need to be viewed, however, in a
broader pespective as means of promoting the objective of universality of the
convention and of strengthening its viability. A State which faces a
checmical weapon threat has at present no choice but to acquire a deterrent
capability of its own. Such a State will not, therefore, become a party to
the convention, or, having become one, will withdraw from it, unless it can
count on assurances of assistance from States parties in meeting this threat.
These assurances should be given through provisions in the convention for
mandatory assistance to the threatened State in protective measures. The
existence of such provisions in the convention would by itself serve as a
deterrent to anyone contemplating the use of chemical weapons.

In our view, article XI of the convention should contain undertakings for
the promotion of international scientific and technological co-operation in
the application of chemistry for peaceful purposes. There would be nothing
novel in such a commitment, as similar clauses exist in two other multilateral
disarmament agreements, namely the non-proliferation Treaty and the biological
weapons convention. The case for meaningful provisions on co-operation in
article XI is all the greater in view of the generally recognized
interrelationship between disarmament and development and the increased
confidence that compliance with the convention would generate.
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Before I turn to other items of the agenda, I would like to express my
appreciation to the Soviet delegation for having arranged the visit to the
Shikhany military facility last October and for the information on Soviet
chemical weapon stocks. We also welcome the various proposals for a
multilateral exchange of information on chemical weapon stocks and production
facilities and other relevant data. This information would give us a better
idea of the magnitude of the task that the inspectorate would be expected to
perform, and thus facilitate our work in drafting the relevent parts of the
convention.

Under the able chairmanship of Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom,
the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons was able to complete its report
to SSOD-I11 with great speed. The co-ordinators' records on both tracks now
include possible formulations on verification and compliance and other main
elements - both the question of radiological weapons in the "traditional"
sense as well as the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. On neither
of the two issues have differences been narrowed. However, now that we have
clearly identified the problems, a realistic assessment can be made of future
prospects.

Pakistan has taken a keen interest in the question of attacks on nuclear
facilities. We continue to believe that this Conference is the appropriate
forum to address this subject. Our position on the substantive issues has
been stated in the Conference on previous occasions, and I will not repeat why
we are unable to accept the mass destruction criterion favoured by some.

The Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament
continued its work under the wise guidance of Ambassador ~arcia Robles on the
basis of the heavily bracketed text which emerged from last year's exercise.
We have noted the progress made in drafting agreed language in several
paragraphs this spring. It goes without saying that the Programme has to be
seen as an integral whole. Wide differences remain on a number of crucial
issues - the primary importance to be attached to nuclear disarmament, to name
just one. The new text on principles which was presented to the Committee at
its last meeting will need careful scrutiny. On this section, as on others,
our foremost consideration will be that the CPD should not detract from the
priorities and principles established in the Final Document, and should take
due account of developments since then.

Our discussions on the improved and effective functioning of the
Conference have been timely in view of the upcoming SSOD-111, whose agenda
includes a review of the United Nations role in disarmament matters. The
reports of the Group of Seven which has been meeting since last year under the
Chairmanship of Ambassador Fan of China have provided us with a wealth of
ideas and suggestions in this regard.

My delegation believes that the present structure and procedures of the
Conference are essentially sound. The lack of progress on specific items of
our agenda is not due to any flaws in our methods of work but to a lack of
political will. We do not believe in change for the sake of change, but would
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be prepared to support it if the need is cearly established. We do however
welcome the present debate on this question as we feel that review of our
working methods, like that of any other organization, should be a continual
process.

Proposals for increasing the duration of the session reflect a desire to
speed up the work of the CD on items on which negotiations are in progress.
The existing rules of procedure which provide for special sessions and for
subsidiary bodies to meet between sessions already possess the necessary
flexibility. The inter-sessional meetings of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons are a case in point. The suggestion of holding 5 five-week sessions
spread out over the year would have the advantage of giving us intervals for
preparing positions and proposals, but would this gain not be largely
neutralized by the repeated interruptions caused in our work by frequent
recesses? We also have to bear in mind that our sessions have to be
dovetailed with those of the Disarmament Commission and the First Committee in
New York.

We support the early expansion of the CD by four members as was decided
in 1983. However, nothing should be done to disturb the delicate political
balance which is one of the essential prerequisites for the effective
functioning of our Conference.

Proposals have been made by several delegations for a review of our
agenda in the light of new developments. We welcome the suggestions for an
expanded agenda, and at the appropriate time would like to place before the
Conference our own ideas on the additions that could be made. The agenda has
already been expanded by three items since 1979. Further insertions will no
doubt be made as more items suitable for multilateral negotiation are
identified. We would not, however, favour the deletion of an item simply on
the ground that little or no progress has taken place on it. If this
criterion were to be applied, the first item to be dropped would be the
nuclear test ban - something that I believe none of us would want.

Let me conclude by saying that our present procedures have served us
well. They are not in need of any radical restructuring, and they have the
requisite measure of flexibility to cope with the demands of our tasks.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of ~akistan for his
statement. I now give the floor to the representative of Zaire,
Mr. Monshemvula Omvuane.

Mr. MONSHEMVULA (Zaire) (translated from French): Mr. President, since I
am taking the floor for the first time at this session of the Conference,
allow me on behalf of my delegation and on my own behalf to extend to you my
gratitude for the way in which you have guided our work with authority and
skill during this month which has practically ended. Allow me also to
congratulate your predecessors in the Chair for the months of February and
March. Their Excellencies Ambassador Rose of the German Democratic Republic
and Ambassador von Stijlpnagel of the Federal Republic of Germany, who placed
all their experience and ability at the service of the Conference.
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I would also like to take this opportunity to extend the congratulations
of the delegation of Zaire to his Excellency Ambassador Komatina,
Secretary-General of the Conference and Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations, and to His Excellency
Ambassador Berasategui, his deputy, for their very difficult and inspiring
task in the Conference. It is also a pleasure for me to welcome the newly
arrived Ambassadors to the Conference, particularly Ambassadors Solesby of the
United Kingdom, Marchand of Canada, Azikiwe of Nigeria, Elaraby of Egypt,
de Azambuja of Brazil, Sujka of Poland and Nasseri of Iran.

Finally I would like to pay tribute to the memory of
Ambassador Cromartie, whose death has been sorely felt by the members of the
Conference, who remember him as a model diplomat who worked in the conference
with skill, eloquence and devotion.

At the time when the work of the spring session of our Conference is
coming to an end and on the eve of the third special session of the
United Nations, the delegation of the Republic of Zaire wishes to associate
itelf with previous speakers in expressing its views on the various items on
the agenda of the Conference and contributing to the search for solutions to
the problems of general and complete disarmament under effective international
control.

Among the tasks entrusted to the Conference, nuclear issues hold the
highest priority in the view of my delegation, and indeed that of all the
members of the conference. It is disappointing to see that in the 10 years
since the adoption of the Final Document of the first special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, a document which was
quite rightly called a charter for world disarmament, no ad hoc committee,
that is to say no agreement has been reached under the three questions on the
agenda concerning nuclear issues, whether it be the nuclear test ban, the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament or prevention of the nuclear arms
race, including all related matters. My delegation considers that a11 the
groups should reach agreement on the establishment of ad hoc committees with
negotiating mandates with a view to achieving agreements accompanied by
effective verification measures throughout the world. These issues, which are
of vital importance and pose a real threat to the very survival of the whole
of mankind, should be given priority treatment in the work of the Conference.
The tendancy for one group to subordinate them to the negotiations between the
two major Powers only holds up our work.

Of course we welcomed with great satisfaction the progress made in the
bilateral negotiations between the United States and the USSR, which some
describe as "constructive parallelism", but nevertheless, in the view of most
of the members of the Conference, these negotiations should be interlinked
with those we are conducting in this Conference, the single multilateral
disarmament negotiating body, as laid down in the Final Document of the first
special session of the General Assembly of the United Nations devoted to
disarmament. Today, we are absolutely certain in view of the existence of
nuclear weapons that the question of strengthening peace and security is a
matter for all nations taken together; true security thus becomes universal;
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it is no longer a matter for the nuclear Powers, but a matter for all nations
large and small. In this area we must learn the lessons of the Chernobyl
accident. Since that accident the world has become more aware of the danger
threatening it, because even if there is no nuclear war an accident can wipe
out a part of mankind through human weakness.

My delegation is in favour of setting up an international seismological
verification and monitoring system in connection with a complete ban on
nuclear tests. The signing in Washington last December between General
Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan of the INF Tready, incorporating a
verification rGgime, opens up a new era in eliminating nuclear weapons. This
very historic and unprecedented event should lead the Governments of the
nuclear weapon States to give specific instructions to their respective
delegations participating in our work to work more positively.

In our work the Conference, which is the sole multilateral disarmament
negotiating body, should take account of the resolutions adopted by the
General Assembly of the United Nations giving the Conference certain specific
tasks. It is true that the Conference works independently and takes its
decisions by concensus, but the resolutions adopted by the United Nations
General Assembly with an overwhelming majority in most cases reflect the major
concern of the international community. We demand the cessation of nuclear
tests, as in fact United Nations General Assembly resolution 42/26, adopted
last year, recommends.

We also express the hope that the prospect of a tready between the two
super-Powers on reducing strategic arsenals by as much as 50 per cent will
soon come about. The same is true for the continuation of negotiations on
space weapons.

To build confidence, we encourage joint efforts at the regional level,
such as the creation of zones of peace, denuclearized zones, the results of
the Stockholm Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, the Vienna
conference on the reduction of conventional weapons. With respect to my own
continent, Africa, as long as the international community as a whole does not
implement the resolutions on the denuclearization of Africa as well as the
resolution concerning the nuclear capability of South Africa, this continent
will remain in perpetual danger. We therefore appeal to the nuclear-weapon
States which are helping South Africa to arm itself with nuclear weapons to
stop doing so in order to save the continent from the possibility of a nuclear
war whose disastrous consequences might reach other horizons. In other words,
we are seeking the application by those States of the provisions of
United Nations General Assembly resolutions 42/34 A and B.

All the nuclear Powers without exception should adopt a firm commitment
not to use nuclear weapons and not to facilitate their proliferation.

On item 5 of the agenda, my delegation is of the opinion that outer
space, which is the common heritage of mankind, should be reserved for
exploration and exploitation for peaceful purposes alone. The legal r6gime at
present governing space activities should be adapted, taking into account the
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astonishing progress in space technology. It would be highly desirable for
the 1966 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial
Bodies, to be amended by an additional protocol.

In this sphere of outer space it is necessary to arrive at a ban on
anti-satellite weapons, the declaration of a moratorium concerning these arms,
the adoption of a code of conduct governing the placing of space objects, the
strengthening of the Convention on the registration of space objects and an
exchange of information on space activities.

As to the convention on chemical weapons, work on which is far advanced
in the Conference, we would like the States which possess chemical weapons to
show sufficient political will to settle the no less important questions still
pending, for example the questions covered by article V1 of the draft
convention, to enable the Conference to present this draft to the
United Nations General Assembly.

The violation of the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 through the
increasingly intensive use of chemical weapons in the war between Iran and
Iraq is a further argument in favour of concluding the convention on chemical
weapons, which will complement the provisions of the Protocol, as soon as
possible. Several Ministers for Foreign Affairs who have taken the floor
before our Conference have expressed their concern on this subject. The
Conference would be taking a great step forward in its work if it succeeded
this year in submitting the draft convention on chemical weapons and the draft
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament.

For the first time in its history, the Conference has been honoured by
the presence of an impressive number of Ministers for Foreign Affairs, who
have come to speak about disarmament; this testifies to the importance they
attach to our work and the importance of the special reports which are to be
presented to the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament.

The third special session will take stock of our work on the basis of the
list of 10 points to be examined by the Conference. In 10 years the
Conference has not yet concluded any agreement, and has not even been able to
exhaust its 10-point agenda. The third special session will have to take
stock and decide on new directions through innovating measures. It will also
focus its attention on strengthening the effective functionirg of the work of
the Conference. Among the questions not examined by the Conference which will
be discussed during the third special session, my delegation would like to lay
particular stress on the relationship between disarmament and development. We
believe that these questions are closely linked. Thousands and thousands of
scientists throughout the world are wasting their energy in the service of the
arms build-up, billions of American dollars spent every year on weapons
research whereas mankind needs this money for its economic, cultural,
humanitarian, social and scientific advancement. Hence the
disarmament/development formula should be linked with the new international
economic order, the problem of third world debt, the problem of the
interdependence of peoples in the age of the technological miracle.
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The world exists in order to provide the living and future generations
with happiness and well-being, and not to disappear for ever under the impact
of sophisticated weapons.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Zaire for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
Chairman of the Ad. hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer
Space, Ambassador Taylhardat of Venezuela, who will introduce the report of
that Committee contained in document CD/833.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President,
first of all, I would like to convey the satisfaction of my delegation at
seeing you preside over the work of our Conference for this month and for the
inter-sessional period. We wish you every success and assure you of our full
co-operation.

I am taking the floor on this occasion in order to introduce to the
Conference the report of the Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms
Race in Outer Space, which I have the honour of chairing at this session.
This report has been circulated in document CD/833 and is in the hands of
delegations.

The report of the Committee, which will form part of the report that the
Conference will submit to the General Assembly at its third special session
devoted to disarmament, covers the work of the Committee from its creation in
1985 to the present. During this time the Committee has worked actively, and
at this point I must mention and pay tribute to its former chairmen for the
excellent work accomplished by my predecessors as Chairman of the Committee,
Ambassadors Alfarargi of Egypt, Bayart of Mongolia and Pugliese of Italy.

In the three and a half years of its existence, the Committee, in
carrying out the tasks set out in its mandate, has devoted itself to
consideration of the following subjects: issues relevant to the prevention of
an arms race in outer space; existing agreements; and existing proposals and
future initiatives.

The substantive part of the report gives an account of the consideration
of these subjects and sets out the different positions of the delegations in
this regard. The deliberations were lively, and ideas and proposals were put
forward by various delegations which contributed thereby to thorough
examination of item 5 on the agenda of the Conference. They were also useful
in highlighting the difficulties posed by the problems related to prevention
of an arms race in outer space.

I believe it is appropriate to point out that one of the innovations
before this special Assembly will be this very report. As you will recall,
the substantive work of the Conference on the subject of the prevention of an
arms race in outer space began in 1985, that is to say after the second
special Assembly devoted to disarmament. For the first time, therefore, the
Assembly will receive an input from the Conference on this crucial issue.
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If account is taken of the relatively short time the Conference has spent
on examining the subject, it must be concluded that although concrete results
have not as yet been reached, the balance of the discussions and deliberations
of the Conference is clearly positive.

There is no doubt that significant progress has been made in the
multilateral consideration of the subject. In this connection it should be
emphasized that the conclusion of the report reflects the consensus attained
on important points. There is general recognition of the importance and
urgency of preventing an arms race in outer space, and a desire to contribute
to achieving that common objective. It is also stated that the work carried
out by the Committee since its establishment has helped make progress towards
the accomplishment of its task. The Committee advanced and developed further
the examination and identification of the various issues relevant to the
prevention of an arms race in outer space. The discussions contributed to
better understanding of the problems and the various positions. It was
recognized that the legal r&gime applicable to outer space does not by itself
guarantee the prevention of an arms race in outer space. There was
recognition of the sigifnicant role that the legal r6gime applicable to outer
space plays in the prevention of an arms race in outer space and the need to
consolidate and reinforce it and enhance its effectiveness, and of the
importance of strict compliance with existing agreements, both bilateral and
multilateral.

In the course of the deliberations, the common interest of mankind in the
exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes was acknowledged. In
this context emphasis was placed on the importance of paragraph 80 of the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, which provided that "in order to prevent an arms race in outer
space, further measures should be taken and appropriate international
negotiations held in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space,
including the Moon and other Celestial Bodies." Lastly, the report states
that preliminary consideration was given to a number of proposals and
initiatives aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space and ensuring that
its exploration and use will be carried out exclusively for peaceful purposes
in the common interest and for the benefit of all mankind.

I would not wish to conclude the presentation of the report without
expressing my appreciation to all the delegations for the valuable
contributions they have made and for the flexibility and spirit of
co-operation they have showed and for the support they gave me in efforts to
overcome differences of opinion with regard to certain points, enabling us to
reach the present results, which will now be presented to the General Assembly
at its third special session devoted to disarmament. In particular, it is my
duty to express my gratitude to the group co-ordinators for the extensive
support they offered me at all times. I would also like to express my thanks
to the Secretary of the Committee, Mrs. Aida Levin, as well as her colleagues
and all the Conference officials who, directly or indirectly, participated in
the work of the Ad hoc Committee and who contributed to its activities.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space for introducing the report of the
Committee, and for the kind words addressed to the Chair. I now give the
floor to the representative of Mexico, Mrs ~onz6lez, who will introduce the
report of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament,
as contained in document CD/832, on behalf of its Chairman.

Mrs. GONZALEZ (Mexico) (translated from Spanish):
Ambassador Garcia Robles, who had to leave Geneva because he is the Chairman
to the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies that is now meeting in New York,
has asked me to make this statement, the purpose of which is to introduce to
the Conference on Disarmament the special report that the Ad hoc Committee on
the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has prepared for transmittal to the
General Assembly at its third special session devoted to disarmament, in
accordance with the recommendation made by the Preparatory Committee for the
session.

The first three pages of the report contain a compact summary of the
negotiations on this issue that have taken place since the second special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarament, which, as you know, was
held in 1982. Although progress has been made towards harmonizing positions,
points of disagreement nevertheless remain on numerous questions, as is
reflected in the draft annexed to the report.

Obviously this absence of the total agreement that was being sought
cannot be attributed to a lack of hard work or ability on the part of
the members of the Committee. The same may be said of the secretariat,
whose members, both visible and invisible, made a valuable contribution,
with Miss Aida Levin, who acted as our Secretary, playing a particularly
outstanding role. Finally I wish to place on record the names of
those who served as the co-ordinators of the contact groups -
Mr. Fernando Moura Fagundes of Brazil, Mr. Hubert ~eni&x of France,
Mr. Johan Molander of Sweden, Mr. Rakesh Sood of India,
Mrs. Zadalinda ~onzslez of Mexico, Mr. Adorni Braccesi of Italy,
Mr. Lkhagvajav of Mongolia, Miss Martine Letts of Australia,
Mr. Radoslav Deyanov of Bulgaria and Mr. Sten Lundbo of Norway.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Mexico for her statement.

As agreed at our last plenary meeting, I intend to put before the
Conference for adoption the report of both the ad hoc committees, as well as
that of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, at our plenary meeting
tomorrow, before the adoption of the special report of the Conference to the
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

I have no other speakers on the list for today. Does any delegation wish
to take the floor at this stage?

Before turning to other business on our agenda, I would like to take a
few moments of your time and discharge my pleasant duty to welcome in our
midst Ambassador Wisber Loeis, Permanent Representative and representative to
the Conference on Disarmament of Indonesia.
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I should now like to put before the Conference for decision the opening
date for the second part of the 1988 session. After consultations with the
co-ordinators, it is proposed that we resume work on Thursday 7 July 1988 with
our regular plenary meeting, on the understanding that on Wednesday, 6 July
there will be group consultations in the morning and that, in the afternoon,
the incoming President will hold his first meeting with group co-ordinators
and that there will be informal consultations of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons. In that connection, the secretariat has circulated today a
timetable of meetings to be held by the Conference during that week. As
usual, the timetable is merely indicative and subject to change, if
necessary. If there is no objection, I shall take it that the Conference
agrees to this timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: As there is no other business for this plenary meeting, I
intend to adjourn it now and to convene, in five minutes' time, an informal
meeting of the Conference to proceed to the second reading of the substantive
paragraphs of the draft special report to the third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. The next plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament will be held on Friday 29 April at 5 p.m.

The meeting rose at 11.10 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 462nd plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programe of work, the Conference is to consider
and adopt today the reports of subsidiary bodies, as well as the
special report to the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. In conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, however,
any member wishing to do so may raise any other subject relevant to the work
of the Conference.

As announced at our plenary meeting yesterday, the Conference will take
up first for adoption the reports of the ad hoc committees on chemical
weapons, the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament and the prevention of an
arms race in outer space.

I now turn to document CD/831, containing the report of the M hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. In that connection, I should like to note that
on page 104, in the section entitled "Principles and order of the destruction
of chemical weapons", in paragraph 1, penultimate line, the words "or size8'
have been omitted between the words "composition" and "of the stockpiles".
The last two lines should read as follows:

"... and applicability irrespective of the actual composition or size of
the stockpiles and the methods chosen for the destruction of the chemical
weapons."

The secretariat will issue an appropriate corrigendum in the various languages
in which this omission occurred. On this understanding and with the addition
that I have just read, I suggest that the Conference adopt the report of the
Ad hoc Committee, as contained in CD/831.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I now turn to document CD/832, containing the report of
the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament. If there
is no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the report of the
Ad hoc Committee.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: The next document is CD/833, containing the report of the
Ad hoe Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. If there
is no objection, I shall consider that the Conference adopts the report of the
Ad hoc Committee.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: May I extend to the chairmen of the ad hoc cormittees,
Ambassadors Bogumil Sujka of Poland, Alfonso Garcia Robles of Mexico and
Adolfo Taylhardat of Venezuela, our congratulations on the successful
conclusion of the reports of their subsidiary bodies, which will become,
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together with the reports of the other ad hoc committees, an integral part of
the special report to the third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament.

Before we proceed further, I should like to ask whether any member wishes
to make a statement in connection with the reports of the ad hoc committees
which we have just adopted. I see none.

I should like now to turn to the draft special report of the Conference
to the third special session, as contained in document CD/WP.336/Rev.l. The
document circulated by the secretariat contains the technical parts of the
special report, as well as the substantive paragraphs under those agenda items
on which no subsidiary bodies were established. The reports of the ad hoc
committees will be included in the text once it is adopted by the Conference
and issued as an official document.

Before we proceed to the adoption of document CD/WP.336/Rev.l, I should
like to ask whether any member wishes to make a statement. If there are no
speakers, I shall now put before the Conference for adoption the special
report of the Conference to the third special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, as appearing in document CD/WP.336/Rev.l. If there is
no objection, I shall consider that the Conference adopts the special report.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I should like now to offer the floor to any member
wishing to speak after the adoption of the special report. I see none.

As there is no other business for this plenary meeting, may I now make my
concluding statement as President of the Conference?

The first part of the l988 session of the Conference on Disarmament
is drawing to its close. This may be the moment for me to take stock. The
month of April 1988 - in terms of the Conference on Disarmament - happens
to be a special one in the series of Aprils due to the forthcoming third
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. I happened to assume the presidency in this very month due to
the established rule of rotation of this office, but I found myself in the
privileged position of presiding over the proceedings of this body when the
work of the years which have elapsed since the second special session was to
be summed up. On this occasion I feel it appropriate to express the gratitude
of the Conference to all those who have contributed in good faith to the work
of this body either in their capacity as presiding officers or as government
representatives.

As I look back on my own term, I take satisfaction in reflecting that it
has been eventful, indeed interesting and instructive for me. I have tried my
best to facilitate progress on priority items of our agenda such as the
nuclear test ban, cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
and prevention of nuclear war including all related matters. Much to my
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regret, differences of position still prevailing on these issues have aqain
made it impossible to set up the appropriate subsidiary bodies and start
laying the foundation for substantive work in the future.

The Conference on Disarmament, however, has successfully accomplished its
task of preparing and adopting its special report to the third special session
of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. In the course
of this plenary meeting we have just concluded that process.

The special report carries our assessment of the work done since 1982,
the results achieved, the tasks yet to be carried out as well as the
differences still prevailing. This applies in various degrees to all subjects
appearing in the report: to the substantive paragraphs on the nuclear items
and the reports of the subsidiary bodies alike. The long and occasionally
constructive debate on the improved and effective functioning of the
Conference on Disarmament has brought to the surface forward-looking ideas and
suggestions concerning several aspects of its functioning.

The third special session will look into the special report and analyse
our achievements and failures, most probably with a measure of criticism on
several points. I do hope, however, that the special session will make use of
the practical experience gained in a decade of functioning of the Conference
on Disarmament during the past years, in both substantive and also procedural
aspects. That may be instrumental when drawing the necessary conclusions and
establishing appropriate guidelines for our future, hopefully more fruitful
work.

Before I come to the end of my remarks, I wish to assure all the
participants around the table that I am carrying with me pleasant memories of
my term as president for the month. The genuine good will and earnest
co-operation displayed by every one of you made my task easier. This has been
a month the memory of which I will long cherish. Permit me to conclude my
closing remarks with the expression of my sincere gratitude to all of you for
the help and advice, the spirit of assistance and co-operation that you all
have shown towards me.

I would like, also on behalf of all the participants of the Conference,
to express our gratitude to the Secretary-General of the Conference,
Ambassador Komatina, to the Deputy Secretary-General, Ambassador Berasategui,
to all members of the secretariat, to the team of interpreters, translators
and other conference services staff for their dedicated help, patience and
understanding that we greatly needed on several occasions. Finally, I would
like to wish bon voyage to those who will soon leave Geneva for New York or
for their respective capitals, and hope to see all of you when we resume our
work in July.

That concludes my statement. I shall now adjourn this plenary meeting
and the first part of the 1988 session of the Conference.

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 463rd plenary meeting and the second
part of the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament.

At the outset, I should like to extend, on your behalf, a warm welcome to
the new Ambassadors of Indonesia, Bulgaria, Kenya and Peru, Their Excellencies
Wisber Loeis, Dimitar Kostov, Samuel S. Ruoro and Oswaldo de Rivero, and wish
them successful work in the Conference. I would like also to assure them of
the co-operation of the delegation of India.

I should especially like to welcome the presence in this Conference today
of the Director-General of the United Nations Office at Geneva,
Mr. Jan Martenson, whom I have the pleasure and privilege of knowing for many
years in the past.

In addition, I would like to extend best wishes to Ambassador
Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan and Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, who are leaving for
new assignments. Both Ambassador Ahmad and Ambassador Tin Tun have
represented their countries, Pakistan and Burma, with dignity and efficiency
and have enormously contributed to the work of the Conference. I am sure that
every one of you has greatly appreciated the personal relations that both of
them were able to establish with all members of the Conference.

On a personal note, since both Ambassadors happen to be from countries
which are in the neighbourhood of India, I personally will be sorry to see
both of them leave. With Ambassador Mansur Ahmad I have developed especially
close working relations, both through membership of the Preparatory Committee
for the special session on disarmament and through the fact that both of us
come from the same part of the sub-continent, where we speak a language which
is one of the most ancient languages of the sub-continent, so that we were
able to converse with each other in complete con£idence and privacy.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representative of Sweden.
Before calling upon her, I should like to make a statement on my own behalf.

In assuming the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the month
of July, I would first like to welcome you back to the Council Chamber after a
gap of two months. I feel honoured to have the opportunity to preside over
the work of this august body. It is only natural that in this capacity I will
rely on the co-operation and assistance of every delegation in order to
accomplish the task before us.

At the outset, let me express my appreciation to the distinguished
representative of Hungary, Ambassador Dsvid Meiszter, for the effective manner
in which he has performed the duties of the presidency during the last
three months. I shall try my best to build upon the achievements of
Ambassador Meiszter, and also of his distinguished predecessors,
Ambassador Joachim von Stiilpnagel of the Federal Republic of Germany and
Ambassador Harald Rose of the German Democratic Republic.
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I look forward with pleasure to working closely with
Ambassador Komatina, Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament
and Personal Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
his colleague Ambassador Berasategui and members of the staff.

As this is the first meeting of the month of July, I would like to take
this opportunity to make a brief statement.

We are approaching the final decade of the present century - a time span
that has been most dramatic in human history. The twentieth century has
enriched human life with unprecedented progress in science, technology,
health, education and the means of communication. It has also suffered the
scourge of two world wars. But most important, it has led us into the nuclear
age with all its perils for destruction as well as potential for peaceful
exploitation. We came to terms long ago with the individual mortality of
man; now we are faced with self-inflicted collective mortality of mankind.
This dilemma can be resolved only through maturity, wisdom and a new vision of
co-operative action.

Scientific and technological developments have brought out one
incontrovertible fact - the interdependent nature of life on this planet. Not
only has the world shrunk to a global village but the multi-dimensional nature
of peace, prosperity and security has become more evident. This reality must
be accepted. Only then can we develop a new thinking.

Last month the General Assembly concluded its third special session
devoted to disarmament. The session was convened as a response to the growing
desire that more had to be done in the sphere of multilateral disarmament
since the first SSOD, especially against the background of improved East-West
relations. All of us would no doubt make our own assessment of the outcome of
SSOD-111. But it can be said as a reflection of a broadly-shared assessment
that this special event in disarmament efforts went some way in registering
the concerns of the international community on the burning issues of the day.
Many of us would have liked to see more concrete results, especially when
there was such a wide area of agreement on the common objectives, as reflected
in the public statements in the General Assembly.

Without going into any detailed analysis, it needs to be said that the
special session on disarmament was neither a failure nor a setback for
multilateralism. There were no winners and losers; perhaps a temporary
stand-off. And yet, despite the lack of a document, certain positive aspects
of the session are noteworthy. First, the very fact that the session was held
as planned shows that multilateralism is very much alive; it cannot be
otherwise in an increasingly interdependent world. Second, a genuine effort
was made to reach compromises; there were no confrontations. Third, the mood
at the session was forward-looking but not unmindful of the enormous
difficulties that still remain. Fourth, there was broad recognition that the
Final Document of 1978 signified a historic consensus. Fifth, the presence of
world leaders - 23 Heads of State or Government, 7 Vice-Presidents or Deputy
Prime Ministers and 61 Foreign Ministers - was a testimony to the seriousness
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of purpose with which the international community approaches the problems of
armament and disarmament. Finally, one should look at disarmament - nuclear,
chemical, conventional and collateral measures as an integrated and continuing
process in which nations attempt to tackle the most serious problems of global
security and development through collective measures.

Our task as negotiators, therefore, boils down to bridging the gap in our
different, if deeply-held, convictions. Admittedly, the slow but by no means
insignificant progress achieved in disarmament since the founding of the
United Nations is a constant reminder that our task is too important to be
left to the whims and fancies of the passing moment, even when the going gets
rough. I do believe that a new window of opportunity is opening before us as
a result of the new developments and trends and new thinking. It is now up to
us to seize this occasion by developing new ideas for tackling old problems.

Many ideas were suggested at the special session. My country submitted
an Action Plan for a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world. It calls upon
the international community to negotiate a binding commitment to general and
complete disarmament under effective international control. The Plan covers
not only nuclear weapons, but also other weapons of mass destruction. My
country suggested steps to take the qualitative edge off the arms race,
through greater openness and co-operation. With leaders of five other
countries, we have projected the need for a single integrated multilateral
verification system within the United Nations framework. In our Plan, we have
looked at it not as a bilateral issue, restricted only to the United States of
America and the USSR, or even as a regional issue. We have looked at it in
global terms and tried to evolve a multilateral strategy.

Today, there is new hope for peace. The ratification of the INF Treaty
between the United States and the USSR has been welcomed as the first
important step in the right direction. We hope that there will soon be an
agreement between these two countries to reduce their strategic nuclear
arsenals by 50 per cent. These are positive developments, but their impact
can be greatly multiplied when translated into the multilateral field.
Bilateralism and multilateralism should be seen as mutually supportive and
reinforcing.

India has been a member of this august multilateral body since 1962, when
the ENDC came into being. Our commitment to disarmament arises out of our
faith in "ahimsa" or non-violence, which guided our struggle for
inaependence. As the sole international body for multilateral disarmament
negotiations, the Conference on Disarmament enjoys a unique position.
Successful negotiations require a spirit of mutual accommodation, and mutual
accommodation, in turn, requires better understanding. We have to develop a
clear perspective, for only then can we reflect our commitment to the goal of
collective security in our day-to-day negotiations within this Conference.

Subsidiary bodies set up on particular items of our agenda are in the
process of accomplishing their task. It is of paramount importance that the
Ad hoc Committees on such items achieve progress in their substantive work.
In at least two of these, viz. Chemical Weapons and the Comprehensive
Programme of Disarmament, there has been a very clear commitment to bring the
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negotiations to an early successful conclusion. I would also like to state
that I will continue to make efforts on the priority issues relating to
nuclear disarmament. Consultations will also be intensified in order to find
an appropriate organizational framework to deal with substantive work relating
to nuclear test ban, cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament and prevention of nuclear war.

I feel confident that in laying the foundations for substantive and
structured work during the summer session, I will be able to count on your
goodwill and co-operation.

Before giving the floor to the representative of Sweden, I should like to
welcome again among us Mrs. Maj Britt Theorin. You have the floor, Madam.

Mrs. THEORIN (Sweden): May I welcome you, Ambassador Tejar to the
presidency of the Conference on Disarmament. Aware of the difficult task
lying ahead for the President this first month after the conclusion of the
third special session on disarmament, we are confident that your well-known
diplomatic skills and long experience will help you to give the Conference the
necessary direction and momentum to do its work. I would also like to express
our gratitude to your predecessor, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, for his
good work as President of the Conference during the month of April, and I
would also like to direct a heartfelt welcome to Ambassador Loeis of
Indonesia, Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya and
Ambassador de Rivero of Peru. As this is the last session of the Conference
in which the delegation of Pakistan will be led by Ambassador Mansur Ahmad, I
take this opportunity to thank him most warmly for his distinguished service
in the cause of disarmament and wish him all the best for his future
assignment. And as I have just now heard that Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma is
leaving Geneva, my delegation thanks him for his good co-operation and wishes
him all success in his future task.

Better to light one candle than curse the darkness, old wisdom says. Let
us approach our task in this spirit.

As we gather here in Geneva for the 1988 summer session of the Conference
on Disarmament, the outcome of the third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament is inevitably foremost in our minds.
Less than two weeks ago, the special session ended without reaching consensus
on a concluding document. How are we to assess this situation?

At this historical juncture, when the super-Powers had just ratified a
bilateral treaty on the elimination of all their land-based intermediate-range
nuclear missiles and pledged to negotiate a 50 per cent reduction of their
strategic nuclear weapons, there was a unique opportunity for the world
community to articulate and to endorse a multilateral programme of disarmament
for the years to come.
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In my delegation's view, an agreement at the special session was within
reach. It would therefore have been natural to allot enough time to try to
resolve the few issues that stood in the way of consensus, which of course
also presupposed a genuine political will on the part of all concerned. It
was therefore disconcerting that the United States chose not to agree to a
reasonable extension of the time available for seeking to resolve a few issues
standing in the way of consensus. I have, however, come to the conclusion
that the political will to grant the international community a decisive
influence on future disarmament efforts was missing. But the international
community must not allow itself to be set aside in matters of crucial
importance to all peoples and all States.

I venture to say that world opinion expected, and had every reason to
expect, more. More determination, more endurance. World opinion will find it
difficult to comprehend, and may not quietly accept, the fact that in the end
we were not granted the opportunity to do our utmost to settle the outstanding
issues.

There was no final consensus at the special session. But, this is not to
say that there was no progress. In the context of elaborating a consensus
document, tacit consent to any draft language is always conditional: nothing
is agreed until everything is agreed. With this caveat, however, we may all
be entitled to make tentative interpretations on the basis of emerging
consensus language.

First of all, it has to be recognized that agreement was reached on a
number of significant issues. Also, agreement was under way on several of the
few remaining points. In the interest of arriving at consensus, important
concessions were made. Many delegations manifested determination to reach
agreement - and a readiness to pay a price for it by transcending national
positions.

Let me first mention one question of particular importance to my
Government, namely, verification and the role of the United Nations. A
consensus emerged to request the Secretary-General to undertake an in-depth
study of the role of the United Nations in the field of verification. It is
to be hoped that this will serve as a basis for pursuing the matter further in
the General Assembly.

Let me continue by focusing on those positive developments at the special
session which are of immediate importance to the Conference on Disarmament.
Thus, it was reiterated that the Conference on Disarmament remains an
indispensable forum and recommendations were made that the Conference
intensify its work on various substantive items on its agenda. Significantly,
in the proposals for a draft text, it was stressed that nuclear disarmament
remains a priority objective and represents a central task of the
international community. Also, in this context the importance of a cessation
of nuclear testing was reaffirmed and the Conference on Disarmament was
requested to intensify its consideration of this matter. In the process of
consultations a consensus was emerging to the effect that the Conference on
Disarmament be invited to continue to work towards solutions to the question
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of the prohibition of radiological weapons and of the prohibition of military
attacks against nuclear facilities. Further, there was a tentative consensus
to encourage all efforts on the part of all States, especially nuclear-weapon
States, including those efforts aimed at further strengthening the
non-proliferation rggime and other measures to halt and prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. An agreement was under way regarding the
prevention of an arms race in outer space and on urging the Conference on
Disarmament to continue its efforts in this area. Furthermore, it was urged
at the special session that the Conference on Disarmament as a matter of
continuing urgency should pursue its efforts to conclude a comprehensive
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

All this is encouraging. The work of the Conference on Disarmament
received solid endorsement. However, as this judgement is entirely predicated
upon the acceptance of a draft text which never materialized, I will not dwell
on it further. But what conclusion do we now draw? Where do we go from here?

The answer is: On with our work. Let us waste no time on lament and
apologetic oratory. It is imperative that we pursue vigorously our work in
both the many areas of convergence as manifested during consultations at the
special session and in the few, although in some cases difficult, other fields
where such a consensus appeared to be more distant. I am reminded of a
statement by Danilo Dolci, the Italian community organizer:

"There are moments when things go well and one feels encouraged. There
are difficult moments and one feels overwhelmed. But it's senseless to
speak of optimism or pessimism. The only important thing is to know that
words don't move mountains. Work, exacting work, moves mountains."

The INF Treaty between the Soviet Union and the United States, which
eliminates all their land-based intermediate-range nuclear missiles, is a
breakthrough for nuclear disarmament. It raises great hopes and
expectations. A little more than a month ago, President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev exchanged the instruments of ratification of the
treaty. The elimination of an entire class of nuclear weapons has started.
This ultimate confirmation of the treaty signed at the Washington summit last
year was the climax of the fourth summit, in Moscow, between the leaders of
the two super-Powers.

The United States and the Soviet Union are continuing their negotiations
on a 50 per cent reduction of their strategic nuclear weapons. We know that
these negotiations are technically difficult. We understand that a treaty
must be carefully elaborated in order to facilitate ratification and avoid
problems of implementation and compliance. Nevertheless, we urge the
Soviet Union and the United States to accelerate these negotiations.

I am hopeful that these talks will result in an agreement in a relatively
short period of time. Particularly encouraging in this regard I find the
affirmation by Secretary of State George Shultz before the special session
that this is the United States' top arms-limitation priority and his assurance
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that the two super-Powers will make their best efforts to conclude such a
treaty this year. A treaty on a 50 per cent reduction of United States and
Soviet strategic nuclear arms would be a highly significant disarmament
measure. It would also confirm that a major political change had taken place
in international relations. By concluding such a treaty, the two super-Powers
would show the world that they have started to look for co-operative ways of
building security rather than competing in an incessant arms race.

The Palme Commission coined the concept of common security, stating that
a doctrine of common security must replace the present expedient of deterrence
through armaments. International peace must rest on a commitment to common
survival rather than on the threat of mutual destruction. In an era when
humankind is threatened by total extinction through nuclear weapons, the idea
of a war as a continuation of failed policies is no longer an option. The
concept of common security provides a viable doctrine as an expression of the
common dedication to survival amongst differing ideologies. The INF Treaty
may be seen as a building-block towards common security. A treaty on a
50 per cent reduction of strategic nuclear weapons would consolidate an
emerging system of security through co-operation and disarmament.

While there has been reason for a certain optimism in some fields of
disarmament, or at least a sense of growing expectations around ongoing or
upcoming negotiations - such as START, chemical weapons and conventional
disarmament in Europe - no such optimism or expectations mark the question of
a comprehensive nuclear test ban today. One of the most crucial tasks of
disarmament has reached an impasse. And yet this is the most compelling task
for the disarmament work. The need to arrive at a nuclear test ban is as
urgent as ever. By the end of last year more than 1,600 nuclear test
explosions had been carried out. And the testing continues. Last year all
five of the nuclear-weapon States carried out such tests in spite of the
long-standing opprobrium of the international community and in defiance of
vigorous protests by neighbouring States. A variety of technical reasons and
political excuses - reliability, safety, etc. - have been given by the
nuclear-weapon States to justify the unjustifiable. But it is clear that
nuclear testing is carried out for the main purpose of developing ever more
efficient weapon designs. At the same time, the rest of the world - mortally
threatened by these weapons - is being told that nuclear weapons are there
only to deter, that they are never to be used. Still, they apparently need to
be continuously refined, to be given ever more effective war-fighting
capabilities. And so the qualitative arms race goes on - to no one's
advantage.

It bears repeating that bilateral negotiations that only aim at
regulating continued testing fail to meet the demands and expectations of
virtually all States outside the nuclear club. Our demand is not that the
nuclear-weapon States be able to verify each other's continued nuclear tests
but that the international community be able to verify that no nuclear tests
are conducted. It has been argued, by the present United States
Administration, that a test ban would have to be subordinated to other, more
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urgent priorities, such as negotiating substantial reductions in nuclear
weapons arsenals. Now that such substantial reductions, according to
pronouncements by both sides, seem to be drawing closer, a test ban seems
nevertheless to be as distant as ever.

It is imperative that multilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test
ban be accorded the highest priority. This is all the more necessary
considering that, just as bilateral negotiations to reduce nuclear weapons
certainly require time and care, a comprehensive test-ban treaty would call
for extensive preparations as well.

A global network of seismic stations should be set up; it should be
operationally tested and functioning, in preparation for a test-ban treaty.
The Group of Scientific Experts has done valuable work in this field, but some
additional work is required in order to have an international verification
system operationally ready and functioning 'when a treaty enters into force.

It is essential to profit from collateral scientific and political
breakthroughs in the area of verification. A construction exchange of views
took place at the Six-Nation Initiative Conference on nuclear-test-ban
monitoring in Linkoping, Sweden, in May this year. At this Conference the
necessity of adequate verification was stressed, and various methods, such as
seismological monitoring, satellite verification and on-site inspection were
discussed.

It is sad to have to conclude that the ongoing bilateral talks on nuclear
testing cannot help advance the test-ban issue, except possibly by assisting
the two parties in clarifying some of their verification concerns. However,
the focus is apparently on verifying ongoing tests and their compliance with
thresholds of limited significance to disarmament.

But it is not enough to agree on the ratification of a couple of rather
meaningless threshold treaties. It is not acceptable to disregard calls for a
multilateral test-ban treaty. It is dangerous to disregard the risks of a
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The bilateral talks on nuclear testing
must, if they are to become of real interest to the world community, aim at
agreements to limit the yields and numbers of nuclear tests to a level of real
military significance. And such agreements should constitute steps towards a
comprehensive test-ban treaty at an early and specified date.

Let me here interject that the question of non-proliferation was focused
upon last week, when the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
celebrated its twentieth anniversary. In a joint statement issued on this
anniversary, the Nordic Foreign Ministers called to mind the Treaty's
significant contribution to international stability and security. It is a
vital instrument to prevent the proliferation of nulear weapons and remains
the most important arms-limitation agreement reached multilaterally so far.
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The work in the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons and on the
prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities should continue towards a
solution of the two issues under consideration. A military attack on a
nuclear facility would lead to mass destruction and remains the only way to
wage radiological warfare. It should be in the interests of all States to ban
such attacks. We appeal to all participating States to do their utmost to
make way for such an agreement, which would be of the greatest importance for
the security of all States, those with nuclear installations as well as those
without.

The Ad Hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space has
now been functioning since 1985. During this period the committee has
regrettably reached only limited results. The discussions so far have
contributed to a better understanding of a number of problems and to a clearer
perception of the various positions. Firstly, it has been generally
recognized that activities in the exploration and use of outer space should be
carried out in accordance with international law, including the Charter of the
United Nations. Secondly, there has been a growing awareness of the need to
consolidate and reinforce the existing legal r6gime for outer space. Thirdly,
it has been confirmed by most delegations, including my own, that the overall
objective of the work of the CD in this field should be the long-term goal of
a complete prohibition of the development, testing, production and deployment
of space weapons.

Pending the realization of that comprehensive objective, Sweden, as well
as several other delegations, has stated that a most urgent partial measure
could be a ban on anti-satellite weapons. In order to make further progress
in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee there is an urgent need for some technical
groundwork to be done. I want to take this opportunity to reiterate the
Swedish proposal to organize within the Conference a governmental experts'
meeting of limited duration to address, for example, definitions and
verification techniques relevant to our cormnon efforts to prevent an arms race
in outer space.

The Conference on Disarmament has devoted a lot of time and made
considerable joint effort towards concluding a convention on chemical
weapons. We have cause for grave concern. At present chemical weapons are
actually being used. Only last week the Secretary-General sent another
mission of three experts to investigate the most recent allegations of the use
of chemnical weapons, a mission including as members, Ambassador Berasategui
and Spanish and Swedish experts. The conclusions of the group are not yet
known, but results of earlier investigations do not leave room for optimism.
Sweden condemns the repeated use of chemical weapons, which constitutes a
flagrant violation of international law. Tragedies like the one in Halabja
must never be repeated.

Furthermore, there are indications that these weapons are spreading to
additional national arsenals. And, as if this were not enough, it seems that
chemical-weapon technology and chemical-warfare agents are being further
developed and refined. These alarming indications underscore why we should
all be guided by a sense of utmost urgency in our further negotiating
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efforts. These developments also show, with ample clarity, that a convention
is not only urgent but that it needs to be universal and comprehensive in
character. Partial or interim measures could seriously delay or hamper the
conclusion of an all-encompassing convention. There are firm commitments by
both the United States and the Soviet Union, inter alia at the latest summit
meeting, to a global ban on chemical weapons. However, I have to state that
there is, in these pronouncements at the highest level, an unfortunate absence
of any firm wording that would help to speed up these negotiations and
conclude them within a specified time. Experience of various multilateral
negotiations has shown that such "deadlines" can be useful. They help to
avoid diverting attention to detail in a way which could become more
obstructive than constructive, and they invigorate the political process
necesssary for effective decisions.

In this connection, I wish to recall and express agreement with what was
said a month ago by the Vice-Chancellor and Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. Genscher, who challenged the special
session to bring its political weight fully to bear "so that the convention
can be concluded before the end of the year". During the special session it
transpired that there exists a general will to pursue negotiations on a
chemical-weapons ban with urgency and determination. The Conference on
Disarmament will have to continue its work in that spirit. My delegation is
of course aware that a number of complicated drafting problems remain to be
solved, and we have no reason whatever to belittle them. Sweden has, as you
know, always paid particular attention to various aspects of verification.
Having said this, I do insist that these remaining problems can be resolved if
the goodwill persists.

One of these issues, that of the principles and order of destruction of
chemical weapons, is unquestionably a serious one. I am, however, convinced
that this issue can be solved along the lines already being elaborated in
consultations with some of the delegations most directly concerned. Nor do I
see any major problems which might prevent agreement on a sufficiently
elaborated system to safeguard future non-production, or a mechanism for
mandatory challenge inspections, or for that matter on an international
organization to monitor the implementation of the convention.

Let us all combine our efforts to conclude this work as soon as
possible. It would not just be an important disarmament agreement, which
should improve security for all. It would also be a much-needed triumph for
multilateral disarmament diplomacy, for this negotiating body and for the
delegations participating here.

Time is not on our side, neither in the case of chemical weapons, nor
indeed of any other issue I have dwelt upon here. The Conference on
Disarmament has to push on with its work. As was remarked by Danilo Dolci:
Words don't move mountains. Work, exacting work, moves mountains.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the distinquished representative of Sweden for
her statement and for the kind words she addressed to the President. That
concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any other representative wish
to take the floor?

I give the floor to the distinguished representative of the United States.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Thank you very much,
Mr. President, for your recognition. I take the floor to voice an objection
to and a rejection of the premise of the distinguished Ambassador from Sweden
with her criticism of the United States, and her attacks on the United States,
regarding the recently completed SSOD-111. I do not believe anyone attending
the final days and hours of the session in New York can fault the
United States for its dedication to trying to seek consensus on a document.
As those of you who are here today and were in New York will recall, the
United States had at the highest level during the final hours of the session,
Ambassador Hansen from Washington, and our United Nations Ambassador,
Vernon Walters, was on hand throughout the night in an effort to try to reach
a consensus. And I think you will all recall that the United States agreed,
under the able chairmanship of Ambassador Ahmad, to stop the clock at midnight
and continue an overtime session, which we participated in as intensely as
possible. As you know, we worked throughout the night. The Swedish
Ambassador made no mention whatsoever of the serious problems other
delegations had with the final document, including wording that was
objectionable to some delegations involving the naming of a certain Middle
Eastern country and a South African country. She made no mention whatsoever
of the problems other delegations had with the proliferation issue and the
conventional arms section. She chose to single out the United States as the
provocateur and the reason for all its failure. As General Walters said in
the final Committee of the Whole session, there were severe obstacles
involving national security and policy that could not be compromised and would
not be compromised. But to accuse the United States of blame for failure of
SSOD-111, with 159 nations involved with varying perspectives bearing on
regional and national interests and concerns, is not only inaccurate, it is
highly offensive and deeply insulting to my delegation for the effort my
Government made at SSOD-111. The United States record on disarmament is very
clear. We have worked very hard these past two years to conclude an
INF treaty with the Soviet Union, which has been signed. We are working
diligently on a START pact, and also here in Geneva on test-ban verification
and chemical weapons, and we simply cannot accept the criticism by the
Ambassador from Sweden of the United States record in the area of disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I give the floor to the representative of Sweden.

Mrs. THEORIN (Sweden): I listened with great attention to the statement
by the Ambassador of the United States, and my only comment on what was said
by my distinguished colleague should perhaps be that the facts as presented in
my statement speak for themselves. During this historic event, when it was
clear that there was hard work going on in the last hours, as it usually does
in international conferences - it is always in the last hours that you solve
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the problems, and I would say everyone had done their utmost up till then - it
would then have been natural to allot enough time. My experience from the
conference in Stockholm, where we stopped the clocks, was that we could have
made it up with some more hours to help us. May I just repeat myself? It
would have been natural to allot enough time to try to resolve the few issues
that stood in the way of consensus, which of course, also presupposed a
general political will on the part of all concerned, and the reason why I was
disconcerted was, of course, that the United States chose not to agree to a
reasonable extension of the time available for seeking to resolve a few
issues. Another thing is how to interpret the facts, and there I can only
note that there is a difference between me and Ambassador Friedersdorf. I
hope, however, that we will agree on the rest of my speech, that it is now
time for us to go on and all together work hard to solve the problems which
this Conference has to solve.

The PRESIDENT: I now call upon the distinguished representative of
Pakistan, Ambassador Mansur Ahmad.

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): Mr. President, it is a matter of particular
pleasure for me to see you in the Chair. As you said, you and I come from the
same region - and I might add, the best region in that part of the world - and
I say so without fear of contradiction, because both your aide and mine also
come from that region.

You, Mr. President, represent a country which is a great neighbour of
Pakistan, and you have been a good friend and a most helpful colleague. I
have no doubt that you will conduct the work of this Conference during this
month with great distinction. May I also welcome our new colleagues in the
Conference - I have already had the pleasure and the privilege of working
closely with them, and I am sure that they will make their mark on the work in
the Conference.

This is my last appearance in the Conference, and I have been very
greatly touched by the very kind things that my colleagues have said here and
in New York about me. I can only attribute them to their unlimited generosity
and to the feelings of friendship that they have for me. As I leave Geneva, I
would also like to place on record my own feelings of gratitude and great
appreciation for the friendship and the help that I have received from my
colleagues here, and I say this because the last few months of my association
with the CD have been very intensive, and they have produced the kind of
co-operation that perhaps in other multilatera1 forums has probably not been
seen. May I also place on record my debt of gratitude to Mr. Komatina, our
Secretary-General, who has been a guide and a friend, and I have always
benefited from my conversations with him, and his advice on important issues
has always been timely and constructive, and I extend to him my very grateful
thanks, and also to his very able team.

I leave Geneva after a stay of seven and a half years. In addition to my
other responsibilities here, this is also the period during which I was
associated with the Conference on Disarmament, and for me this period has been
one of learning, of developing greater understanding of disarmament issues,
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which, we all know, are highly complex. It has also been a period during
which I have made many many friends, and I have no doubt that these
friendships, which made work in the CD so very pleasant, will endure. I also
have no doubt that given the nature of our careers, our paths will cross
again, to which I certainly will look forward with much pleasure.

Not many who have worked in the CD have had the honour of rotating around
this rectangular table fully. In fact, when I started in January 1981 I was
four seats there to my left. But this has enabled me to admire this Chamber
from all aspects, and I have looked at and pondered over JOS~ Maria Sert's
depiction of the invention of the first machine, the evolution of slavery,
scientific progress, and the result of war - death and destruction for both
the victors and the vanquished - and finally, his hope for a world without
war. I have reason to believe that these thoughts will continue to inspire
this Conference.

Reference has been made to SSOD-111. I cannot hide my feelings of
disappointment at our inability to produce a concluding document for the
session, but I am quite certain that the very sincere and very determined
efforts that were made by all delegations will not have been in vain. As
Ambassador Theorin pointed out in her speech, SSOD-111 produced a greater
degree of convergence on a wide variety of important issues than one could
have anticipated. And I am convinced that these convergences, which are both
of conception and of approach, will have a salutary influence on the
disarmament process. And may I take this opportunity to place on record once
again my gratitude and appreciation for the ungrudging co-operation and
unfailing courtesy which was extended to me by everyone during SSOD-111. I
thank you, Mr. President, and all my colleagues once again for your
friendship, which I will always treasure.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Mansur Ahmad for his statement and for
the kind words addressed to the President. If there are no other speakers, I
would like to make a brief statement.

I would like to inform you that I have requested the Secretariat to
circulate today working paper CDmP.343 containing the draft programme of
work, which we might be able to discuss again on Thursday, 14 July, at an
informal meeting, in accordance with rule 28 of the rules of procedure, and
hope to adopt at a resumed plenary the same day.

As you will see, the text does not need any detailed explanation. The
allocation of time for items on the agenda follows closely those agreed upon
at previous sessions and the order for the consideration of items is the same
as for the first part of the annual session. I had, of course, to take into
consideration the shorter duration of the session in establishing the
necessary balance. You will note, for example, that all substantive items
have one week, except for Negative security assurances and Radiological
weapons, which have one week between them. This programme of work assumes
that the closing date will be 15 September, with one day in reserve in case of
difficulties with the report writing. The relatively short period after the
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special report to the special session will lead us, I suppose, to a shorter
report for the second part of the session. In this context it might be
advisable to take together the question of the precise closing date.

The target date for the conclusion of work of the ad hoc subsidiary
bodies has been set for 5 September, although in some cases we can expect work
to continue in the event that there are possibilities for further progress on
specific issues. As the United Nations is still confronting a financial
emergency, every effort should be made to conclude the work of the subsidiary
bodies by the specified date.

I shall now adjourn this plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of
the Conference on isaarmament will be held on Tuesday, 12 July.

The plenary meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose, at 11.10 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 464th plenary meetinq of the
Conference on Disarmament.

Today we are circulatina a messaqe from the External Affairs Minister of
India, Mr. Narasimha Rao, on the occasion of India's assumption of the
presidency of the CD for the month of July.

"On the occasion of India's assumption of the presidency of the
Conference on Disarmament, an honour for my country, I send my qreetinqs
and aood wishes to this distinquished body.

"As the sole international body for multilateral disarmament
neaotiations, the importance of the work of the Conference on Disarmament
cannot be over-emphasized. The items on the aqenda of this unique forum
encompass some of the most vital issues in the field of disarmament. As
such, they are of concern to all nations and people all over the world.
It is, therefore, incumbent upon this auqust body to show results in the
discharqe of its heavy responsibilities.

"The third special session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations devoted to disarmament was convened in response to the
qrowina concern in the international community that not enouqh had been
done to realize the farsiqhted vision embodied in the Final Document of
the first special session of 1978. Despite the fact that there was a
historic consensus at that special session on the soals as well as the
course of action to be followed, implementation of its Proqramme of
Action remains tardy. Like so many other countries, we too are
disappointed at the lack of concrete results at the third special
session. All the same, we value the exchanae of opinions that took
place. The fact that a larqe number of leaders from all over the qlobe
chose to personally participate in it clearly shows that disarmament is
of qlobal concern. The active involvement of more than 500
non-qovernmental orqanizations further underlined the concern of people
all over the world.

"At the special session, India submitted an action plan for a
nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world order. The plan calls for
nesotiations towards a bindinq commitment for elimination of all nuclear
weapons by 2010 A.D. It covers not only nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction but also conventional arms, space weapon
systems and various collateral measures which can facilitate the process
of nuclear disarmament. It includes steps to take the qualitative edqe
off the arms race throuqh qreater openness and co-operation. Toqether
with leaders of five other countries, we have projected the need for an
inteqrated multilateral verification system within the United Nations
framework. The action plan provides for this as part of a comprehensive
alobal security system required to manaqe and sustain a

nuclear-weapon-free world. The plan is not intended to be the last word
on the subject. It has been offered as a basis for nesotiations. We
hope that the Conference on Disarmament would consider it so.
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"We are approachinq the final decade of the present century.
Political thinkinq has not been able to keep pace with the technoloqical
chan~es in the military field in our times. A return to basics is
perhaps called for if we are to break out of the stranqlehold of
previously-held positions. The mandate of the Conference on Disarmament
symbolizes the yearninss of people all over the qlobe. It is imperative
for it to accelerate the pace of advance. I would like to take this
op~ortunity to reaffirm India's commitment to that end.

"In this spirit, I wish the participants in the Conference success
in their endeavours".

I have on the list of speakers for today the distinquished
representatives of France, the United Kinqdom and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

I qive the floor to the first speaker on the list, the distinquished
representative of France, Ambassador Pierre Morel.

Mr. MOREL (France) (translated from French): I should first of all like
to express my deleqation's satisfaction on seeinq you take over the presidency
of this Conference on Disarmament for the month of July, at a time when we
have to quickly resume our work and set it on as concrete a course as
possible. Your experience, your authority and your determination will be
necessary to us. My deleqation will qive you its full support and will, of
course, read with attention and interest the messaqe from Mr. Rao, the
Minister for External Affairs of India.

I should also like to welcome Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia,
Ambassador Kostov. of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya and
Ambassador de Rivero of Peru. At the same time, I should like to say a word
of farewell to Ambassador Ahmad from Pakistan, our second most senior member,
if I may put it like that, and Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma. Both brouqht a
personal touch to the work of the Conference.

Furthermore, how could we not pay tribute on this occasion to the
outstandinq work done by Ambassador Ahmad as Chairman of the Plenary Committee
at the third special session on disarmament in the United Nations.

Today, as we start our work, I should like to take stock after the both
stimulatinq and disappointinq experience which we had at the third special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Personally, I have
two points to make which miqht help us with our work in Geneva: first,
althouqh the lesson was a hard one, it will no doubt prove salutary; and
second, the absence of any final result did not wipe out the proqress which
was made and which will be very useful for further work on disarmament.

The lesson was certainly a hard one for the United Nations and for
multilateral disarmament. This is not, of course, the moment to waste time on
reqrets, even thouqh each of us comes back from New York with the feelinq of
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havinq missed an opportunity. Life qoes on, and here in Geneva we have a
specific aqenda, so we should devote ourselves to useful discussion with a
view to orqanizinq the future better.

We should start by comparinq the results of the last two sessions, which
both were much below the results of the first session, to say the least.

The relative failure of the second special session in 1982 was due to
specific causes, which in retrospect can explain the fact that the
international community took the blow without too much damaqe. The political
situation was unfavourable, and we were probably over-ambitious, barely four
years after the openinq session in 1978, which in any case could not be
repeated exactly. This set-back was not truly a surprise, and the imaqe of
the United Nations did not really soffer.

The outlook this year was much more favourable: the satisfaction with
the Washinqton Treaty, to which most speakers in the qeneral debate referred,
the consequent expectation of new opportunities for multilateral disarmament,
the emerqence of new themes to mobilize opinion, the spirit of openness and
moderation which was perce~tible in the approach of most deleqations -
everythinq, or almost everythinq, seemed to be leadinq to a balanced document
which would set the seal on the achievements of the past ten years.

But the atmosphere cannot do everythinq. The undeniable improvement in
the international situation, and in particular in Soviet-United States
relations, does not necessarily quarantee success at the United Nations. We
have had occasion to warn people aqainst believinq in some sort of automatic
parallel between the bilateral and the multilateral. The relationship is more
complex, and still more so today than ten years aqo, or even five years aqo.

We can see, then, that the propitious elements I have just briefly
mentioned are necessary but not sufficient conditions for the success of a
qlobal effort such as that undertaken at the special session on disarmament.
Nevertheless, let us not react too quickly and blame the timinq or even the
shortcorninss in the United Nations system. The true lesson is not quite as
obvious as that. It lies rather in drawinq certain conclusions which are more
disturbinq but salutary, namely, that any multilateral disarmament exercise
which is based on a consensus rule is a very delicate matter, because it means
accumulatinq a larae number of difficulties without the participants havinq at
the same time the necessary means to resolve them, or even to reduce them.
Some of these difficulties are Dermanent, others can be overcome by a special
effort. But when all subjects have to be covered, the risk of not succeedinq
is inherent in the exercise, and the absence of an aqreed conclusion should
not, therefore, be taken too traqicallv.

If we have perhaps learned in this way to be wary of holdins repeated
special sessions, we should not for that reason feel that we are impotent.
Goinq from one extreme to the other would be absurd and quite at odds with
what actually happened. The draft final document very often went much further
than what we expected from this session, but the process of finalizinq it
brouqht up a handful of very sensitive questions, and it is not possible to
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sav with certainty that just a few hours or a few days would have sufficed to
settle them. The intensity of the substantive work which has been qoinq on
for several weeks, toqether with the considerable efforts that were beinq made
up to the very last minute, led one to think that an aqreement was not out of
reach. At the same time the unfinished text represents quite an accurate
record of the openinqs, the limits and the difficulties - a record in which we
can recoqnize our own work. This document is in a way more true than the one
with which we could have or should have concluded.

This is why I should now like to stress that the absence of a final
result has not wiped out the proqress that was made durinq the session,
proqress which will be very useful in the continuation of our work.

We should of course start by stressinq the qeneral recoqnition of the
importance of that session, the smooth way the debates and proceedinqs went
off and the efforts made by all deleqations. But it seems to me that we can
try to qo further. This meetinq was rewardinq enouqh for us to be able to
discern a few practical pointers which will quide us effectively in this new
phase we are now beqinninq.

First of all, we come back from New York with a confirmation of
considerable interest on the part of the international community in further
efforts towards multilateral disarmament, even if the interests, the
approaches and the priorities of each of us are obviously different or even
opoosed. All of these differences in fact confirm the close relationship
which exists between State security, the maintenance of peace and
international security, and disarmament. This confirmation is essential for
the continuation of our work. A common interest does exist, but proqress in
multilateral disarmament must qo hand in hand with proqress in security, in
other words, in the strenqtheninq of State security, in a reduction of
international tension and, finally, as the last moments of the session showed,
in the settlement of reqional conflicts.

Secondly, the diverqences which we see on some basic concepts of
multilateral disarmament are not new. It is not a matter of a confrontation
between two camps, but rather a multitude of divisions which have to be
accepted. These multiple but chanqinq points of difference confirm that the
debate has to be resumed and carried further in a constant process which
presupposes respect for each other's point of view. We have had practical
experience durinq the third session that such mutual consideration makes it
possible to work. The exercise is difficult, but it is essential, and in the
end it is fruitful.

Thirdly, priority should not be qiven to nuclear disarmament in splendid
isolation, nor should it rule out other possibilities. A certain amount of
diversification in the fields of application of multilateral disarmament is
recoqnized by all as somethinq desirable, without meaninq that we have to
abandon an overall view. This trend is already reflected in the actual
multilateral and reaional neqotiations which are under way, and it should
become more marked in the next few years, whether we are referrinq to
conventional, chemical, bioloqical or space disarmament. We should not be
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settinq up a series of watertiqht compartments, but rather promotinq a
sraqmatic approach combininq a variety of fields and different neqotiations.

Fourthly, at times we see very rapid development of a number of
horizontal themes, such as verification, confidence-buildinq measures,
assistance, openness, investisation procedures or the development of new
technoloqies and efforts to strike a balance between the peaceful applications
of sensitive technoloqies and the prevention of their uncontrolled
dissemination. These horizontal subjects do not fall within a well-defined
cateqory, they are not covered by one institution or one treaty in particular,
and today they call for a considerable intellectual, political and technical
investment. They are, as it were, the tools of disarmament. In many cases,
they arouse an interest and even a deqree of activity which would not have
been suspected just a few years aqo.

Fifthly, and finally, as reqards the institutional machinery for
multilateral disarmament, everyone aqrees today that it is relatively well
suited for the purpose and therefore does not call for any major chanqe. One
miqht still desire an adjustment here and there - for example a reasonable
expansion of the Conference on Disarmament. But this basic aqreement on the
main lines of the present system should make it easier to seek practical
improvements and concentrate on matters of substance.

In puttinq forward these few thouqhts I have attempted to stand back a
little from my own country's positions, which are well known to all. That is
what we all did in June in New York, and I believe that we can continue this
effort, qoinq over the questions which are of concern to us point by point.

The disappointment exists, we cannot iqnore it, but it allows us to
return to reality and a qenuine mutual acceptance of the diversity of our
points of view. These are essential pre-conditions for any serious progress
in the field of multilateral disarmament.

We have perhaps a better understandinq of the fact that disarmament
cannot be an ideoloqy imposed outriqht throuqh confrontation. Even if it did
not finish its business, the third special session showed clearly enouqh that
we can qo beyond symbols, preconceived formulas and stereotypes, and it was
~recisely at that point that neqotiations beqan - the only neqotiations that
are really worthwhile.

Of course, not everythinq has chanqed overniqht, and the persistence of
some riqidities hindered the emersence of a conception of multilateral
disarmament that would be both realistic and demandinq and would satisfy the
requirements of today's world, which is ever more interdependent, more complex
and more technical. But that process of renewal is now under way and it is up
to us to consolidate it here in Geneva as we did in New York.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Morel for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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I now qive the floor to the next speaker on my list, the distinquished
representative of the United Kinqdom, Ambassador Solesby.

Miss SOLESBY (United Kinqdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland):
Mr. President, let me first of all conqratulate you warmly on assuminq the
presidency of the Conference: it is a qreat pleasure to my deleqation to see
you preside over our work for the openinq month of our summer session. I also
want to thank Ambassador Meiszter of Hunqary for the effective manner in which
he handled the Conference durinq the month of April. A less pleasant duty is
to note with reqret the departure of Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, as well as
of Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan, who, as we all know, has had a particularly
responsible and distinquished role over the last few months. I wish also to
welcome the Ambassadors of Indonesia, Kenya, Peru and Bulqaria: I look
forward very much to workinq with them.

I requested the floor today in order briefly to introduce
document CD/837, which contains the text of a statement made by my Foreiqn
Secretary, Sir Geoffrey Howe, on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of
the openinq for siqnature of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

I have asked for the statement to be circulated as a mark of the very
qreat importance my Government attaches to this Treaty. It has played a vital
role in the history of recent decades by helpins to contain the spread of
nuclear weapons while at the same time encouraqinq the peaceful uses of
nuclear enerqy. It will be just as essential in the decades to come. The
Treaty represents a crucial safequard for all of US.

I should like to draw special attention to one particular part of my
Foreiqn Secretary's statement, namely, his appeal to all countries who have
not yet siqned the Non-Proliferation Treaty to do so. The recent decisions by
Spain, Trinidad and Tobaqo and Saudi Arabia to accede set an example we hope
others will follow.

Com~letion of the text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty represented a
siqnificant achievement of the multilateral process. So did the Third Review
Conference of the Treaty here in Geneva in 1985. This year's United Nations
General Assembly will see the start of the process of orqanizinq the
Fourth Review Conference in 1990 and its preliminary preparatory meetinqs next
year. We trust this will provide further opportunity to reaffirm the cardinal
importance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty for international peace and
security.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Solesby for her statement and for the
kind remarks she has addressed to the Chair.

I qive the floor to the distinquished representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): First of all, may I say that the Soviet deleqation is qlad to see
you, the representative of the friendly State of India, as President of the
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Conference for Julv. I should like to wish you every success in this post and
assure you of the Soviet Union's unswervinq readiness to work actively
toqether with you. At the same time I should once aqain like to express our
qratitude to your predecessor, Ambassador Meiszter, who quided the work of the
Conference effectively durinq a period heavy with responsibility when we were
preparinq the Conference's report for the third special session.

We are qlad to welcome our new colleaques who have taken up their posts
as representatives of their countries in the Conference on Disarmament,
Ambassador Kostov of Bulqaria, Ambassador Wisber Loeis of ~ndonesia,
Ambassador Samuel Ruoro of Kenya, and Ambassador Oswaldo de Rivero of Peru.

We have learnt with reqret that Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan has to leave
us and we wish him every success in his future activities.

Today our deleqation has taken the floor to make a brief statement
introducinq document CD/838, which contains the answers qiven by
Mr. N.I. Ryzhkov, Head of the Soviet Government, to questions from a TASS
correspondent on the twentieth anniversary of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

His replies express the Soviet Government's view on the results of the
Treaty over the past 20 years, its place in today's system of international
relations and its future role in the establishment of a comprehensive system
of international security.

Mr. Ryzhkov stresses in his answers, in particular, that the Soviet Union
will come out firmly in support of the treaty, which should remain in force
until a non-nuclear and non-violent peace becomes a reality on Earth. The
only thinq that can replace it is a comprehensive international treaty on the
non-resurrection of nuclear weapons after their complete and final elimination.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Nazarkin for his statement and for the
kind words he has addressed to the Chair.

This concludes the list of speakers for today.

Does any other deleqation wish to take the floor? There is none.

At this point, I should like to address the question of the Programme of
Work of the Conference for the second part of the 1988 session. A draft
Proqramme of Work was circulated last week in Workinq Paper CD/WP.343. AS I
indicated at our last plenary meetinq, it would be my intention to discuss the
draft Proqramme of Work at an informal meetinq next Thursday, 14 July, with a
view to havinq the draft Proqramme adopted at a resumed plenary meetinq, which
would be held immediately after the informal meetinq.

Another question I should like to raise concerns the requests for
participation of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and the Republic of
Korea, which were circulated to deleqations last week. The correspondinq
draft decisions of the Conference will be distributed in all lanquaqes in the
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deleqation boxes tomorrow, Wednesday, Thus, the Conference would be in a
position to consider these requests for participation at the informal meetinq
to be held next Thursday morninq and adopt the relevant decisions at the
resumed plenary meetinq.

Finally, I should like to draw the attention of the Conference to the
question of the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive
Proqramme of Disarmament. The Committee was re-established at the beqinninq
of this year's session with a mandate callinq for the submission of the
Comprehensive Proqramme of Disarmament to the General Assembly at its
third special session devoted to disarmament. Under the circumstances, it is
now necessary to take a decision concerninq the Committee's re-establishment.
As I noted in my openinq statement last week, the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament is one of the two subjects, the other beinq chemical weapons,
where "there is a very clear commitment to brinq the neqotiations to an early,
successful conclusionn. I am in the process of holdinq consultations on the
Committee's re-establishment on the basis of a text which was under
consideration in New York for inclusion in the concludinq document that was to
be adopted at the third special session. Since no objections were raised
concerning that text, I would hope that aqreement may be reached at this
Conference, so as to enable the Committee to resume its work without delay.

The Secretariat has circulated at my request a timetable of meetinqs to
be held by the Conference and its subsidiary bodies durinq this week. AS
usual, the timetable is merely indicative and subject to change. If there is
no objection, I shall take it that the Conference aqrees to the timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: If no other deleqation wishes to take the floor, I shall
adjourn this meeting. The next plenary meetinq will be held on Thursday,
14 July at 10.00 a.m.

This meetiw is adjourned.

The meetinq rose at 10.40 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 465th plenary meetinq of the
Conference on Disarmament. I have on the list of speakers for today the
distinquished representative of Arqentina, Ambassador ~Ampora. I now qive him
the floor.

Mr. CAMPORA (Arqentina) (translated from Spanish): I have qreat pleasure
in extendinq the Arqentine deleqation's conqratulations to you as your country
takes over the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the month of
Julv. We take th.is opportunity to tell you that my deleqation is most eaqer
to co-operate with you in the performance of your duties. We also wish
Ambassadors Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan and Tin Tun of Burma every success in
their new positions. We should like to welcome Ambassadors Ruoro of Kenya,
Loeis of Indonesia, Kostov of Bulqaria and de Rivero of Peru to this
Conference on Disarmament.

With reqard to the issue of the prevention of an arms race in outer
space, the deleqation of Arqentina has proposed that space Powers declare that
they have not deployed weapons in outer space on a permanent basis.

This initiative has been prompted by the example of different deleqations
that have pressed for unilateral declarations aimed at creatinq a climate of
confidence. It is well known, for example, that various deleqations - some of
them members of military alliances - have urqed States to declare unilaterally
whether they possess chemical weapons and to state what stocks of such weapons
they possess if they do. In keepinq with this idea, many countries, amonq
them the Arqentine Republic, have declared that they do not possess chemical
weapons.

Of course, these unilateral statements have no value except in so far as
people wish to trust them, as they are not subject to any verification
procedure until the Convention banninq chemical weapons enters into force.

Moreover, in the strateqic arms neqotiations between the Soviet Union and
the United States, there have been some exchanqes of information about
numbers, types of systems, deployment, etc. These are also unilateral
declarations, which are made with a view to creatinq a climate of confidence
in the neqotiations despite the unverifiability of the information.

Similarly, in the Vienna talks on reductions of military forces and
conventional weapons, an exchanqe of information on quantities and types of
such weapons has also been proposed without any kind of verification procedure
beinq required.

Another example from the bilateral strateqic arms neqotiations between
the Soviet Union and the United States is the proposed exchanqe of information
on sea-launched cruise missiles in view of the difficulties posed by
verification of this cateqory of weapons. Such a unilateral, qood-faith
declaration would also be unverifiable.

It is worth notinq that in the field of multilateral disarmament
aqreements, the principle of the validity of unilateral declarations has been
recoqnized by the international community. Let us take the case of the Final
Declaration of the Second Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention
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on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpilinq of
Bacterioloqical (Bioloqical) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction. It
welcomed with satisfaction declarations by States to the effect that they do
not possess any of the aqents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of delivery
specified in article I of the Convention. The Conference considered that such
declarations increased confidence in the Convention.

We have cited all these precedents bearinq in mind that one of the
objections made to the Arqentine proposal was the unverifiability of a
declaration by a space Power statinq it had not placed weapons in outer space
on a permanent basis.

Verification does not play any role in this sort of declaration, whose
merit lies solely in the mere fact that it is made and in the credibility of
the State makinq it. Unilateral declarations have nevertheless been
recoqnized as helpinq to create a climate of confidence alonq the lines of the
confidence-buildinq measures successfully dealt with by the Disarmament
Commission at its 1988 session.

It is our belief that countries and deleqations that advocate unilateral,
non-verifiable declarations in different fields, such as chemical weapons,
strateqic arms both land -and sea-based, and conventional weapons, should also
acknowledqe the benefits of unilateral declarations by which space Powers
would state that they had not deployed weapons in space.

Another objection that has been made to this Arqentine proposal is the
lack of a universally acceptable definition of a space weapon.

We should like to draw attention to the fact that our proposal does not
refer to space weapons, but simply to weapons, as we assume it is known what
weapons or arms are. Otherwise the Conference on Disarmament would not be
about anythinq at all.

It has also been arqued that any object in space could be used as a
weapon; for example, if it were placed on a collision course with another
space object. This arqument is in our view obviously superficial. By analoqy
we should conclude that a bus driven so as to cause a collision is technically
a land weapon.

We take this opportunity to repeat our request to the Conference on
Disarmament to analyse this initiative, whose contribution to the creation of
a climate of confidence in the prevention of an arms race in outer space is
obvious.

It is quite clear that any space Power that declares that it has not
placed weapons in outer space on a permament basis assumes a commitment before
international public opinion which will remain in force until it announces
that the declaration is no lonqer valid.

A declaration of this nature constitutes a basic condition, I would even
say an essential condition, if an arms race in outer space is to be
prevented.



CD/PV.465
4

(Mr. CAmpora, Arqentina)

We consider, and we have said so on various occasions, that the promotion
of confidence-buildinq measures is a valid and appropriate alternative at the
present pre-neqotiatinq staqe in which the Conference on Disarmament finds
itself concerninq outer space.

The proposal we are puttinq forward clearly fits into this cateqory.

We also think it is important to stress that the recommendations adopted
by the Disarmament Commission on confidence-buildinq measures recoqnized the
fact that one of the main purposes of such measures was to reduce or even
eliminate the sources of mistrust, fear, misunderstandinq or miscalculation
with reqard to States' military activities.

Unilateral measures of a voluntary character like the ones we are
suqqestinq were also recoqnized as valid means that could in due course be
developed further into effective international aqreements.

For the time beinq, our objective is of a more modest nature. It is
simply to put toqether collateral measures that could prepare the qround for
future and more specific aqreements if that were the wish of members of this
Conference.

Document CD/716 of 16 July 1986 submitted by the Canadian delegation on
"Terminoloqy relevant to arms control and outer space" stated on paqe 5 the
followinq: "To the best knowledqe of the international community, weapons
have not yet been placed in orbit on a permanent or semi-permanent basis
althouqh it is qenerally assumed that anti-satellite weapons (ASAT) have been
inserted into full or partial orbit for testinq purposes on more than one
occasion in the past."

Since it seems that weapons have not yet been deployed in space on a
permament basis a declaration by the space Powers such as we propose would
help to freeze the situation, thus sendinq a messaqe of reassurance to the
international community. Silence, on the contrary, would arouse the qreatest
suspicion and at the same time create the fear that the space Powers were
tryinq to keep absolute freedom of action for themselves in order to turn
outer space into a theatre of activities to be conducted at their discretion.

We hope that deleqations of the countries reqarded as space Powers will
express their views on this initiative in this Conference.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador ~smpora for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Does any other deleqation wish to take the floor?

If this is not the case, as I announced at our last plenary rneetinq on
Tuesday, I shall now convene an informal meetinq to consider the Proqramme of
Work of the Conference for the second part of the session and requests for
participation by two States not members of the Conference, namely, the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea and the Republic of Korea, with a view
to the adoption of appropriate decisions at a resumed plenary meetinq, to be
held immediately a£ter the informal meetinq.
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If I hear no objection, I shall suspend the plenary meetinq and convene
an informal meetinq in five minutes.

The meetinq was suspended at 10.35 a.m. and resumed at 10.45 a.m.

The PRESIDENT: The 465th plenary meetinq of the Conference on
Disarmament is resumed.

As a result of the exchanqe of views at the informal plenary meetinq, I
believe the Conference is in a position to adopt formal decisions on the
orqanizational questions I referred to when I suspended the plenary meetinq.

Let me first turn to the Proqramme of Work of the Conference for the
second parr of the 1988 session. The draft Proqramme of Work appears in
CDDP.343. In this connection, there is aqreement that the closinq date of
the session should be 15 September. May I take it therefore that the
Conference adopts the Programme of Work contained in CDfiP.343 with this
modification reqarding the closing date, it beinq understood that the session
could continue one day lonqer, that is 16 September, in case the preparation
of the Conference's annual report to the General Assembly so requires?

It was so decided.

We now turn to the draft decisions concerninq the requests for
participation by the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and the Republic of
Korea contained in documents CDhP.344 and CDDP.345 respectively.

Since no objections were raised when the communications from these two
non-members were circulated and consensus emerged at the informal meetinq, may
I take it that the Conference adopts the draft decisions?

It was so decided.

As I informed the Conference at our last plenary meetinq, I have been
conductinq consultations on the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on
the Comprehensive Proqramme of Disarmament on the basis of the text that was
under consideration in New York for inclusion in the concludinq document that
was to be adopted at the third special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament.

I am now happy to announce that there is aqreement that the Committee be
re-established on that basis. The Conference, therefore, will be in a
position to adopt a formal decision next Tuesday when the text of the draft
mandate will be available in all the official lanquaqes.

Finally, I should like to refer to the question of the improved and
effective functioning of the Conference. In the course of consultations there
has emerqed a qeneral feelinq that it would be appropriate to discuss all
aspects of this question in informal meetinqs. This would inclode the work
carried out by the Group of Seven, as reflected in its two reports,
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documents CD/WP.286, dated 24 July 1987 and CDbP.341 dated 12 April 1988, as
well as the future consideration of this question. If this is aqreeable to
the Conference, the Secretariat would make arranqements to schedule two such
meetinqs in the latter part of this month.

It was so decided.

The Secretariat has circulated at my request a timetable of meetinqs to
be held by the Conference and its subsidiary bodies durinq next week. AS
usual, the timetable is merely indicative and subject to chanqe. If there is
no objection, I shall take it that the Conference aqrees to the timetable.

It was so decided.

If no other deleqation wishes to take the floor, I shall adjourn this
meetinq. The next plenary meetinq will be held on Tuesday, 19 July at 10 a.m.

This meetinq is adjourned.

The meetinq rose at 10.50 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 466th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament. I take this opportunity to welcome the
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, Mr. Yasushi Akashi, who is
visiting us in Geneva. I should also like to welcome the Disarmament Fellows
to our plenary session. I am sure that they will find the exchange
interesting and useful.

I have on the list of speakers for today the distinguished
representatives of the Netherlands, Yugoslavia, China, Hungary, Indonesia and
the German Democratic Republic. I now give the floor to the first speaker on
the list, the representative of the Netherlands, Ambassador Van Schaik.

Mr. VAN SCHAIK (Netherlands): Let me first of all congratulate you and
your delegation on your assumption of the presidency for the month of July.
We are happy, both from a professional and from a personal point of view, to
see you in the Chair and we have great confidence in you to steer the debate
with a firm hand and even-handedly. I also wish to thank our previous
President, Ambassador Msiszter, for the excellent and balanced manner in which
he has presided over our sessions in April and guided us in the months of May
and June. Let me also extend a very warm welcome to the
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, Mr. Akashi, a good friend to
us, and we are happy that he will attend our meeting this morning. Let me
extend a warm welcome to those Ambassadors who have arrived recently, and I
refer in particular to Ambassador meis of Indonesia, Ambassador Kostov of
Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya and Ambassador de Rivero of Peru. A
welcome also to the Disarmament Fellows. At the same time, we note with
regret that colleagues have left or will in the near future leave Geneva, in
particular, our good friends Ambassador Nansur Ahmad of Pakistan,
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma and, if I am not mistaken, also my very good
friend Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary.

Permit me to make a brief statement, in the wake of SSOD-111, at the
beginning of this summer session. I wish first of all to express my
appreciation for your opening statement, which, I am sure, has set the tone.
As you said, the session was neither a failure nor a set-back for
multilateralism. There were neither winners nor loserS, neither Sinners nor
saints. Of course, we should all have much preferred a written outcome
reflected in a concluding document. But we should not become the slaves of
words as such. Establishing a final document is not a goal in itself. We
should include in our assessment of SSOD-I11 our appreciation of the dialogue,
the ambiance in which it was conducted and the many constructive ideas and
proposals that were submitted and discussed.

The session also demonstrated that on some points differences prevented a
consensus from being reached. But these differences did not lead to
confrontations. As for my delegation, we are happy that, where compromises
were not possible, delegations showed the wisdom of restraint: preventing a
war of words, preventing also a last-minute effort for a written outcome,
perhaps full of verbal virtuosity, but one that would not have helped us in
our further deliberations, here or elsewhere.
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As my Minister Van den Broek stated when he addressed SSOD-I11 on
1 June 1988: "We have to keep in mind that arms control is not an aim in
itself, but should serve our security. Arms control and legitimate defence
efforts are not contradictory, but complementary". Indeed, SSOD-I11 should in
our view be placed in a wider context.

The Final Document of SSOD-I of 1978 contains a phrase saying that the
special session did not mark "the end but rather the beginning of a new phase
of the efforts of the United Nations in the field of disarmament". My
Government is of the opinion that the same could be said about the special
session that was concluded last month, albeit without accepting a final
document.

It is now up to the negotiators in various forums, in particular of
course the CD, to draw their own conclusions, stimulated by the discussions we
had in New York. We here in the CD should accept that challenge. Surely, we
will all make an effort to build upon the understandings reached in New York,
which, though not enjoying an official status, m y serve as a source of
inspiration. I also refer to the beginning of consensus on priority issues,
such as chemical weapons and the alleged use thereof, on verification and on
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Last week Ambassador More1 of France offered an interesting and lucid
analysis of the third special session on disarmament and made an interesting
attempt to draw conclusions of a more general order. On the whole my
delegation would concur with the conclusions he reached. I would like to
comment in particular on two of the observations he made. First, on the
diversification of the areas of concern, second on the so-called horizontal
themes, such as verficiation, which demand increasing attention. Both trends
require in our view further reflection.

In New York we could observe a trend towards recognition of the great
diversity of the subjects that should be considered, this also in the light of
varying legitimate security concerns. It also finds its reflection in the
increasing number of forums in which work is undertaken, both on the global
and on the bilateral and regional levels. Of course, in spite of this
diversity of subjects and approach, there continues to be a need for an
overall vision and overall guidelines. New concepts have to be developed.
But diversity also points in the direction of a pragmatic, realistic approach
that can only get limited support from and inspiration by broad orientations
on a global level. That in itself places a ceiling on the expectations one
may have of special sessions as such. It also raises the question whether
further special sessions to be held in the future with comprehensive,
ambitious agendas - also burdened with extraneous issues - can operate
efiectively and really advance our objectives.

Diversification may also have implications for our own agenda. In the
months ahead we shall mainly live under the old r6gime as it was established
at the beginning of this year. Bnt we do hope that, once countries have made
their assessment of the special session, delegations will also reflect on the
i~.l>lications of the trend in the dialogue in SSOD-111 for next year's agenda
and working programme in the CD.
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As regards the increasing interest in hgrizontal tneines, to which
Ambassador More1 referred, I wish to make a few remarks on verification in
particular. I think it is generally recognized that effective verification
plays a key role in any disarmament agreement. In the negotiations on
chemical weapons it represents the major issue on which a successful outcome
of the negotiations depends. Its importance as such for disarmament efforts
has promoted it to a horizontal theme. The guidelines, as adopted by the
Disarmament Commission in May, represent a useful policy framework in this
context. On the other hand, the special session also brought to light the
diversity of the technical problems involved, depending among other things on
the category of armaments concerned. In practice there are limits to the
horizontal dimension of the theme.

This brings me to the overall role the United Nations could and in our
view should play in this area. Canada and the Netherlands have submitted a
document explaining the possibilities of, as well as the limitations upon such
a role, and it was proposed at the special session that a group of government
experts be established to assist the Secretary-General to present a report on
it. Other countries have shown willingness to join this approach. This is
not the place to enter into the subject itself. But it is an illustration of
what I said before: the dialogue conducted in SSOD-111 will be continued. In
the case of verification, undoubtedly, in particular, in the First Committee
of the General Assembly this autumn, and subsequently at the upcoming session
of UNDC next spring.

These are our preliminary reflections on the outcome of SSOD-111. At
this stage I will refrain from commenting on various items on the agenda for
this summer session of the CD. However, let me make two observations which
are relevant for our immediate work in the weeks to come.

One concerns chemical weapons. The argument has been made that the
negotiations on chemical weapons would need a further political impetus in
specific terms, leading to an early agreement on the convention on which we
have been working already for such a long time. My delegation shares the
underlying concern of this reasoning, taking into account the urgency of
reaching agreement on a convention prohibiting the production, stockpiling and
use of chemical weapons. Alarming reports on the continued use of these
weapons and increasing concern about their proliferation confirm the necessity
of making a maximum intensive effort. The appeal made by the Minister for
Poreign kffairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, Hans Dietrich Genscher, on
6 July 1988 has the full support of my Government. However, we feel that
still a lot of complex technical work, in particular in the field of
verification, must be undertaken.

We are encouraged by the increasing number of useful documents that are
now under consideration in this field. My delegation intends to introduce a
working paper shortly, as a contribution to the process of multilateral data
exchange, in which we will provide data on the number of Dutch producers and
consumers of chemical substances, appearing on schedules 1, 2 and 3 of
document CD/831. We hope that the informal discussions that at the end of
this week will be held with experts from chemical industries will also help us
in finding our way through the thorny path towards a comprehensive,
effectively verifiable convention.
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We remain convinced that, with the political will and patience required,
these complex problems can be solved. And, let it be said again, an entirely
and perfectly verifiable agreement is not what is needed. We need a
convention with the capacity of verification required to inspire confidence in
its implementation by all parties.

My second observation is related to organizational issues, to the
improved and effective functioning of the Conference. We do agree with those
who argued in April that the Conference does not need a major overhaul. But
on certain points practical improvements can be made enabling the Conference
to work more effectively and to streamline its procedures. In my speech of
31 March of this year, I made a few suggestions to that effect. To take only
one example, we are still convinced that there are major advantages to a
change in the time schedule of the Conference by spreading the sessions over a
greater part of the year and, on the other hand, allowing more intervals for
reflection and preparation of positions, both in capitals and here in
bilateral and group discussions.

But what I would like to underline at this moment is not so much the
advantage of one improvement or another in our procedures. Rather I would
wish to submit that the Conferencs should address these issues in a more
systematic way, on the basis of the two reports of the Group of Seven, in the
first instance in informal sessions perhaps next week and the week after. In
April and previous months interesting comments were made by one delegation or
another. What we now need is a discussion permitting the Conference to reach
conclusions even if they are of a preliminary nature. Only in the light of
such conclusions can the Conference pass a judgement on the usefulness of
special procedures to deal with these issues further.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Van Schaik for his statement and the
klnd remarks he has addressed to the Chair.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Yugoslavia,
Ambassador Kosin.

Mr. KOSIN (Yugoslavia): Mr. President, at the outset, I should llke to
conqratulate you on your assumption of the presidency of the Conference. The
more so, as you represent a country Yugoslavia cherishes a long-standing
friendship for and co-operation with in the Non-Aligned Movement. This
friendship and mutal understanding were confirmed once more during last week's
visit of your Prime Minister to Yugasiavia. You will successfully accomplish
this responsible task, I am sure, with your well-known competence, experience
and determination.

My appreciation for skilful steering of the Conference also goes to your
distinguished predecessors, Ambassadors Meiszter of Hungary and StGlpnagel of
the Federal Republic of Germany. I am very sorry to hear that
Ambassador Meiszter is leaving us. We wlll miss him in this Conference. bly
warm welcome to our good friend Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament
Affairs Akashi. We are always happy to have him here with US.
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May I also avail myself of this opportunity to welcome the distinguished
representatives of Indonesia, Ambassador Loeis, of the People's Republic of
Bulgaria, Ambassador Kostov, of Kenya, Ambassador Ruoro and of Peru,
Ambassador de Kivero, and assure them of my delegation's full co-operation.
I also welcome the Disarmament Fellows. To our dear colleagues,
Ambassadors Telalov of Bulgaria, Ahnad of Pakistan and Tin Tun of Burma who
are leaving Geneva and whose co-operation we appreciate, I wish the best of
success in their new duties.

Our Conference concluded the first part of its annual session
two-and-a-half months ago with more than one reason for optimism, because of
ronlistic expectations that we were entering a new stage in the long efforts
of the international community to achieve tangible results in disarmament.

The first reason was that the disarmament process had been accelerated
through negotiations unprecedented both in depth and in extent resulting in
the first ever nuclear disarmament agreement, ratified in the meantime by the
two Powers, and in the convergence of views on a number of collateral measures
leading to confidence-building and transparency. This paved the way for
implementation of the INF Agreement but also for a commitment in principle to
halve nuclear strategic arsenals.

The second reason was that the INF Agreement and the convergence of views
on important aspects of disarmament and security were treated as an integral
part of a much broader dialogue heading towards the improvement of
international and particularly East-West relations, and the promising
in53ation of gradual solutions to hotbeds of crisis.

And last but not least, it was encouraging to see the commitment of the
international community in support of the positive evolution in the major
Powers' relations and, of course, of faster progress in disarmament. We
expected these positive developments in the world and awareness of the need
for joint efforts in the entire international community to have been reflected
at the recently held SSOD-111.

Although it is too early to assess the causes and consequences of the
inability of SSOD-111 to agree on a concluding document, and that at a time
when we were closer to substantive disarmament measures than ever, we cannot
avoid noting the fact that this large international gathering neither met our
expectations nor exhausted all its possibilities. The existing degree of
agreement on many disarmament aspects provided, in our view, a solid ground
for substantive consensus on the concluding document, reflecting a convergence
of both views and concepts, a convergence which is in steady evolution. Yet
the outcome of SSOD-111, being what it is, proves that there are major
differences as to the ways to achieve disarmament, differences of approach to
security concepts, that we cannot ignore. But it also reflected the real
difficulty of encapsulating this complex sphere of international relations,
with all its specific elements and controversial tendencies, in a single
document.
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It is up to each and every one of us to analyse and learn the lesson from
unnecessary rigidities, excessive anbifion and a simplified view of the
interrelationship between multilateral 2nd bilateral necjstistiane wherever
they exist and to focus on cur ixd~ediat~ tasks, Since, in spite of xkat
i~appened, the fact remins the t kn.kernational community voiced 2.t its
largest gathrzring at a very high p.t;li.:;lfcal Level an uncaveri;:g commitment 50
halt the arms race and address disarmament in global terms and as an
integrated process„ Participation of statesmen from over SO countries in the
third special session, who expressed their concern and advanced significant
proposals and suggestions along the lines of vital interest to tha entire
international community e unequivocally testified that tha niuitilateral
character of practically all the issues 2nd problems is a fact of life. It
r2sisrs sPn?Lifi@ation, but it cannot be 2enied. 3s the Sec;:etary-GsneraP of
the mihed Nations, IVK, Perez de Cuellar, said at the opening @E the SSaD-1x1,
"all major questions of security and disarinaiient have bilateral-, regional and
global dimensions", The muihtilateral component is not there because of the
existence of international institutions and organizations, of our joint
creation. It is independent of tbe functioning of this or that body. It is
fundamentally an expression of collective responsibility for world peace and
international security, an expression of the globality of the danger, the
diversity of threats to peace and security, as well as of increasing
inkerdependence in the world. MuLtilateralism, either as a process or as a
mode of negotiation, has never conflicted with bilateral or regional
negotiations, either in theory or in practice, let alone attempted to take
their place. It has integrated itself naturally into every dialogue as its
complementary, parallel, but always constructive and reinforcing element.

The debate and overall performance at SSOD-111 nevertheless demonstrated
that in spite of differences, we were moving towards a higher neasure of
co-ordination in our search for solutions to the problems of international
peace and security, as it also registered a large degree of convergence of
views that disarmament and the strategic equation need to be comprehensively
treated, including all their aspects - nuclear, conventional, space and
others, while taking into account specific security situations.

Concerning comprehensive treatment of the disarmament issue, allow me to
add that my delegation has always called for conventional disarmament to be
accorded proper attention and addressed more decisively in all negotiating
forums. This is not a matter of equalization of conventional and nuclear
disarmament, but of the fact that conventional weapons are in daily use, that
their destructive power and offensive potential are growing. It hardly seems
realistic to expect, in the long run, a breakthrough in nuclear while
maintaining a deadlock in conventional disarmament. New opportunities emerge,
at least on European soil, of reducing conventional arms and redressing new or
old asymmetries and disparities. This would certainly give an incentive to
S~: rti?er proqrss in nuclear disarmament.

The absence of a concluding document of SSOD-111 should not and must not
pri~duce s.tagnation in our endeavours in CD, as the single multilateral
nc:.;:~tiating body. Present differences are not insurmountable obstacles in
kracing our conmon interest, which does exlst. Therefore, we see no reason
for ~iemoral.ization, let alone for helplessness or nihilism. We should rather
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turn, with no hesitation, to a wide range of issues on our agenda in an
attempt to accompish our tasks, mindful of the evolving challenges and the
need to respond by our positive action.

TO start with the nuclear complex. Decisions on nuclear disarmament,
needless to say, rest with those who possess nuclear weapons, primarily with
the two most heavily armed powers. However, SSOD-111, and this is the case
with other forums, too, voiced renewed and justified concern over horizontal
nuclear proliferation, while often neglecting the danger of the vertical
kind. What we want to stress here is that the non-proliferation rggime has a
multilateral character par excellence, encompassing countries which have
explicitly renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons and those which
de facto adhere to the r6gime. The best way to prevent proliferation is
nuclear disarmament, where CD must play an adequate role, relying as a matter
of course on the achievements in Soviet-United States talks, primarily their
Washington Agreement. There is no real reason for the Conference not to play
its role in contributing to the process of nuclear disarmament, since halting
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament were unanimously included as
items on its agenda. Should such an approach be disregarded, the whole
non-proliferation rggime, subject of one of the most important multilateral
agreements, could be seriously endangered. And all that at a time marking the
first steps towards nuclear disarmament and when we are recalling the
NTP anniversary. CD could help accelerate and widen the nuclear disarmament
process, by substantive discussions of its agenda in its entirety and in line
with its role as the single multilateral negotiating body. Every effort is
worth it. Passivity is the worst of all.

In this context nuclear-test-ban activity is of particular importance. I
would like to recall the proposal of the Group of 21, advanced during the
first part of this year's session, for the mandate of an ad hoc committee,
identical to the one submitted at last year's session by several members of
the Group and based on a broadly-endorsed United Nations resolution. In our
view it contains an item of broad common interest in the NTB issue, which has
been among the top priorities on the agenda for more than three decades. Last
year, here in the plenary, the proposal was qualified by a delegation from the
Western Group as acceptable to the majority of delegations, and we expect it
to be taken into consideration. Should it be so, and possibly accompanied by
a complete NT moratorium as of 5 August, to coincide with the 25th anniversary
of the signing of the partial test-ban Treaty, as suggested by Yugoslavia at
SSOD-111, CD would get the necessary impetus towards progress. My delegation
is ready to consider any proposal which would enable the Conference to deal
with this item in a substantive way.

It is ever more clear, concerning the question of effective international
arrangements to secure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons, that the existing unilateral statements are no
adequate solution. Therefore we should proceed to negotiations on a
multilaterally binding instrument. It seems that suggestions to start
elaborating such a document, provided it reflects specific approaches signify
a possibility of reaching a common solution.

As a matter of course, other items on the agenda are not to be neglected.
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Thus, not only because of its high place on the agenda, but because of
its real significance regrettably emphasized in recent months, we come to the
convention on a comprehensive ban on the production, stock-piling and use of
chemical weapons. This is a credibility test for the Conference and the
ability of other multilateral organs to successfully complete a task promising
to open a new phase in multilateral negotiations in general. It is quite
clear that the urgent drafting and adoption of a complete, verifiable,
non-discriminatory and therefore acceptable convention is of priority to all
of us.

We do not ignore the existence of other outstanding complex issues, both
technically and politically, but we are sure that the existing measure of
agreement points to a successful outcome. As it is generally held that CW are
not weapons but means of destruction of man and nature, security problems
relating to the order of stock destruction are resolvable. The future
convention, to be a genuine multilateral instrument, should be universally
acceptable. It should contribute to the consolidation and stability of the
r6gime it is going to inaugurate. It is on these grounds that we believe that
convening a United Nations-sponsored Conference for the signing of the
Convention, proposed for next year by the Yugoslav Foreign Minister at
SSOD-111, would be a timely and powerful incentive for our work and for
universal acceptability of the Convention itself. Attempts should be made to
adapt its international verfication mechanism to the real needs and to
rationality and to prevent as far as possible any misuse, particularly against
developing countries. The United Nations mechanism should also play its
proper role in this field. The issue of international co-operation and
technological development should, in our view, find a place in the Convention,
in one form or another.

The danger of the transfer of the arms race into outer space adds a new
dimension to the arms race in general. Therefore, prevention of its extension
into outer space is a precondition for preservation of space for peaceful uses
and co-operation. Countries that own space technology cannot reserve it for
themselves, because all countries that use space to a larger or smaller extent
have a legitimate interest in negotiating, as a point of departure, a system
of legal measures for the prevention of additional militarization, regardless
of whether space weapons be located in space or on earth. We expect all
delegations to show understanding for such an orientation in the proceedings
of the Ad hoc Committee.

A complete ban on radiological weapons should be another area of possible
understanding. The achievements of the first part of the session raised our
hopes that deliberations would be intensified during the second. As to the
other component of the same issue - prohibition of attacks on nuclear plants,
we believe that the Chernobyl accident was enough to warn us of the necessity
of preventing any possibility of turning nuclear power plants into mass
destruction weapons.

In the era of speedy development of technology, we should not for a
moment forget that all types of weapons are permamently being made more
sophisticated and new systems created that the resources devoured by military
research are acquiring alarming dimensions. Otherwise, the arms race can get
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out of control. It is imperative to iminediately undertake a complex study of
all implications of militarization of research and development, make them more
transparent, define technological criteria in disarmament negotiations,
synchronize, co-ordinate and reinforce international instruments, and
primarily the non-proliferation rggime. We must know better and co-operate
closely, otherwise we shall continue creating "virile arms and sterile people".

The question of the improvement and efficiency of functioning of our
Conference has attracted considerable attention recently. The performance of
the Conference is of course primarily the problems of substance and real
political convergence of views, which should be encouraged, but it is also a
matter of our capability to set aside technical and procedural considerations
which delay or hamper our own dynamics. My deep appreciation goes to the
exercise of the Seven Ambassadors under the able guidance of Ambassador Fan.
The Conference, should, in my opinion, turn again to the consideration of
their proposals and to other aspects dealing with this problem.

In conclusion, I should like to say that the outcome of SSOD-I11 does not
diminish but underscores the importance of the role of our Conference as the
slnyle negotiating forum of the international community. In spite of
disagreement on how to reflect the evolving changes in international relations
in R c~ncluding document, we should increase our activity and respond
realistically and innovatively. Since, in the final instance, what is going
on today in the fields of disarmament and political relations, in terms of
both action and ways of thinking, was laid down long ago in United Nations
resolutions and Non-A1iqned documents, as a primary demand by the
international community. Our recognition goes of course to those who finally
inet that demand and made the first steps in nuclear disarmament. This however
does not give them the right to ask only those who were long ago converted to
adjust. We are all bound to change and adjust if we are to firmly take the
road leading to concrete results, the road which is by definition difficult.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Kosin for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of China,
Ambassador Fan.

Mr. FAN Guoxianq (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. President,
permit me at the outset to congratulate you on your assumption of the
presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for this month. Both China and
India are big Asian countries, with the largest populations in the world.
China sincerely hopes to develop friendly and good-neighbourly relations with
India on the basis of the five principles of peaceful CO-existence. The
Chinese delegation will support you and actively co-operate with you in your
work as President. I am confident that your able talents and experience will
ensure the smooth proceeding of the Conference. At the same time, I wish to
avail myself of this opportunity to express my appreciation and gratitude to
your predecessor, the distinguished Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, for the
excellent manner in which he conducted the work during the last month of the
sprlng session and the intersessional period. I would also like to thank the
Assistant Secretary-General, who is participating in our meeting today.
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I would also like to welcome our new colleagues who are taking part in our
Conference today - the new Disarmament Fellows. It is to be regretted that
Ambassador Meiszter, Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan and
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma have either just left or are leaving the
Conference. Their positive contributions to the work of the Conference are
well known to all. I wish them even greater success in their new
assignments. In addition, I would like to welcome warmly
Ambassador Wisber Loeis of Indonesia, Ambasssador Dimitar Kostov of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Samuel S. Ruoro of Kenya and Ambassador Oswaldo de Rivero of Peru,
who have recently joined us. I look forward to working with them.

Since the beginning of the summer session, some delegates have taken the
floor to comment on the recently concluded third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament that had attracted
worldwide attention. I also wish to take this opportunity to express some
ideas of the Chinese delegation.

The special session was convened against the background of some
relaxation in the international situation, of certain improvements in
East-West relations and of some progress in the Soviet-United States bilateral
negotiations on disarmament. The international community generally expected
that the session could achieve tangible results in the multilateral efforts
for disarmament. Many countries made earnest efforts and carried out
intensive consultations in order that the session might adopt a concluding
document on the future objectives and tasks in disarmament based on the
previous documents and resolutions. China, like many other countries,
participated in the special session with a forward-looking, realistic and
constructive approach, We submitted a series of reasonable proposals and
suggestions and made our effort to ensure a positive outcome to the session.

It is regrettable that the session was not able to reach a consensus on
the concluding document. Disarmament issues are of course arduous and
complicated, as they are related to world peace and the security of all
States. However, it should be pointed out that one important cause for the
lack of concrete results by the session is the tendency to concentrate too
much on bilateral relations between the super-Powers and to give inadequate
attention to the multilateral efforts in disarmament, and in particular to
adopt the rigid position of having one's own way while ignoring the reasonable
demands of the great majority. Nevertheless, the Chinese delegation does not
consider it a failure on the part of the international community in its
efforts for disarmament. It will not dispel or weaken the commitment and
determination of the Governments and peoples all over the world to maintain
world peace and to strive for disarmament.

Although no concluding document was adopted at the special session, the
substantial work done during the session was not in vain. Views were
exchanged in earnest during the consultations. Consensus was close on many
issues. In our opinion, the following aspects of the special session merit
attention.

"irat, the special session was a grand gathering by the international
community to demonstrate its will to maintain international peace and
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security, oppose the arms race and strive for disarmament. Governments and
peoples throughout the world attached great importance to and actively
participated in the session, Statements were made by many heads of State,
prime ministerS and ministers for foreign affairS, who expounded their
positions on disarmament issues. Quite a few suggestions of significance were
proposed. Numerous non-governmental organizations and personages from the
five continents also actively participated in the relevant activities and made
their contributions. All this attests to the strong desire and determination
of the international community to safeguard peace and strive for disarmament.
This great moral force of public opinion constitutes a far-reaching and
significant constraint for the arms race.

Secondly, a large number of countries made an objective evaluation of the
international and disarmament situation. They rightly pointed out that
although there had been a certain improvement in East-West relations and some
progress on the bilateral disarmament negotiations between the super-Powers
which had signed and ratified the Treaty on the elimination of their
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, the arms race between them had
not come to a halt; instead, there had emerged a new trend marked by their
quantitative reduction of nuclear weapons and their accelerated application of
sophisticated scientific and technological achievements in the research and
development of a new generation of conventional and nuclear weapons as well as
space weapons. The expansion of the arms race into outer space and other
high-technology fields cannot but arouse the grave concern of the
int2rnational community.

Thirdly, many countries put forward reasonable and practical proposals on
the future goals and tasks of disarmament, covering areas such as nuclear
disarmament, conventional disarmament, prevention of an arms race in outer
space, a ban on chemical weapons, naval arms and disarmament,
confidence-building measures, verification, and the relationship between
disarmament and development. It is particularly noteworthy that all the
participants further affirmed that the super-PowerS possessing the largest and
most sophisticated arsenals bore special responsibility for disarmament. They
should take the lead in substantially reducing their nuclear and conventional
weapons and in halting the space arms race. This represents the effective and
unavoidable way for the realization of a genuine disarmament.

It is to be noted that during the session, there emerged an assertion of
playing up or even exaggerating the increase in the military expenditures of
the developing countries and the rate of their accumulation of armaments, as
if they should bear the main responsibility for the arms race. Such an
argument obviously runs counter to the facts. China has always been of the
view that developing countries should make the best use of their limited
resources for their economic construction and social development and that
disputes among the developing countries should be settled by peaceful means
rather than by force. However, in many cases, the developing countries are
not in a position to make a free choice. Even today, their security is still
endangered by certain military threats of aggression, which are imposed on
them from outside. Therefore we cannot agree with this misleading argument in
apportioning responsibility for disarmament.
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Fourthly, it was generally recognized by the countries participating in
the session that disarmament involves the security of all countries. While
bilateral negotiations between the two super-Powers are necessary,
multilateral efforts are also indispensable. The United States and the
Soviet Union signed the INF treaty, which was welcomed by the international
community. In the meantime, at the special session, all of the countries have
urged the United States and the Soviet Union to engage in serious negotiations
on issues such as the drastic reduction of strategic nuclear weapons and the
cessation of the arms race in outer space. The two countries were called upon
to negotiate earnestly with the object of reaching and putting into practice
agreements truly conducive to the further relaxation of international tension,
to the achievement of genuine disarmament without prejudice to the interests
of other countries.

In their disarmament negotiations, the two super-Powers are very much
concerned about the balance between them and equal security. However, their
equal security alone cannot make a peaceful world. There now exists a very
great imbalance between the military capabilities of the two countries and
those of other countries, which makes most countries feel very insecure.
Consequently, they should take the lead in drastically reducing their enormous
arsenals and heed seriously the reasonable proposals and suggestions of the
international community so as to strengthen the common security of the world.
As disarmament involves the security of all countries, every country, big or
small, strong or weak, should have an equal say in the matter.

The progress that has been made in recent years in the field of
disarmament is attributable to the joint efforts made by Governments and
peoples all over the world. There had been bilateral efforts, multilateral
efforts, as well as unilateral efforts. It would not serve the process of
disarmament to give only certain countries the credit for the achievements in
disarmament and neglect, belittle or weaken multilateral efforts. Bilateral
and multilateral efforts should be complementary. In multilateral efforts the
United Nations should and can play an important role.

The SSOD 111 has once again demonstrated that disarmament is a highly
complex and long-term undertaking. By adopting a Serious and realistic
attitude, various parties have done a considerable amount of work. There is a
Chinese saying to the effect that "without persistence you cannot break even a
piece of rotten wood, while with persistence and determination you can engrave
on granite or even diamond". It is in the spirit of perseverance that China
will join other countries in an unremitting effort to work for nalting the
arms race, for disarmament and for the maintenance of world peace and security.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Fan for his statement and for the kind
words he has addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Hungary, Ambassador Meiszter.

Mr. MEISZTEB (Hungary): Mr. President, before turning to the subject of
my today's statement let me welcome you on your accession to the presidency
for the month of July and wish you success in discharging your responsible
duties. Judging by my experience of having worked with you closely for qaite
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some time I am confident that you will accomplish your term in an efficient
and skilful manner. My delegation will co-operate with you in every possible
way for that end.

I feel privileged to have in our midst and welcome the
Under-Secretary-General, Mr. Akashi. I also warmly welcome the Disarmament
Fellows present here.

I have asked for the floor today to introduce the Declaration of
28 June 1988 adopted by the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Parliament of the
Hungarian People's Republic in observance of the twentieth anniversary of the
opening for signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weqons. The document has bee circulated by the Secretariat under
symbol CD/841.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons opened for
signature 20 years ago may rightly be called one of the most significant
instruments on disarmament. In spite of its shortcomings the operation of the
Treaty has proved beyond doubt the effectiveness and efficiency of the efforts
of the international community to block the way of the horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Declaration unequivocally reiterates
the continued commitment of Hungary to the objectives, obligations and
neasures set forth in the Treaty. During the 20 years of its operation the
non-proliferation r&gime has continuously gained strength and has become an
international multilateral instrument with the widest adherence. The
Htlilcjarian People's Republic in various international forums has repeatedly
called upon all States which for whatever reason have not yet signed the
Treaty to accede to it without delay. Therefore we cannot but welcome the
recent accession of Spain, Trinidad and Tobago and Saudi Arabia to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and look forward to still further States doing the
same.

The declaration by the Foreign Affairs Committee attaches great
significance to the comprehensive implementation of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. That is why it welcomes the agreement reached by the USSR and the USA
on the elimination of their medium- and shorter-range missiles as a bold step
on the way to nuclear disarmament. The successful completion of the ongoing
talks on the 50 per cent reduction of their strategic offensive armaments
worlld be a development of the utmost importance also in the implementation of
article V1 of the NPT.

The Declaration lays special emphasis on the peaceful applications of
nuclear energy and on international co-operation in this field. May I draw
your attention to the point contained in the Declaration where in the context
of the security of peaceful nuclear activities, the conclusion of an agreement
on the prohibition of attacks against nuclear power stations and other nuclear
facilities is urged. The Foreign Affairs Committee stresses that the
Conference on Disarmament is an appropriate forum for bringing the ongoing
negotiations on this issue to an early successful end.

The third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
has recently concluded its work. Although I was prevented by circumstances
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from participating in its proceedings I did follow its work closely. Being
aware of the activities of our delegation in the special session I would like
to share with you a few preliminary ideas on the assessment of the outcome of
the special session. The session took place at a time which can rightly be
called a turning point in the history of international relations. It has
provided a good opportunity for Members of the United Nations to review and
evaluate the present stage of disarmament efforts, a vital segment of
international security. Even in the absence of a formal substantive final
document the session has its merits and significance.

The constructive, forward-looking exchange of views revealed a
considerable degree of convergence on important items of disarmament
negotiations, especially in relation to those on the agenda of the Conference
on Disarmament. Although different delegations may interpret this convergence
in their own way, the main directions in which efforts should be aimed can be
seen more or less precisely. Different aspects of the question of nuclear
disarmament, including the Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty, have remained in the
centre of attention. The need for measures to further strengthen the
non-proliferation r6gime was recognized. The Conference on Disarmament has
been called upon to proceed with the negotiation of the Chemical Weapons
Convention expeditiously since the chances of its early conclusion are fairly
good.

The consultations and the documents that were under consideration during
the session clearly indicated an agreement that the Conference on Disarmament
should continue to seek solutions to such issues as the prevention of an arms
race in outer space and the prohibition of radiological weapons, including the
prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, and to continue efforts for the
elaboration of the CPD. The question of conventional disarmament in a global
an:i regional sense was also approached in a new way. These are but a few
instances where the third special session in my view gave clear direction for
the work of the Conference and a basis for what we hope will be successful
negotiations. It is important in my view that the Conference pursue its
substantive work in areas where consensus or something near to it seemed to be
at hand. Other new and useful ideas or suggestions may be the subject of
further consultations with a view to narrowing the differences.

Before concluding my short statement, may I welcome our colleagues who
have recently joined us, the representatives of Indonesia, Ambassador Loeis,
of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, Ambassador Kostov, of Kenya,
Ambassador Ruoro, and of Peru, Ambassador de Rivero. I wish them a pleasant
stay in Geneva and sucessful work in the Conference.

I wdld like to bid farewell to two of our esteemed friends,
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma and Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan, who have
l.-i;rrt or are leaving the Conference on Disarmament like myself. This may well
be the last statement I have the honour to make to this forum, since, as you
may be aware, I wlll be leaving soon Geneva having completed my term. On this
occasion I would like to express my gratitude for the friendship and
cu-operation I have been accorded by all of my colleagues who are sitting in
this room now or have been round this table throughout my stay. As a way of
saying goodbye ta my esteemed friends and colleagues I would like to state
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that in spite of the frequent feeling of personal dissatisfaction or
frustration over the lack of progress I firmly believe that the work of this
body is indispensable and I hope my colleagues, if and when their turn comes,
will leave this auspicious room with more successes behind them than I do.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Meiszter for his statement and for the
kind words he has addressed to the Chair.

I now give the floor to the representative of Indonesia, Ambassador Loeis.

Mr. LOEIS (Indonesia): Allow me, first of all, to express the pleasure
of my delegation at seeing you, Sir, a representative of a fraternal
non-aligned country, occupying the highest of£ice of the Conference and to
piedge its support in the discharge of your duties. Since this is the first
time I am taking the floor, I would like also to convey my gratitude to you
and, through you, to the distinguished colleagues who have extended a warm
welcome to me in their earlier statements and to assure them of the
co-operation of my delegation in pursuing the goals of the Conference.

I should also like to avail myself of this opportunity to convey our
slncere appreciation to your immediate predecessor, Ambassador David Meiszter,
for his able stewardship in guiding the Conference last April.

Let me also associate myself with others in wishing all the best to
Ambassador Mansur Ahmad in his future assignment as well as to
Ambassador Meiszter and Ambassador U Tin Tun, who I learned will be leaving
us also very soon. To our new colleagues who joined us after my arrival, I
wish to extend my delegation's warm welcome and to assure them of our full
co-operation. Allow me also, to welcome Under-Secretary-General Akashi'S
presence in our midst this morning.

Although the third SSOD was unable to come up with a consensus concluding
document, nevertheless, the session was successful in demonstrating the
continuing importance attached by the international community to implementing
disarmament measures. From the session we have gained several new ideas,
initiatives, expectations and renewed determination as expressed in various
statements delivered by the heads of State and Government and other
representatives as well as by a sizeable number of non-governmental
organizations. A better picture and understanding have also emerged during
the session of the positions and interests of the participants, including the
complexities of the problems involved in the field of disarmament.

Furthermore, the session has also strengthened the conviction that
disarmament is not a one-time affair but a continuing process, and that §SOD
is one of the means in that process and not an end in itself. In other words,
the principles, purposes and aims that have been agreed and attained by
consensus in the past could not and should not be set aside. One could
imagine what would happen to future disarmament efforts, or for that matter
any other effort, if we did not strive to entrench and build upon the
principles, purposes and aims which we have agreed in the past, and this is
especially true for the Final Document of SSOD I, when we know that they
remained largely unimplemented not because they are unclear or obsolete, but
because of a lack of political will and adverse international events which
created an unconducive climate during the past decade.
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All of this together with the compromises which were reached during the
session could serve as valuable new inputs to the process of charting out and
embarking upon future efforts in b i la te ra l , regional and multilateral forums.

Thus i t cannot be considered that SSOD I11 is a total failure and that i t
will adversely affect multilateral disarmament efforts . I t is of course true
that the developments in SSOD I11 have a bearing on the Conference on
Disarmament. But then if we look back a few years, i t s tasks have never been
easy. For example, during the course of the negotiations on chemical weapons,
we had a breakthrough on one of the toughest issues faced by the Committee,
namely, the question of on-site challenge inspection. That breakthrough,
unfortunately, did not materialize as an opportunity to speed up the
negotiation.

Nevertheless, and regardless of what has happened, when we came here in
the f i rs t place we made several commitments, among them to conclude the
Chemical Weapons Convention as a matter of urgency. We are al l obliged to
realize that commitment. In this connection i t has often been argued that
States should contribute to the early conclusion of the Convention by
providing information relevant to a future chemical weapon convention. During
tne third SSDD there was also a paragraph on this point that was accepted by
consensus, or at least which was not put aside and does not need to be
renegotiated. Having this in mind, our Foreign Minister has informed the
Conference that Indonesia does not possess chemical weapons. In the same
sp i r i t , I wish to add that at the moment we do not produce "Schedule [l]
and [2] chemicals" and that we are in the process of determining how many
"Schedule [31 chemicals1' are being produced or processed in Indonesia.

Speaking about future efforts and on the need to fulfi l the obligations
and commitments we have made in the past, i t may be recalled that on
1 July 1968, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons came into
being and that i t entered into force on 5 March 1970. The NET is now being
adhered to by nearly a l l countries, including Indonesia, and i t is considered
to be one of the important disarmament treaties to date. The aims of the
Treaty, as we a l l know, are not only to prevent the emergence of additional
nuclear-weapon States, but also to oblige the existing nuclear-weapon States
to eliminate their nuclear weapons. We believe that every effort should be
made to preserve those aims since they are s t i l l relevant today as they were
20 years ago.

I hardly need to overemphasize the concern of my delegation at the
revival of the debate over the interpretation of paragraph 2 of Article X,
particularly at a time when Indonesia, together with other countries, is
working to strengthen the non-proliferation r6gime by promoting
South-East Asia as a nuclear-weapon-free zone. Our deep concern is not
without reason since, regardless of who is right or wrong in that controversy,
the NET has worked only in preventing the horizontal proliferation of nuclear
weapons to the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty. There are
other obligations as well, and one of the utmost importance at present is to
conclude a comprehensive treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear explosives,
which is viewed by many non-nuclear-weapon States as a sine qua non not only
to prevent the emergence of additional nuclear-weapon States, but also to
pres2rve the NPT rggime i tsel f .
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It goes without saying that the best way to preserve a treaty is the full
implementation of all its provision by all States parties. It is now a
quarter of a century since the entry into force of the partial test-ban Treaty
and 20 years since the NPT was opened for signature, whereas the year 1995 for
the implementation of paragraph 2 of article X of the NPT is less than
seven years away and is approaching rapidly.

As we are all aware, through its preamble, the NPT reminded the Parties
to the 19 63 partial test-ban Treaty of the need to seek the discontinuance of
all test explosions of nuclear weapns and to continue negotiations to this
end. Considering that seven years is a relatively short time in which to
achieve a disarmament treaty, my delegation wonders whether we still can
a£ford to keep preventing the Conference on Disarmament, where all
nuclear-weapon States are represented, or other appropriate forums, from
negotiating and concluding a comprehensive test-ban treaty in a direct manner
and as a matter of urgency.

Nitn regard to the reduction and the elimination of nuclear weapons, the
need to implement the treaty obligations set forth in article V1 of the NPT
too should and must be given the highest priority. Despite the measures that
have been taken in accordance with the SALT agreements or that will be taken
pursuant to the INF Treaty, the accumulation of nuclear weapons will still be
at a much higher level than at the time when those treaty obiigations were
undertaken in 1968. In this connection, the early conclusion of the treaty to
reduce the strategic nuclear weapons of the United States and the Soviet Union
by 53 per cent, the Chemical Weapons Convention as well as the reduction and
redressing of the asymmetrical balance of conventional weapons by those
mi1-itary pacts possessing the largest arsenals will be regarded as a firm
indication of good faith to implement the obligation assumed under article V1
of the NPT.

Lastly, but certainly not least, it would be very helpful also if the
States parties to the NPT encouraged any initiative by any group of countries
to conclude a regional treaty, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at
among the States of the region concerned, to ensure the total absence of
nuclear weapons from their respective territories. Such an initiative is
their treaty right as stipulated in article V11 of the NPT.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia for his statement
and for the kind words he has addressed to the Chair.

I now give the floor to the next speaker on my list, the representative
of the German Democratic Republic, Ambassador Rose.

Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): Mr. President, first of all, my
delegation should like to congratulate you very warmly on your assumption of
the presidency of the Conference for the mnth of July. You represent a
country with which the German Democratic Republic has always maintained
friendly relations and which plays a significant part in the quest for peace,
security and disarmament. This can be gathered from the plan to rid the world
of nuclear weapons and violence which was submitted by Prime Minister
Rajiv Gandhi to SSOD 111. I am convinced that with your great experience and
diplomatic skill you will efficiently guide the Conference in the first month
of the summer session.
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At the same time, I would like to thank your predecessor,
Ambassador Meiszter, for the competent and excellent manner in which he
fulfilled his responsible functions as President of the Conference and I would
like to take this opportunity to bid farewell to my good friend and colleague,
Ambassador Meiszter. I thank him for our friendly co-operation and wish him
all the best in his further endeavours and in his personal life. We will all
miss him here in Geneva.

I would also like to express our happiness to see with us again
Under-Secretary-General Akashi and I join previous speakers in welcoming the
Disarmament Fellows in our midst.

We should also like to bid farewell to Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan and
to Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma.

May I also take this opportunity to extend a warm welcome to the new
representatives of Bulgaria, Ambassador Kostov, of Indonesia,
Ambassador Loeis, of Kenya, Ambassador Ruoro, and of Peru,
Ambassador de Rivero.

Our Conference is resuming its work against the background of significant
developments in international relations. Convincing proof of this is given by
the Treaty on the Elimination of Medium- and Shorter-Range Nuclear Missiles,
which entered into force during the Soviet-United States Summit Meeting in
Moscow. All necessary prerequisites have been created for the physical
destruction of these weapons.

What matters now is to make rapid headway on the road embarked upon. We
hope that the bilateral negotiations on cutting by half the Soviet and
United States strategic offensive weapons, while observing the ABM Treaty as
signed in 1972, will soon record a successful outcome and that further areas
will be included in the disarmament process that must develop on a bilateral,
regional and global scale.

Manifold and energetic efforts have been undertaken all over the world to
consolidate the positive trends in the development of international relations
and to strengthen them by taking further measures designed to accelerate the
process of arms limitation and disarmament.

The Narsaw Treaty leaders, at their meeting in Warsaw a few days ago,
reaffirmed their determination to spare no effort to keep positive processes
going and to make them irreversible. They emphasized the priority task in the
field of disarmament and put forward concrete and substantive proposals for a
considerable reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe
with the expectation that the other side would respond constructively.

The rhird United Nations special session assumes special significance in
this context. It was marked by a wide-ranging exchange of views conducted in
a businasslike, non-confrontational atmosphere, and it delivered a clear
message: in todayk interdependent world national security can only be
achieved t.?.?rough co-operation by all States. The awareness of the universal
character of security and disarmament has gained ground. Consequently, it was
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also one of the crucial demands at the session to ensure what is called a
constructive parallelism between the bilateral Soviet-United States
negotiations and multilateral efforts, while simultaneously increasing the
role of the United Nations. The third special session has, in our view,
improved the political conditions for coming to terms on such a comprehensive
approach. However, nobody can ignore the substantial differences that need to
be overcome. The proceedings of SSOD I11 not only con£irmed agreed priorities
in disarmament, but also brought forth new proposals, which will play a
significant role in the future.

De,?lorably, these constructive endeavours could not be reflected in a
unanimously adopted concluding document. This proves that a1though we are on
the right path, the harmonization of different approaches towards disarmament
calls for sustained efforts and that political resolve is required to this
effect. That is why we should make fuller use of our Conference to pursue
more vigorously the discussions and negotiations on the items on our agenda so
that practical results will be produced.

What forms part of the positive record of SSOD I11 is the unanimous
desire to conclude the Convention on the prohibition of all chemical weapons
as soon as possible. In this context, the representative of Sweden,
Ambassador Theorin, in her speech on 7 July 1988, warned of serious dangers
which would arise from further delays. We fully share this concern. A
situation where chemical weapons are further produced and modernized or their
production is prepared, where chemical weapons are employed and the acute
danger of their proliferation is growing, such a situation considerably
increases the security risk. This should not be acceptable to any State.

Further work has to be accomplished this year concerning different parts
of the text, e.g. with regard to the order of destruction of chemical weapons,
the conduct of challenge inspections, assistance, economic and technological
development and final clauses. We consider clarification of the problems
pertaining to the non-production of chemical weapons to be one of the priority
tasks. It directly concerns most States. With this in mind, we deem it
urgent to advance and complete the work on article V1 and the annex thereto.

In so doing, it will be possible to make clear the content of obligations
to be undertaken, to arouse the interest of all States and to lay foundations
for universal accession to the Convention.

At this juncture, I should like to recall the proposal made by the German
Democratic Republic and Poland to the effect that the forthcoming regular
session of the United Nations General Assembly should be used for the purpose
of information and dialogue with countries outside the Geneva Conference.

An encouraging development, in our view, is the growing amount of
information relevant to the future CW Convention which has been provided by
various delegations. This, undoubtedly, enhances confidence and directly
serves the negotiating process. Just like many other members of the
Conference on Disarmament, the German Democratic Republic has already
announced in a statement that it does not possess any chemical weapons. The
Soviet Union gave details about the amount of its chemical-weapon stocks. We
are convinced that during the summer session further States will participate
in the endeavours to build confidence.
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In view of this, we believe that a sustained multilateral data exchange
in the field of non-production of chemical weapons, and also trial
inspections, could be conducive to gathering experience and making the
verification r6gimes practicable.

We hold that it is indispensable to considerably increase the intensity
of negotiations, and will support the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee,
Ambassador Sujka, in his activities.

And let me add here the following idea. Taking advantage of the
experience gained in the bilateral process and bearing in mind the importance
of the issue, we would deem it appropriate to convene in due time a meeting of
Foreign Ministers of the States participating in the Conference.

The improved political conditions for the disarmament process should
enable the Conference to overcome the standstill with regard to the nuclear
items included in our agenda. We, for our part, come out in favour of
tackling immediately those tasks which allow us to get down to practical
work. At tile same time, we advocate intensifying the dialogue with the aim of
laying the political foundation for further negotiations. Even if the
concrete objectives of bilateral negotiations and of multilateral processes
differ from each other, it is, however, indisputable that they can and must be
parallel affairs complementing each other in an appropriate way in order to
achieve the common goal of a world free from nuclear weapons.

This is especially true of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. The
initiation of bilateral negotiations between the Soviet Union and the
United States in connection with the ratification of the so-called threshold
treaties of 1974 and 1976 is a positive step in the right direction. But it
cannot replace the work of the Conference in terms of a comprehensive test
ban. At SSOD 111, a great majority of States voiced their particular interest
in dealing with this task. It is for this reason that the Conference should
undertake new efforts at its summer session to set up a committee on agenda
item 1 whose mandate would be acceptable to all parties. In our opinion, it
is possible to reach a compromise, taking into consideration the proposals on
hand. At this juncture, let me draw your attention to the text which was
presented by the then President, Ambassador Vejvoda, during the in£ormal
consultations in April last year. It would constitute, in our view, a sound
basis for understanding. As to the programme of work for a committee, we do
not see any irreconcilable differences in the ideas put forward to this end.
My delegation would consider it possible to start with the verification issue.

The Conference should also address the proposal submitted by the Foreign
Minister of the Soviet Union, Eduard Shevardnadze, in August last year. It is
about the setting-up of a special group of experts which would be expected to
elaborate recommendations on the structure and functions of a verification
system for a possible agreement providing for the cessation of nuclear weapon
testing.

iiJe are in favour of discussing the contribution which the Conference on
Disarmament could make with respect to the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmament under agenda item 2. Nobody intends to disturb the
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bilateral negotiations. On the contrary. The most essential thing is that
all sides adopt a constructive approach with a view to identifying those
subjects which could and should be dealt with at our Conference. We think
that this forum is especially suited to tackle conceptual problems on the
basis of the results achieved in the bilateral process, and to identify issues
going beyond it, e.g. the development of new security structures, such as the
non-nuclear defensive capability. In this context, the relationship between
nuclear and conventional disarmament should constitute an interesting subject
for consideration.

A constituent part of the conceptual work could also be to find out what
experience from the INF Treaty would be generally useful for nuclear
disarmament. When calling for systematic multilateral activity, in parallel
to bilateral negotiations, we always have in mind that the question is not
only to reduce and destroy existing arsenals, but also to prevent compensation
and modernization. Therefore, multilateral activities are indispensable.
They become even more and m r e pressing.

It would be best to hold these discussions within a special organ of the
Conference. It would, however, also be possible to start with informal
meetings of the plenary and to set up a working group later on. What needs to
be done is to take the first step, to set things going at the Conference and
to move towards the objective - nuclear disarmament and prevention of a
nuclear war.

The spilling over of the arms race into outer space must be prevented, if
the aim to end it on earth is to be achieved. The negotiations to cut the
Soviet and United States offensive strategic nuclear missiles by half are
inevitably bound up with the overall question of observing the ABM Treaty.

In its work on agenda item 5, the Committee should primarily see to it
that the discussion is even more focused on global measures designed to
prevent an arms race in outer space. We can note with satisfaction that a
number of proposals are already on the table. In this regard, we should like
to remind you of the working paper of the German Democratic Republic and
Mongolia on "Main Provisions of a Treaty on the Prohibition of Anti-Satellite
Weapons and on Ways to Ensure the Immunity of Space Objects" (CD/777). We are
well aware of the complicated technical issues which do exist in this field.
For this reason, we endorse the idea that a group of scientists working on a
temporary basis should be set up.

Growing commitment was demonstrated at SSOD I11 to adopt regional
measures on arms limitation and disarmament in the interest of increased
international security.

The International Meeting for Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones, held in Berlin
from 20 to 22 June 1988, also manifested this significant phenomenon.
Starting from the realization that a nuclear-weapon-free world cannot be
achieved overnight, participants from 113 countries, representing Governments,
non-governmental organizations and research institutes, demonstrated in a
comprehensive and businesslike dialogue the viability of the idea of
establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of peace. In his concluding
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remarks, the host of the Meeting, Erich Honecker, Chairman of the State
Council of the German Democratic Republic, emphasized inter alia that such
zones strengthened the rggime of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
created confidence and stabil i ty and were calculated to free ever larger areas
from the horrible nuclear means of warfare.

We will provide interested delegations with the material of the Meeting,
as soon as i t is available.

The German Democratic Republic, together with Czechoslovakia, has taken
the ini t ia t ive in creating guarantees for security in Europe, precisely where
the greatest destructive potentials confront each other eyeball to eyeball.
It is in favour of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free corridor along the
dividing line between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty and advocates a
chemical-weapon-free zone. These proposals are in keeping with the endeavour
to free Europe from weapons of mass destruction and to considerably reduce
troops and conventional weapons.

All sides hold that i t is through more openness and verification that
disarmament and arms limitation should be advanced and stabilized also in the
regional framework. That is why the proposals only recently submitted by the
Socialist Unity Party of the German Democratic Republic and the Social
Democratic Party of the Federal Republic of Germany for a zone of confidence
and security in Central Europe deserve great attention and a positive response.

The underlying motive of this move is to convince both sides that,
despite the s t i l l existing military capacities, there is no intention to carry
out a surprise attack. I t includes the following measures:

Arrangements going beyond the 1986 Stockholm Document regarding the
holding of military manoeuvres in terms of numbers, strength, mandatory
notification, e t c . ;

The setting-up of permanent centres to promote con£idence-building;

Permanent mixed observer posts occupied by military experts of both sides
and established at strategically important points;

The setting-up of joint European sa te l l i t e surveillance; and

The installation of so-called hot1ines between Centra1 European States.

This ini t iat ive will underpin and promote both the Jaruzelski and the
Jakes plan.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Rose for his statement and for the
kind remarks he has addressed to the Chair.

Does any other delegation wish to take the floor?
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If no other delegation wishes to take the floor, f shall turn to the
question of the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive
Programme of Disarmament. You will recall that at our last plenary meeting I
announced that agreement had been reached on the re-establishment of this
Committee on the basis of a text that had been considered for inclusion in the
concluding document that was to have been adopted at the third special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament+. Accordingly, a draft
decision, contained in working paper CDmP.346, was circulated in all
languages in the delegation boxes on Friday afternoon.

May I take it that the Conference adopts this draft decision?

It was so decided.

I understand that the Conference wishes to appoint Ambassador Alfonso
Garcia Robles of Mexico as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee and that he has
kindly agreed to serve in that capacity.

It-was so decided.

If no other delegation wishes to take the floor, I shall adjourn this
meeting.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,
21 July, at 10 a.m.

The meeting is adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12 noon.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 467th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues this
week its consideration of agenda items 1, Nuclear test ban, and 2, Cessation
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. However, as provided for
in rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise
any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

I have on the list of speakers for today the representatives of
Czechoslovakia and Sri Lanka. I give the floor to the first speaker on the
list, the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Mr. President, let me start by
congratulating you, the representative of friendly India, on your assumption
of the presidency of the Conference for the month of July, We are convinced
khat in discharging your duties you will make full use of pour personal
qualities and the rick experience froxi your previous work in this body,
Allow me to express our readiness to co-operate in your 2fEo~ts to advance the
Conference's work. At the same time, I shoul6 Pike to express our
appreciation to your predecessor and my friend, Ambassador ~6vid Meiszter of
Bungary, for his work as President of the Conference ia April, May and June.
He concluded his stay in Geneva in an elegant manner, and I am sad that we
have to bid him farewell. Ambassador Meiszter was an excellent
representative of his country. I would also like to mention his
participation in the Group of Seven, where he introduced several interesting
ideas on the possibilities of increasing the effectiveness of our work, We
also want to bid farewell to Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan and
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma. It is our pleasant duty to welcome our new
colleagues Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia,
Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya and Ambassador de Rivero of Peru.

Allow mel first of all, to make a few remarks - on a purely personal
note - on SSOD-111. First of all, I would like to state that I do consider
SSOD-I11 a useful and worthy exercise, even if it was not crowned by a
document which we should and could have had if a few delegations had shown
nore readiness for a mutually profitable compromi.se. What we witnessed was a
very small minority trying to the very last moment to push their national
policy dogmas through into the final paper, which - of course - was not
possible.

The session as a whole showed overwhelming support for the goals of
disarmament, the interest of the world community in negotiation, not
confrontation, and the attention which is being paid by even the highest
echelon of world politics to disarmament. Many interesting and new ideas
were expressed in the general debate and reflected in the working papers. We
were able to gain inspiration and material for our further thinking and the
formulation of draft proposals and decisions. We could see which matters
were really negotiable. I was met by surprisingly great interest when I was
trying to put together a compromise text on test-ban negotiation. Even if I
failed, I do not regret the effort. And as I shall state later, my
delegation is ready to continue in this effort here and add what it can to our
urgent goal of establishing an ad hoc committee on a comprehensive test ban.
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But it seemed to me at SSOD-I11 that, while in some places we were making
progress, in others we were going backwards. I still remember the period in
disarmament negotiations many years ago when some delegations expressed
dislike for the expression "disarmament" as if they wanted to express their
disbelief that elimination of arms was possible. We witnessed some similar
siqns at the special session. Some delegations claimed that they were
pursuing a so-called policy of firmness, which they falsely depicted as a road
to disarmament. But should so-called firmness and refusal to take into
account the interests of others really be considered a road to disarmament?
There must be only one firmness, and that is to try to reach disarmament on an
equal basis for all. And finally I got the feeling that to some delegations
SSOD-I11 seemed only another kind of First Committee of the General Assembly,
where positions are put into draft resolutions and prepared for voting. But
at sessions where consensus is a procedural necessity, this is the wrong way
to achieve positive results.

On the other hand, many delegations showed extreme dedication to
disarmament, extreme understanding of the possible ways of reaching tangible
results. I shall never forget the unceasing efforts of some - mostly heads
of delegations to this body - to find compromises during the last minutes of
our night meeting.

Delegations of the Warsaw Treaty Organization countries issued a
memorandum in which our principal positions were introduced. However, during
negotiations we were trying to help to achieve a common understanding on all
problems, and for the sake of consensus we were extremely flexible. The lack
of consensus is definitely not a tragedy - let us not cry over spilt milk -
but rather it is the reflection of the situation which, in spite of recent
progress in some areas, is still far from satisfactory in results, thinking
and approaches to our common goal - disarmament. In that connection I would
like to quote the Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs,
Yasushi Akashi, who said at the national convention of the United Nations
Association of the United States of America, and I fully subscribe to this:

"It would be a great pity if short-term calculations of national
security interest were to prevail over long-term interests in such vital
areas with global dimensions as nuclear non-proliferation, the conclusion
of a chemical weapons convention, strengthening of the
Secretary-General's hand in investigating the use of chemical weapons and
preventinq the arms race in outer space and constraining it in maritime
areas."

This month, on 1 July, we celebrated the twentieth anniversary of the
Treaty of the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic - a member of the Non-proliferation Treaty from the very
beginning - regards this treaty as a supporting pillar of the existing r6gime
of non-proliferation. In the field of limiting nuclear armaments it is, with
its 136 participants, the most representative international treaty which plays
an important role in the strengthening of peace and security in the world.
It effectively contributes to the stabilization of relations and confidence
among all States. Therefore, in celebrating the twentieth anniversary of the
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opening for signature of the Treaty, it is only appropriate to appeal to all
countries which have not yet acceded to this important and significant
international document to do so as soon as possible. Today, at a time when
the first tangible steps are being made in the field of nuclear disarmament,
all States, both large and small, nuclear as well as non-nuclear ones, should
contribute to the prevention of nuclear proliferation. And it will be high
time at the next General Assembly to start the preparatory work for the next
Review Conference of the NPT.

It is our firm belief, and we have proof, that the NPT has in no way
hampered the development of international co-operation in the field of
peaceful uses of nuclear energy on a multilateral as well as a bilateral
basis. We hope that, in the coming years, the NPT will be upheld and
strengthened further through the participation of a greater number of
States. Such a course of action would undoubtedly strengthen security and
,muid create favourahTe conditions for the process of deep and irreversible
nuclear disarmament. That would be in full accordance with all the
obligations zssurned under artcle VI, which we regard as an important provision
of the Treaty.

The signature and ratification of the Soviet-United States INF Treaty is
rightly regarded as a first and important step on this path. It is now vital
for the credibility of the historical breakthrough achieved in Washington and
Moscow that the Soviet Union and the United States should conclude an
agreement on 50 per cent cuts in their strategic weapons in the near future,
with strict observance of the ABM Treaty in the form in which it was signed in
1972 and on condition of non-withdrawal from this Treaty for an agreed
period. That would represent another extremely important and far-reaching
step tcwards nuclear disarmament on Earth, provided that the vital security
interests of all States are not directly threatened by new military machinery
placed in outer space.

In view of the rapid development of space technology, we hope that in a
few years from now we will not have to deal with the cessation of an arms race
in outer space instead of prevention. We would very much prefer to avoid
such a modification of on? of our priority items.

As I have already stated, we maintain that SSOD-I11 gave us encouragement
for more active work in various fields. In our opinion this Conference is
the body best suited for follow-up work in this regard. Today I would like
to touch briefly on one of the tasks, the validity and timeliness of which was
reconfirmed by the debate at the special session, namely, the question of a
nuclear test ban.

It was my hope that already in New York we would be in a position to find
a framework which would allow us to start practical work on an NTB in the CD
this summer. Some consultations I held with that aim in mind seemed to be
encouraging. Xowever, as all open problems were treated in the concluding
stage of the special session under heavy time pressure, we lacked sufficient
time and a calm and minimally constructive atmosphere for dealing with an NTB
in a conclusive way, even if a compromise text had been reached.
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In supporting the goal of specific work to be undertaken on the NTB, my
delegation proceeds from the assumption that what we should aim at is the
general and complete cessation of nuclear tests. For reasons I need not
describe, however, the CD is not in a position to start full-fledged
negotiations in this direction now. We can, however, discuss some rather
important aspects of the future test ban. Such discussion, if carried out
purposefully, could help us clarify all problems standing in the way of the
achievement of an NTB and identify ways and means for either the solution or
the reappraisal of these problems.

With that in mind I put forward in April 1987, in my capacity as
President of the CD, an informal paper containing a draft mandate for an
ad hoc committee on item 1 of our agenda, Nuclear test ban. Since that paper
was not circulated officially, let me, for the benefit of those who might not
have seen it, read the second and third paragraphs of my informal proposal:

"The Conference requests the Ad hoc Committee to initiate, as a
first step towards achieving a nuclear-test-ban treaty, substantive work
on specific and interrelated test-ban issues, including structure and
scope as well as verification and compliance.

"Pursuant to its mandate, the Ad hoc Committee will take into
account all existing proposals and future initiatives. In addition, it
will draw on the knowledge and experience that have been accumu'ated over
the years in the consideration of a comprehensive test ban in the
successive multilateral negotiating bodies and the trilateral
negotiations."

Let me draw your attention to what I consider a very important part of
that proposal, namely the expression "to initiate, as a first step towards
achieving a nuclear-test-ban treaty". I want to stress that my delegation
has never regarded any work which might be undertaken by this body on item 1
separately from the final goal, which remains the general and complete
cessation of nuclear testing. We therefore welcome all activities which
could bring us closes to the achievement of that objective. One such step
could be the ratification of the Soviet-United States threshold treaties of
1974 and 1976 on peaceful nuclear explosions; another could be consideration
of all aspects relevant tc the verification of the NTB with the active
participation of technical experts, But much more should be done in this
regard, and I continue to believe that our Conference, through its appropriate
subsidiary body, could contribute a Pot to make the journey towards the NTB as
short and as smooth as possible.

Our Confsrenc? has an extended agenda. I will address some of the other
items on future occasions. Now, to conclude my statement today, I should
like to emphasize again the opinion of my delegation that in the remaining
weeks of this summer session we should act actively on all of them. Our
efforts must continue both here and at the upcominq regular forty-third
session of the United Nations General Assembly so that we move beyond the
point at which we had to stop at SSOD-111.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Vejvoda for his statement and the kind
remarks he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the distinguished
representative of Sri Lanka, Ambassador ~odrigo.

Mr. RODRIGG (Sri Lanka): At the outset let me express the Sri Lanka
delegation's satisfaction at seeing you, the representative of neighbouring
India, steering our work this month as President of the Conference on
Disarmament. Sri Lanka and India have age-old ties that have endured through
all the vicissitudes of history. Your own personal qualities and wide rich
experience in disarmament matters and multilateral diplomacy are too well
known to need repetition by me. We have no doubt that the CD's work will
benefit greatly by your stewardship.

My delegation would also like to express its gratitude for the excellent
manner in which your predecessor in office, Ambassador DAvid Meiszter of
Hungary, conducted the CD's work in an important period. We convey our
warmest good wishes to him in his future assignment. We will miss him, as we
do Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, and Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan, who
played a major role at the SSOD-111. My delegation would also like to welcome
Ambassador Rivero of Peru, Ambassador Kostov of ~ul~aria, Ambassador Ruoro of
Kenya and an old and dear friend, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia.

1 July 1988 marked the twentieth anniversary of the signing of the
historic Treaty on the Non-Poliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The
non-nuclear-weapon States parties to that Treaty, including Sri Lanka,
subscribed to it in the firm belief that the Treaty would contribute to
international peace and security. As the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Sri Lanka stated on the occasion of the celebration of the twentieth
anniversary, we also expected the Treaty to be a first step towards nuclear
disarmament. The essentially multilateral nature of NPT obligations makes it
evident that the revitalization of the multiLatera1 disarmament process in key
areas of concern to all countries would contribute greatly to the success of
the important NPT review that will eventually come up in 1995.

It has been almost four weeks since the final gavel came down on the
third special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmamenf. ~ssessments- of that session continue, attesting both to its
complex nature as well as to the tremendous interest generated, and still
being generated, on future prospects for the multilateral process in
disarmament, a process exemplified by the United Nations. The comment I wish
to make could serve partly as an epilogue to the third SSOD, and partly as a
preface to future special sessions. Happily, hardly anyone treats the
continuing analysis of SSOD-I11 as a post-mortem: multilateral debate and
negotiations in disagmament are very much alive, and the lack of _a -inal
consensus document in New York signifies primarily that time ran out and that
the process needs to continue.

The Conference of Disarmament has its own independent negotiating dynamic
governed by its own procedures. Nevertheless, there is an important nexus
between the special session and this body. In a purely formal sense, of
course, this is quite obvious, in that it was from the first SSOD that the CD
evolved in its present representative format and composition. Beyond that,
the high political level and the near-universal participation at the session
were such that its pulse, or its sense, is one which must definitely be taken
into account by the Conference on Disarmament.
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The dramatic developments of the last 12 months or so, particularly the
INF Treaty, the Moscow summit, improved relations between the two major Powers
and, most important, their growing realization now that international peace
and security, can better be promoted through disarmament rather than
armament. All this deeply influenced the special session. Opinions might
differ, of course, on whether the appropriate metaphor to describe this
influence should speak of casting shadows or of shedding light. What is
important, however, is that the special session took deep cognizance of the
prevailing international circumstances in disarmament. Indeed, at the
session, the potential and promise of the recent bilateral developments in
disarmament virtually took centre staqe. Nevertheless, it was clear to many
participants that while these recent positive trends offered hope, there
remained still much cause for concern. The danger of a totally destructive
nuclear war had not been averted, and nuclear testing continued; the arms
race was proceeding with technological inputs and qualitative escalation
substantially transforming the nature and the lethality of non-nuclear
weapons; political, economic and other non-military threats to international
and regional security were not being adequately addressed.

At the same time, I believe, one absolute was self-evident and was
happily reflected in language acceptable to all in the Committee of the Whole:

"Given the interdependent nature of life on this planet,
multilateral co-operation in the solution of international problems is
imperative."

Coming to grips with the total reality of the international situation and
reaching agreed conclusions on future directions in disarmament negotiations,
on the proper areas for multilateral negotiations as well as on the pace and
scope of these negotiations, were ultimately the daunting challenges to which
the third special session, as successor to the first, needed to respond. The
success or failure of that response should not be judged solely on the lack of
an agreed final document. Proceeding from the historic consensus of the
Final Document of SSOD-I, the discussions at the third special session
branched out in several directions. Deliberations continued on disarmament
issues covered in the Final Oocument of SSOD-L. New trends were identified,
and many new proposals were put forward.

The draft paper presented by Chairman Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan to the
Committee of the Whole, thanks to his skill, balanc~ and judgement, was
considered a reasonable distillation of what was described as the
"middle-ground" of deliberations in the three working groups as well as of
views which did not find reflection in the reports of the chairmen of those
working groups. Reference, for example, to zones of peace in different parts
of the world, including the Indian Ocean, which had been left out of the paper
of the Chairman of Working Group 11, found expression in Ambassador Ahmad's
paper. Accordingly, the paper became the de facto basis on which the myriad
negotiating encounters of the special session took place.



CD/PV.467
8

(Mr. Rodrigo, Sri Lanka)

While it is true that work proceeded on the basis that nothing was agreed
until everything was agreed, we should nevertheless not entirely lose the
benefit of the very tentative understandings reached on individual issues in
the course of these negotiating encounters.

The negotiating encounters that took place during the session are
basically of four kinds. The neogtiating encounters of the first kind were
those that culminated in tentatively agreed texts on such issues as
verification, chemical weapons, non-proliferation, new technologies,
confidence-building measures and so on. Similarly understandings were also
rzached on aspects of disarmament machinery relating to the General Asse~ly
and the First Corfm.ittee, the CD, the Disarmament ComnFssion and other
subsidiary bodies and institutions. These understandings errbody important
concl.;isiorts reached 4.n serious negotiating ,oncountet-S, from which we should
not slide b2.ck.

:!he negotiating encounters of the second kind were those on which serious
exchacjes raok place in the cpen-znded foruns 06 the session, as well as In
:112:?1erous Lr-ufc.uli~.=~l bilateral and other dj.scerssbons and on which agreements
c~i.3l.d conce.i.vaS.1.y haw Seen reached given more time and an additional spurt of
p3litj.cal couage, My delegation believes "that the sections on zones of peace
and various specific initiatives are examples of negotiating encounters of the
secand kind.

Then there are the negotiating encounters of the third kind, which in a
sense were really non-encounters, in that some issues were not aired in the
Cornlittee of the Whole because of time and other constraints. Examples are
provided by the paragraphs in Ambassador Ahmad's paper relating to the issue
of the nuclear capabilities of Israel and South Africa,

Finally, there are the negotiating encounters of the fourth kind, which
wsre marked unfortunately by inflexible attitudes, and where the attainment of
cons3nsus seemed irnmssible. Thus there was no consensus for the inclusion of
zertain sucjezts Iiic. the naval arms race. I" ,s particular1.y in respect of
t-hese concroversjal areas that a full exposure sf views should be encouraged
~n the Euture in order to seek points of possible convergence and to identiEy
m i n k of divergence.

The diverse negotiating encounters that took place during the session
pint to the complexity of the issues concerned. They gave evidence also of
firmly held national positions that would not yield to international
promptinq, At the same time, in their concern to reach consensus, some
delegations made quite considerable compromises in respect of very strongly
felt, long-held positions. Some clearly made greater sacrifices than others
to appease the great god Consensus. Even in such cases where the course of
discussions led only to frustrating dead-ends, the process nevertheless
offered valuable indications not only of individual positions, but also of the
considerable weight of international opinion pressing for negotiated
multilateral action, on, for example, such issues as outer space, where much
had happened since the last SSOD, The contrary pulls between deeply perceived
national security interests on one hand and what others saw as broader, more
valid global imperatives on the other hand were not always reconciled.
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Above all, the negotiating encounters pointed to the conviction shared, I
believe, by all delegations, that the disarmament process is one which
concerns the entire international commmunity. Regrettably, however, the
logical corollary was not fully activated that multilateral approaches should
be consistently applied to all those questions of disarmament in which were
bound up the interests, and indeed the survival, of all humankind.

That the special session was a disappointing and even frustrating
exercise in many ways cannot be denied, particularly if the yardstick of
measurement was SSOD-I, the Final Document of which remains, to my
delegation's mind, the most complete expression of the international
community's commitment to the systematic attainment of the goals of general
and complete disarmament. That document was described by a cynic in the
corridors of the United Nations in New York last month as "idealistic", the
implication or even the aspersion being that the end result of SSOD-111, as an
exercise in multilateral disarmament, was of the real world and the
Final Document of 1978 was not. Mr. Brian Urquhart, the former
Under-Secretary-General whose career spanned 40 years in the United Nations
from its inception, and who remained nevertheless undeterred by that long
experience in multilateralism, wrote that "idealism which is the distillation
of human experience is far more realistic than cynicism or defeatism".

A co-operative approach which is predicated on the sober acceptance of
global interdependence and pursued in a manner which acknowledges, in a real
sense, the sovereign equality of all States is the most realistic approach to
be followed in our search for peace and security. Such an approach was
advocated by the Non-aligned as far back as 1961 at their very first summit in
Belgrade. This approach, linked to a refusal to join either of the mutually
antagonistic military pacts, was long considered utopian, impratical and even
immoral. Time, however, has vindicated the basic position of the Non-aligned
that international peace cannot be enduringly founded on military might,
whether projected unilaterally or through pacts.

The word "multilateralism" has acquired a certain "loaded" connotation in
disarmament and United Nations parlance, and is unfortunately seen sometimes
as antonymous with "bilateraln. This is unfortunate because it tends to mask
the fact that multilateralism is really synonymous with international
co-operation. There is no conflict between multilateral and bilateral
approaches unless bilateral measures are blindly pursued in total indifference
to the imperatives of global interdependence, and multilateral diplomacy
refuses to take hard-headed cognizance of international realities.

At SSOD-I11 the two approaches may not have always been perfectly
synchronized, but nor, I believe, were they in confrontation. The two
approaches were perhaps seriously seeking to come to terms with each other.
This healthy encounter needs to go on. SSOD-111 has, therefore, served a
useful function.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Rodrigo for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair. Does any other delegation wish to take
the floor? I see none.

The secretariat has circulated today an informal paper containing the
timetable of meetings for the Conference and its subsidiary bodies during the
coming week. The timetable is merely indicative and subject to change. I
should like to note that in accordance with the decision taken by the
Conference at its plenary meeting last Thursday, provision has been made for
the holding of two informal meetings, following the plenary meetings on
Tuesday and Thursday, to discuss all aspects of the question of the improved
and effective functioning of the Conference on Disarmament. It is understood
that if in the time available next Tuesday we can exhaust the subject, the
meeting scheduled for Thursday will be cancelled. I should also like to note
that this is intended as a first round of discussion and that further
consideration of the subject will continue later in August.

If I see no objection, I shall consider that the Conference adopts the
timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: As there is no other business for today, I intend now to
adjourn this meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament will be held on Tuesday, 26 July, at 10 a.m. Before 1 adjourn the
meeting I have an announcement to make, The Ad hoc Committee on Effective
International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States agains the Use
or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons will meet immediately after the plenary.
The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 10.55 a-m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 468th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues this
week with its consideration of agenda items 1, Nuclear test ban, and 2,
Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, However, as
provided for in rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so
may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

I have on the list of speakers for today the representatives of Canada
and Peru. I give the floor to the first speaker on the list, the
distinguished representative of Canada, but before I do that, I would like on
behalf of all of you to extend a cordial welcome to the parliamentarians of
the Western European Union whose presence at our meeting testifies to keen
interest in the work of this Conference. I now give the floor to
Ambassador Marchand of Canada.

Mr. MARCHAND (Canada) (translated from French): In my statement today, I
will address item 5 on the agenda of the Conference, Prevention of an arms
race in outer space. In subsequent statements later in the session, I intend
to take up two other major areas of priority for Canada: chemical weapons and
a nuclear test ban.

Speaking for the first time in plenary since the third special session of
the United Nations devoted to disarmament, I cannot hide my disappointment
that the session ended without agreement on a substantive final document.
However, like many of those who spoke before me on this subject, rather than
pin blame on one participant or another, I believe we must, in this
Conference, build on the common ground which emerged during the deliberations
at that session and continue the dialogue in those areas where divergencies
continue to exist.

The emerging consensus at the third session con£irmed the importance and
urgency of preventing an arms race in outer space. Accordingly, the
participants urged the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its efforts in
this area. The draft document also referred to the significant contribution
that success in the American-Soviet negotiations would make to our common
objective of preventing an arms race. The Government of Canada concurs fully
with this analysis, which recognizes the significance of the task before us
and gives proper weight to the importance of the bilateral dimension.

Notwithstanding this latter point, it is clear that the multilateral
dimension of arms control in outer space is gaining increasing importance and
will continue to do so. This is, as it should be, a point that is implicitly
recognized in the draft document of the special session where all States are
called upon to contribute actively to work towards the objective of the
peaceful uses of outer space. Given the potential for an arms race in outer
space, the increase in the number of countries with significant interests and
capabilities in space and the continuing growth in space activities, the
Canadian Government believes that it is appropriate that this dimension should
be expected to take on, and should actually take on, increasing significance.
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Having said this, it is clear that if the multilateral dimension is to
take on greater importance, the Conference on Disarmament will have to play a
more substantive role in preventing an arms race in outer space. To achieve
this objective we must start from four important considerations. Firstly, we
must take very great care to enhance stability and not detract from it,
secondly our negotiations must compliment, in the strictest sense of the word,
the negotiations between the two major space Powers. Thirdly, we must
recognize that a very considerable measure of prohibition and protection
already exists in outer space and that we must base our efforts on that
foundation, fourthly, we must not confuse or lose sight of the very useful and
practical division of labour between the Conference on Disarmament and the
United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer space.

Establishing a starting-point is relatively easy. What comes next is a
lot harder. Prevention of an arms race in outer space clearly involves a
significant effort both in defining space weapons and in defining legitimate
space activities. Each of us recognizes the bewildering complexity of the
problems regarding the emplacement of weapons in space and the deployment on
Earth of weapons capable of attacking objects in space. We are all also aware
of the difficulty of defining the kinds of military activities that might or
might not be legitimately conducted in space.

The fact that the task is difficult and complex does not dictate that we
should eschew it, but rather that we should perhaps focus more on measures
that could provide a starting-point in the establishment of an appropriate
international rkgime.

One might confine oneself to asserting that these questions require a
comprehensive solution and not piecemeal or partial treatment. We could agree
to incremental measures provided that they were fully compatible with the
existing and future rkgime, and that compliance with the legal obligations
thus created could be effectively verified.

We also believe, as the Australian delegation noted last year, that these
goals will be finally attained only in so far as States give all due
transparency to their space activities. We must all face the fact that unless
we can make significant steps in the direction of greater transparency in
these areas, our chances of negotiating a comprehensive r6gime for the
prevention of an arms race in outer space will be pretty slim.

One area which might permit practical progress in increasing transparency
would be multilateral exchanges of data on the military functions of space
objects. The Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space
offers clear potential for improving our collective behaviour, provided that
we decide to improve compliance with the provisions, and especially the spirit
of the Convention. In particular, article IV, paragraph 1 (e) stipulates that
each State shall furnish to the Secretary-General information on the general
functions of space objects carried on its registry.

It should be noted at the outset that the Registration Convention is not
primarily an arms control agreement or a disarmament treaty, it should further
be noted that the Outer Space Treaty, which was also negotiated in the
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Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, is in part incontestably an
arms control measure. Clearly it is the terms of an agreement and not its
provenance which should reflect its purpose and functions.

As noted, article IV of the 1975 Convention requires, inter alia, that
each State furnish information concerning the general function of a space
object before launching it or procuring its launching. In the past,
descriptions furnished to the Secretary-General of the United Nations under
this heading have been extremely vague. In fact, as the United Kingdom and
Canada pointed out to the Conference in 1985, not one of the space objects
whose launching has been registered has ever been described as having a
milit-ary function, despite the fact that, at a conservative estimate, over
half of all space launches were primarily for military purposes. We accept
the fact that the extent and timeliness of information given concerning
military activities may, by necessity, be limited by considerations of
national security (although even this point might deserve some examination),
but we do not believe that this should extend to a refusal to describe space
objects as having military functions. Here again it is a queston of using
elements of the existing legal r6gime in outer space to strengthen confidence
and effectively promote greater transparency.

What we are suggesting, therefore, is that States parties to the
Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space should take
their reporting responsibilities more seriously and go beyond the requirement
to disclose the general function of space objects to provide more detailed and
timely information concerning the function of a satellite, including whether
the satellite is fulfilling a civilian or military mission or both. What we
are in fact suggesting is the strengthening of the application of the
Convention for arms control purposes.

Assuming that States parties to the Convention reach an understanding and
agree in the future to provide information on the military or civilian nature
of space objects systematically, at the time of registration, the space Powers
that are not parties to the Convention will then be able to accept General
Assembly resolution Z721 (XVI) of 1961, which calls on all States to provide
information on their space objects.

It is perhaps appropriate at this pint to appeal to members of the
Conference that have launched space objects and are not parties to the
Convention, or are parties to the Convention but either do not register their
space objects or have delayed several years before doing so, to become parties
to the Convention or better observe the spirit of its provisions, as the case
may be.

Clearly this would be a very small step towards more transparency and
openness. How to go about it would also be a matter for study. Perhaps we
should take up a proposal made by the delegation of the Federal Republic of
Germany in 1987, which suggested combining our efforts with those of other
forums with the necessary legal expertise.

Strengthening the application of the Registration Convention might even
pave the way for the preparation of a code of conduct for outer space, as
advocated by France, the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany in
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the Conference on Disarmament in 1985. It could also help to make progress
with suggestions concerning the legal immunity of satellites. In this
connection we have noted with great interest that Foreign Minister Dumas of
France, at the third special session of the United Nations devoted to
disarmament, urged that the Conference on Disarmament should give close
examination to various issues, including the strengthening of the system of
notification under the 1975 Convention, and the framing of a code of good
conduct for outer space. The important point, we believe, is to understand
clearly that if this Conference continues to work in the hope that it can, in
one fell swoop, put in place a comprehensive agreement for the prevention of
an arms race in outer space, then it will never achieve anything. However, we
must start somewhere. The elaboration of confidence-building measures, even
modest ones, would surely constitute a useful beginning.

On the another subject, the distribution of compendiums to this
Conference cannot be regarded as a confidence-building measure. However, we
have been encouraged over the years by the reactions of other delegations
around this table to believe that the compendium put out by the Arms Control
and Disarmanent Division of the Canadian Department of External Affairs has
been most useful to this Committee and the Conference in general. We have
asked the secretariat to circulate the compendiums for 1986 and 1987. They
were dispatched to delegations under the symbol CD/OS/WP.23 on 23 May 1988. I
hope that they will contribute in some way, however small, in advancing the
work of this Committee.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Marchand for his statement. I
now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Peru,
Ambassador de Rivero.

Mr. de RIVER0 (Peru) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, I
consider it a happy coincidence that I should be speaking for the first time
in the plenary Conference on Disarmament when you are in the Chair. Those of
us who have had a chance to get to know you are sure that we shall benefit
from your talent and experience in searching for new opportunities for the
cause of disarmament.

My delegation would also like to join in the cordial expressions of
appreciation to the distinguished ambassadors of Burma, Hungary and Pakistan,
whose departure will leave a noticeable gap in this single multilateral
negotiating forum, but will also leave us with warm memories of the work they
have done.

While extending a warm welcome to the distinguished ambassadors of
Bulgaria, Indonesia and Kenya, I should like to thank the distinguished
ambassadors who have spoken before me most sincerely for the generous
greetings and to stress that I am always ready to co-operate to the best of my
ability in fulfilling our task.

I should like to focus my first remarks on the third special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. At the outset, of course, there
were great expectations and undeniable optimism in some quarters, despite the
fact that we were all aware that the third special session had not been
properly prepared for and that insufficient time had been allowed to ensure
its success. Either people were overconfident, or they thought that it was
possible to achieve a great deal in a short time with little preparation.
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Reality, stark reality, put an end to this wishful thinking: the third
special session did not achieve its objectives. We can call this failure,
lack of consensus, or yet another setback. What is certain is that it did not
come to a successful conclusion.

There is no point in our getting bogged down in sterile reproaches or
inappropriate lamentations. My delegation believes that even though our
expectations were not fulfilled, we are all left with the lesson that
disarmament has to be achieved through realism and persistence. It is an
immense and difficult task. It involves nothing less than convincing the
great Powers that in the nuclear age they must abandon the policy of the big
stride and embrace a policy of co-operation and interdependence. That is to
say, they must move on from bilateralism to multilateralism in the disarmament
process and in the approach to international security.

After the depression and pessimism that paralysed disarmament discussions
because of the ideological and political confrontation between the super-Powers
in the past, the recent detente, the promising atmosphere at the summit
meetings and the entry into force of the INF Treaty led many over-optimistic
enthusiasts to imagine that these recent events were creating enough political
room to arouse hopes of a successful outcome to the special session. That was
not the case. Unfortunately, the special session was a sterile exercise as
far as the achievement of concrete results in the multilateral disarmament
process was concerned.

To sum up, we seem to find ourselves with a paradox. In recent years the
confrontation between the blocs has not been conducive to the aqoption of
specific new disarmament measures in the United Nations, and nor, it would
seem, is the beginning of detente between them. Faced with this situation, we
might perhaps apply an old African proverb which says that when elephants
fight they destroy the grass and when they make love they destroy it too.

At all events, the results of the third special session have highlighted
the fact that bilateral and multilateral negotiations move on different levels
and at different speeds-. They ought in fact to be convergent and they should
be convergent and complementary, and at a given point they should influence
each other. They are, however, two processes which each evolve in their own
way. Hence our interest in preventing the bilateral negotiations from either
smothering or setting the course for multilateral efforts to promote general
and complete disarmament under effective international control.

Pessimistic voices have been raised by those who believe they see in the
unhappy outcome of the third special session one more episode, and perhaps a
dramatic one, in the crisis of multilateralism. Even if they may be right as
regards the greater complexity of harmonizing the different viewpoints of
sovereign States, it seems an overstatement to conclude that all is lost or
about to be lost. Reality, as usual, offers us a less pessimistic prospect,
and one might even say a hopeful one. Disarmament will not be the result of
an altruistic decision, nor will it be achieved in a day. It will have to be
arrived at by stages, and not every step taken will always be in a forward
direction. Of course, the fiasco of the third special session has meant that
the international community has lost an opportunity - that is true. That is
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to say, nothing has been gained, and something has indeed been lost.
Nevertheless, this loss is not irreparable, just as nobody expected a final
overwhelming victory over the arms race.

Perhaps the great moral of the third special session, if we want to look
at this lost opportunity from the positive side, may be that we have to learn
to moderate our expectations and regulate our objectives better and prepare
ourselves better. Anyway, it is up to us to continue these efforts and give
ourselves another opportunity to show ourselves that nothing is lost if the
will to change this state of affairs exists.

This is a year of anniversaries. On 1 July it was 20 years since the
opening for signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, and on 5 August it will be 25 years since the opening for signature
of the partial test-ban Treaty. While they have different objectives, there
is an indissoluble link between them because of their unquestionable impact in
curbing the arms race.

There have been many criticisms of the NPT, but one fact remains beyond
question: it is the first multilateral instrument to enjoy wide international
support. Furthermore, in so far as article V1 can be implemented to the full,
the NPT will be inextricably linked with nuclear disarmament and a point of
reference for the disarmament process in general. The fourth review
con£erence is to be held within two years. My country plans to play an active
part in it, and accordingly has decided to co-sponsor the United States
proposal that an item on the implementation of the conclusions of the Third
Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT and the establishment of a
preparatory committee for the fourth review conference should be included in
the provisional agenda of the forty-third session of the General Assembly.

The 1963 Treaty, too, is a multilateral instrument which has not been
fully applied inasmuch as the multilateral negotiations on the total cessation
of tests referred to in article I, paragraph 1 (b) have not taken place.
However, the last word has not yet been said, and there can be no doubt that
if the Conference on Disarmament finds itself unable to set up the appropriate
ad hoc committee with a mandate to negotiate, there still remains the
amendment option offered by the 1963 Treaty, which the Depositary States
cannot avoid if they are to comply with the stated requirements.

One of the priority tasks of the Conference on Disarmament is to move
resolutely forward to arrive at an agreement on the complete prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons. In this connection my delegation noted with
satisfaction the proposal put forward by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Yogoslavia at the third special session, and repeated last week in the
Conference on Disarmament by the distinguished representative of that country,
for the convening of a special United Nations conference to approve the
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons and their
destruction. To a large extent this approach coincides with the one set out
by my delegation on 6 August last year, and is calculated to consolidate the
efforts that have been made in this forum over many years.

The doctrine of arms control cannot go on producing advantages for the
super-Powers or the major military blocs. The convention being negotiated
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in the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons must be symmetrical,
non-discriminatory and compensatory. The renunciation of chemical weapons by
States that do not have them or possess them cannot be a blank cheque if the
States that do possess them reserve certain rights for themselves which later
on can legitimize their present situation. Hence the need for all States in
the international community to participate on a basis of solidarity in order
to guarantee the full implementation of a genuine disarmament agreement.

Finally, Mr. President, I wish to inform you that the Government of Peru
has firmly identified itself with the cause of disarmament, and in keeping
with my country's historic mission to promote peace and international
co-operation, has decided to appoint a special delegation to play an active
part in the work of this single multilateral negotiating forum. You may be
sure that the contribution of the special delegation of Peru will be a
constructive one, with no other aim than to promote further progress towards
disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador de Rivero for his statement and for
the kind words he addressed to the Chair. Does any other delegation wish to
take the floor? If not I shall adjourn this meeting, but before doing that I
should like to note that following the plenary meeting, as agreed, there will
be an informal meeting to discuss all aspects of the question of the improved
and effective functioning of the Conference on Disarmament. The next plenary
meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 28 July at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 10.45 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 469th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues this
week its consideration of agenda items 1, "Nuclear test ban", and 2,
"Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament". However, as
provided for in rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so
may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

I have on the list of speakers for today the distinguished
representatives of the United States of America, Poland, bbngolia and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. I now give the floor to the first
speaker on the list, the distinguished representative of the United States,
Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSWRF (United States of America): Mr. President, as this is
the first opportunity that I have had to make a prepared statement this month,
permit me to begin by congratulating you and the delegation of India for your
outstanding stewardship of the Conference during the month of July.

Our delegation also extends its best wishes to those other
representatives who are leaving us or have recently departed:
Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan, who worked so long and patiently here in Geneva
and during the third special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament; Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria; Ambassador Tin Tun
of Burma; Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, who did such a fine job as our
President in April; and Ambassador Tarmidzi of Indonesia, and we welcome and
pledge our co-operation to those new representatives to this body:
Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, Ambassador Ruoro
of Kenya and Ambassador de Rivero of Peru.

I would like to begin today by introducing document CD/83 9, which
contains the texts of a statement by President Reagan and of a statement by
the Assistant to the President for Press Relations at the White House on the
occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the opening for signautre of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. These two statements
attest to the great importance the United States attaches to strengthening
international peace and stability through the prevention of any further spread
of nuclear weapons. As President Reagan notes in his statement, "the
non-proliferation Treaty is one of the international community's most vital
instruments" for doing just this.

The United States has been making concerted efforts to reduce the risk of
nuclear war and to meet the objectives of the non-proliferation Treaty, in
particular under article VI, through its negotiation of the INF Treaty, now
successfully concluded, and on a 50 per cent reduction in the strategic
arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union. The United States calls
on all other nations to do their part, by adhering to the NPT Treaty if they
have not yet done so, and, if they are already parties, by rededication to
achieving the objectives of the Treaty.
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I also want to introduce, in parallel with the delegation of the
Soviet Union, two additional documents important for our work here in this
Conference. The first is a "Joint statement between the United States and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics", Issued Following the Summit Meeting of
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev in Moscow, 29 May-l June 1988,
which has been issued as document CD/846. This joint statement deals at
length with arms control issues, including the nuclear and space talks, and
chemical weapons issues, about which I shall have more to say shortly. The
statement also records the exchange of instrument of ratification of the
INF Treaty, an event of great historical significance for all of us, as it
marks the first time that real nuclear disarmament, involving the elimination
of an entire class of United States and Soviet nuclear arms, is taking place.
The far-reaching inspection provisions of that Treaty are now being
implemented.

The second document, CD/847, is the Agreement between the United States
and the Soviet Union on Notifications of Launches of Intercontinental
Ballistic Missiles and Submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles, signed at Moscow
on 31 May 1988. This Agreement is the latest step taken by the two
Governments designed to reduce the risk of initiation of nuclear war by
miscalculation, misinterpretation or accident. I hope to have more to say at
a later point this summer about a number of the arms control issues addressed
in the joint statement, and about the launch notification agreement.

At the close of the spring part of the CD session, I devoted two plenary
statements to the status of the chemical weapons negotiations. On 14 April, I
commented on what had been achieved so far during the 1988 session. My
statement on 19 April looked ahead to the summer part of this year's session.
Today I would like to return to the important subject of the prohibition of
chemical weapons. A lot has happened since I last addressed the Conference on
this subject.

On several occasions during the last few months, a ban on chemical
weapons has been addressed at a high level bilaterally by the United States
and the Soviet Union. As I have already noted, the leaders of the
United States and the Soviet Union have held important and wide-ranging
discussions of arms control issues, including the prohibition of chemical
weapons. Furthermore, several meetings have been held at the ministerial
level.

At the Moscow Summit President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev
reaffirmed the importance of efforts to address, as a matter of continuing
urgency, the unique challenges of a chemical weapons ban and to achieve an
effective convention. They noted the progress already achieved in the talks,
as well as the difficult problems remaining with regard to effective
monitoring of the global prohibition of chemical weapons and the non-use of
dual-capable chemicals for chemical weapons purposes. Furthermore, the
leaders underlined problems of ensuring effective verification and
undiminished security for all convention participants.

Both sides also agreed on the vital importance of greater openness by all
States as a way to build confidence and strengthen the foundation for an
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effective convention. The leaders also emphasized the necessity of close
co-ordination on a multilateral basis in order to ensure the participation of
all CW-possessing and W-capable States in the convention.

I believe this is the prevailing view in the international community as
well. On the multilateral level, a text expressing the continuing urgency of
prohibition of chemical weapons achieved broad support during SSOD-111,
including the support of the United States delegation.

All these positions are re£lected in the instructions to our delegation.
If this commitment is reflected in the instructions to other delegations as
well, then I believe that the prospects for further progress are good.

Let me now turn to the substance of the negotiations. Today I intend to
address three key issues referred to in the United States-Soviet joint
statement: the vital importance of greater openness; the difficult problem
of effective monitoring of the chemical industry; and ensuring participation
in the convention of all CW-possessing and CW-capable States.

Increasingly, participants in the negotiations have recognized the vital
importance of greater openness by all States about their chemical weapons
capabilities and their chemical industries. The United States delegation
itself has made major contributions in this regard. For example, in CD/711,
presented in July 1986, the United States provided detailed information on its
chemical weapons stockpile, including storage locations. Furthermore, in
document CD/830, tabled last April, we presented further detailed information
on the chemical weapons themselves.

Today the United States delegation is taking another major step toward
greater openness. We are declaring the location of each of our chemical
weapons production facilities. A map showing the locations is contained in
the working paper being introduced today, which is entitled "Destruction of
chemical weapons production facilities". It is our hope that this paper will
contribute both to greater confidence and to the negotiation of related
provisions of the convention.

The declaration we are making today is unprecedented. No other member of
the Conference has provided information on its chemical weapons production
facilities. We urge other countries that possess chemical weapons production
facilities to declare the locations of their facilities and to outline how the
facilities would be destroyed.

In recent months the Conference has made significant progress in
resolving long-standing issues related to chemical weapons production
facilities. An agreed definition is within reach. It has been agreed that
all such facilities must be destroyed. Corresponding changes are already
being made in the draft text of the future convention.

While there is agreement that chemical weapons production facilities must
be destroyed, little information is available to the Conference on how this
would be done. This issue has already arisen in Working Group B this summer.



CD/PV.469
- 5 -

(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States)

To assist the negotiations, our working paper describes in general terms how
the United States would go about the task of destroying its production
facilities.

Openness, of course, has not been a monopoly of a few delegations. We
are encouraged that the concept of multilateral data exchange has taken firm
hold over the last year or two. Many delegations have provided relevant
information in plenary statements or working papers. Undoubtedly, additional
information will be forthcoming in the remaining weeks of this session.

Our records show that approximately a dozen members of the Conference
have not yet indicated whether or not they possess chemical weapons. We urge
them to do so this summer.

Before leaving the subject of openness, I would like to sound a quiet
note of caution. Information presented to the Conference can only facilitate
the negotiations if it is accurate. On the other hand, inaccurate
declarations will decrease confidence and complicate efforts to ban chemical
weapons. Unfortunately, we believe statements regarding non-possession of
chemical weapons have already been made that are likely to have such an
effect. Serious as the effects might be even now, the result of inaccurate
declarations after entry into force might well be a series of challenge
inspections, with the attendant political consequences. Truthful declarations
are essential to the entire process of banning chemical weapons.

The Conference has been wrestling with the difficult problem of effective
monitoring of the chemical industry for some time. The report of the Ad hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons at the end of April, document CD/831, clearly
shows that substantial progress has been made. The report, however, also
makes clear that complicated and thorny issues remain, Resolving these issues
will require not only creative approaches, but also a thorough understanding
of conditions in the civil chemical industry-

Our delegation believes that representatives of the chemical industry can
make an important contribution to the negotiations. This conviction has grown
out of the close and long-standing contacts between our negotiators and
policy-makers on the one hand, and representatives of the American chemical
industry on the other. We have found that industry shares our objective of a
comprehensive, effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical
weapons. Permit me to cite a recent official statement made by
Mr. Robert Roland, President of the American Chemical Manufacturers
Association. This industry organization, which is called CMA for short,
represents companies comprising more than 95 per cent of the United States
chemical production capacity.

In his statement on 28 April 1988, Mr. Roland called for a "strong,
effective international treaty" to ban chemical weapons. He said American,
Canadian, Japanese and European chemical industry representatives have been
working for several months on a set of recommendations that the CMA believes
can facilitate agreement on a chemical weapons ban. When the recommendations
are agreed to, Mr. Roland said, "they will be sent to our negotiators along
with our industries' pledge to do whatever we can to make such a treaty
effective".
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I also want to point out that the CMA's Board of Directors recently
declared its strong support for a chemical weapons treaty and urged that the
chemical industries of all nations work toward consensus on the technical
issues.

Our conviction that industry is eager to facilitate the negotiations was
reinforced by the informal discussions with industry representatives that were
held last week here in Geneva. We are encouraged by the serious and
constructive exchanges between negotiators and experts from industry. These
exchanges made clear the need to devote greater attention to provisions for
protection of confidential business information. They also highlighted the
need to specify clearly what types of information should be considered
con£idential. We express our thanks to the industry representatives who came
to Geneva and to those who organized these discussions. Their technical
expertise and practical experience are of great value in resolving the many
comnonly recognized issues taken up in the discussions.

Another positive development is the proposal for a multilateral effort to
develop and test procedures for conducting inspections of chemical industry
facilities. Initially, my delegation reserved its position on that proposal
until it was mre fully developed. In light of refinements provided by the
Soviet delegation, the United States endorses the concept of such a
multilateral experiment and is willing to participate.

For the experiment to be successful, broad participation by States
possessing commercial facilities that would be subject to routine inspection
under the convention is essential. Participation by others is also highly
desirable, in our view, it is inportant for participants in the negotiations
to declare not only whether or not they have chemical weapons, but also to
declare soon whether or not they have civil chemical facilities that would be
inspected. The United States, of course, does have such facilities.

We agree with the suggestion, made on 26 April, that the experiment
should proceed in a multi-step fashion. Before procedures can be developed
and tested internationally, individual States need to conduct their own
national experiments and provide the results to the CD. The United States
Government is already working with the Chemical Manufacturers Association to
develop and test inspection procedures. We urge the Soviet Union and others
to indipte what actions they are taking.

Much discussion and planning must take place in the CD to make the
experiment a reality. The concept is a good one, but it needs to be fleshed
out. Many questions remain to be answered about how to proceed. For example,
how can sensitive comnercial information be protected under circumstances
where legally binding rules of confidentiality may be lacking? We look to the
Soviet delegation to take the lead in developing answers.

Finally, I want to stress the need for a truly global prohibition of
chemical weapons. Much attention has been devoted to security in Europe. But
events of the past few years make clear that the greatest risk of the use of
chemical weapons lies outside Europe - as demnstrated in the Middle East. We
share the view, expressed by the distinguished representative of EQypt,
Ambassador Elaraby, at the plenary on 26 April, that the convention should be
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universal in character. A convention that does not deal effectively with the
dreadful real i ty that chemical weapons capabili t ies are very widespread cannot
be considered successful.

Our objective is a very challenging one - to secure the participation in
the convention of a l l W-possessing and W-capable States. Pessimists argue
that this is in-possible and that therefore States should set their aspirations
much lower. We cannot agree. Rather, we support the constructive and
creative proposal by the Egyptian delegation that ways be found to consult key
States that are not now participating in the negotiations. Similar ideas have
been expressed by Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom and Ambassador Rose
of the German Democratic Republic. We share the view that consultations would
help to promte the desired universality. We pledge our co-operation with the
delegation of EQypt and other concerned States to bring this proposal to
fruition.

The PRESLQENT: I thank Ambassador Max Friedersdorf for his statement and
the kind remarks he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
distinguished representative of Poland, Ambassador Sujka.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Mr. President, permit me first of a l l to express my
pleasure at seeing you preside over our work during this month. I wish to
take this opportunity to congratulate you on the efficient and skilful manner
in which you are performing your duties as President. Let me also express my
delegation's gratitude to your predecessor, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary,
for his valuable contribution in a difficult period of preparations for
SSOD-111. I regret very much that Ambassador Meiszter is about to leave
Geneva. His departure will certainly be a loss to the Conference. I wish him
al l the best. In addition, P would like to express my warm welccme to our new
colleagues, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria,
Anbassador Ruoro of Kenya and my neighbour Ambassador Oswaldo de Rivero of
Peru, who have joined the Conference recently. I look forward to working with
them, and I wish to assure them of my delegation's full co-operation

On 15 and l6 July, a session of the Political Consultative Comnittee of
the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty was held in Warsaw, at which the
leaders of these countries adopted significant documents of direct concern and
great relevance to the work of the Conference on Disarmament. These
documnts - the cornunique' of the meting of the Political Consultative
Comnittee of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, a statement by the
States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty on negotiations on reductions in armed
forces and conventional arms in Europe, and a paper on the implications of the
arms race for the environment and other aspects of ecological security - are
now available in document CD/842, dated 22 July this year, as yet in the
official language of the meeting only, but I am sure that these documents will
be available in other languages very soon.

These documnts contain a programne of concrete activities aimed at the
prevention of war, d&tente, disarmament and the development of broad and
mutually advantageous co-operation in Europe and in the world.

In the comuniqu6 the leaders of the Warsaw Treaty Organization gave
their assessment of the present development of the international situation,
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and reaffirmed that the States represented at the meeting will continue to do
their best to strengthen and promte the favourable processes in the
international arena so as to make them irreversible. They also designated
pr ior i t ies in the area of international security in a l l i t s aspects,
i . e . pol i t ica l , military, economic, ecological and humanitarian.

I do not intend to go into a detailed analysis of the statement on
negotiations on reductions in armed forces, and conventional arms in Europe.
Its content is self-explanatory a& speaks for i t se l f . I wish, hotever to
p i n t out a more general aspect of this document - i t s conciliatory character,
i t s focus on the search for compromise. It really meets halfway many Western
concerns and suggestions, as well as those of neutral and non-aligned
countries. It is fully based on a fundamntal premise of our philosophy of
international relations - equal security for a l l at a radically lower level of
armamnts, retaining only forces and means necessary for defence, but not
sufficient to launch a surprise attack and conduct offensive operations. We
believe that this approach, which is born out of the conviction that the
present situation in Europe, a place with the heaviest concentration of the
most mdern armamnts, has a negative bearing on the possibi l i t ies for
expanded co-operation in a l l f ields, would strengthen politico-military
s tabi l i ty and security and would fac i l i ta te confidence-building amng nations
and reduce the threat of war.

The third docurnnt, on the irrplications of the arms race for e~010gical
security, is a sort of warning to a l l of us. The motivation of this document
stew from a growing uneasiness amng wr ld public opinion about further
degradation of the natural environment, also as a result of military
ac t iv i t i e s . Nuclear testing can be mntioned as just one exanple, but a ms t
convincing one, especially for this forum, which, I hope, will finally prove
i t s abi l i ty to s tar t concrete work on a nuclear test ban.

The document contains a set of concrete proposals for working out and
implemnting a conception of international ecological security on the basis of
the broadest p s s i b l e and most open international co-operation.

The documnts of the Warsaw meeting have been drawn up at a particularly
significant time. First ly, efforts by progressive and rea l i s t ic forces over
many years towards mapping out an area for concrete disarmament agreements
have borne frui t . The f i rs t agreement in this field, concluded between the
USSR and the United States, has corn into force. Secondly, the process of
lessening confrontation has been ini t ia ted, and contacts between East and West
have increased, thus creating a favourable basis for curbing the arms race,
reducing military spending and peacefully solving regional confl icts . Recent
exanples are very well known. Thirdly, there has been a decisive increase in
interest by a l l States in achieving disarmament. Fourthly, the process of
transforming philosophical att i tudes of mind on international relations has
started; mi l i ta r i s t ic ones are now yielding more and more to humanitarian
ones. This process is influenced by the increase in mankind's global
problems, the solution of which goes beyond the capabilit ies of single States
or groups of States.
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These positive developnents are, however, s t i l l not to ta l ly sat isfactory.
As the comnuniqu6 s t a t e s :

"Nevertheless, no fundamental breakthrough has occurred. The si tuation
in the world remains complex and contradictory. l '

Reasoning in these terms the States par t ies to the Warsaw Treaty agreed
on their p r i o r i t i e s . They also assessed SSOD-111, and in this context
declared themselves in favour of a greater role for the United Nations and
more effective mechanisms and processes in disarmament negotiations. These
co-ordinated views wil l serve as guidelines for delegations of member States,
including those to the Conference on Disarmament.

Four pr ior i ty tasks were agreed upon:

Conclusion of a treaty on a 50 per cent reduction in Soviet and
United States s t rategic offensive weapons, in s t r i c t compliance with the ABM
Treaty;

Adoption of a complete and universal ban on nuclear weapon testing and,
as steps towards that goal, conclusion of agreements on effective verification
measures, so as to f ac i l i t a t e the ear l ies t possible ra t i f ica t ion of the 1974
and 1976 t rea t ies between the USSR and the United States, and conclusion of
agreements on further reducing the yield and number of nuclear explosions in
both countries;

Conclusion of a convention on the corrplete elimination of chemical
weapons and destruction of stockpiles of such weapons;

Reductions in armed forces and conventional armamnts in Europe and
corresponding cuts in military spending.

With regard to the assessment of SSOD-111, what deserves attention i s
that the States members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization viewed i t not in
relat ion to the fact that i t was not possible to adopt a final document, and
not even from the point of view of the benefits i t brought in the form of an
occasion to demnstrate determination to stop the arms race and proceed with
disarmament in a l l f ie lds , but in relation to the aspects to be followed up.
The comnuniqu6 s ta tes that " i t is important that the many constructive
proposals made during the session should be used in disarmament negotiations. "
In other words, i t neither "cries over sp i l t milk" nor looks for those
responsible for spill ing i t . Instead, i t attempts to make constructive use of
favourable elements emrging in this interesting debate.

As one of the participants in this debate, I would l ike to express the
conviction that a l l participants learned a lo t from i t . If we are
consequently to take the path towards disarmament, and I am sure that there i s
no al ternat ive, we should a l l learn how to combine caring about the security
in teres ts of one's country with not diminishing the security of others .
Security can be universal only if i t i s indivisible, that i s , equal and
mutual, obviously in due overall proportion to each country's size and power.
SSOD-I11 taught us a l l the a r t of conpromise. I t is not true that where a
State 's security interests are a t stake there can be no compromise.
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Compromise is a notion unfamiliar only to commanders or parties fighting on
the battlefield - though even they are able to reach cease-fire agreements.

The documents just introduced from the Political Consultative Committee
of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, the session of which took place in
the capital of my country, are the result of and proof of an endeavour to
arrive at a sound compromise, based on mutual trust, in the proposed attempt
to take up problems ripe for settlement in Europe, and not only Europe.

The of£er is concrete, the objectives are clear, the intentions are
durable. It is an offer for discussion, and not for take-it-or-leave-it.
Such is my understanding of many of the reactions to that event we have
witnessed so far.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Sujka for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the next
speaker on the list, the distinguished representative of Mongolia,
Ambassador Bayart.

Mr. BAYART (Mongolia): Mr. President, it is indeed a great pleasure for
me to see you presiding over the deliberations of the Conference on
Disarmament during this month. Your personal commitment to our common cause,
your experience and diplomatic skills, will enable the Conference to gain the
necessary momentum for substantial work during its summer session. I am happy
to note that India and Mongolia enjoy deep-rooted historical and cultural ties
and traditional friendship which were further cemented by the recent official
visit of the President of your great country to Mongolia. We all know and
highly value India's peaceful foreign policy which makes a weighty
contribution to the lofty goals of ensuring peace and security in Asia and the
world over.

I would like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to your
predecessor, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, for the efficient manner in which
he guided the work of the Conference on Disarmament on the eve of SSOD-111. I
would like to thank him, as well as Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan and
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, for their outstanding contributions to the work
of the CD, and wish them all the best for their future assignments. I also
wholeheartedly join the previous speakers in welcoming most warmly
Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro
of Kenya, and Ambassador de Rivero of Peru, and look forward to close
co-operation with them.

Since the beginning of the second part of the 1988 session of the
Conference on Disarmament, the discussions at the plenary meetings have
focused on the recently concluded third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. This is quite natural, for the
special session is itself a significant event. This is an event which takes
place once every few years with the agreement of all United Nations Member
States and in accordance with the decision taken by them.

Despite all expectations, the third special session did not succeed in
adopting a concluding document, which cannot but be a source of deep regret.
This obviously shows that old ways of thinking and stereotypes still persist.
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It should be underlined that some major States took a very rigid position at
the session and refused to respect the legitimate interests of the
overwhelming majority of other States. With great disappointment we observed
how they t r ied to back away even from positions which had been agreed upon
previously, and which were clearly spelled out in a range of joint documents
adopted by consensus.

However, i t is not ny intention to analyse extensively the reasons why
the special session was not crowned with success. In spite of everything, as
I have pointed out already, the special session was a significant event in
contemporary international l i f e . I t represented an important stage in the
development of a constructive dialogue on a wide spectrum of issues relating
to security and disarmament, and enabled States to gain considerable
experience in interaction and co-operation in the joint search for ways and
means of attaining the aims of disarmament and strengthening international
securi ty.

In our opinion the special session strikingly shoed that States are
conscious as never before of the need to search continually for pol i t ica l
solutions to the key problem of world development, as opposed to military and
strong-arm methods, and that they are increasingly determined to make real
contributions to this end. It is clear that these trends account for the
large number of important proposals, valuable ideas and opinions p t forward
during the session with a view to ensuring undisrupted, consistent progress in
the disarmament process.

In the opinion of ny delegation, one of the merits of the special session
l i e s in the fact that i t again refined both the fields of comnon understanding
and the questions on which States ' p s i t i o n s differ . One can assume that this
clar i f icat ion of the si tuat ion will help us considerably to consolidate what
is positive from our achievemnts in the past and to focus our main efforts on
outstanding issues.

The fact that the special session was not able to work out a concluding
document, i . e . to came to concrete agreements on disarmament questions, wil l
pronpt our Conference to work hard to find practical solutions to the problems
to be tackled, without wasting any t h e . Such problems are numerous,

The majority of States recognize that nuclear weapons are not a means of
warfare but rather a means of annihilation, and that therefore the stockpiling
of nuclear weapons consti tutes a threat to the very existence of mankind. For
this very reason, the exchange of instruments of rat i f icat ion of the Treaty on
the elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles during the
Moscow sumi t between the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the
Comnunist Party of the Soviet Union, M.S. Gorbachev, and the president of the
United States, R.W. Reagan, i . e . the entry into force of the Treaty, has truly
his tor ic significance. The Moscow sumnit gave fresh impetus to the
elaboration of an agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in strategic offensive
arms and a separate agreement concerning the ABM Treaty. Mongolia hopes that
the two sides wil l exert a l l their efforts to sign these agreements this year,
as called for by the w r l d comnunity.
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There is a close interconnection and interdependence between efforts to
enhance the nuclear disarmament process and work to strengthen the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. It is our conviction that for the
preservation and strengthening of the NPT, which was opened for signature
20 years ago, it is particularly important now to make efforts and negotiate
in all disarmament fields in parallel, and to embark on practical work within
the Conference on Disarmament on dealing with the first three items on the
agenda. In this connection, it is essential to underline the necessity to
break the deadlock over the problem of a nuclear test ban, which, unless it is
resolved, will make it impossible to prevent either the horizontal or the
vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons.

In their recent statements, the distinguished representatives of the
German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia drew the attention of the
Conference to the informal text of a draft mandate for an ad hoc committee on
item 1, formulated by Ambassador M. Vejvoda in his capacity as President of
the Conference in April a year ago, as a possible way out of the existing
situation. The draft mandate proposed by the Group of 21 contained in
document CD/829 could in our view also serve the same purpose.

Here I would like to make a few remarks concerning the results of the
recently held meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the States
Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, which the distinguished representative of

Poland, Ambassador Sujka has just introduced to the Conference on
Disarmament. My country welcomes and notes with satisfaction the major
constructive initiatives set forth in the documents adopted at that meeting,
aimed at resolving the important and urgent problems of reducing armed forces
and conventional arms in Europe, curbing the arms race and ensuring ecological
security. The appeal made by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty to
intensify efforts with the purpose of rapidly concluding important agreements
on the reduction of armaments and armed forces, to strengthen security and
stability and to refrain from any actions which could create obstacles to
progress in these directions, is in conformity with present-day needs.

Mongolia is convinced that outer space is the common heritage of mankind
and that its exploration and use should be carried out exclusively for
peaceful purposes in the interests of the scientific, economic and social
development of all States. The extension of the arms race into outer space
would not only make its peaceful exploration and use impossible, but could
also jeopardize the ongoing process of limiting the arms race and bringing
about disarmament. It is in this context that we note the pressing need to
prevent an arms race in outer space, as well as the great responsibility borne
by our Conference as the sole multilateral disarmament negotiating body in
this field.

The Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space is
continuing its work under the able leadership of Ambassador Taylhardat of
Venezuela. We would like to stress once again that the time has come to
scrutinize all the proposals and initiatives placed before the Ad hoc
Committee, including those submitted by the delegations of the socialist
countries. These initiatives include, first of all, the Soviet proposal
(CD/817) on the establishment of a system of international verification of the
non-deployment of weapons of any kind in outer space, which envisages the
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creation of an international space inspectorate; the "Main provisions of a
t reaty on the prohibition of a n t i - s a t e l l i t e weapons a d ways to ensure the
imnunity of space objects" (CD/777) presented jo in t ly by the German Democratic
Republic delegation and ny own; the German Demcratic Republic's proposal for
a structured discussion of item 3 of the Ad hoc Committee's programne of work
(CD/OS/WP. 18) ; and the cortpilation of definitions of space weapons,
containing definit ions proposed by Bulgaria, Hungary and the USSR
(CD/OS/WP.14) . I t goes without saying that we stand ready in a constructive
s p i r i t to consider the valuable in i t i a t ives advanced by other delegations
participating in the work of the M hoc Comnittee.

In order to analyse the existing in i t i a t ives and proposals as well as to
identify specific measures on this basis so as to prevent the deployment of
weapons of any kind in outer space, the creation of a governmental expert
group as suggested by the Swedish delegation could prove to be instrumental.
We believe that the work of the Ad hoc Comnittee has already reached the point
where the creation of such a group with a clear-cut mandate could be highly
useful and contribute to goal-oriented and fruitful work within the Ad hoc
Comnittee, and also f ac i l i t a t e the refining of a truly mult i la tera l approach
to the question of preventing an arms race in outer space.

The completion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons
continues to be one of the most important tasks of our Conference.
Unfortunately, the present pace of negotiations in this domain i s far from
being comnensurate with the urgency and imperativeness of the objectives to be
attained. A great amunt of work remins to be done if we are to find the key
to the s t i l l unresolved, mainly technical questions. One might add that among
them there are som problems which have certain po l i t i c a l i q l i c a t i o n s . In
short, I wish to emphasize that we have a great deal of work to cope with as
expeditiously as possible so as to achieve substantial progress before the
current session of the Conference winds up.

The members of the Conference are aware of the' fact that my delegation
has in the past offered concrete proposals and ideas on the order of
destruction of chemical weapons, and perhaps they may reca l l that at the end
of the spring session I dwelt on them at same length. This time I would
simply like to put forward the idea of considering the order of destruction of
chemical weapons in p s s i b l e interrelat ionship with the destruction of
chemical' weapon production f a c i l i t i e s .

In conclusionr I wish to express my delegation's satisfaction a t the
re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programe of
Disarmamnt under the guidance of Ambassador ~arcia Robles of Mexico. While
assuring him of the full support and co-operation of my delegation, I
sincerely wish him success in the discharge of these d i f f i cu l t , but
indispensable and essent ia l functions.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Bayart for his statement, and for the
kind words he addressed to my country and to the Chair. I give the floor to
the next speaker on the l i s t , the distinguished representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Nazarkin.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): Today the Soviet delegation, in parallel with the United States
delegation, is introducing as official documents of the Conference on
Disarmament a joint statement issued at the Moscow summit (CD/844) and the
Agreement between the USSR and the United States on Notifications of Launches
of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles and Suhnarine-launched Ballistic
Missiles (CD/845)

The Moscow summit meeting was a major event in international life. Its
chief result was a further development of the political dialogue between the
USSR and the United States, which now covers all key problems in bilateral
relations and world politics. Laying a constructive foundation for the
long-term development of relations between the two countries, the
Soviet-American dialogue is helping to guide those relations into a normal,
healthy channel and to make them more stable and predictable.

The joint statement at the summit is an important political document
signalling an entire new phase in Soviet-American relations. At the same time
the statement con£irms a sort of agenda for the future Soviet-American
dialogue. The most significant parts of the statement are those which relate
to the importance of continuing and building upon the political dialogue
between the two countries and intensifying negotiations.

The Agreement on Notifications of Launches of Intercontinental Ballistic
Missiles and Submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles signed between the USSR and
the United States at the Moscow meeting is a new practical step forward,
reflecting the desire of the parties to reduce the danger of the outbreak of
nuclear war, in particular as a result of misinterpretation, miscalculation Or
accident.

In connection with the statement made today by the distinguished
representative of the United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf, I should like to
state the following. We will, of course, carefully study this interesting
statement. However, I should like at this stage to welcome the United States
agreement to participate in the experiment we propose on testing procedures to
verify the non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry. We
consider that practical steps are now required to organize this multilateral
undertaking. I can inform you that the Soviet delegation will take
appropriate steps in this regard, and in particular will conduct consultations
with the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Sujka of Poland.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Nazarkin for his statement. Are there
any other delegations wishing to take the floor? That not being the case, I
should like to note that the secretariat has circulated today an informal
paper containing the timetable of meetings for the Conference and its
subsidiary bodies during the coming week. The timetable is merely indicative
and subject to change. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts the timetable.

It was so decided.
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The PRESIDENT: I should also like to note that, as agreed, following the
plenary meeting there will be an informal meeting to continue the discussion
of all aspects of the question of the improved and effective functioning of
the Conference on Disarmament. I should now like to read my concluding
statement as President of the Conference for the month of July.

The first month of the summer session is drawing to a close. We resumed
our work here three weeks ago, under the shadow of the recently concluded
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. We were
all aware that in New York we had not been able to reach agreement on a
concluding statement. It was a sobering realization. Nevertheless, I believe
that in this Conference, this fact has made us more conscious of our
responsibilty. It has also made us value all the more the consensus that we
have forged, fragile though it may be at times, on the different items on the
agenda of the Conference on Disarmament.

The smooth start to our work in the summer session is due primarily to
the understanding demonstrated by delegations in their shared commitment to
universally accepted goals. I am particularly encouraged by the fact that,
while a number of distinguished representatives have put forward their
assessments of SSOD-111, nobody has labelled it a failure. On the contrary,
almost all delegations have found some positive elements in the negotiating
encounters of the third special session. The degree of unanimity on some of
the following points is indeed noteworthy.

First, at SSOD-111, the international community demonstrated its will to
maintain international peace and security and bring an end to the arms race.
The large number of statements made by the world leaders, and active
participation by the numerous non-governmental organizations, bear ample
testimony to this fact. There is also general agreement that SSOD-I11
provided an opportunity for an objective evaluation of the international
situation. It took note of the new trends, both in bilateralism and
multilateralism, as also of developments in the field of technology with its
concomitant implications for global security. Finally, and most important,
all delegates have, in their analyses, emphasized that SSOD-111 reaffirmed the
right and responsibility of every State to contribute fully and effectively to
efforts in multilateral disarmament.

This month has also seen the coming together of experts from the chemical
industry from all over the world, to discuss, appreciate better and contribute
to our efforts in the field of verification of non-production. We are all
aware of the complexities of a comprehensive and effectively verifiable
convention. These complexities do not exist merely at the stage of
negotiations, but will also be present at the stage of implementation. The
importance of co-operation from industry for the effective implementation of a
CW convention, therefore, cannot be over-emphasized.

We have also resumed work in the Ad hoc Committees on the 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,
and Radiological Weapons. The Ad hoc Committee on the CPD has been
re-established under the able chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia Robles of
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Mexico and wi l l commence i t s work this afternoon. Additional intensive
efforts are s t i l l required to arrive at organizational arrangements on agenda
items 1 to 3. I have also carried out informal consultations on other pending
subjects, and these too need to be continued - especially on the expansion of
the membership of the Conference.

We resumed discussion on the improved and effective functioning of the
CD. The two reports of the Group of Seven have served as valuable inputs in
catalyzing our discussions on this subject.

Before I come to the end of my remarks, I wish to thank a l l delegations
for the assistance they have extended to me during my presidency. I am
especially grateful to the co-ordinators, Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma and his
deputy Mr. Mya Than, Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Sujka of Poland and Ambassador Fan of China, who have helped in
resolving some of the above-mentioned issues. Let me also express my
gratitude to my predecessor, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary. I wish my
successor Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia success, and I would like to assure
him of my delegation's full support and co-operation. On behalf of the
members of the CD, I would like to take this opportunity to convey our best
wishes to Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, who is leaving us soon.

On behalf of a l l part icipants in the Conference, I would like to convey
my sincere thanks to the United Nations Under-Secretary-General for
Disarmament, Mr. Akashi, the Secretary-General of the Conference on
Disarmament, Ambassador Komatina, the Deputy Secretary-General of the
Conference, Ambassador Berasategui, and other members of the sec re ta r i a t , as
well as the Conference Services, the interpreterS, the t ranslators and o thers ,
for their contribution to the success of our ef for ts .

May I now end this statement on a personal note? As this wi l l be the
l a s t time I attend this Conference on Disarmament as the Permanent
Representative of India to the United Nations and leader of the Indian
delegation to the CD, I wish to thank most sincerely a l l my colleagues of the
Conference on Disarmament for their friendship and co-operation. I have
enjoyed working with a l l of you at different stages and different phases of
our work, and I leave these portals with a feeling of deep sat isfact ion that
we have covered some important and useful ground in the two years that I have
had the privi lege of representing my country here. This task, I believe, is
s t i l l unfinished, but i t is too important to be lef t to chance or to any
feeling of despondency. Indeed, the significance of our agenda for the good
of humanity, for war and peace, for the well-being of mankind, demands that we
redouble our efforts in our work while remaining conscious of the need for
thorough preparation and a purposeful, pragmatic and forward-looking approach.

I should also l ike to offer my best wishes to the younger members of the
CD delegations and the observer delegations, including my own, who have put in
an enormous amount of work, and without whose ef for ts , I am sure, we as heads
of our delegations would not have been able to play the kind of role which we
have. I should also l ike to express my thanks and gratitude to the various
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representatives of the NGOs, the members of the media, and all others who,
perhaps unseen but very active, have taken part in the deliberations, and we
can depend on their continued interest in order to reach a larger public
which, I am sure, continues to remain interested in the proceedings.

This, distinguished delegates, concludes my statement.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday
2 August at 10. a.m.

The meeting rose at 11.30 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 470th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

At the outset, I should like to read a message addressed to the
Conference by the President of the Republic of Indonesia, His Excellency
Soeharto.

"During the mnth of August Indonesia has the honour for the second
time to assume the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament, the
single rmltilateral disarmament negotiating forum. It i s particularly
significant for Indonesia as on 17 August the Indonesian people wi l l
celebrate the 43rd anniversary of national independence.

"The Republic of Indonesia was born in the midst of the suffering
resulting from the Second World War, a war which inflicted incalculable
material damage as well as the loss of great number of human l i v e s .
Conscious of these tragic consequences, the 1945 Constitution of the
Republic of Indonesia requires i t s people to play an active part to
prevent another tragedy of this magnitude from recurring by establishing
an international world order and promoting the well-being of mankind
based on independence, eternal peace and social justice.

"In order to fu l f i l this constitutional obligation, the People's
Consultative Assehly, the supreme state organ and repository of the
people's sovereignty, gave me the mandate to conduct a foreign policy
aimed at increasing Indonesia's role in helping to solve international
problems which endanger international peace and order and which are
against justice and humnity, such as the arms race.

"The arms race, in particular as regards nuclear weapons, has
reached a stage seriously threatening international peace and security.
The international community is very much concerned over that situation,
as i t can be a cause of frightful war gravely endangering the survival of
mankind and i t s civilization.

"The conclusion of the INF Treaty between United States of America
and the USSR could be considered as a first step towards further efforts
in achieving general and corrplete disarmamnt. Thus, i t is hoped that
this first step will be followed by further agreements leading towards
the total elimination of nuclear weapons,

"History has testified that great strides achieved in science and
technology have brought further irrprovement to the quality of mankind's
l i f e . This advancement undeniably has another aspect that could endanger
the survival of mankind and i ts civilization, as i t could be utilized not
only to serve development efforts and peace but also for military
purposes, especially for the production of weapons of mss destruction.
If this situation is allowed to continue, i t will result in intensifying
the arms race and further exacerbate international security.
Furthermore, the arms race continues to absorb the world's finite funds
and resources, which are in fact mre urgently needed by countries a l l
over the world for their economic and social development.
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"In overcoming these problems, together we should immediately exert
our comnon endeavour to achieve general and conplete disarmament under
effective international control . Accordingly, I would appeal to the
Conference on Disarmamnt as the single mult i la teral negotiating forum in
the field of disarmament to enhance i t s role and fulf i l the obligations
and duties entrusted to i t by the international comnunity to produce
concrete resul ts in a l l f ields of negotiation.

"In conclusion, I extend my best wishes to a l l delegates in your
undertakings, and may God speed and guide you towards the achievement of
these lofty goals ."

This concludes the message from the President of the Republic of
Indonesia.

As President of the Conference for the mnth of August, I should like to
thank Ambassador Teja of India for the effective manner in which he conducted
our deliberations during July. His diplomatic s k i l l s led the second part of
the 1988 session to a good s t a r t , sorting out a number of procedural issues
which are sometims not easy to s e t t l e . Ambassador Teja reviewed, in his
closing statement, a l l pending organizational questions facing us. Re did i t
so ably that I do not need to l i s t them again. Whilst I do not underestimate
the d i f f i cu l t i es involved, I shall make every effort to deal with them, of
course in close contact with the co-ordinators and every one of you. As
always, I am sure that I can count on your co-operation to discharge my
responsibi l i t ies as presiding officer to the best of my ab i l i ty . I am
convinced that I can also fully rely on the assistance of Ambassador Komatina,
the Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmamnt and the Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
Ambassador Berasategui, the Deputy Secretary-General of the Conference on
Disarmament, and their staff.

In accordance with i t s programne of work, the Conference s ta r t s today i t s
consideration of agenda item 5, ent i t led "Prevention of an arms race in outer
space". However, in conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any
member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the
Conference.

I have l i s ted to address the Conference today the representative of
New Zealand, and in accordance with the decision taken by the Conference a t
i t s 4 36th plenary me t ing , I give the floor to Ambassador Fortune.

Mr. FORTUNE (New Zealand): Mr. President, i t i s a pleasure to be the
f i r s t to greet you in your capacity as President of the Conference on
Disarmament for this month. You represent a country with which New Zealand
has his tor ical ly close t i e s in many areas of our b i l a t e ra l relat ionship. We
have the ful lest confidence in your abi l i ty to guide our work to good purpose
this mnth.

New Zealand wishes to make known i t s views on a number of issues of
importance to the CD this session. I t has already been a long year for the
mult i la teral disarmamnt process, and with a hot sumner in Geneva a feeling of
exhaustion in the Conference i s natural . We hope that this wil l be a passing
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phase. It must not be allowed to affect the pace and direction of the CD's
work. The issues are too important for that. Now is the tine to demonstrate
the comnon and deep conmitment to global peace and progress in disarmament
which we declared at the special session, ard subsequently.

The special session has came and gone, and the world of disarmament
rermins largely unaffected. The recent substantial progress in the bilaterals
was noted and warmly endorsed. Like others, we hope it will continue on its
pkesent constructive course. But in the multilateral area, nothing has
changed. Work continues, to positive end, in negotiations banning chemical
weapons. But for the critical nuclear issues, progress remains irrpeded by two
cposs-fissures in the international terrain. First, progress in promoting
global stability at lower levels of nuclear weaponry remains inhibited by
conflicting judgements between the two major Powers over what should
constitute the basis of strategic stability in the future. Secondly, in the
aea of horizontal non-proliferation, progress is stalled by continuing
differences of perception over the merits, and role, of the NIrll. In the area
o disarmament machinery, nothing has changed. The judgement has been made

at, notwithstanding the lack of progress recorded aver the past decade in
m::ltilateral disarmament, the machine is well designed and constructed, and
running smothly enough. New Zealand does not share that view. It is a view
which must come as a surprise to an international public concerned with the
continuing L~reat posed to its own survival by nuclear weapons.

I have to confess that New Zealand is not of the school of thought which
sees the special session as even a mdest success. If the special session has
bequeathed any lesson at all, it is that in the world of comon security, we
must not be deaf to the words of others. In the aftermath of the special
session, the CD remains there to be used. If global security is ever to be
fully realized, it is in the CD that the critical mltilateral steps must be
taken. It remains 'open to members and other interested States to use it to
good and constructive effect. This remains the perennial challenge, and it
will not go away.

New Zealand wants to play a full and constructive part in that process,
but, as members will know, we continue to feel inhibited about this under the
CD's current rules. At the special session, Mew Zealand together with Denmark
and Ireland advanced sane suggestions on how the CD could facilitate further
prticipation by observer States. The ideas raised drew inspiration from the
report of the Group of Seven submitted to the CD in April. We endorse the
recent suggestions that the CD take up the Group's report a d seek to reach
agreement on at least some of its proposals. We hope that the participation
of observers will feature in those proposals. My delegation would certainly
be happy to elaborate on the issue in informal discussion,

Mr. President, rmch comnent has been advanced over the years, not least
at the special session last month, over what is called the autonomy of the
Conference on Disarmament. New Zealand would like to m k e its views on this
quite clear. It is true that the Conference, in its various previous
incarnations, was conceived and created as a separate organ, independent of
the United Nations system. Nor has any formal change to that heritage been
instituted. But the CD must not be seen to operate as an autonomus body. To
do so implies that the body, with its 40 member States, has interests that are
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sovereign from the internat ional cornunity as a whole, Whatever i t s h i s tory ,
the Conference on Disarmament negotiates today on behalf of the ent i re
internat ional comunity. Nobody denies that a c o l l a p e of the in ternat ional
securi ty system today would bring consequences on a global scale . That being
so, the CD must be seen, not as an autonanous sovereign body, but as
accountable to the United Nations rnenbership as whole.

I wish now to turn to the most important items on the CD's agenda. It i s
four years since a corn i t tee was l a s t established to deal with the nuclear
t e s t ban item. This i s an admission of fai lure on the part of the
Conference. Those who are comi t t ed to an early conprehensive tes t ban prefer
imnediate negot ia t ions . Those who see a CTB as a long-term goal prefer
substantive work in the Corni ttPe which f a l l s short of negot ia t ions . No
comnon ground has been found, and no work comnences as a r e su l t .

Let us take a lesson from the special session and seek the comnon
ground. l e t discussion comnence in the Comnittee on a mandate which includes,
as a f i r s t item in the w r k progranme, the role of a t e s t ban in the
disarmament process, including the timing of such a ban within that process.
That wi l l enable those who see good reason for deferring a CTB to explain to
the Conference the reasons why i t should be deferred. It wi l l enable those
who see mexit in the urgent conclusion of a Cm, including New Zealand, to
explain why tes t ing should cease now, This can only serve to a i r the issue
a£resh and hopefully allow a better understanding to be gained. If nothing
e l se , that much would represent progress.

In the chemical weapons c o n i t t e e work continues toward the conclusion of
a global and canprehensive convention banning a l l chemical weapons.
New Zealand recognizes the technical d i f f i c u l t i e s that l i e in the path of a
successful convention. We do not bel ieve, hcwever, that the conclusion of a
convention before long i s beyond our reach. Conplex technical obstacles can
be overcane with impressive rap id i ty , as the successful INF negotiat ions
demnstra ted. That achievement should serve as an inspira t ion for the
negotiat ions before us, With due regard to the complexities of mul t i l a t e ra l
negotiat ions, the sam applies in the area of chemical weapons. In the
meantime, and in order to expedite the conclusion of the convention, further
measures of transparency wi l l be inportant . In th i s regard, as the m s t
recent such measure, we especially welcane the i n i t i a t i v e taken l a s t week by
the Government of the United States in making a declarat ion relat ing to i t s
chemical weapon production f a c i l i t i e s .

The outer space comnittee deals with one of the m s t inportant issues
before the in ternat ional comunity today, In New Zealand's view, there i s
considerable scope for work to be expedited within the Comnittee. The m s t
effective way of preventing an arms race in outer space i s to ensure that no
weaponry i s ever deployed there. For four decades the w r l d has sustained
what has been described as global s t a b i l i t y without weapons in outer space.
The further strengthening of global s t a b i l i t y should proceed within that sam?
cons t ra in t . The Charter of the Uhited Nations of i t s e l f , wi l l not prove
suff icient to prevent an arms race in outer space, ally mre than i t has proven
sufficient to contain a nuclear arms race on Earth. The Charter has been
supplemnted by nuclear arms control agreemnts such as the p a r t i a l t e s t ban
Treaty and the NPT. I t has also been supplemented by the outer space Treaty -
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not undermined or made redundant by these t r e a t i e s , but supplemented and
strengthened by them Nuclear weapons are deployed on Earth in the name of
the self-defence provisions of the Charter. The same logic could allow
nuclear weapons to be deployed in outer space. But the in ternat ional
comnunity has banned th is in the outer space Treaty. It i s c lear , therefore,
tha t the r ight to deploy nuclear weapons in the nam of self-defence i s not
irrevocable, but may be, and has been, forfeited in cer ta in circwnstances in
the comnon in t e r e s t . The same logic can apply to a l l weaponry in outer
space. Tkchnical problems such as def ini t ions and ver i f ica t ion are not
insoluble.

The SA comnittee has received some interest ing proposals in recent
sessions, and a new sense of purpose appears to be developing. New Zealand
follows th i s issue with close a t ten t ion , since extending and consolidating
negative securi ty assurances, consistent with the imperative of s t ra teg ic
s t a b i l i t y , should be seen as one of the cardinal objectives in the mve
towards an a l te rna t ive and safer internat ional securi ty system. In
New Zealand's view, the security of non-nuclear-weapon States wil l not be
enhanced merely by l i s t i n g the current un i la te ra l assurances in the
non-binding General Asser&ly resolut ion, We \could prefer to see the new
assurances redcced to an agreed f o n u l a , preferably in a formal in ternat ional
ins t rumnt , In our view there i s , in fac t , l e s s that divides the five
NSA f~~,.,~llae than meets the eye. It i s New Zealand's hope that the new
atmsphere tha t has characterized the b i l a t e r a l re lat ionship in arms control
in the past year can be brought to bear on the c r i t i c a l issue of negative
securi ty assurances. A breakthrough in these negotiations could yet be found.

These are, in my Government's view, the most important issues before the
CD a t present - nuclear t e s t i n g , chemical weapons, the prevention of an arms
race in outer space and negative securi ty assurances. At present, progress i s
discernible in only one of them In two others , progress could be expedited
towards the comnon goal if the constructive approach displayed in the
b i l a t e r a l negotiations can only be brought to bear on the m l t i l a t e r a l
machinery. The same s p i r i t , if transferred from the b i l a t e r a l s to the
mul t i l a t e r a l s , would get an NTB comaittee going. This transference of s p i r i t ,
of course, was the aspirat ion of the third special session. It i s an
aspi ra t ion l e f t unfulf i l led. But i t i s not beyond the imginat ion and
capabil i ty of the Conference to fu l f i l i t .

The PRESIDErJrr I thank the representative of New Zealand for his
statement as well as for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. Does any
other knber wish to take the floor a t th is stage?

As I have no other business for today, I ncw intend to adjourn th is
plenary m e t i n g . The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmmnt
wi l l be held on Thur 2ay, 4 August a t 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 10.30 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 471st plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues its
consideration of agenda item 5 entitled "Prevention of an arms race in outer
space". However, in conformity with rule 30 of its rules of procedure, any
member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the
Conference.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Austria,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Canada, Venezuela and Bulgaria. In
accordance with the decision taken by the Conference at its 436th plenary
meeting, I now give the floor to the representative of Austria,
Ambassador Ceska.

Mr. CESKA (Austria): Mr. President, it is a privilege for me that my
first intervention before the plenary of the Conference on Disarmament should
take place under your chairmanship. May I join those who have congratulated
you on assuming this responsibility for the month of August 1988, and offer
you my best wishes for success?

In thanking you for having given me the floor I wish to concentrate my
intervention on aspects of a possible ban on chemical weapons. This matter
having been on the agenda of the CD and the CCD for almost 20 years, the
history of negotiations on chemical weapons here in Geneva is a long one, with
its ups and downs, with long periods when nobody really believed that an
agreement was possible, given the complexity of the matter. And yet those who
continued patiently to seek solutions and did not give up before the enormity
of the task were right. Today there is a general belief that a multilateral
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons has real chances of coming
into being, even though the optimistic assessments made towards the end of
1987, holding that an agreement in the course of 1988 was not impossible, have
to be revised.

Among the factors which give us hope that negotiations will culminate in
agreement in the not too distant future, I wish to point out the following.
Since the beginning of negotiations on a chemical weapon ban, everybody has
been aware of the enormous difficulties involved in adequately verifying such
an agreement. Now we have reached the stage of thorough examination and
negotiation at a very technical level and agreement-oriented work partly in
close co-operation with the civil chemical industries in our countries. It is
a relatively new phenomenon that hopefully marks the beginning of the final
run. At the same time we should not forget that a multilateral convention of
similar significance, where effective monitoring posed enormous technical
problems, was realized here in Geneva in 1972 - the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction. The prospects of
biological warfare are as frightening as the use of chemical substances, with
their ability to destroy or cripple lives on a massive scale and at low cost.
And the fact that biological substances, such as toxins, have effectively been
banned, has encouraged those who for decades have tried to achieve a ban on
chemical weapons.



CD/PV.471
3

(Mr. Ceska, Austria)

Though there is no need for me to tell this forum of the enormous
political and technological difficulties which still have to be surmounted
before a comprehensive ban can be achieved, may I nevertheless raise a few
points? Politically, answers will have to be found for a number of basic
questions. Will all countries which possess chemical weapons admit this
fact? Will all countries with the capacity to produce chemical weapons
renounce that capacity? Will all the countries which have chemical weapons be
ready to destroy their stocks under adequate international verification and
renounce future production or acquisition? In other words, will all the
countries whose participation is essential for the success and effectiveness
of such a ban be ready to accede to the convention banning chemical weapons?
In this context we welcome the comprehensive information submitted by
Ambassador Friedersdorf in his statement to the Conference on Disarmament on
28 July 19 88 on the United States chemical weapon production facilities.

The technological difficulties are, of course, related to adequate
verification. The planned concepts of verification, including challenge
inspection, will hopefully prove adequate to ensure compliance with the
convention. To meet this goal, we have, inter alia, to take into account the
production of civil industries and the phenomenon of binary weapons. Although
we are looking for the strictest moni.toring possible, we have to admit that
100 per cent verification is not feasible. As a consequence challenge
inspection should be conceived in such a way as to provide a sufficiently high
risk for potential violators of the treaty to effectively deter them from
doing so.

Of course, many problems remain to be solved. Inter alia, financial
arrangements concerning the verification rCgime will have to be worked out.
Given the scope of the task, the question of financing verification procedures
will not be a negligible one, and fair solutions will have to be found.

An important prerequisite for a meaningful agreement is the readiness of
the chemical industries in all countries to fully co-operate. In this
context, my country attaches great importance to the chemical experts meeting
we witnessed last week. An Austrian expert took part in its work. As in
other countries, it was not not easy at the beginning to persuade the Austrian
chemical industry to co-operate. The industry's major concerns relate to
confidential information on production techniques and on clients, and should
be taken duly into account. With the help of a process of information and
explanation, chemical industry representatives have become prepared to make
their own contribution to the future convention.

I take this opportunity to add that Austria has decided to establish, and
is at present examining the legislative requirements for establishing,
transfer and export controls on eight highly toxic chemical substances, five
of which belong to the category of "key precursors", so that the necessary
regulations can come into force as soon as possible. I further wish to
confirm what the Vice-Chancellor and Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Austria, Mr. Mock, indicated at the Conference on Disarmament on
14 April 1988, namely, that on the basis of the "matrix version" submitted
under CD/CW/WP.193, comprehensive country-wide research on data concerning
production facilities and chemicals listed in schedules 2 and 3 of the annex
to article V1 of the convention is under way.
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After the horrifying experiences in Europe during the First World War,
when poison gas was used on a large scale and caused death and invalidity to
thousands of soldiers, chemical weapons have not been used on such a scale for
nearly 60 years. The horror of this experience led to the Geneva Protocol
of 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. This Protocol, though
incamplete, since it did not forbid the production or stockpiling of such
substances and did not set out any verification procedures, was respected even
during the most devastating moments of the Second World War.

Recently, however, chemical weapons have been massively used in the
Gulf War. The world has become the horrified witness of those events with the
help of modern mass media. Public opinion throughout the world has become
more aware of the fact that the use of deadly chemical substances in armed
conflicts is, towards the end of the twentieth century, not just a bad dream
but a dreadful reality. The repeated use of chemical weapons in the Gulf War
is indeed a fact, and I see a certain danger that mankind will get used to the
idea of chemical arms being considered as standard weapons and chemical
warfare becoming routine. It is therefore imperative to alert the
international community in order to avoid a general state of mind which might
finally tolerate the routine commission of such violations of international
Paw. If, through a convention banning chemical weapons, we succeed in
removing such weapons from the arsenals of all countries, we will not only do
away with the threat of their use during a military conflict. It will also
mean that such categories of weapons cannot be used as an instrument of
political pressure outside a military confrontation.

Chemical warfare, for many years more an item in the history of warfare
than a means of combat in actual use, has come back during the last few yearS
as a cruel reality, victimizing both soldiers and the civilian population -
old people, women, children, innocents, blind fate striking out against the
unaware in a truly inhumane disruption of everyday life. In this regard,
having read the two reports issued by the Security Council (S/20060 of
l0 July 1988 and S/20063 of 25 July 1988), we cannot but be shocked by the now
confirmed use of chemical weapons in the recent past in the Iran/Iraq
conflict. We have had occasion in Austria to treat victims of this type of
warfare. We have tried to find new means of medical care to treat and
rehabilitate victims and develop new protective and first aid material. We
consider that this is one specific way in which a permanently neutral country
can contribute to stemming the tide of suffering brought about by chemical
weapons. But this is not enough.

Austria feels deeply committed to full co-operation in the fight against
chemical weapons being waged by the international community, and particularly
the efforts of the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, as the trustee of the
international community as a whole. Austria does not possess or produce
chemical weapons, and has no facilities to produce such weapons. The Austrian
Government intends to take the necessary steps to be among the first group of
States to sign the convention on the complete and general prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons. We sincerely hope that, in spite of many
questions still to be solved, such a convention will soon be finalized.
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At present we are facing favourable political parameters we have not
witnessed for a very long time. East-West relations in general, and relations
between the two major Powers in particular, reflect a will to come to mutually
beneficial understandings. Regional con£licts which for many years have put a
heavy strain on international relations seem to be on their way to solution.
Developments in Afghanistan, in the Gulf War, around Kampuchea and Angola give
rise to hope for a future of lessened international tension. These favourable
conditions should make it possible to create the political will needed to ban
the spectre of chemical warfare. Let this "window of opportunity" not pass by!

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Austria for his statement
and for the kind words which he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor
to the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics1 (translated from
Russian): Permit me first of all, Sir, to express my satisfaction at the
beginning of your presidency, and to wish you success in this post. It is
also a pleasure for us to see beside you your predecessor in the post of
representative of Indonesia to the Conference on Disarmament,
Ambassador Tarmidzi.

The question of the interrelationship between multilateral and bilateral
efforts in the field of disarmament negotiations has been raised frequently in
the United Nations and in other international forums, particularly here at the
Conference on Disarmament. As the discussion has shown, a general view has
taken shape that the bilateral and multilateral processes should go in
parallel, each supplementing and enriching the other. One of the means of
ensuring this mutual enrichment, in our view, is the provision of information
to the participants in multilateral forums concerning the course of the
bilateral negotiations.

The practice of informing the participants in multilateral forums of
progress in bilateral talks is already fairly well developed. Here I might
mention the parallel presentation by the Soviet and American delegations to
the Conference on Disarmament of the documents of the Washington summit,
including the INF Treaty, the Soviet-American Agreement on the Establishment
of Nuclear Risk Reduction Centres together with its two protocols, a joint
statement at the Moscow sumit and the Agreement between the USSR and the
United States on Notifications of Launches of Intercontinental Ballistic
Missiles and Submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles. By this means the
Soviet Union and the United States were responding to a call by the
United Nations General Assembly, which in resolution 42/38 A of
30 November 1987 invited the two Governments "to keep other States Members of
the United Nations duly informed of progress in those negotiations".

We have also carefully studied the proposals made during the spring
session of the Conference regarding the need for the Conference to be informed
systematically of progress in the bilateral Soviet-American negotiations, and
also regarding the problems and difficulties that arise. We agree with the
view that the provision of such information can act as a stimulus to progress
in the consideration of the problems on the agenda of the Conference. For
instance, the Conference can gain experience which would be of value for work
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on the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons from the verification
provisions developed for the INF Treaty. In addition, the goals towards which
we are working under items 2 and 5 of the agenda of the Conference are related
to the topic of the bi lateral negotiations on nuclear and space arms.

At the same time, we consider that the multilateral discussions can in
turn stimulate the bilateral negotiations. Today the Soviet Union, pursuing
i t s approach of principle concerning internationalization of disarmament
efforts and the provision of information to the international community on
progress in our bi la teral talks with the United States on the camplex of arms
limitation and reduction issues, is taking a new step in that direction.
Allow me to introduce to you the head of the Soviet delegation to the
Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear and space arms,
Ambassador A. Oboukhov, who will inform the Conference of progress at those
negotiations. With your permission, Mr. President, I would now like to hand
over to Ambassador A. Oboukhov.

Mr. OBOUKHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): First of a l l I would like to express my appreciation at being given
an opportunity to speak at a plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament,
and to inform i t s participants about the Soviet assessment of the state of
affairs at the Soviet-United States negotiations on nuclear and space arms
taking place in Geneva.

First, a few words about the history of the negotiations. As you know, in
accordance with an agreement reached at foreign minister level between the
USSR and the United States, the talks on nuclear and space arms started in the
spring of 1985. From the very outset of the negotiations, at which each side
is represented by a single delegation, three groups were set up, on space
arms, strategic offensive arms and also intermediate-range nuclear systems.
Nine rounds have been held. On 12 July this year work began at the tenth
round of the negotiations. Those are the s t a t i s t i c s .

Now what are the concrete results of the delegations' work over the last
three and a half years? As of today, the most important result is the Treaty
Between the USSR and the United States on the Elimination of Their
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles. The historic significance of
that agreement, signed during the Soviet-United States summit in Washington
las t December, is that for the f i r s t time i t eliminates an entire class of
Soviet and American nuclear arms and sets new standards for arms control. In
a l l approximately 2,500 missiles are to be eliminated. The parties have
undertaken not to produce in the future land-based ba l l i s t i c or cruise
missiles with a range of between 500 and 5,500 kilometres and not to
fl ight- test them. Thus a practical s tar t has been made on building a world
without nuclear arms. The INF Treaty has entered into force - a protocol on
the exchange of the instruments of ratification of the Treaty was signed at
the Soviet-American summit in Moscow in May/June this year. Since then a
number of act ivi t ies related to the inspection functions provided for in the
Treaty have been carried out. The s t r ic t ly monitored process of elimination
of intermediate-range and short-range missiles has begun. The INF Treaty is a
concrete expression of new thinking in pol i t ics , now that mankind is facing in
a l l i ts magnitude the problem of ensuring i ts survival and preventing a
nuclear catastrophe.
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It should be stressed that the programme of nuclear disarmament proposed
by M.S. Gorbachev on 15 January l986 has been of fundamental importance in
developing the Soviet approach to negotiations on nuclear and space arms in
general and the issue of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles in
particular. That programme, building on the realities of the current
international situation and the practical possibilities arising from it, sets
out conceptual and at the same time concrete aspects of the struggle to
achieve a nuclear-free world by the year 2 000. Thereby Soviet diplomacy has
been provided with clear guidelines for active efforts aimed at reaching that
goal.

The Soviet-American summits in Geneva in October 1985 and in Reykjavik in
November 1986 were of paramount importance in moving the two sides towards the
INF Treaty. Thus the mutual understanding reached at the Geneva summit to the
effect that the USSR and the United States will continue to be guided by the
conviction that a nuclear war must never be fought and cannot be won has been
of great importance for constructive progress at the negotiations. At that
time the two sides stated that they were firmly resolved to prevent any war,
nuclear or conventional, between the USSR and the United States and that
neither would seek military superiority over the other. That declaration made
at Geneva was reaffirmed by the two sides at the meeting between
M.S. Gorbachev and R. Reagan in Washington.

There is every reason to say that the INF Treaty embodies that
declaration in the specific area it covers. When difficulties which seemed
insurmountable arose at the negotiations, the creative search continued for
the most appropriate solutions. The initiatives put forward in that
connection during 1987 by M.S. Gorbachev offer striking examples of a wise
balance, flexibility, an ability to take all factors into account in the
search for solutions that serve the interests of the USSR and the
United States, their allies, as well as other countries. It is also necessary
to emphasize the role played by Soviet-American meetings at the foreign
minister level in the elaboration of the INF Treaty. Five such meetings were
held between April and November 1987, that is, during the period of the most
active and substantive work on the Treaty. Soviet Foreign Minister
E.A. Shevardnadze and United States Secretary of State G. Shultz resolved many
issues of fundamental importance which were blocking the way towards
agreement. As a result - with active support from public opinion and many
States - a document was drawn up which embodies a balance between the two
sides' interests and reliably serves to strengthen universal security.

The Soviet Union, faithful to the ideals of nuclear disarmament, views
the INF Treaty as a first practical step along this difficult but perfectly
feasible path. All the m r e reason to be disturbed by the current talk in
some NATO circles of measures to "compensaten for the American missiles being
eliminated in Western Europe. Clearly this would run counter to the growing
trend towards the reduction of nuclear arms and the lessening of the nuclear
danger.

The INF Treaty must not remain an isolated event in the struggle to
eliminate nuclear arms. The conclusion of the INF Treaty signifies that the
entire international community has gained invaluable practical experience
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enabling it to proceed further without losing momentum. In the process of
disarmament delay is unacceptable. The Soviet side would like to see progress
in all areas of disarmament without any pre-conditions or linkages.

The INF Treaty is innovative both for its objective - the complete
elimination of an entire class of Soviet and United States nuclear arms - and
for the novelty and scope of its verification provisions. The system of
measures to verify compliance with the obligations assumed by the two sides
under the Treaty is truly unprecedented both in scope and in depth. We
consider that, since what is involved here is the elimination of an entire
class of Soviet and United States nuclear missiles, issues of verification are
of particular importance too. In these circumstances certainty that the
Treaty will be strictly observed becomes not only a question of
confidence-building but also a question of meeting legitimate security
interests. For this very reason the Soviet side advocated from the outset
that agreement should be sought on an effective and stringent verification
system within the framework of the INF Treaty, based on the use of national
technical means of verification in conjunction with on-site inspections.

I would like briefly to address the basic parameters of the verification
system established under the INF Treaty. The provision of baseline data by
the parties, within the framework of a Memorandum of Understanding which is an
integral part of the Treaty, facilitates the implementation of verification
procedures. These data include both numerical indicators and certain
qualitative characteristics of arms to be eliminated. The level of detail and
the volume of data are unprecedented. In order to ensure strict verification
and achievement of the agreed goals, the parties agreed to put documentation
on the negotiating table including photographs of arms and site diagrams of
missile operating bases and missile support facilities, among them production
facilities, which used to be kept in secret safes, sealed as we say, with
seven seals. This is a striking manifestation of glasnost in the new phase of
the struggle for nuclear disarmament which has been initiated by the
INF Treaty.

One of the Treaty's distinguishing features is that it provides not only
for the complete elimination of all deployed and non-deployed
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, but also for cessation of their
production. At the same time, proper verification of compliance with this
obligation is provided for. In particular, it has been agreed that continuous
monitoring of production will be instituted at the exits from a plant in
Votkinsk in the USSR and an American plant in Magna, Utah. This will provide
an assurance that the Soviet side has stopped production of "SS-20" missiles
and that "Pershing-2" missiles are no longer produced in the United States.
Periodic inspections will help in verifying the non-production of launchers of
land-based ballistic and cruise missiles of the relevant range. A list of
facilities subject to such inspections is contained in the Memorandum of
Understanding. On-Site inspections are provided for both on the territory of
the USSR and the United States and on the territories of countries where
missiles to be eliminated are deployed: the German Democratic Republic and
Czechoslovakia on the one hand, the Federal Republic of Germany, Great Britain
Italy, Belgium and the Netherlands on the other. Inspections within an
established quota may be conducted throughout the entire period of elimination
of missiles and during the subsequent 10 years. The USSR and the United States
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have the right to conduct 20 such inspections per year during the first three
years after the entry into force of the Treaty, 15 in the next five years and
10 in the five years after that.

In addition to continuous monitoring at the exits from manufacturing
plants and inspections within established quotas to verify that ballistic and
cruise missile launchers are not being produced, the following inspections are
provided for: baseline inspections, inspections to confirm that missile
operating bases and missile support facilities (with the exception of missile
production facilities) have been eliminated, and inspections of the
elimination process with respect to intermediate-range and short-range
missiles. Also provided for are inspections of former missile operating bases
and former missile support facilities eliminated under the Treaty, with the
exception of former missile production facilities.

Agreement was reached on the common obligations of the parties relating
to the procedure for providing notifications of an intention to conduct an
inspection, the obligations of the inspected and the inspecting parties with
regard to such notifications, procedures for arrival and accommodation of
inspectors and transport to the inspection site, including procedures for the
use of measuring equipment, genera1 rules for conducting inspections,
privileges and immunities of inspectors and air crew members, etc. The
procedure for conducting inspections on the territories of basing countries is
governed by agreements with them which are based on the relevant provisions of
the INF Treaty.

Of particular value was the Soviet-American agreement on nuclear risk
reduction centres which was signed in Washington in September 1987 at the
foreign minister level. The facsimile communication line between these
centres is used to transmit notifications and other relevant information in
connection with the INF Treaty. The parties have agreed to establish a
Special Verification Commission to consider and resolve questions relating to
compliance with the Treaty. All this provides a reliable system to verify
that the obligations assumed are strictly and unswervingly complied with. The
verification system provided for in the INF Treaty is already demonstrating
its potentialities. Thus, in the process of preparing the Treaty for
ratification, the two sides, using the Treaty provisions as a basis, managed
to find mutually acceptable solutions to a number of issues connected with the
implementation of verification measures. This testifies to the fact that,
when there is good will on both sides and a common desire to build up
confidence and remove concern, it is possible to resolve the most complex
problems of verification in a satisfactory manner. This was clearly
demonstrated by the experience gained in the conclusion of the INF Treaty and
the first steps in its implementation. I consider that this experience
should not be limited to this Treaty alone. It can and must be used - taking
into account the specific characteristics of each issue, of course - in
working out other bilateral or multilateral agreements in the area of arms
control and disarmament.

It must be said that the USSR and the United States have decided to use
this experience in a creative way in the process of reaching agreement on
verification provisions in the draft treaty on 50 per cent reductions in
strategic offensive weapons. As a result a number of provisions of vital
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importance in this area have already been agreed. We think that the spirit of
innovation inherent in the verification mechanism which was created under the
INF Treaty, as well as some of the specific approaches and solutions contained
in it, can be successfully used in tackling problems arising in the complete
destruction of chemical weapns and cessation of production and preparing a
draft convention on the subject.

The conclusion of the INF Treaty has dramatically demonstrated that
verification, no matter how complex some of its aspects may be, need not be an
obstacle to the elimination of weapons of mass destruction, including chemical
weapons. Disarmament is a global problem, and it must be approached in such a
way that the gains achieved in one area serve as an incentive and a nutrient
for a good harvest to be reaped in other areas.

After the INF Treaty had been concluded, the negotiations on nuclear and
space arms were somewhat reorganized. Of the original three groups in the
negotiations, two now remain, one on strategic offensive arms and the other on
space arms. At present, therefore, work at these negotiations is focusing on
the two principal goals - the preparation of a draft treaty on 50 per cent
reductions in strategic of£ensive arms, and a separate agreement on issues
relating to the ABM Treaty.

Negotiations on nuclear and space arms are part of the process of
positive changes now under way in the world. The foremost result of these
changes is that the risk of nuclear war has been diminished. Following the
major agreements that have been reached, the emphasis in international affairs
is shifting from con£rontation to co-operation, mutual understanding,
negotiations with the prospect of concrete results, primarily in the area of
weapons of mass destruction. Soviet-American relations have improved. The
pan-European process has become more vigorous, both at the international leve1
and particularly in terms of public participation. The Geneva agreements have
been concluded, and the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan has begun.

It is the wish of the Soviet side that the negotiations on nuclear and
space arms, and the agreements that may be reached there, should serve as a
solid contribution towards further normalization of the international
situation. This is all the more necessary since the situation in the world is
still complex and contradictory. No radical change for the better has yet
taken place. The danger that human civilization, life itself will be
annihilated, still remains. Hence the need for new vigorous efforts aimed at
reducing military expenditure, diminishing and ultimately eliminating the risk
of the outbreak of nuclear war. The USSR and its allies are united in their
desire to achieve these goals. This is demonstrated by the results of the
recent meeting in Warsaw of the Political Consultative Committee of the States
Parties to the Warsaw Treaty. Analysing the situation in Europe and the world
at large, as well as the burning issues of today - the prevention of war, the
halting of the arms race and a decisive turn towards disarmament - the meeting
of the Committee outlined priorities in this field. Amongst them is the
conclusion of a treaty on 50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive arms,
subject to compliance with the ABM Treaty as signed in 1972 and non-withdrawal
from it for an agreed period.
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What, in concrete terms, is the situation now at the negotiations? As
you know, major decisions on the entire range of nuclear and space arms issues
were taken as early as December 1987 at the Washington summit. Agreement was
reached on a number of conceptual problems relating to the negotiations, and
both delegations were instructed to work vigorously towards the completion of
a joint draft of the future treaty. Moreover, a formula was found concerning
compliance with and non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Since the Washington
summit both sides have done a great deal towards reaching an agreement on
50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive weapons. In that process a
special role has again been played by the Soviet-American meetings held
regularly - virtually every month - at the foreign minister level, where the
most important problems in the current negotiations are discussed. As a
result , the joint drafts of four documents have been prepared: the draft
treaty i tself on 5 0 per cent reductions in offensive arms, as well as drafts
of a memorandum of understanding, a protocol on inspections and a protocol on
conversion or elimination.

The joint draft treaty reflects the earlier understanding on establishing
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 1,540 warheads on 154 heavy missiles. The draft treaty also
records agreement between the parties that, as a result of the reductions, the
aggregate throw weight of the Soviet Union's ICBMs and SLBMs will be brouqht
down to approximately 50 per cent of the existing level, and that this level
will not be exceeded. Understanding has also been reached that in future work
on the treaty the parties will act on the understanding that on deployed ICBMs
and SLBMs of existing types the counting rule will include the number of
warheads referred to in the joint statement of 10 December 1987, and the
number of warheads that will be attributed to each new type of ba l l i s t i c
missile, which is subject to negotiation. Agreement has also been reached on
a rule that heavy bombers equipped only for nuclear gravity bombs and
short-range missiles will count as one delivery vehicle against the
1,600 limit and one warhead against the 6,000 l imit . Of course, this counting
rule, which was agreed back in Reykjavik, will apply if the 600-kilometre
threshold, also agreed before, is used to divide air-to-surface missiles into
long-range and shorter-range missiles.

The drafts of the protocol on inspections, the protocol on conversion or
elimination and the memorandum of understanding, which are integral parts of
the treaty, build 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 will include as a minimum the exchange and updating of data, baseline
inspections, on-site observation of elimination of relevant systems,
continuous on-site monitoring of the perimeter and portals of c r i t i ca l
production fac i l i t i es to con£irm the output of weapons to be limited, e tc .

Unfortunately i t must be noted that we failed to reach complete agreement
on the draft texts of the above documents by the time of the Moscow summit.
The diff icul t ies that arose here were largely objective in nature. They are
caused by the highly complicated nature of the problems under discussion -
what is involved, after a l l , is radical reductions in armaments of various
kinds and types. I t is necessary to find agreed approaches to every one of
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them, both in terms of methods of effectively limiting them and in terms of
reliable verification of compliance with the obligations to be assumed. And
this is not an easy task.

The Soviet-American summit in Moscow gave new, important impetus to the
work of the delegations at the Geneva talks. Thus the discusssions in Moscow
led to a substantial broadening of common ground on such important matters as
verification of mobile ICBM launcherS, and also limitations on long-range
ALCMs and heavy bombers. The additional common ground has been recorded in
documents exchanged by the two sides. The delegations are to place these
understandings on record in the joint draft text of the treaty on strategic
offensive weapons. But of course, it is necessary to go further and seek to
resolve the above issues completely.

It is also of great significance for the positive development of the
negotiations that the joint statement adopted at the end of the Moscow meeting
reaffirmed the language on ABM Treaty issues agreed at the Washington summit
in December 1987. The Soviet and United States leaders directed their
representatives at the negotiations to prepare a joint draft of a separate
agreement and continue work on its associated protocol. As a result of the
Moscow meeting the parties expressed their shared conviction that the
extensive work done provides the basis for concluding a treaty on the
reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms which will promote
strategic stability and strengthen security not only for the Soviet and
American peoples, but for the whole of mankind. The parties have agreed to
continue their efforts in this area energetically and purposefully. They have
also reached an understanding in principle that, once the remaining problems
have been solved and the treaty and its associated documents agreed, they will
be signed without delay. Thus the Moscow summit gives both negotiating teams
a joint mandate, drawing on the progress already achieved, to seek the early
preparation of the treaty on 50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive
weapons in strict compliance with the ABM Treaty.

It is with these intentions that the Soviet delegation came back to
Geneva for the current round of negotiations. Following instructions from its
leadership, the Soviet delegation has taken the course of accelerating the
negotiation process from the very beginning of the round. For the past three
weeks we have been introducing an entire range of proposals to ensure further
progress. They include the Soviet draft protocol regarding the aggregate
throw weight of ICBMs and SLBMs, tabled as early as the first plenary meeting
of this round. This Soviet move, which takes into account the considerations
put forward by the United States delegation, allows us to resolve the issue of
throw weight on a mutually acceptable compromise basis. The Soviet side has
put forward constructive proposals concerning the section of the future treaty
on conversion or elimination to be implemented for the purpose of achieving
and maintaining radically reduced aggregate limits established for relevant
systems under the treaty. The Soviet approach makes it possible to reach
complete agreement on this section of the future treaty. The USSR delegation
has also pursued a dynamic course with respect to the materialization of new
areas of agreement on issues relating to verification of mobile ICBM
launcherS, and also restrictions on long-range ALCMs and heavy bombers. We
have tabled a series of formulations to this effect for inclusion in the
documents being elaborated. We look forward to a constructive response from
the American side to this and other Soviet proposals.
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It should be noted that the very first weeks of the current negotiating
round have already seen a degree of progress in some areas. But we have to be
self-critical - this progress is very modest. We are convinced that it could
have been much more significant. There is a great amount of work that has yet
to be done to resolve outstanding issues. For this work to be accomplished,
good will and readiness to search for solutions, backed up by specific and
constructive steps at the negotiations, are needed on both sides.

It should be noted that progress at the negotiations is largely dependent
on the resolution oE such issues as compliance with and non-withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty, and also limitations on the deployment of long-range
sea-launched cruise missiles.

Why is it these questions that have now come to the fore in the
negotiations? Let us take outer space issues. The point is that there is a
deep and organic interrelationship between radical reductions in strategic
of£ensive arms and the reaching of an agreement which would con£irm the
obligations of the USSR and the United States as regards compliance with the
ABM Treaty for the next 9 or 10 years. Indeed, an extension of the arms race
to outer space would be fraught with the danger of a very serious
destabilization of the world situation in its entirety. M.S. Gorbachev
stresses: 'Normal logic cannot grasp the idea of curbing strategic offensive
arms on Earth while building a bridge to extend the arms race into outer
space". Clearly these two processes would be incompatible.

What in concrete terms is the Soviet approach to the issues related to
the ABM Treaty? We would like the agreement reached in Washington on
10 December 1987 to be reflected precisely and fully in appropriate legal
language in the provisions of a separate agreement to this effect. To put it
differently, the agreement being elaborated should incorporate the obligation
to comply with the ABM Treaty as signed in 1972, not to withdraw from the
Treaty for an agreed period, and to hold intensive discussions on strategic
stability not later than three years before the end of the period of
non-withdrawal.

The conclusion of an agreement on compliance with and non-withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty for an agreed period is a necessary prerequisite for radical
reductions in strategic offensive arms. Without it such reductions would be
impossible. In this connection we believe that the obligation not to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty must be clear and unambiguous. It must be an absolute
obligation. Only then would it play a stabilizing role in the context of deep
cuts in strategic offensive weapons. This approach flows directly from the
essence of the Washington agreement. This agreement also clearly stipulates
that the ABM Treaty must be complied with as signed in 1972. Thus, the
language agreed in Washington reaffirms the limitations imposed on the parties
by the ABM Treaty, and cannot be considered as permitting the so-called
"broad" interpretation of the ABM Treaty. It would also run counter to the
spirit and letter of the Washington agreement if the right of the parties to
deploy a large-scale ABM system, including a space-based system, immediately
after the period of non-withdrawal, was laid down now. Such an approach would
be tantamount to an attempt to predetermine the outcome of future negotiations
on strategic stability. Thus we favour reaching agreement on compliance with
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and non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty for an agreed period, and not on a
joint shift to deployment of the ABM systems which are prohibited under the
ABM Treaty.

In the course of the previous negotiating round the parties succeeded in
preparing a joint draft of a protocol to the ABM Treaty. However, the many
brackets that remain in the draft require further serious work to remove
differences in the parties' approaches. The Soviet side proceeds from the
view that the verification, con£idence-building and predictability measures
reflected in the protocol should also be aimed at providing the parties with a
firm assurance that the ABM Treaty will be strictly complied with. To this
end we propose that the following measures should be carried out. First, an
exchange of data on ABM-related work, meetings of experts, reciprocal visits
to test ranges where work in this area is carried out. Second, exchange of
information to prevent uncertainty as regards compliance with the obligations
assumed by the parties. Third, verification of canpliance with the
obligations assumed, by means of measures including inspections of facilities
with respect to which the parties feel concern. Fourth, consultations to
examine situations which one of the parties considers as jeopardizing its
supreme interests. During the consultations the parties would use all
available means to resolve the situations on a mutually acceptable basis.
Thus these Soviet proposals too serve as a good basis for agreement.

The Soviet delegation at the talks is resolved to do everything necessary
to carry out the instructions given by the leaders of the USSR and the
United States as a result of their meeting in Moscow, i.e. to prepare the
joint draft of a separate agreement which would clearly and fully reflect the
Washington formula on ABM Treaty issues, and to finalize the protocol to the
Treaty.

The limitation of long-range S L W poses another problem of utmost
importance for the future treaty on strategic offensive arms. This new and
dangerous kind of strategic offensive weapon must be limited in a way that can
be relied on. This is indispensable to ensure the effectiveness and
permanence of the future treaty, to guarantee that it will not be
circumvented. As we understand it, both sides recognize the importance of
this matter. This can be seen from the mutual obligation assumed under the
Washington joint statement to establish ceilings on long-range SLCMs with
effective verification. In the course of the negotiations the Soviet side, in
keeping with that obligation, has put forward and substantiated a
comprehensive programme of far-reaching measures in this area, including a
proposal for specific numerical limits on the deployment of long-range SLCMs.
I would like to address the issues of verification in more detail because, as
our negotiating partners have noted, it is these questions that pose the
greatest difficulty.

The Soviet side has proposed that the entire life cycle, as it were, of
long-range SLCMs should be subject to strict verification. Verification would
start with the establishment of continuous perimeter and portal monitoring at
the production facilities for such missiles. In this way each SLCM produced
would immediately be counted. Continuous verification would also be
established at designated arming stations where SLCMs are equipped with
nuclear warheads, following which they are loaded on submarines and surface
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ships of the agreed types. We propose that the number of such arming stations
should be limited, and that the loading of SLW on submarines and surface
vessels elsewhere, including in the open sea, should be prohibited. If at the
time of the entry into force of the treaty on strategic offensive arms either
party has submarines or surface ships already equipped with long-range SLCMs,
that party will have to display each such missile for counting purposes. The
Soviet side also favours the extensive use of national technical means of
verification. The American side has received a proposal for a joint
experiment involving the use of remote verification equipment to determine the
presence of nuclear weapons on board ships.

Should concern arise in the process of verification using such means,
inspections could be conducted directly on board a submarine or surface vessel
which was undergoing such verification. This would remove any possible
misunderstandings. Much importance is attached to inspections in genera1 in
the Soviet approach to the issues of verification of long-range SLCMs. For
instance, we propose that short-notice inspections should be conducted at
locations where either side considers covert deployment of long-range SLCMs is
occurring. This means that any warship on either side would if necessary be
subject to inspection on a reciprocal basis. I believe that such a radical
verification measure speaks for i t se l f . Obviously a l l the provisions of the
treaty under which the limitations laid down may be verified would be applied
to SLCMs and other kinds of s t ra tegic offensive arms. These include the
exchange of relevant data, the provision of notifications and the conduct of
inspections to check the accuracy of the baseline data that the sides would
exchange upon the entry into force of the treaty, as well as verification of
elimination procedures, e tc . The re l i ab i l i ty of the verification would also
be assured by the Soviet proposal to l imit the number of types of surface
vessels and submarines on which long-range SLCMs may be located. Taken
together, a l l these forms and methods of verification would offer the parties
an assurance that the obligations assumed were being s t r i c t l y adhered to . In
short, the problem of limiting the numbers of long-range SLCMs with proper
verification can and must be resolved. Failing th i s , the treaty on
50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive arms would be ineffective.

In the course of the negotiations we will be trying to persuade the
United States to accept the effective and far-reaching methods for verifying
long-range SLCMs that we have proposed. Once again I would like to stress
that the Soviet side attaches particular importance to questions of the s t r i c t
verification of compliance with the limitations to be established. This
approach of principle was reaffirmed by M.S. Gorbachev in his report to the
recent nineteenth All-Union Party Conference. The Soviet delegation intends,
as in the past, to pursue this approach consistently in the practical work at
the negotiations. We are convinced that effective verification measures
should apply equally to a l l s trategic offensive weapons covered by the future
treaty, including ICBMs, SLBMs, heavy bombers and long-range ALCMs and SLCMs.
Any discrimination, any selective approach is inadmissible here. We are
looking forward to constructive co-operation with the American side in
devising a rel iable verification system suited to the goals and purposes of
the future treaty.
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Substantial progress has already been made towards a treaty on
50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive weapons. In accordance with the
instructions given to the delegations by the leaders of the Soviet Union and
the United States at their meeting in Moscow, the Soviet side is ready to work
actively and productively in both groups, on space arms and on strategic
offensive arms. We do not wish to lose momentum, but to pursue the speedy
finalization of the joint drafts of the documents in question, in co-operation
with the United States representatives at the negotiations. The future treaty
can only be the fruit of joint efforts on both sides. All countries, all
peoples, cherish the hope that the Soviet-American treaty on 50 per cent
reductions in strategic offensive weapons in the context of compliance with
the ABM Treaty will soon become a reality. The interests of overall security
and prevention of the threat of war demand it.

The PRESIDENT: I wish to thank the leader of the Soviet delegation to
the bilateral negotiations on nuclear and space arms, Ambassador Oboukhov, for
the information that he has just conveyed to us. I should also like to
express my appreciation to him for having come to the Conference to present
the views of his Government on matters of vital importance for this single
multilateral negotiating forum. In addition I would like to thank
Ambassador Nazarkin for his introductory statement. I now give the floor to
the next speaker on my list, the representative of Canada, Ambassador Marchand.

Mr. MARCHAND (Canada): Mr. President, may I begin by officially
extending my warmest welcome to you and congratulating you on your assumption
of the presidency for this month? As a relatively new arrival myself, I can
well appreciate the position in which you must find yourself in assuming this
important responsibility so soon after your arrival in Geneva; and I pledge
the full co-operation of my delegation and myself in assisting you in your
work. I should also like to express my delegation's appreciation of the
outstanding work of your immediate predecessor, Ambassador Teja, and his
delegation, during his presidency for the month of July. Further, on both my
behalf and that of my delegation, I offer a warm welcome to the other new
representatives to the Conference, and I extend to Ambassador Tarmidzi and
other departing colleagues our best wishes for continued success.

Last week I offered some observations on the results of SSOD-I11 and the
implications Canada saw for our future work on outer space. This week, I
should like to comment briefly on our current negotiations on a convention
banning chemical weapons, and specifically on the issues we are addressing
during this summer session. In focusing on some of the issues that raise
particular concerns for Canada, my observations will by no means be exhaustive
or categorical.

There is a gratifying degree of consensus, noticeable at SSOD-111, on the
importance and urgency of realizing the proposed convention on CW. We should
build upon this during the remainder of the 1988 session. Already, even
though we are only some four weeks into the summer session, we are pleased to
note the serious, business-like approach that negotiators are taking in their
examination of the outstanding issues. As I said last spring, my Government
favours such a measured pace, without artificial deadlines. But the Canadian
Government also recognizes that there are compelling reasons for pressing
ahead as hard as we can in our negotiations. Not only is our goal more
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clearly in sight, but the recent repeated use of chemical weapons raises the
increasing danger of chemical weapons appearing to be effective as weapons of
war. My Government therefore shares the sense of urgency to suppress or choke
off their temptation. My Government is convinced that this is one genie that
we can and must put back into the bottle - and quickly.

In offering some observations on the issues currently being discussed in
the Ad hoc Committee and its working groups, I should emphasize again that,
overall, we are pleased with the workmanlike, unpolemical approach delegations
are pursuing. We see several encouraging developments. We also see some that
perhaps are not so encouraging. We welcome the promising signs of progress on
substantial, even critical, issues in articles VIII and IX and in the final
articles. We are hopeful for similar signs in our discussions on articles X
and XI, although I am obliged to note that some proposals put forward this
week on article X seem to be regressive rather than progressive, in terms of
the consensus that appeared to be emerging during our spring discussions.

We are rather more concerned about the article VI discussions, however,
where the exchange of views seems rather circular, I refer specially to the
recently concluded examination of schedule [l] and schedule [41, where there
are few signs of real progress since last January's discussions. We ought to
remind ourselves that the issues being discussed under these sections
constitute one of the most critical areas remaining to be confronted. We
believe a number of our problems here may be traced back to our lack of
clearly understood definitions, especially what constitutes a chemical
weapon. If this situation continues, and if our discussions in Working
Group B do not significantly advance our common understanding of the
definitions, perhaps we should consider earmarking article I1 as the priority
issue for more detailed discussions during next winter'S inter-sessionals.

Concerning Group B's discussions on article V, I had hoped to comment
favourably on its progress in reviewing the proposals of the United States and
USSR on chemical weapons production facilities. Like many other delegations,
however, my delegation was concerned to learn last week that Mr. Macedo's
efforts to introduce elements of these proposals into the text of article V
have run into difficulties. We strongly support Mr. Macedo's call for the
early resolution of these - hopefully minor - problems, so that we can proceed
with the appropriate amendment of the text of article V.

Concerning the rest of Group B's current agenda, I should like to address
a specific comment to article IV and the general question of the order of
destruction. In developing an agreed r6gime for the phased destruction of
chemical weapons, my Government agrees that one of the primary concerns is to
ensure that this process does not cause any diminution of the national
security of any State party during the very sensitive 10-year destruction
phase. I must again state, however, that my Government cannot support
proposals intended to address these legitimate concerns about security that
have the net effect of permitting the production and proliferation of chemical
weapons during this crucial phase. Given the central purpose of the
convention - the complete elimination of chemical weapons for all time - it
seems fundamentally illogical to have the convention sanction any production
of CW after it has come into effect.
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Turning to ar t ic le VIII, we are impressed with the solid progress
achieved by Working Group C under Mr. Numata's able chairmanship. We look
forward to that Group realizing substantial further progress on the remaining
substantive pol i t ical issues, particularly on the question of the composition,
procedure and decision-making of the Executive Council. I should like to note
here that my Government is continuing to focus a major part of i ts own
research efforts in the area of the international inspectorate - and the
somewhat related area of the national authority (art icle VII) - and hopes to
submit the results of our research for the Committee's consideration early in
next year's session. (In this respect, I might also note for 'the record that
we are distributing the latest addenda to our compendium of chemical weapons
documentation.)

Similarly, we have been gratified to note the productive discussions in
Group C on challenge inspections (article IX). Like others, we endorse
Mr. Numata's view that the differences may be more apparent than real, and we
think the open-ended discussions Mr. Numata has been conducting demonstrate
the validity of this view. We recognize that a primary purpose of challenge
inspection is to resolve the concerns of the requesting State. But we also
endorse the argument that such events are of equal concern for the convention
as a whole and, thus, for a l l States party. Our thinking, in this regard,
reflects Canada's long-standing belief in and commitment to genuine
multilateralism, and our firm view that the convention being negotiated here,
if i t is to retain i t s authority and legitimacy for a l l States party, must be
an effective multilateral treaty.

Our delegation has been following with great interest the discussions on
the final ar t icles of the convention, and we very much appreciate
Ambassador Sujka's skilful tacking through the shoals of these relatively
uncharted waters. My Government has considered carefully arguments recently
put forward in the exchange of views on ar t ic le XI1 concerning the
convention's relationship to the 1925 Geneva Protocol. We were particularly
struck by the arguments of Ambassador von StGlpnagel and the Belgian
representative. On reflection, my authorities are of the view that, from a
s t r i c t , legal point of view, a r t ic le XI1 may not in fact be necessary. In the
light of the clear prohibitions found in ar t icle I (especially paragraphs 1
and 31, and of the provisions of ar t ic le 59 of the Vienna Convention on the
Law of Treaties, i t may be that ar t ic le XI1 is redundant and could be
eliminated.

More generally, I should like to comment on another legal issue that is
relevant to a number of provisions in the convention - the question of the use
of the terms "jurisdiction and control". Canada has particular diff icult ies
with one aspect of these commonly used, but not commonly understood, terms:
and that concerns the question of the responsibilities of States party for the
act ivi t ies outside their territory of foreign-incorporated subsidiaries of
private corporations incorporated under their own laws.

For reasons that I will not detail here, i t has been a long-standing
policy of Canadian Governments not to accept that one State can exercise
extra ter r i tor ia l jurisdiction over enterprises incorporated under the laws of
another State, even if they are subsidiaries owned or controlled by i ts
nationals. It is our Government's firm view that the State under whose laws
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the subsidiary is incorporated has exclusive jurisdiction for activities of
this separate legal entity within its own territory. This fundamental policy
underlies our Government's approach to a wide range of issues arising in the
international arena. While we can well understand the concerns of those who
advocate extraterritorial extension of jurisdiction under the chemical weapons
convention, I must put on record that my Government has not yet heard any
compelling arguments that would cause it to alter its fundamental policy on
this matter to achieve the purposes of this convention. Moreover, we believe
that the purposes of this convention can be achieved without resort to
provisions encompassing extraterritorial reach. We are not convinced of the
need for any references to jurisdictional issues in the convention.

Ambassador Friedersdorf, in a recent intervention, discussed two other
issues, on which I should like to comment briefly. The first concerns the
Soviet proposal for a multilateral trial exercise to develop and test
procedures for inspections of chemical industry facilities. One major
consideration for Canada is that preliminary surveys of our industry indicate
that, depending upon the thresholds eventually to be agreed, Canada may not
possess commercial facilities that would be subject to routine inspection
under the convention. Notwithstanding this possibility, however, we consider
that the Soviet proposal merits our support in principle and our close
consideration. The results of any such multilateral exercise, providing that
it can be properly structured and organized, would be extremely relevant for
our further work on article V111 and the organization of the international
inspectorate.

The second issue concerns the protection of confidential commercial
information. This issue figured large in our consultations with industrial
representatives two weeks ago, and is a subject of particular concern to our
delegation as well as several others around this table. Clearly, for us
negotiators, the primary consideration is to ensure that the information
necessary for the effective implementation of the convention is provided by
industry. But we must also be prepared to take due account of industry's
legitimate concern that commercially sensitive data is adequately protected.
Ambassador Friedersdorf emphasized inter alia the need for industry to specify
what types of information are truly confidential. I agree that this is an
essential requirement. But I would also argue that a priority focus for us
here is to examine more closely actual ways in which such information can be
protected, perhaps - as others have suggested - by drawing upon precedents
available from other international organizations and from our own national
procedures. My authorities have been considering approaches to this issue of
protecting confidentiality and hope to present our further views in future
discussions.

I think it is evident from the number of issues I have raised that our
negotiations are addressing substantial concerns in a serious manner. I find
this encouraging, and I believe that, if we can maintain the momentum and
continue to search for practical solutions to our problems, the 1988 session
may well prove to be one of our most productive yet.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Canada for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. On behalf of the Indonesian
delegation, may I also thank Ambassador Marchand for his kind words to
Ambassador Tarmidzi? I now give the floor to the representative of Venezuela,
Ambassador Taylhardat.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): Thank you,
Mr. President. Before starting my statement I would like to say how pleased
we are to see you presiding over our work during this month of August. We
would like to offer you our full co-operation and wish you every success in
carrying out your very delicate task. I should also like to stress our
gratitude to your predecessor in the Chair, Ambassador Teja of India, for his
very wise and intelligent guiding of the work of the Conference during July.

During this summer session a number of colleagues have left their posts
as representatives of their countries at the Conference. We will miss all of
them and would like to wish them personal happiness as well as success in
their future tasks. Also during this summer session we have been joined in
the Conference by new representatives, including yourself, Sir, and also
Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya and
Ambassador de Rivero of Peru. We would like to extend our most cordial
welcome to all of them and offer them our co-operation.

Like other speakers who have taken the floor during this summer session
of the Conference on Disarmament, I would like to devote the first part of my
statement to making my own comments on the recently concluded special session
of the United Nations devoted to disarmament. When the time for the beginning
of the Assembly approached, a question was in the air around the conference:
what is a successful special session? The most often heard and least
optimistic reply was that a successful third special session would be one
where the Final Document of 1978 was strengthened and where that instrument
would be built on by the consolidation of its aims and revitalization of the
international community'S efforts for disarmament.

Man's endeavours are measured by their results. The same can be said of
the endeavours of governments and States. This leads us to say that the
third special session was a failure because it produced no concrete results.
We must be honest with ourselves and recognize reality, and call a spade a
spade. There is no purpose in trying to conceal the failure by bringing out
aspects that, while important, do not hide the truth. It has been said that
one result of the third special session was the participation of a
considerable number of heads of State and foreign ministers and other eminent
figures. The same is said in connection with the presence of large numbers of
non-governmental organizations during the Assembly. Although we recognize the
importance of these facts, none of them constitutes an achievement in itself.
The successful effort to mobilize international public opinion in connection
with the third special session, which culminated in this large-scale
participation by non-governmental organizations and figures, did not produce
the effect that was sought, which was to create conditions that would
contribute to the success of the meeting and the reaching of the result
sought. It has also been said that the third special session made it possible
to exchange opinions and points of view, and served as a forum for the
discussion of important issues relating to disarmament. Here once again we
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think that the terms of the equation are being reversed. This exchange of
ideas and opinions and these discussions, which we too think were extremely
useful, do not constitute an achievement, but should be the means for
achieving the result sought.

It must be recognized, however, that the statements heard in the plenary
of the Assembly lead us to believe that today there is deeper and more
widespread concern over the arms race. It would seem that the cause of
disarmament has been steadily gaining supporters, even in the militarily
important developed countries.

It has also been said that third special session made possible a broad
convergence of views on many important issues, and that consensus was about to
be reached. It was also said that in New York near-consensus was reached on
the majority of issues considered. In our view the concept of consensus is an
absolute one. Either there is consensus or there isn't. One cannot speak of
semi-consensus. We have said this on other occasions; it is particularly
valid in the field of disarmament, where a decision or measure that does not
enjoy consensus has little or no value.

From the wreckage of the third special session it is just possible to
extract two specific results that need to be preserved at all costs. First,
the Final Document of the first special session remained intact, and the
validity of this document as the basic tool available to us to guide
international action for disarmament has not only not been diminished, but has
been consolidated. Second, the confidence of the international community in
the Conference on Disarmament as the sole multilateral forum for negotiations
on disarmament has been strengthened. Thus we, its member States, now have on
our shoulders an even graver responsibility to contribute to ensuring that the
work of the Conference measures up to the expectations of the international
community.

We share the view of those who hold that there is no point in trying to
attribute blame for the failure of the third special session. We also believe
that instead of lamenting this mishap we should draw lessons from it that will
enable us to continue our effort in favour of disarmament with renewed
vigour. But this does not prevent us from making an effort to explain to
ourselves what happened in New York and trying to identify the cause of the
failure.

In our view the reason for the failure of the third special session is
that there are two different concepts, two didmetrically opposed approaches to
the role that should be played by multilateral efforts in the disarmament
field. The first, which we could call universalist, holds that disarmament is
an issue of general interest in which the organized international community is
called upon to play a decisive role through the adoption, by the multilateral
bodies that it has itself established, of specific and effective measures
intended to halt and reverse the arms race. The starting-point for this
approach is recognition of the central role that should be played by the
United Nations, without diminishing the importance of other forums of a more
restricted nature or ignoring the essential role played by bilateral
negotiations between the two super-PowerS. This approach is faithfully
reflected in paragraph 5 of the Final Document of SSOD-I, which says:
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"The Members of the United Nations are fully aware of the
conviction of their peoples that the question of general and complete
disarmament is of utmost importance and that peace, security and economic
and social development are indivisible, and they have therefore
recognized that the corresponding obligations and responsibilities are
universal."

The other approach, which could be called marginalist, although it also
recognizes that the question of disarmament is a matter of general interest,
perhaps with the sole exception of chemical weapons, does not accept that the
United Nations should play a decisive role in efforts to halt the arms race.
The supporters of this approach view the work of the United Nations or its
competent bodies as a marginal activity that should be limited to carrying out
a task that is more academic in nature, consisting of the consideration of
general issues and the identification of abstract issues, with concrete action
going no further than the adoption and implementation of ancillary measures,
as I think they are called in English, which are intended to deal with
marginal aspects of disarmament, such as measures intended to help with
confidence-building, increasing openness or transparency, consalidating
security, establishing machinery for the exchange of information or the
publication of data on military expenditure, etc. This approach even rejects
the posribility that the United Nations could play any significant role in the
field of verification. It claims, in contrast, that the international
community is always ready to be called in when there is a need to bless or
applaud agreements reached in bilateral negotiations or more restricted
forums. I repeat that we are aware that, at least in the case of chemical
weapons, progress is being made on work aimed at effectively banning such
weapons.

The con£rontation between these two concepts of the role of multilateral
efforts in disarmament became clear at the beginning of the third session. It
is true that on many points of the draft final document it was possible to
reach agreement. But the agreement was reached at the expense of those who
uphold the universalist approach. The fact that it was not possible to reach
agreement on the draft final document as a whole was due to too many
concessions having been made to the marginalist concept. To go any further
would have meant restricting to an unacceptable degree the role of the
organized international community in disarmament matters.

This difference of approach to disarmament efforts finds its specific
expression in the problem of complementarity between multilateral and
bilateral action. Those of us who back the universalist approach are aware
that it is the super-Powers who have the nuclear weapons in their arsenals and
have the most advanced military and space technology, and that their concerns
and interests in security matters raise delicate problems that require special
attention. So we not only recognize their special responsibility in
everything to do with disarmament, we demand ~t. That is why we stress that
there is an intimate interdependence and complementarity between the efforts
being made at various levels and in various forums, bilateral, regional
multilateral and universal multilateral. No one claims that the multilateral
bodies can impose any specific disarmament measures on the super-Powers. But
it is legitimate to require that in negotiations on those measures,
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particularly when they are to be of universal effect and scope, the organized
international community should be granted recognition of the role that it
should be playing.

The lesson we should draw from the experience of the third special
session may be summed up as the need to set out in the clearest possible terms
the interrelationship that should exist between the various bodies where
disarmament problems are aired, and what role each of them is called upon to
play so as to ensure achievement of the common objective we are all pursuing,
which is to bring about general and canplete disarmament under effective
control, while at the same time strengthening the role and responsibility of
the United Nations in the area of disarmament, particularly through this
multilateral forum in which we are working as representatives of the rest of
the international community.

These are the thoughts on the third special session devoted to
disarmament which I wanted to share with the other members of the Conference.
And now I would like to refer particularly to agenda item 5, Prevention of an
arms race in outer space, which is at present being considered in the plenary
of the Conference.

There is serious and legitimate concern in the international community
over the prospect that outer space could be turned into the scene of a
continuation of the arms race that we are currently witnessing on Earth. This
concern deepens as progress in space science and technology brings man to the
point where he will be able to develop and produce space weapons. That is why
the overwhelming majority of countries insist that the few countries that have
the capacity to deploy arms in space should renounce the possibility of doing
so. Through various instruments the international community has clearly
expressed its unequivocal determination to preserve space from the military
rivalry that prevails on Earth, and its intention of reserving the use of this
environment exclusively for peaceful uses. This wish has been followed in
practice so far.

It is true that many activities carried out in space have military
significance. We know that approximately three quarters of the man-made
objects that are currently spinning around the Earth are performing military
functions. But as has been said repeatedly, in many cases these functions
have a stabilizing effect or also play a beneficial role from the civilian
point of view. However, this does not detract from the assertion that the
nature of space as a "province of mankind", dedicated primarily to the common
interest of peoples through its peaceful use, has in practice been preserved
up to now. There is no doubt that this has been possible thanks to the
existence of an international legal order that has so far been able to prevent
space being used for the deployment of weapons. But this legal order has
proved inadequate in the face of the headlong progress of space science, which
is bringing us ever closer to the moment when an arms race in outer space
could be unleashed.

When we talk of preventing an arms race in outer space we are referring
to something that has not happened yet, but could happen. To prevent means to
forestall, anticipate and avert the occurrence of something that has not yet
happened. As far as we know, no one has yet deployed weapons in space, and it
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could even be said th=t true space weapons do not yet exist. So we still have
time to prevent it, we can still stop it happening. We have to avoid a
situation where the Powers that have the technological capacity to do so get
locked in competition in space weapons. In our view, the most effective way
to achieve this objective is to establish a general and complete ban on space
weapons, covering the development, testing, production, deployment and
stockpiling and use of space weapons.

The outer space Treaty has already established a partial ban on space
weapons by prohibiting the deployment of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction in space. What is needed now is an extension of this ban to any
other kind of weapon that could be conceived for use in space, from space or
into space. In our opinion this could be done by modifying article IV of the
outer space Treaty. This instrument clearly contains a gap, a loophole that
must be closed. To do this it would be sufficient to have an amendment to add
a provision whereby the States parties would also undertake not to place in
orbit around the Earth, or deploy in their territories or in any other place
under their jurisdiction, any kind of space weapon or system of such space
weapons. The amendment must also stipulate the obligation of States parties
to abstain from developing, producing, testing, stockpiling or using such
weapons in any form.

It may be argued that this idea is too ingenuous or too naive to be
viable. On this matter it is interesting to point out that on this very day,
4 August 1988, on the eve of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the partial
nuclear test-ban Treaty, a group of six States parties to that instrument,
including my own country, have approached the Governments of the
three depositary States of the partial test-ban Treaty requesting the
convening of a conference intended to introduce into the partial test-ban
Treaty the necessary modifications to convert it into a comprehensive nuclear
test-ban treaty. This is an idea which no one so far has described as
ingenuous or naive. On the contrary, it has been building up steadily to the
point that the last resolution of the General Assembly on this question was
approved by an overwhelming majority, with the only votes cast against being
those of France, the United States and the United Kingdom. If we bear in mind
that the procedure for amendment provided for in the outer space Treaty is
much simpler than that laid down in the partial nuclear test-ban Treaty, the
initiative intended to extend the scope of the latter should not cause any
insurmountable difficulties.

It can also be said that a comprehensive ban of this kind requires very
efficient and reliable verification machinery. In our view verification is
absolutely essential to any disarmament measure. But the design of
appropriate verification arrangements for a ban on space weaponry should not
cause insuperable difficulties. We understand that the most difficult
problems in the verification of a ban on space weaponry would arise in
relation to Earth-based weapons. These problems are similar in many ways to
those that arise in monitoring compliance with the Treaty on intermediate
nuclear forces and the agreement on strategic arms which is currently being
negotiated. The two super-Powers have already displayed imagination and
creativity in designing the monitoring and verification measures which will be
applied to the INF Treaty. Ambassador Oboukhov, the head of the Soviet
delegation to the bilateral negotiations, has provided us this morning with
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canplete, detailed and very interesting information on the verification
arrangements agreed for the INF Treaty, and also the problems posed by
verification of the START treaty. A similar effort could be made for space
weapons, which in addition could benefit from the techniques and methods
applicable to long-range and intermediate-range nuclear forces.

Coming to arms deployed in space proper, the problem as we understand it
is less complex. As far as we know, given the present state of the art, it is
impossible to hide anything in space. Any space object can be detected and
identified and its functions interpreted with almost total accuracy. A few
years back this was said to be possible with any object the size of an orange
situated in space. The development of space technology since then has
certainly made it possible to do the same thing today with an even smaller
object.

It must also be borne in mind that there are treaties in force that have
operated without verification. The partial ban embodied in the outer space
Treaty has been in force for more than 20 years without a real system of
verification, and no one has said that the operation of this instrument has
been affected thereby. There are other examples of comprehensive treaties
that have operated without verification: the 1963 partial nuclear test-ban
Treaty, the 19 71 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, the 1972 Treaty on the prohibition of
bacteriological and toxin weapons, the 1977 Convention on the Prohibition of
Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques,
the 1979 Treaty governing the activities of States on the moon and other
celestial bodies. None of these agreements have required developed or
sophisticated verification machinery.

As we know, it is impossible to design and develop verification
arrangements which may be considered 100 per cent secure. This problem can be
presented by means of the following question: How much verification is
needed? - or how much verification is enough? On this point it is worth
mentioning that the outer space Treaty does contain rudimentary elements of
verification machinery. Article IX provides that a State party 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 peaceful exploration
and use may request consultations concerning the activity or experiment.
Article X provides that a State party may request an opportunity to observe
the flight of space objects launched by another State. Article XI places an
obligation on States parties to inform the Secretary-General of the
United Nations of the nature, conduct, location and results of their space
activities. The same article also provides that the Secretary-General must
disseminate that information effectively. Article XI1 provides that all
stations, installations, equipment and space vehicles on the Moon and other
celestial bodies should be open to representatives of other States. These
provisions could be supplemented by an appropriate instrument to make them
compatible with a treaty completely banning space weapons.
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The conversion of the outer space Treaty into a treaty completely banning
space weapons logically requires that we should have a clear and accurate idea
of what is meant by space weapons. So the amendments to be introduced in this
instrument must provide for the inclusion of a definition of space weapons in
the Treaty. As we know, during the deliberations of the Conference on
Disarmament on item 5 of the agenda, various proposed definitions have been
put forward. They all have elements in common, which leads one to think that
it should not be difficult to work out a definition that would properly cover
the various conceivable types of space weaponry.

As everyone knows, my country has been taking a special interest in the
question of preventing an arms race in outer space. This interest has been
demonstrated by our participation nn the discussions, the presentation of
proposals and most recently my own performance of the functions of Chairman of
the M hoc Committee dealing with this topic. My delegation woufd now like to
make an additional contribution by presenting a working paper containing a

proposed amendment to the outer space Treaty, Thrs document has been
dlstrnbuted today under the symboh CD/85P. Tbrs docuvect, whi-- is based cn
"he ldeas that we have put forward on a number sf accaslons! F s wh~ilh I have
E~rther 3ewaioped In my statement &day, 1s inteilded 'so serve as a basis for
:~cusans &i.scussron or? a global and eo~z,rehensive salurlon to tk-e problem
3ASsd 1C: space adeagonry,

Vfc are aware that some counteles prefer che narg~nal~sz spprsach co thls
zopiz. Yone cauntrnes would ilke the Conference on DxsaE;~ment to confine
itself to ancillary measures, such as ithe preparation of a ""hlcj:~way code tor
-.--,-.:*c,e objects" and the like. It nas even been sa~d that "if this Conference
:on-lnues kc work in Lhe nape that it can, In one fell swoop, p c in place a
aomprenensi~e agreement for the prevention sf an arms race in outer space,
khen it will never achieve anything'" The same opinion, holds that what we
should do is "'start somewhere", and for that purpose "'the elaboration of
confidence-bnilding measures, even modest ones, would surely constitute a
useful beginning". We respect that opinion, but we hold the view that if
there is political will it will always be possible to achieve a global and
comprehensive solution, as has been done in the case of chemical weapons.

Our document, consistent with this position, is founded, as is logical,
on our universalist approach to disarmament efforts and is motivated by the
profound concern that we feel over the prospect that in a short time an arms
race may be unleashed in outer space whose dimensions - in terms of the human,
material and financial resources that it would absorb - are incalculable and
morally totally unjustifiable, even if efforts are made to presert it as a
means of putting an end to the nuclear danger.

We trust that delegations will examine our proposal with the attention it
merits, and for our part we will receive and aralyse with interest any
comments or observations made.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Venezuela for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Bulgaria, Ambassador Kostov.
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Mr. KOSTDV (Bulgaria): Mr. President, speaking for the first time in
this chamber, it is a great pleasure to greet you as President of the
Conference on Disarmament for the month of August. My delegation is happy to
work under your skilful guidance, as the distinguished representative of
Indonesia, with which Bulgaria by tradition maintains very friendly
relations. I would also like to express my appreciation of the competent
manner in which your predecessor, Ambassador Teja of India, guided the
Sonference's work during the first month of its summer session. We shall miss
his experience and wisdom, as he has left the Conference to assume other
important duties. The delegation of Bulgaria will continue to co-operate with
the distinguished Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament,
Ambassador Milan Komatina, and his Deputy, Ambassador Berasategui, as well as
with members of their staff.

May I use this opportunity to thank all colleagues who have expressed
words of welcome upon my appointment as head of the delegation of Bulgaria to
the Conference on Disarmament? I shall be honoured to work together with all
representatives, and pledge the full co-operation of my delegation. I wish
every success to our departing colleagues, Ambassador ~gvid Meizster of
Hungary, Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan and Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma.

The Conference is honoured today by the presence of the distinguished
head of the Soviet delegation to the bilateral USSR/United States negotiations
on space and nuclear weapons, Ambassador Aleksei Oboukhov. My delegation is
grateful for the very interesting and detailed information he offered us today
on the state of the negotiations. We would like to wish Ambassador Oboukhov
new successes at the bilateral talks, whose basic role in disarmament is
difficult to overstate.

Mr. President, one month after the third special session, the Conference
on Disarmament continues its work deeply in£luenced by hopes and frustrations
generated at the session in New York. It has repeatedly been pointed out in
this chamber that although the special session did a remarkable job in
considering a number of important proposals, it did not manage to complete its
work with an agreed concluding document. This unfortunate event is a matter
of concern not only to those who meet in the Conference on Disarmament. It is
being analysed in depth by Governments, political movements and peace
organizations in many countries all over the world.

A few days ago the Commission on Foreign Affairs of the Bulgarian
Parliament organized a series of hearings where officials from the Foreign
Ministry testified on the outcome of the special session. A major point made
at those meetings was that, rather than become involved in a prolonged debate
on missed opportunities, the international community should face the present
situation with new sense of resolve, drawing the necessary conclusions and
continuing its quest for disarmament.

It is in this spirit that the delegation of Bulgaria endorses the idea of
the distinguished Ambassador of Sweden, Mrs. Theorin, expressed in her plenary
statement on 7 July, that we may all be entitled to make tentative
interpretations on the basis of emerging consensus language and use it as a
Starting-point for further joint actions in disarmament. The positive
developments at the special session are encouraging indeed. They must be
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preserved and reinforcsd, The indispensable role of the Conference on
Disarmament was also reiterated. This forum should redouble its efforts to
make substantive progress on such items as nuclear disarmament, a nuclear test
ban, prevention of an arms race in outer space and a chemical weapons
convention,

Bulgaria values the contributions made by many delegations to the
consideration of priority disarmament issues at the special session. An
extensive exchange was held on such newly emerging concepts as non-military
threats to peace and security, non-provocative defence, reasonable sufficiency
and non-offensive military postures. I should Pike to refer to the proposals
advanced by Soviet Foreign Minister E. Shevardnadze on naval
confidence-building measures, an international monitoring and verification
agency under the United Nations, and an international space monitoring
agency. Similar in nature is the Six NationsP new initiative for the
establishment of a United Nations integrated multilateral verification system
and the preparation of an expert study outlining its functions, Equally
imphgrtiink are the ~TQPC)SSBS puk forward by a anlza~ber of countries from the
Non-aligned _Movement tc ban the use of scientific an6 technalogical
achievements Ear Cte d*velop~.znt acd production of new weapons oE mass
des'szucc;bon and new syster!~,~ of csr~ventl~~.nal arm, The aetian plan submitted
by Prime Micister R. Gandhi of India aims at achieving general and complete
disarmazent by the veer 2010. A nu3bes of at2ie"ler proposals t.~ which B %ill not
refex here for lac$; of kime9 including proposals by the soci.alist countries,
m y offer fresh opportunities for eazly progress in disarmanent,

Like ar,y htiman undertaking, the speciah session has taught us sorne
Sessoas which may be extreaely important for the fcture. May I briefly
discuss some of tR~03

My delegation, tqettter with other delegarlons, mentis~ed at the
pre2aratosry stage the possibility G!? confining Gi,e deiiberations at the
special session to a few specific questions or: the disarmament agenda, Wi"k
the hlstoric Final Docunent at hand, States may choose, on similar future
occasions, to take up only a few specific proposals. PE such a f _czss is
started early enough during the preparatj.on fo~ a special session, possible
consensus language could eventually be included in documents focusang on such
proposals rather than attempting to rewrite fundamental international
instruments such as the Final Document,

We do recognize that disarmament issues are interrelated. This is duly
reflected in the Final Document, which preserves its validity today, though
some of its provisions may have become somewhat obsolete. A certain analogy
could be drawn with the Charter of the United Nations, with the risk of being
slightly incorrect. The Charter also contains provisions which may now look a
bit old, without rendering the whole legal framework completely useless. On
the contrary, the Charter serves as a universally recognized basis of all
international efforts to achieve the principal goals of the United Nations.

The Final Document of 19 78 plays a similar role in the field of
disarmament. The strategy set out therein should be reviewed and further
developed regularly in a dynamic manner. The existing interrelationship
between disarmament issues has to be respected. But progress should not be



CD/PV.471

29

(Mr. Kostov, Bulgaria)

held hostage to agreement on disarmament strategy as a whole. Otherwise, we
might find ourselves in an absurd situation when even modest steps may be
impossible unless general consensus is reached on all disarmament items - be
they important or secondary, global or regional. Striving for
comprehensiveness might become an obstacle to progress on issues ripe for
solution.

Secondly, we may need to define the exact role of consensus. This method
is, no doubt, extremely important in dealing with security issues. Consensus
decisions acquire additional mora1 and political authority and stand greater
chances for implementation. The rule of consensus should not be viewed,
however, only as a right of veto. It also implies an obligation on States to
consider constructive proposals co-operatively, taking into account the
legitimate security interests of other States. It should further mean making
genuine efforts to meet the concerns expressed at least half-way and actively
search for common denominators which could ensure progress in the interests of
all. Such an observation may be valid both for United Nations special
sessions and for the Conference on Disarmament.

The INF Treaty has initiated a real process of nuclear disarmament. The
beginning is encouraging and gives rise to great expectations for the future.
This is a breakthrough which will hopefully make possible further steps to
widen and deepen areas of agreement. Any attempt to "compensate" for the
weapons being destroyed runs the risk of negating the value of the Treaty
itself. Little security and stability can be achieved if disarmament measures
in one area are used as a pretext to initiate an arms race in another. The
international community also expects an early Soviet-United States agreement
on a 50 per cent reduction in their strategic arsenals. The two major
nuclear-weapon States have made an important political commitment to achieve
that goal. Today Ambassador Oboukhov of the USSR has reaffirmed his country's
determination to fulfil the stated objective. There is no doubt that such a
result would become another breakthrough in nuclear disarmament, strengthening
strategic stability and further improving the international climate.

Bilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament are obviously insufficient.
The existence of nuclear weapons threatens the survival of all nations. Hence
the need for multilateral efforts to reduce the nuclear danger by building
upon bilateral successes. A multilateral approach is also required because
there are more than two nuclear-weapon States in the world. Bilateral and
multilateral efforts do not exclude each other and should be viewed as
mutually camplementary.

The membership of the Conference on Disarmament facilitates the
initiation of such a multilateral process, which could be channelled through
an appropriate subsidiary body. A beginning has been made with the holding of
informal plenary meetings on item 2, which should be followed by the
establishment of an ad hoc committee with a negotiating mandate. Participation
by all nuclear-weapon States in the nuclear disarmament process is
indispensable. The delegation of Bulgaria has on several occasions suggested
that the CD should set up a sub-committee composed of the five nuclear-weapon
States, having a negotiating mandate, with a view to contributing to
multilateral consideration of item 2 by the Conference itself. Such a body
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could s tar t with the elaboration of the specific prerequisite for a l l
nuclear-weapon States to join the nuclear reduction process. This could mark
the beginning of a second stage of nuclear disarmament.

In recent years the Conference on Disarmament has not been able to move
beyond general plenary consideration of the item on a nuclear test ban. Many
States expressed their genuine concern about this situation at the special
session. Continued testing of new designs of nuclear weapons means that the
nuclear-weapon States are projecting the nuclear threat into the future of
mankind. It is our belief that the main reason for the present lack of
progress is that some nuclear-weapon States continue to rely on "counterforce"
versions of nuclear deterrence. The destabilizing impact of such military
concepts on international relations is widely recognized by Governments, the
public and scientif ic communities. States always relate disarmament to
security. This might be an important reason why countries represented in the
CD should attach greater significance to doctrinal aspects of a nuclear test
ban, which could help identify elements giving r i se to serious security
concern on the part of other States and hampering progress.

The international community marks this year the twentieth anniversary of
the signing of the non-proliferation Treaty, the importance of which has
further increased with the beginning of a real process of nuclear
disarmament. Tomorrow, we are going to celebrate the 25th anniversary of
another fundamental multilateral instrument - the Moscow Treaty Banning
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water. This
is yet another occasion to underline the role of an NTB in the disarmament
process as a whole. The Moscow Treaty contains an obligation, reaffirmed in
the non-proliferation Treaty, that a l l States, particularly the nuclear-weapon
States, will seek to achieve "the discontinuance of a l l test explosions of
nuclear weapons for a l l time" and "continue negotiations to this end". The
NTB item should remain on the CD's agenda as an issue having the highest
pr ior i ty .

Bulgaria welcomes the in i t i a l progress made at the full-scale,
step-by-step Soviet-United States negotiations on the issues related to
nuclear test ing. We very much hope that these bi lateral talks will lead in
the foreseeable future to the ultimate goal - a cmprehensive test-ban
treaty. The Conference on Disarmament is the most appropriate forum for the
multilateral negotiation of a treaty on the general and cmplete prohibition
of nuclear weapon tes t s . The situation is intolerable when the Conference is
lagging behind bi la teral efforts , even in terms of verification only. The
CD's membership also includes other nuclear-weapon States and a number of
non-nuclear-weapon States. They ought to be involved in the negotiating
process, if we are to arrive at a treaty with universal application. These
negotiations should cover a l l interrelated aspects of a CTB. An interesting
proposal to this end has recently been reintroduced by the distinguished
representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda, providing for a more
flexible framework to begin practical work on a nuclear tes t ban. Accepting
this proposal would not prevent the CD from following a step-by-step approach,
which could s ta r t with consideration of issues related to verification of and
canpliance with the future treaty. The Bulgarian delegation believes that the
Conference should also benefit from the proposal of the Soviet delegation for
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the setting up of a group of scientific experts to work out recommendations on
the structure and functions of a verification system for any possible
agreement on a NTB.

Bulgaria attaches great importance to negative security assurances
extended to non-nuclear-weapon States. Implementation of the INF Treaty will
significantly improve the security of many States. Various kinds of nuclear
weapons, however, remain deployed all over the world, thus threatening the
survival of non-nuclear-weapon States. Pending the achievement of nuclear
disarmament, the security of such States, which are not in a position to
become the source of a nuclear threat, should be uniformly and unconditionally
guaranteed in a legally binding form against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons. Negotiations to that end have been under way for 10 years
now. As Foreign Minister Petar Mladenov of Bulgaria pointed out to the
Conference on Disarmament last April:

"We are convinced that the time has come for bolder approaches which
would shift the negotiations out of stalemate. The United Nations
General Assembly has urged us to do so. There are already interesting
proposals on this subject. Positive movement in this direction would
have significant impact on the strengthening of the non-proliferation
rggime."

The prevention of an arms race in outer space is also an issue of
universal concern. This is an objective agreed upon by consensus, both
bilaterally and multilaterally in the Conference on Disarmament. The Ad hoc
Committee on item 5 offers an opportunity for all member States to contribute
to the achievement of that common objective.

The delegation of Bulgaria believes that work in that Committee should
focus on the existing proposals and future initiatives, with a view to
agreeing on appropriate measures to ban the introduction of any kind of
weapons in outer space. An interesting paper on a possible approach to this
issue has been submitted today by our distinguished colleague
Ambassador Taylhardat of Venezuela. My delegation will study it with care.
There are various other proposals which have been submitted in the Ad hot
Committee, and we believe that the time is ripe now to start with an ASAT
ban. The existing legal rggime for outer space does not exclude the
possibility of developing conventional types of such weapons. The current
virtual moratorium on testing of ASAT systems, honoured by both the
Soviet Union and the United States, facilitates a beginning of concrete
negotiations on such a ban. The working paper on "Main provisions of a treaty
on the prohibition of anti-satellite weapons and ways to ensure the immunity
of space objects" (CD/777) submitted by the delegations of the German
Democratic Republic and Wngolia could serve as a useful basis for such work.
Various elements of the Soviet idea for the establishment of an international
system of verification of the non-deployment of weapons of any kind in outer
space could also be successfully used for the purposes of an ASAT ban.

There are a number of complicated issues of definition and technical
issues which will have to be addressed in dealing with an ASAT ban. Such
problems should be considered by an appropriate group of governmental experts
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to provide technical expertise and guidance to the Ad hoc Committee in
overcoming possible difficulties. The Bulgarian delegation has advanced
specific proposals aimed at making progress on this issue in the Committee.

We learned with keen interest of the proposal made by the distinguished
representative of Argentina, Ambassador Csmpora, that members of the CD should
make solemn unilateral declarations that none of them has deployed weapons in
outer space on a permanent basis. Implementation of this proposal could
become an important con£idence-building measure, introducing more openness and
transparency into outer space activities related to military matters. Because
of their confidence-building nature, such unilateral steps require no
verification, and would be a good starting-point for more specific partial
measures to prevent an arms race in outer space.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is another important issue which I
intend to discuss in more detail on some further occasions. My delegation
regrets the fact that for a number of years now the Conference on Disarmament
has not been making much progress in its substantive work on several items.
It seems that the Conference is slowly moving away from discharging its
responsibilities as a negotiating body. We feel that this tendency should be
halted. The delegation of Bulgaria believes that it is time for the CD to
undertake concrete action on all priority items on its agenda, and is
determined to make its contribution towards this end.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Bulgaria for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. That concludes my list of
speakers for today. I should like to know whether any other member wishes to
take the floor at this stage.

The representative of Switzerland has asked for the floor. In accor'"rice
with the decision taken by the Conference at its 436th plenary meeting, I give
him the floor.

Mr. OCHSNER (Switzerland): Thank you, Nr. President. With our very best
wishes for a successful chairmanship, we would like to draw your attention
briefly and in all due modesty to a problem of a rather administrative nature,
but not without a certain significance for our country. Last Monday the
Swiss Confederation celebrated its 697th anniversary. 1 August is considered
throughout the country as our national day. It was absolutely no formal
obstacle indeed for United Nations Headquarters and the Conference on
Disarmament to ignore this day. The question comes up whether it would not be
possible, as an expression of international courtesy perhaps to respect the
afternoon, I repeat, the afternoon of 1 August in future. Could you think of
an international conference meeting even under United Nations status on
Independence Day in the United States of America, on 7 November in the
Soviet Union or on 14 July in Paris?

We really do not want to make it a State affair. At a glance it might
even appear that the people of Geneva, as far as they are Swiss, do not pay
great attention to this day either, but this is not really true and it is very
definitely not the case in the surrounding communes and in the remaining
3,000 towns and villages all over the country. As to Monday afternoon's
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meeting of Working Group B of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, we
hope that by silently accepting the facts we made a very small contribution to
the acceleration of the negotiations on the pertinent subject.

So far, a mental footnote to the problem just for consideration in 1989,
a prendre ou 2 laisser, to which we do not expect any formal reply.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Switzerland for his
statement and for the wishes he addressed to me. In connection with his
statement, I should like to assure him that the Conference fully appreciates
the hospitality of the Geneva and Swiss authorities, and the fact that our
work continued during the anniversary of the Swiss Confederation should not,
in any respect, be construed as meaning that such an important event was being
forgotten.

The secretariat has circulated today an informal paper containing a list
of meetings to be held by the Conference and its subsidiary bodies during the
coming week. As usual, the timetable contained therein is merely indicative
and therefore subject to change, if necessary. If there is no objection, I
shall take it that the Conference adopts the timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: As there is no other business for today, I now intend to
adjourn this plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament will take place on Tuesday, 9 August at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 472nd plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with i t s programne of work, the Conference s ta r t s today
consideration of agenda 3, ent i t led "Prevention of nuclear war, including a l l
related matters". In conformity with rule 30 of i t s rules of procedure,
however, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the
wor k of the Conference.

I have on my l i s t of speakers for today the representatives of Mexico,
Peru and Pakistan. I now give the floor to the representative of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, my
delegation is pleased to see you presiding over our discussions during this
month, which each year i s undoubtedly one of the most inportant months for the
Conference on Disarmament. The Conference will no doubt benefit from the
experience and knowledge of the subject we know you possess. As far as my
delegation i s concerned you may count on our unreserved co-operation. Ehly
congratulations also go to the distinguished representative of India, who
served as President during the previous month, as well as a l l the
representatives participating in the work of this forum for the f i r s t time.

The meeting being held today by the Conference on Disarmament i s the
f i r s t to take place since last Friday, 5 August 1988, on which date 25 years
had passed since the signing in Moscow of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water. The Governments of
the five countries - Indonesia, Peru, Sri Ianka, Yugoslavia and Mexico -
which, through their representatives to the Conference on Disarmament,
subnitted on that day a jo in t proposal for amendment of the Treaty to which I
have referred, which is to be found in docurent CD/8 52, for consideration in a
conference of the parties to the Treaty in conformity with the provisions of
a r t i c l e 11, are convinced that nothing could be mre appropriate for the
celebration of such a happy anniversary.

It i s for that reason that , as early as 1963, they proclaired in the
preamble of the Treaty their determination to endeavour to bring about an end
to a l l , and I underline the word "al l" , nuclear weapon tes t explosions, and to
continue negotiations to that end. Five years l a te r , the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which was signed in 1968, and whose
preamble makes reference to the determination expressed by the parties to the
Moscow Treaty, to which I have just referred, included in a r t i c l e V1 an
undertaking to "pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament". The United Nations Secretary-General, a t the inaugural meeting
of the 19 72 session, made the following s ta te rent :

"No other question in the field of disarmament has been the subject
of so much study and discussion as the question of stopping nuclear
weapon t e s t s . I believe that a l l the technical and scient if ic aspects of
the problem have been so fully explored that only a po l i t i ca l decision i s
now necessary in order to achieve final agreement."
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The Third Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, in i t s final declaration, which was adopted by consensus on
21 September 1985, "deeply regretted that a comprehensive mult i lateral nuclear
test-ban treaty banning a l l nuclear tes t s by a l l States in a l l environments
for a l l time had not been concluded" and called on a l l the nuclear-weapon
States to par t ic ipate in the urgent negotiation and conclusion of such a
treaty as a matter of the highest pr iori ty in the Conference on Disarmament.
The six heads of State or government of Argentina, Greece, India, Mexico,
Sweden and mnzania, who since 1985 have been meeting and making jo in t
declarations to further peace and disarmament, have from the very outset
referred expressly to the need to p t an end to a l l nuclear weapon t e s t s . In
the Delhi Declaration adopted in the Indian capi ta l on 28 January 1985, they
stated:

'We further urge the nuclear-weapon States to imnediately hal t the
testing of a l l kinds of nuclear weapons, and to conclude, at an early
date, a t reaty on a nuclear weapon tes t ban. Such a treaty would be a
major step towards ending the continuous modernization of nuclear
arsenals ."

In the Mexico Declaration adopted in the c i ty of Ixtapa on 7 August 1986,
they stated:

"We remin convinced that no issue is more urgent and crucial today
than bringing to an end a l l nuclear t e s t s . Both the quali tat ive and the
quantitative development of nuclear weapons exacerbate the arms race, and
both would be inhibited by the complete abolition of nuclear weapons
tes t ing.

"Furthermore, i t i s clear that continued development of nuclear
weapons by those who already possess them i s detrimental to the efforts
to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by other States which have
unti l nw. refrained from acquiring them. He must recognise that, just as
a drug addict cannot be cured by injecting him with more and more drugs
neither can an arms-addicted world be saved from war by an inf ini te
accumlation of weapons. The time to stop i s now."

In the declaration that bears the name of the capital of Sweden, where i t
was adopted on 21 February this year, they stated:

"Agreements to reduce existing nuclear arsenals must be backed up by
decisive measures to check the unbridled development of new generations
of ever more dreadful and sophisticated nuclear weapons. The single most
effective measure would be to end a l l nuclear weapon tes ts by a l l
States. Such a step would be of crucial importance not only for
achieving th is objective, but also for preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons to countries which have so far refrained from acquiring them.

"The United States of America ard the Soviet Union have started
b i la te ra l negotiations on gradually establishing l w e r l imits on nuclear
t e s t s . Any agreemnt that leaves room for continued testing would not be
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acceptable. We stress once again that a comprehensive tes t ban is
already long overdue. Pending that, we re i te ra te our ca l l for an
imnediate suspension of a l l nuclear test ing, by a l l States."

In connection with this matter the General Assembly, in three
resolutions adopted successively in 1985, 1986 and 1987, made recomnendations
that culminated, in the last of those resolutions, with a request addressed to
the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Moscow Treaty to "formally submit
an amndmnt proposal to the depositary Governments with a view to convening a
conference at the ear l ies t possible date to consider amendments to the Treaty
that would convert i t into a conprehensive nuclear test-ban t reaty ."

I t i s in order to ensure that this request or recomendation is followed
up that the five representatives I referred to at the beginning have submitted
on behalf of their respective Governments the proposal for amendment of the
Moscow Treaty that should be considered by a conference of the parties to the
Treaty convened for that purpose, as soon as a third or more of them so
request, a requirement that we hope will be fulfil led this very year.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Mexico for his statement,
as well as for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor
to the representative of Peru, Ambassador de Rivero.

Mr. de RIVER0 (Peru) (translated from Spanish): First of a l l ,
Mr. President, I should like to express my delegation's satisfaction at seeing
you presiding over our work during this month. We have no doubt that your
wealth of experience and your great tact will make a significant contribution
to the joint effort which brings us together in this negotiating forum.

The serious diff icul t ies facing the Conference on Disarmament in
fulfilling i ts mandate under agenda item l , "lbtal cessation of nuclear
t e s t s " , offer eloquent proof of the persistence of positions encountered among
those who are supposed to have assumd a comnitmnt to negotiate multilateral
disarmament measures in this forum. But they also indicate clearly the
inherent limitations of the Conference on Disarmament in heeding a d better
reflecting the collective call of the peoples of the world for the final
cessation of nuclear testing in a l l environments. If a l l Governments were to
decide to organize a world referendum to sound out the feelings of mankind,
there is no doubt that the overwhelming response of the cit izens of a l l
countries would be in favour of an imnediate inoratorium on testing, followed
by a ban. The fact that the Conference on Disarmament systemtically
sidesteps this urgent need to a certain extent means that i t is turning i t s
back on reali ty and ignoring the ca l l of the international comnunity,
countering i t with an uncompromising conception of national security based on
p e r poli t ics and not on an egalitarian and all-round form of security
steming from a democratic approach to international relations.

In this matter the Group of 21 has demnstrated great f lexibi l i ty and
openness, to the extent that i t has made concessions and recently adopted
positions far remved from i t s original stance. Indeed, there is a great
deal of difference between what was put forward by the Group of 21 in
documnt CD/492 of March 1984, which demanded the imnediate beginning of
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mult i lateral negotiations, and their position of April this year, reflected in
documnt CD/829, requesting the establishment of an ad hoc comnittee with the
objective of carrying out multi lateral negotiations, with no reference to
their being imnediate.

I t i s important for the peoples of the world to know that i t i s not the
intransigence of the Group of 21 or i t s lack of realism which are causing the
Conference on Disarmamnt to shirk i t s responsibil i t ies in respect of the
tota l cessation of nuclear tes t ing, but rather the obstinacy of those who,
with nuclear weapons in their arsenals, persist in complicated stances based
on theoretical constructs, thereby rendering the worst possible disservice to
the re'gime of nuclear non-proliferation. Peru believes that the draft mandate
appearing in the document of the Group of 21 (CD/829) i s tota l ly neutral and
is best suited to the specific positions that States represented in this forum
may have. Though we acknowledge that i t contains a commitment to mult i lateral
negotiations in the future, i t does not make them inevitable imnediately, nor
does i t determine their pace. In other words, i t s tr ikes a balance between
individual interests and the interests of international comnunity as a whole.
In this context, any delay or digging in to intransigent positions will be
incomprehensible and i l logical in the eyes of international public opinion,
and over time will of course diminish the role played by this forum in the
disarmamnt process.

Largely as a result of the fact that the Conference on Disarmament has
been repeatedly thwarted in i t s efforts to establish an ad hoc committee on
the to ta l cessation of nuclear tes t ing, Peru has since 1985 been working with
Indonesia, lkxico, Sri Lanka and Yugoslavia to promote the convening of a
conference to arnend the 19 63 par t ia l nuclear test-ban Treaty. It i s as a
consequence of that gradual and considered process, led by a t i r e less fighter
for disarmamnt, Ambassador Alfonso ~arcia Robles, that the representatives of
these five countries las t week conveyed to the depositary States an amendment
proposal together with a request for the convening of a conference of the
parties to consider the proposal. The Government of Venezuela has also
subscribed this i n i t i a t i ve . This morning the distinguished Ambassador of the
Soviet Union, Mr. Yuri Nazarkin, informed the co-sponsors of the steps taken
by his country as a depositary State to set in motion the machinery under
ar t ic le I1 of that Treaty. We hope that similar actions will be taken by the
two other depositary States. This approach to the amendment is no emtional
response to the stubborn opposition of one super-Power but an action stemming
from one of the provisions of the 1963 Treaty stipulating the conclusion of an
agreement on the matter. Consequently, i t i s to be hoped that the depositary
States will live up to their obligations and will clear the way for the
holding of this review con£erence.

The Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical Weapons i s continuing i t s work in a
seemingly normal manner; but we have the impression that i t has slowed down,
or, at a l l events, that the chemical-weapon States which are represented a t
the Conference so far lack sufficient pol i t ical will to overcane the
differences which s t i l l exist in certain crucial areas. As a contribution to
confidence-building, and in full accordance with the openness in the area of
military ac t iv i t i e s advocated by Peru, I am pleased to s ta te today before this
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forum that my country does not possess or produce chemical weapons.
Consequently, when we say that the future convention must include compensatory
machinery, we mean that i t must contain clauses for use in the event that i t
becomes invalid. That i s to say that i t s provisions should in no way give
States part ies possessing chemical weapons grounds for increasing their
arsenals during the destruction period, which is scheduled to cover 10 years.
Moreover, they should not develop, produce or t e s t new types of chemical
weapons. And if, after the 10-year period, one or more States par t i es s t i l l
have chemical weapons in their arsenals, then the Convention wi l l become
invalid because i t wil l have lost i t s raison d ' e t r e , so that the obligations
entered into by a l l States wi l l lapse.

Last week the distinguished Ambassador of Canada se t out his country's
position on jur isdic t ion and control . In this regard my delegation views
these comnents as very appropriate. In connection with a subsidiary operating
on t e r r i to ry belonging to a State party or under i t s administration or
international responsibi l i ty , i t i s obviously for that State to apply i t s
legis la t ion in force. However, th is can be supplemented by establishing two
channels of co-operation in order to block indirect ways of getting round the
convention. We are specif ical ly referring to b i l a t e ra l co-operation between
the State party and the State in which the main corrpany has i t s headquarters,
whether the l a t t e r is party to the convention or not , and to mul t i la tera l
co-operation through the future international organization if the b i l a t e ra l
channel proves impractical or inadequate. What i s important i s that there
should be no excuse for a State party hosting in any way a company involved in
the chemical industry to be exempted from i t s obligations in respect of that
conpa ny.

The prevention of an arms race in outer space has become a p r io r i ty item
on our agenda. Despite that, tackling this topic remains complex because of
the diversi ty of in teres ts a t stake and because of the existence of a legal
framework which, though imperfect, involves an appreciable number of States .
Many proposals have been made to avert what the press has called "star wars",
but leaving aside the excessively dramatic reactions to the risk that th is
threat wil l become a r ea l i t y , the fact i s that matters are fortunately
manageable and, a t the same time, negotiations are continuing between the
super-Powers to establish a mdus vivendi which wi l l banish the imnediate
danger.

When the Treaty on principles governing the exploration and use of outer
space, including the Non and other ce le s t i a l bodies, was adopted in 1967, the
conviction very probably prevailed that military c o q e t i t i o n in outer space
was thereby being ruled out . Unfortunately, this has not been so, and now
science and technology are presenting us with a new challenge. The
1967 Treaty is a testimony to the re la t iv i ty of agreements which fa l l under
the doctrine of arms control . It i s not a bad m l t i l a t e r a l instrument, s t i l l
less does i t leave the essent ia ls out. The fact i s that i t i s a t reaty valid
for i t s time and consistent with the dynamics always imposed by sc ien t i f i c and
technological development. This i s the reason why in this very forum in
August 1987, Peru raised the need to amnd the Treaty. Now we also have a
draft from Venezuela. When l a s t year Peru raised the question of amending the
1967 Treaty, i t stressed on that occasion the need to prohibit the deployment
in orbit of any device bearing any type of weapon. This approach i s more
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pragmatic, expeditious and practical; it does not attempt to define space
weapons, as this would be as difficult as to try and find a definition of
land-based weapons qenerally accepted by all. What is important in a weapon
is not so much the space or area in which it operates as its function and
effect which characterize it as such, in addition to an always hostile
intent. Hence, whether a device bearing any type of weapon in space is
permanently or semi-permanently present is of no interest. Nor is its
principle of operation. NOW, to the extent that it is not only by deploying a
weapon in orbit that a given effect can be produced in space, it is necessary,
as my delegation has previously pointed out, to "multilateralize" the basic
obligations under the ARV Treaty in order to rule out any possibility of
sidestepping the spirit of the 1967 Treaty which reserves outer space for
exclusively peaceful purposes.

Verification is the expression of mutual trust and is called upon to
generate greater trust. Verification is not a police type of activity; its
main function is deterrence. It does not point to the future intentions of
States, it confines itself to detecting non-compliance by commission and by
omission. This aside is valid in respect of item 5 of our agenda.
Verification in outer space may be carried out using national means of
verification and through multilateral action. The 1967 Treaty was essentially
based on the former. It is obvious that, if this international instrument is
to be amended, priority will have to be given to multilateral verification.
From this standpoint the amendments to the 1967 Treaty, in addition to
improving the existing verification machinery, should include express
provisions relating to review conferences so that States parties are in a
position to carry out endogenous reforms to adapt the verification machinery
to the imperatives of science and technology. The important experience
acquired in 1986 on the occasion of the Second Review Conference of the
parties to the 1972 biological and toxin weapons Treaty is a highly
stimulating and very instructive exanple of what can be done when States
parties have the necessary political will.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Peru for his statemnt and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Pakistan, Mr. Ezdi.

Mr. AS IF EZDI (Pakistan): Mr. President, I should like to begin my
statement by congratulating you on the assumption of the presidency of the
Conference for the month of August. As two brotherly Asian countries linked
together by the ties of a connnon faith, Pakistan and Indonesia have a record
of close co-operation in international forums. We would like to assure you of
our full support in the performance of your important duties. Knowing your
diplomtic skills and experience, we are confident that the work of the
Conference during the month will be guided in a most efficient manner.

I should also like to express appreciation for the able stewardship of
the Conference last month by your distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Teja
of India. With his departure and that of Ambassador Tin Tun of i3urma and
Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, the Conference has been deprived of the skills
of three of its most distinguished heads of delegation, each of whom made
important contributions to our work. We offer them our best wishes in their
future assignments and careers.
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Last Friday marked the twenty-£ifth anniversary of the signing of the
pa r t i a l test-ban t reaty . The signing of the Treaty on 5 August a
quarter-century ago to ban nuclear weapon t e s t s in the atmosphere, in outer
space and under water was a h is tor ic event. It was widely acclaimed for
having removed the threat of radioactive fall-out to human health and survival.

The PTBT was welcomed equally for the promise i t held out of further
steps on the road to nuclear disarmament. I t was the expectation of the
international community that further measures would be taken to remve the
shadow of nuclear catastrophe hanging over the whole world. U Thant,
United Nations Secretary-General a t that t ine , voiced this sentiment when he
expressed the hope that steps would be taken for the discontinuation of a l l
nuclear t e s t explosions for a l l time, prevention of the wider dissemination of
nuclear weapons and the creation of denuclearized zones in different
geographical areas of the world.

.At the time of signing the FTBT, the Government of Pakistan expressed i t s
strong hope that the Treaty would be followed soon by agreements to cease
underground tests also, and to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons.
Unless these and other measures of nuclear disarmament were taken, Pakistan
pointed out, the pa r t i a l test-ban Treaty, although welcome in i t se l f , might
turn out to be of only i l lusory value in dissipating the fear of nuclear war.

When we look a t the developments of the las t quarter-century, we cannot
escape the conclusion that most of the expectations raised a t the time of the
signature of the PTBT have not been fulf i l led. The goal of a corrprehensive
t e s t ban s t i l l seems to be beyond reach. Nuclear test ing has not slackened
since the signing of the PTBT, but on the contrary has been carried out more
vigorously than before. The nuclear arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States are
today much larger than they were in 1963. In this otherwise cheerless
picture, the entry into force of the INF Treaty for the elimination of an
ent i re category of nuclear weapons i s a ray of hope. The world now awaits the
early conclusion of an agreement between the super-Powers for the promised
50 per cent reduction in their s t ra tegic offensive weapons. The effect of any
such quanti tat ive cuts would, however, be negated if the arms race were
carried into outer space or efforts were made to of£set these reductions by
qual i ta t ive improvements in nuclear weaponry.

The nuclear arms race today derives i t s momentum, in very large measure,
from efforts aimed at the qual i ta t ive improvement of nuclear weapons, which in
turn depends on a continuation of nuclear t e s t s , If nuclear testing is
halted, a key link in the nuclear arms race wil l have been broken. A
corrprehensive tes t ban would thus be the m s t irrportant step from the point of
view of halting the qual i ta t ive development of nuclear weapons. It would also
serve as a most effective check on the horizontal proliferation of these
weapons. For both these reasons f i r s t l y by slowing down the race for new and
more sophisticated types of nuclear weapons and secondly by strengthening the
non-proliferation rdgime, a comprehensive t e s t ban would constitute a major
step towards nuclear disarmament.

A Cl'BT is an indispensable measure for slowing, halting and reversing the
arms race. I t is also a r ea l i s t i c poss ibi l i ty , if the pol i t ica l will e x i s t s .
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There are today no longer any technical obstacles to a CTBT. Verification
issues can no longer be used to postpne these negotiations. In the opinion
of experts , nuclear explosions can be identified and detected down to a yield
of 1 kiloton. This !-muld exclude the continuation of clandestine mil i tar i ly
significant t e s t s required for the development of new weapon designs, new
generations of nuclear weapons and exotic weapons, which today is the main aim
of nuclear tes t ing .

My delegation has l i t t l e reason to believe that the ongoing step-by-step
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on nuclear testing
will bring the goal of a comprehensive tes t ban any nearer. On the contrary,
these talks could delay a t e s t ban even further. The 150-kiloton yield
threshold laid down in the threshold test-ban Treaty and the peaceful nuclear
explosions Treaty is high enough to permit almost a l l the tes t s needed for the
quali tat ive improvemnt of nuclear weapons. New techniques are fully adequate
to verify t e s t s of much lower yield. The ra t i f ica t ion of these t r ea t i e s ,
therefore, which is to be achieved in the f i r s t stage of the b i l a te ra l
United States-Soviet negotiat ions, wil l have no significant impact in
res t r ic t ing the nuclear weapon programnes of the par t ies , and wil l not meet
the expectations of the interntional community. Similarly, a reduction in the
number and yield of underground nuclear tes t s which does not curb the
qual i ta t ive development of nuclear weapons and i s not concluded in the context
of a comprehensive tes t ban within a short period would be seen as an atterrpt
to legitimize nuclear testing for a long time to come rather than as a
meaningful step towards a comprehensive ban.

Any further delay in the conclusion of a comprehensive t e s t ban would be
harmful to the cause of disarmament, and is fraught with the danger of
weakening the non-proliferation re 'ghe. Multilateral negotiations on a
conprehensive test-ban treaty must comnence without delay in this Conference.
Last April, the Group of 21 made a constructive proposal contained in document
CD/829 for the mandate of an ad hoc comnittee to be established under item 1.
This proposal remains on the table . I t reflects a sp i r i t of give-and-take and
i s further proof of the f lex ib i l i ty of our Group in this matter.
Unfortunately, this s p i r i t has not been reciprocated so far by the
Western Group.

Last month, on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the signing
of the non-proliferation Treaty, several delegations emphasized i t s
importance. Pakistan's comnitmnt to non-proliferation i s of lonq standing.
I t has been firm and unwavering. In his address to the seventeenth session of
the United Nations General Assemly in 1962, the then President of Pakistan
warned of the **clear and present danger of the spread of nuclear weapons" and
underlined that unless the United Nations took effective and urgent action
against the dissemination of nuclear weapons, the race in nuclear arms was
bound to overtake other parts of the world in the imnediate future. This
imminent pe r i l , he said, demanded that the General Assembly give urgent
consideration to the conclusion of a t reaty to outlaw the further spread of
nuclear weapons.

Despite the fact that the non-proliferation Treaty i s unequal and
discriminatory, we voted in favour of the 1968 General Assembly resolution
comnending i t . We have fully endorsed i t s objectives. We have observed the
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central obligation of the Treaty, contained in art icle 11. We are convinced
that the spread of nuclear weapons to more than the present five
nuclear-weapon States will make our world even more insecure. We would
therefore like to see the present non-proliferation re'gim preserved and
Strengthened. The credibili ty of the non-proliferation Treaty would be
increased if the nuclear-weapon States faithfully lived up to the comnitmnts
made by them in the Treaty regarding a comprehensive tes t ban, nuclear
disarrnamnt and co-operation with the non-nuclear-weapon States in the
peaceful applications of nuclear technology.

The NPT i s , howver, only one component of an effective non-proliferation
r6gime. A viable, durable and comprehensive non-proliferation r4gime requires
other measures, a t the global and regional level, to allay the security
concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States, and assurances that impediments will
not be placed in the path of their peaceful nuclear energy programnes. In his
statement to the twenty-third session of the General Assembly in 1968, the
then &reign Minister of Pakistan said:

"It has been obvious - and the point has been acknowledgeri by the prime
authors of the instrument - that the Treaty is but the f i rs t step towards
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. By i tself , i t s strength and
dur,~bility will be reduced if i t is not supplemented by other measures
which are equally integral to the process of achieving a
non-proliferation r4gime."

Pakistan has been consistent in i t s endeavours to achieve the strengthening of
the non-proliferation r6gime by additional measures, such as the creation of
nuclear-weapon-free zones in different parts of the wr ld , assurances to
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,
and promtion of co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear technology.

We welcome the steps taken by countries of Latin America and the
South Pacific for keeping their regions free of nuclear weapons, and hope that
the nuclear-weapon States concerned will a t an early date undertake the legal
comnitments necessary for respecting the nuclear-weapon-free status of those
regions. We also warmly comnend the steps taken by Argentina and Brazil
bilateral ly to protect their region from the risk of the introduction of
nuclear weapons and promote an atmosphere of growing mutual trust in the
nuclear field. They have set an exanple which deserves to be enulated in
other parts of the world.

In South Asia, Pakistan has been making unremitting efforts to keep the
region free of nuclear weapons and promote mutual confidence among the
countries of the area about each other 's nuclear programnes. Nuclear
proliferation concerns in South Asia are barn of a history of regional
tensions and conflict. They feed upon mutual -.uspicions about nuclear
programnes. Only a regional approach can therefore effectively address this
problem. pakistan has adopted this approach.

All the States of South Asia have at the highest level declared their
intention not to acquire or produce nuclear weapons. What is now required is
to Convert these unilateral declarations into binding legal obligations. we
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have made a number of proposals in this regard. We remain ready to accede to
the non-proliferation Treaty simltaneously with India; to accept full-scope
safeguards on our nuclear programne simultaneously with India; to conclude a
b i l a t e r a l agreement with India for the mutual inspection of each o ther ' s
nuclear f a c i l i t i e s ; to make a joint declaration with India renouncing nuclear
weapons; and to enter into a b i l a t e r a l nuclear test-ban treaty with India.

We are prepared to accept any equitable and non-discriminatory agreement,
with effecrive verif icat ion arrangemnts, that would comnit the countries of
the region in a legally binding manner not to acquire or produce nuclear
weapons. Last year, we proposed that in order to explore the poss ibi l i ty of
such an agreement, a conference on nuclear non-proliferation in South Asia
should be convened under United Nations auspices with the part icipation of
States in the region and other interested States.

In 1974, following the Indian nuclear explosion, Pakistan took the
in i t i a t ive of proposing the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
South Asia. This proposal has received the endorsemnt in principle of the
United Nations General Assembly in each of i t s annual sessions held since
then, and enjoys the ever-increasing support of the Member States of the
United Nations. South Asia consti tutes a d i s t inc t region in geopolitical and
h is to r ica l terms, and States situated in the area have declared unilateral ly
that they wil l not produce or acquire nuclear weapons. The necessary
conditions ex i s t , therefore, for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
South Asia.

We welcome the growing recognition of the regional dimensions of the
nuclear problem in South Asia and the increased support that the idea of a
regional solution has found recently. Meanwhile, our proposals for keeping
the area free from nuclear weapons remain on the tab le .

An effective non-proliferation re'gime requires furthermore that the
security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States be allayed. The present
uni la tera l declarations made by four of the five nuclear-weapon States on
refraining from the use or the threat of the use of nuclear weapons a9ains.t
non-nuclear-weapon States are riddled with conditions, qual if icat ions and
exceptions and are hardly calculated to enhance the sense of security of
States which have voluntarily and unconditionally renounced the nuclear weapon
option. The impasse that the Conference on Disarmament has reached on this
issue can only be regretted.

Less than two months ago, the third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament came to a close. For four weeks, the
nations of the world deliberated upon issues affecting not only their
individual security and survival but also the threat of nuclear annihilation
that hangs over the entire planet. Delegation after delegation underlined the
close relationship between disarmament, development and security and urged a
reinvigoration of the m l t i l a t e r a l disarmament process. The Conference on
Disarmament, as the single mult i la teral negotiating forurn of the international
comunity, must heed this c a l l . We must address our agenda with renewed
resolve and a heightened sense of urgency. Given the pol i t ica l wil l and a
constructive approach on the part of a l l i t s merrbers, there is no reason why
the Conference cannot fulf i l the role that i s expected of i t .
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The inabi l i ty of sSOD-I11 to adopt a concluding document must naturally
be a matter of disappointment. Yet the prolonged debate and intensive
negotiations which took place on the draft presented by the Chairman of the
Comnittee of the Whole were not in vain. While bringing to the fore the
divergences on certain v i ta l questions, these discussions also revealed the
existence of agreenrrnt on many inportant issues and an ernerging consensus on
others .

These gains, however unspectacular, were rea l . I t is for us now to
preserve these gains and build upon them. Already in this Conference
references have been made to the t a c i t consensus embodied in parts of the
draft concluding document. I t would l ike in part icular to mention the
statement of Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria las t week, in which he noted that
the emerging consensus language of the document could be used as a
start ing-point for further action in disarmament.

The Conference i t se l f acted on the basis of this language when i t decided
to re-establish the Ad hoc Comnittee on the Comprehensive Programne of
Disarmament on 19 July. As the President of the Conference for the month of
July, Ambassador Teja of India, noted in his statenrrnts on 12, 14 and 19 July,
the mandate of the Comnittee reproduces language contained in the draft
concluding document. We will no doubt hear more about the document in the
weeks and months to come, especially a t the forthcoming regular session of the
United Nations General Assembly, when the follow-up to SSOD-I11 will be taken
in hand.

SSOD-I11 also indicated a growing convergence on an expanded m l t i l a t e r a l
disarmament agenda for the coming years and on the need for a multidimensional
approach to these issues, with sirmltaneous mvemnt on a broad front,
including co l la te ra l s teps . We are confident that these trends wil l have a
positive effect on the disarmamnt process.

The question of the application of new technologies to the development of
new weapons and weapons systems will figure increasingly in disarmament work.
Last month, a combination of high-technology weaponry and miscalculation had
t ragic resul ts for the innocent passengers on a c iv i l i an a i r l i ne r . It is not
d i f f icu l t to imagine a s i tuat ion in which the consequences of human error,
miscalculation or accident in the use of high-technology equipment could be
catastrophic for the whole world. The placing of res t ra in ts on research and
development directed at the development of new weapons i s already overdue, and
should be seriously addressed.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Pakistan for his statement,
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. That concludes my l i s t of
speakers for today. Is there any other menher who would l ike to take the
floor a t this stage? I recognize the distinguished Ambassador of Venezuela.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): As you know,
Venezuela i s one of the countries which, together with Mexico, Peru,
Indonesia, Yugoslavia and Sri Lanka, has been promtii?q an in i t i a t i ve for
amendment of the par t i a l test-ban Treaty in order to convert i t into a
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comprehensive test-ban treaty. Accordingly, Venezuela and the other countries
I have mentioned have sponsored in the United Nations General Assembly the
various draft resolutions which the Assembly has considered, and which have
been receiving ever-growing support, with the result that the most recent,
resolution 42/26, was adopted with only the United States, the United Kingdom
and the Soviet Union voting against. Venezuela continues to be part of this
in i t ia t ive , and supports and shares in i t fully.

The members of the Conference on Disarmament will no doubt have noticed
that Venezuela is not among the countries which signed the let ter appearing in
document CD/852, which was distributed this morning, and which was referred to
expressly this morning by the distinguished representative of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles. The reason for which my signature does not appear
together with those of the other distinguished representatives, namely the
representatives of Mexico, PerU, Indonesia, Yugoslavia and Sri Lanka, has
nothing to do with the substance of the in i t i a t ive , which, as I have said, has
Venezuela's enthusiastic support. The fact that Venezuela has not signed the
let ter originates instead in matters of form, since the Government of
Venezuela, in view of the importance and imp1ications of this issue, and
bearing in mind the rank of the addressees, felt that the Minister for Foreign
Affairs himself should sign and send the letter to the Foreign Ministers of
the three depositary States. Accordingly, on 4 August, the eve of the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the part ial nuclear tes t ban Treaty, Dr. Germa'n
Nava Carrillo, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Venezuela, sent the
following le t ter to the Foreign Ministers, that is to say the Secretary of
State, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and the Minister for Foreign
Affairs:

"Sir ,

"In my capacity as Minister for Foreign Affairs of a State party to
the Treaty partially banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer
space and under water, I am addressing the present communication to you
in your capacity as Secretary of State of one of the depositary
Governments of the Treaty. Identical communications have been sent to
the other depositary Governments.

"In accordance with a r t ic le I1 of the Treaty and resolution 42/26 B
of the United Nations General Assembly I formally submit the amendment
proposal on behalf of my Government for consideration at a conference of
the States parties to the Treaty convened for that purpose. In that
regard, I would be grateful if, in accordance with a r t i c le I1 of the
Treaty, you would circulate copies of the proposed amendment to a l l the
parties and make the necessary arrangements to convene the conference as
soon as a third of the States parties so request.

"I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to you the assurances
of my highest consideration.

"(Signed) Germa'n Nava Carrillo
Minister for Foreign Affairs

of Venezuela"
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The text of this communication corresponds in substance to that appearing
in document CD/852, and differs only in the matters of form to which I
re£erred.

I considered i t necessary to mke th is c la r i f ica t ion in order to place on
record the fact that the Government of Venezuela remains identified with the
prop0sal for conversion of the pa r t i a l nuclear test-ban Treaty into a
caprehens ive test-ban t rea ty .

I should l ike to take th i s opportunity to thank the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, and through him his Government, as the
representative of Peru has done, for i t s prompt and effective response to the
Six Nations' i n i t i a t i v e . We t rus t that the other two depositary countries
wi l l also take up the proposal in the sam speedy and efficient way as the
Government of the Soviet Union.

We would also l ike to take th is opportunity to express our hope that a
growing number of countries wil l endorse this i n i t i a t i v e , so as to gather
together as quickly as possible the two thirds of the par t ies to the Treaty
required in order to proceed to convening the conference.

Ir, due course my delegation will forward to the Secretary-General of the
Conference the text of the communication sent by the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Venezuela to the Foreign Ministers of the United States, the
Soviet Union and the United Kingdom so that i t too can be reproduced as an
of f i c i a l document of the Conference.

The PRESDEW: I thank the distinguished Ambassador of Venezuela for his
statement. I recognize the Anbassador of the Soviet Union.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Social is t Republics) (translated from
Russian): Firs t of a l l I would l ike to thank the distinguished
representatives of Peru and Venezuela for the appreciation they expressed to
the Soviet Government in connection with the actions i t has taken as
depositary of the Moscow Treaty. I would also l ike to draw attention to the
fact that i t was stated in the interpretat ion of the statement by the
distinguished representative of Venezuela, Ambassador Taylhardat, that the
Soviet Union voted against resolution 42/26 B. This, of course, must be a
technical error : the Soviet Union voted in favour of the resolution.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Ambassador of the Soviet Union for his
statement and I give the floor to the Ambassador of Venezuela.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela)(translated frcm Spanish): I apologize to the
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union. I believe that as a resul t
of a mental s l i p I referred to the Soviet Un:on. The other country that voted
against was France. My apologies again to the distinguished representative of
the Soviet Union.
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The PRESIDENT: Is there any other menber who woulG l ike to take the
floor a t th i s stage? I give the floor to the Ambassador of Austral ia .

Mr. BUT= (Austral ia) : Mr. President, I congratulate you for the way in
which you are conducting the Conference in th i s month of your ptesidency. I
have the intent ion of making a statement on another occasion on the issue of
nuclear t e s t i n g , but I have to take the floor th is morning to note that a
couple of speeches have suggested tha t th i s Conference i s con£ronted with
Yzstern intransigence on the issue of item 1 of our agenda. Australia i s a
Western Sta te , and I must r e j ec t that charge. My delegation has supported the
mandate given in document CD/521 since June 1984, and i t has always stood
ready to discuss tha t mandate with o thers . This charge of intransigence i s
not in accord with the known fac ts , and in any case i t i s an empty charge, by
def in i t ion , in a Conference which must work on the basis of consensus.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Ambassador of Australia for his statement and
his congratulat ions to the Chair.

As agreed by the Conference, we sha l l hold, on Thursday next, imnediately
af ter the plenary meeting, an informal meetinq of the Conference devoted to
the consideration of a l l aspects of i t s inproved and effective functioning,
including the two reports subnitted by the Group of Seven in
documents CDhP. 286 and CDDP. 341, a s well as the future consideration of t h i s
subject by the Conference.

Since there i s no other business for today, I now intend adjourning th i s
meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament wi l l take
place on Thursday 11 August a t 10 a.m.

The meeting rose a t 11.15 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 473rd plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with i t s programme of work the Conference continues today
with i t s consideration of agenda item 3, entitled "Prevention of nuclear war,
including a l l related mt t e r s " . In conformity with rule 30 of i t s rules of
procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any issue relevant to the
work of the Conference.

I have on my l i s t of speakers for today the representatives of I taly, the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Nigeria. I now give the floor to my
f i r s t speaker for today, the representative of I taly, Ambassador Pugliese.

Mr. PUGLIESE (I taly) : Mr. President, speaking for the f i r s t time since
the beginning of our summer session, I wish to associate myself with the warm
congratulations and good wishes that have been extended to you by the previous
speakers on your assumption of the presidency of the Conference for the month
of August. We have the fullest confidence in your personal abili ty to guide
our work, and I wish to assure you of the full co-operation of the Italian
delegation during this month. I wish also to express my appreciation to your
distinguished predecessors, Ambassador Teja of India and Ambassador Meiszter
of Hungary.

May I also take this opportunity to welcome other colleagues who have
recently joined us? - Ambassadors Kostov of Bulgaria, Ruoro of Kenya,
de Rivero of Peru. To our colleagues who are leaving or have recently left
Geneva and whose co-operation we highly appreciated, I wish a l l success in
their new duties.

The summer session of the Conference on Disarmament resumed within an
international poli t ical framework which continues to be characterized by
sustained negotiating dynamics - both bi lateral and multilateral - on
disarmament issues. 'MO major events, in particular, were recorded in the
field of arms control: the Moscow summit and the third United Nations special
session devoted to disarmament.

The f i r s t event fully con£irmed the positive trend of East-West
relations. Indeed, the poli t ical significance of the fourth summit meeting
between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev marks - in our view -
a further stabil ization in the dialogue between the United States and the
Soviet Union and a broader understanding between the two super-Powers on
disarmament issues. Within the framework of these encouraging prospects, we
think that the convergences reached in Moscow on limiting nuclear explosions
and banning chemical weapons are particularly significant, and likely to have
a positive impact on the progress of our work.

The Moscow agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union on
joint verification experiments, and the will reiterated by the leaders of
these two countries to reach a prompt conclusion on a comprehensive ban on
chemical weapons, constitute a major contribution towards achieving further
progress on such items in this forum.
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The third special session devoted to disarmament was held in New York in
the context of the promising trend in relations between the two super-Powers.
As Minister Andreotti stressed in his speech, the I tal ian Government expected
the session to provide an opportunity for imparting new momentum to the
pursuit of disarmament objectives, by preventing a stalemate in multilateral
negotiations, which would be in contrast with the dynamism existing at the
bi la tera l level . In order to impart momentum to multilateral negotiations, we
think that i t is necessary, in part icular , to seek, with imagination and
realism - as stated also by the United Nations Secretary-General in his
opening speech at SSOD-I11 - the way to reconcile the diverse legitimate
security concerns of a l l States.

Despite the fact that the draft of the final document was not accepted by
consensus and approved, we believe that SSOD-I11 did not entirely fall short
of the goals indicated by the United Nations Secretary-General. In our view,
the third special session did offer an important opportunity for reflection;
at least i t contributed to a more precise identification of existing
diff icul t ies and of the technical and pol i t ica l options for solving them,
within the context of a reiterated general commitment to dialogue and
compromise - which failed to persist only during the las t stage of our work.

If i t is correct to draw this lesson from the special session, we none
the less believe that there is a need to establish a useful pattern of
cross-fert i l izat ion between bi la teral and multilateral negotiations. A second
element for consideration stemming from SSOD-I11 seems to us the confirmation
that regional conflicts substantially hinder the achievement of more
significant progress along the path towards disarmament. Without a lesbening
of the tensions generated by those conflicts, i t is diff icult to hope that the
multilateral disarmament process might progress at a stable pace. We
therefore deem i t appropriate to consider solutions capable of preventing the
use of force, since they are propitious to arms control, as well as
disarmament.

On the issue of nuclear t e s t s , SSOD-I11 recorded a certain convergence of
views on the reaffirmation of the goal of their cessation, within the
framework of an effective nuclear disarmament process. A common trend was
also registered on the role that the Conference on Disarmament must plaj! in
this field, side by side with the role which the United States and the
Soviet Union are already playing in their b i la teral negotiations.

On the occasion of the Moscow summit between President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev, i t was possible to note some interesting progress
in the United States-USSR negotiations on the reduction of their strategic
nuclear arsenals. It is a good foundation for further progress in the fuclear
disarmament field between the two super-Powers in a context of undiminished
security. But what matters most is that in Moscow the United States and the
So:;iet Union concluded a detailed agreement on joint verification
experiments. This is bound to pave the way - within the framework of agreed
and effective verification measures - to the rat if icat ion of the threshold
test-ban Treaty of 1974 and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty of 1976,
and to subsequent negotiation on further limitations on tes t s , in yield' and in
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number. We consider such a gradual and pragmatic approach to be most
appropriate for the safeguarding of general security requirements, and
therefore l ikely to allow step-by-step achievement of the goal of the
cessation of a l l nuclear t e s t s .

These developments lead us to hope for a genuine resumption by the
Conference on Disarmament of i t s work on this issue. The s tar t ing-point
should be discussion on substantive aspects of the future ban - such as i t s
scope and the verif icat ion r4gime - in l ine with the proposals on the mandate
and the working programme submitted by the Western Group. Only by s ta r t ing
from a pragmatic approach, based on the thorough examination of concrete
issues, do we think i t is possible to lay down the indispensable premises for
future mul t i la tera l negotiations on matters with such broad s t ra teg ic and
security imp1ications. We are convinced that the contribution which the Group
of Scientif ic Experts can give to defining a general and effective
verif icat ion r6gime wil l be of primary importance. Adequate verif icat ion
measures, capable of ensuring respect for the relevant agreements by a l l
pa r t i e s , represent a central element of a step-by-step process towards the
conclusion of a comprehensive ban on nuclear experiments.

On the occasion of his speech a t SSOD-111, the I ta l ian Minister for
Foreign Affairs recalled the deep-rooted conviction of the I ta l ian Government
that - within the context of general and complete disarmament - outer space
must be exclusively devoted to peaceful uses. On that occasion,
Minister Andreotti expressed, in par t icu lar , the hope that the Conference on
Disarmament may achieve some progress in th is f ield, despite the undeniable
p o l i t i c a l , s t r a t eg ic and technological d i f f icu l t i es involved.

During the work of the special session we were able to note a convergence
of views both on the fact that the Conference on Disarmament must intensify
i t s efforts in this area, and on the responsibil i ty that fa l l s on a l l States
in reaching the goal of the peaceful use of space. An important - if not
altogether decisive - contribution to the progress of the debate in this forum
might derive from the posit ive development of the b i l a t e r a l negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union, and we whole-heartedly hope
that a common approach wil l be agreed upon in the b i l a t e r a l talks a t present
under way in Geneva, also with respect to the offence-defence re la t ionship .

Regarding the poss ib i l i ty that in this sector of disarmament too a
rapprochement between the American and Soviet positions may soon occur, the
new in i t i a t i ve in the f ield of space co-operation for c iv i l purposes agreed
upon a t the recent Moscow summit seems to us to just ify some optimism. While
awaiting these desirable negotiating developments, i t remains important for
the Conference on Disarmament, through i t s subsidiary body, to pursue the work
done so far . On the one hand, i t should specify in greater de ta i l the various
aspects of the legal r6gime which applies to arms control in outer space, and,
on the other, i t should examine some of the ac t iv i t i e s a t present being
pursued in space.
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As regards the legal rggime, we consider that in-depth consideration is
s t i l l necessary to define some technological aspects unambiguously, and to
reach a more precise understanding of the real scope and objectives of future
rules in the field of arms control in outer space. In this context, however,
we would l ike to underscore the major contribution to the strengthening of the
existing legal rggime which would derive from s t r ic ter compliance with the
bi la tera l and multilateral agreements which form this rggime, as well as
broader adhesion to them. In addition to the legal topics, we believe that
some progress should also be made in the field of verification and modalities
for ensuring compliance with the agreements.

In conclusion, we wish to s tress that - in l ine with a rea l i s t ic approach
and a renewed sp i r i t of co-operation - our common reflection on outer space
should not lose sight of the developments 'which are shaping up at the
bi la tera l negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union, while
encouraging their positive conclusion.

Another item in the Conference on Disarmament's agenda upon which
significant convergences emerged during the third special session on
disarmament is that of a global ban on chemical weapons. Already last
spring's session of the Conference on Disarmament seems to us to have made
further advancement in analysing important matters yet unsolved, thus showing
that we now have a concrete opportunity to eliminate once and for a l l the
serious threat to peace and the well-being of mankind represented by this
category of particularly hideous armaments.

Recent dramatic regional events indicate the extent of the risk of
proliferation of chemical weapons. They further prove that such weapons not
only constitute a potential threat, but are easily used with devastating
effects on civil ian populations as well. We therefore believe that the
ongoing efforts must be intensified so as to impart greater momentum to the
negotiating process. Only the conclusion of our effort in the shortest
possible time required for the co-operative solution of the major negotiating
diff icul t ies can of£er an adequate response to the preoccupations of so many
governments and the anxious questions of the public.

I t remains to define some aspects of the ban, mainly those requiring
further pol i t ica l and legal work. I would mention, in the f i r s t instance, the
order of destruction of chemical weapons, as well as the various issues
involved in the aspects of jurisdiction and control of the future ban. Other
aspects, such as verification of the destruction of arsenals and control of
permitted industrial act ivi t ies subject to the prohibition rggime, are widely
accepted as to their basic principles. However, a number of technical
imp1ications are also involved which s t i l l require adequate in-depth
consideration and final definition.

In our view, this area allows of innovative and pragmatic solutions as
well. Agreement on them will depend in large part upon the concrete and
exhaustive nature of the premises on which they are founded. In part icular, I
refer to the need for a timely and adequate assessment of the impact which
technological developments may have on those chemical compounds that are on
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the borderline between toxic chemicals and chemicals whose purpose is not
prohibited; the proper definition of the characteristics of production
fac i l i t ies which can operate on the margin between legal production and
Activities banned under the convention; identification of the procedures,
techniques and equipment (especially the most innovative ones) which can be
used for verification and monitoring of industrial production; and modalities
for the protection of industrial patents and any con£idential in£ormation
related to production when a plant is subject to inspection or controls.

The detailed identification of the numerous technical questions inherent
in these problems can benefit from wider co-operation in their analysis
amongst scient is ts and experts from a l l countries concerned. The need to
extend such co-operation was recognized by the scient is ts gathered in a forum
held in Rome last May by Centro Ettore Majorana, a well-known Italian
scientif ic association devoted to the promotion of international academic
relat ions.

Because of i t s short duration, this meeting did not aim at providing
exclusive solutions to the numerous problems mentioned above. Its objective
was that of singling out some methodological guidelines capable of improving
the effectiveness of international co-operation on a number of crucial aspects
inherent in the ban of chemical weapons. A report on this work is being
published, and we intend to submit i t in due course to the Conference. In the
meantime, i t might be useful to provide some indications of the conclusions
reached by the international scient is ts who participated in the forum. They
pointed to the priority need to accelerate the definition of verification and
control procedures; the urgency of ini t ia t ing wider co-operation amongst
scient is ts and experts from a l l countries concerned with a view to solving the
problems cited; within such a framework, the usefulness of concentrating
research on the possible standardization of analytical methods, instruments
and verification procedures; the advisability of envisaging measures for
control of the future research and development of toxic chemical agents to
prevent the development of new chemical weapons, as well as to study the
formulation of an open l i s t of chemical agents which may potentially pose
risks to the s tabi l i ty and effectiveness of the ban being negotiated; and
las t ly , the usefulness of the contribution which may be rendered by
systematically resorting to an experimental method for assessing the
procedures under a r t i c l e V1 of the present draft convention (in particular as
regards the crucial l i s t of key precursors) with the assistance of
international experts.

We think that - in view of the authority and independence of the sources
frm which they derive, which also represent a wide spectrum of opinions -
these indications merit close attention and deserve to be considered from a
practical and concrete viewpoint. Italy is therefore investigating a possible
national contribution in that direction. We invite the member States of the
Conference to draw from the above indications an encouragement to continue
with increased determination along the path towards the solution of the
technical diff icul t ies s t i l l preventing us from finalizing the draft treaty
for a global ban on chemical weapons. This will really be possible if we
agree to be guided by a genuinely co-operative s p i r i t .
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Italy for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): Mr. President, i t f a l l s to you to occupy the Chair in a month which
plays a special role in the history of the nuclear age. On 6 August 1945
Hiroshim was subjected to atomic bonbardment, followed by Nagasaki on
9 August. Soviet people, together with mankind as a whole, mourn the losses
suffered by the Japanese people as a result of the use of nuclear arms by the
United States. The tragedy of these two Japanese c i t i e s confronted the whole
world with the grim rea l i ty that mankind had entered the nuclear era. It i s a
monstrous paradox that the greatest achievement of science, the spl i t t ing of
the atom's nucleus, was used to create weapons of mass destruction and became
a threat to the very existence of mankind.

At the same time, the month of August marks events of a corrpletely
different nature that inspire hope and optimism. On 5 August 1963 the Treaty
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water
was concluded, while on 6 August 1985, the day of the 40th anniversary of the
tragedy of Hiroshima, the Soviet Union declared i t s unilateral moratorium on
nuclear tes t ing, which i t s t r i c t ly observed for 18 months. And finally, the
his tor ic date of 1 August 19 88. At noon Moscow time, on a tes t range to the
north-west of the town of Saryozek, a cluster of four OTR-22 missiles, the
f i r s t of 2,400 Soviet and United States nuclear missiles scheduled to be
eliminated under the INF Treaty, was destroyed. It took humanity 33 years to
get from the f i r s t use of nuclear weapons to the beginning of their
destruction.

The following words are inscribed on the cenotaph in Hiroshima: "Rest in
peace; the mistake shall never be repeated". An earnest in this direction i s
the INF Treaty, under which, according to calculations by experts, the to ta l
nuclear equivalent of 3 2,000 Hiroshimas will be removed from the nuclear
arsenals of the USSR and the United States over a period of three years. This
consti tutes in a l l just 4 per cent of the nuclear weapon stockpiles of the
two par t ies . But i t is only a s t a r t . The conclusion of the INF Treaty is a
concrete, tangible result of changes in our position on disarmament issues
which have taken place in the past two to three years as part of a profound,
caprehensive restructuring in our country. The changes in the foreign policy
area result from the internal changes that are occurring in our l ives . In
other words, the major changes in our own home have called for new approaches
to international affairs as well.

In response to the nuclear challenge that we and the entire socia l i s t
world faced, i t was necessary to achieve strategic parity with the
United States. And this was acconplished. But while concentrating vast
resources and attention on the military aspect, we did not always make use of
the po l i t i ca l opportunities opened up by the fundamntal changes in the world
to assure State security, scale down tension and achieve mutual understanding
between nations. As a result we allowed ourselves to be drawn into an arms
race, which could not but affect the country's socio-economic development and
i t s international s i tuat ion. Meanwhile the arms race was approaching a
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cr i t i ca l point. If we had not overturned the logic of this course of events
we could actually have found ourselves on the brink of military
confrontation. This served as a starting-point for what we now cal l new
pol i t ica l thinking.

As we analysed the contemporary world, we realized more clearly that
international relat ions, without losing their class character, are
increasingly taking the form of relations between nations. We noted the
enhanced role of peoples, nations and emerging new national ent i t ies in world
affa i rs . And this implies that there is no ignoring the diversity of
interests in international af fa i rs . From the standpoint of the present day,
with i t s mounting nuclear menace, the heightening of other global problems and
the progressive internationalization of a l l the processes in the world, which
is ever more integrated and interdependent for a l l i t s contradictions, we have
sought a deeper understanding of the interrelationship between classes and the
interests of humanity as a whole. This led us to the conclusion that common
human values have primacy in our age. In fact, the very survival of
civil ization has now become the principal universal problem.

In our assessment, certain favourable tendencies can be observed at
present in international l i f e . This is manifested in the nascent decline in
confrontation, the growing contacts between the States of East and West, the
creation of favourable prerequisites for curbing the arms race and sett l ing
regional conflicts. At the same time there has not yet been a radical change
for the better . The situation in the world remains complicated and
contradictory. Great numbers of nuclear arms remain, nuclear tests continue,
new types of weapon are being produced and the danger that mankind, l i f e
i tself on our planet, will be annihilated, has not been removed. That is why
the fundamental issue of our time is the prevention of war, the cessation of
the arms race and a decisive move to disarmament, f i r s t and foremost nuclear
disarmament.

The nineteenth Conference of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
approved the approach of the Soviet leadership to the problem of eliminating
the danger of war through frank, constructive dialogue and disarmament, which
opened the way to the conclusion of the INF Treaty and a shift to the
practical plane in the negotiations on nuclear, chemical and conventional arms.

Turning to issues related to the ac t iv i t ies of the Conference on
Disarmament, I would like to s ta r t with the situation at the negotiations on a
chemical weapon ban. During the recession preceding the resumption of the
negotiations, important events took place - most importantly, the
Soviet-American summit meeting and the third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly on disarmament. The issues involved in
banning chemical weapons occupied a prominent place a t both the meeting of the
top leaders of the USSR and the United States and the special session. The
joint statement on the Soviet-American meeting in Moscow underlined the
continuing urgency of concluding an effective convention on a comprehensive,
effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical weapons encompassing
a11 chemical-weapons-capable States.
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There is no doubt that the participants in the Conference take into
account the considerable interest shown towards the negotiations on chemical
weapons a t the third special session. There was hardly a delegation there
that did not address the issue of their prohibition. Thus the negotiations
have resumed in very favourable pol i t ica l conditions. What is important now
is to achieve resul t s , to translate these conditions into the language of
specific agreements on the issues which s t i l l remain unresolved. Among such
unresolved issues I would mention f i r s t of a l l the problem of the
non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry. It is complicated
if only because i t is necessary to establish a rggime that would be effective
from the point of view of non-production of chemical weapons and a t the same
time would not impede the normal development of chemistry for peaceful
purposes. One of the aspects of this problem is ensuring the confidentiality
of the information on fac i l i t i e s which is to be submitted to the technical
secre tar ia t . We share the view expressed by the distinguished representative
of Canada, Ambassador Marchand, that i t is necessary to consider studying
practical ways of protecting such information, naturally without prejudice to
the effective implementation of the future convention. A positive
contribution to the consideration of this issue was made by the meeting of
chemical industry representatives which was held in July.

It is also extremely important that in solving the problem of
non-production we have to deal with different forms of ownership, private and
public. In other words, differences in the social systems of States are of
direct relevance in this issue. Obviously, this element is bound up f i r s t and
foremost with the complex nature of the search for a mutually acceptable
solution regarding schedule [l] chemicals. As you know, we have proposed that
a l l the permitted production of such chemicals should be concentrated at a
single specialized sm11-scale faci l i ty for each party.

We proceed from the premise that the convention should not only ensure
the destruction of today's chemical weapons, but should also prevent the
emergence tomorrow of new and more dangerous types of such weapons, which
would in addition be s t i l l more diff icul t to verify. The convention should
contain guarantees against a re-emergence of this means of mass destruction.
The Soviet delegation intends to continue i t s active participation in the
search for a mutually acceptable solution to this problem.

A useful role in finalizing an agreement on the rggimes for verification
of non-production of chemical weapons can be played by the experiment at
chemical plants proposed by the Soviet delegation. We note with satisfaction
that interest in such an experiment is growing and that preparations for i t
are entering a practical phase. The order of destruction of chemical weapon
stocks and production fac i l i t i es remains unsettled. While developing the
order of destruction i t is important to observe with care the principle that
the security of States should be undiminished. We consider that the next step
should be the completion of work on incorporating organically in the
appropriate parts of the "rolling text" the Soviet-American document on
chemical weapon production fac i l i t i es presented in April this year.
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Regrettably, we have not yet advanced on a r t i c l e X, concerning the
provision of assistance to States part ies to the convention in the area of
protection against chemical weapons. This is an important problem associated
with the security of part ies to the convention, and deserves serious
examination. As our position on the content of a r t i c l e X is f lexible , we
could support the development of provisions on col lect ive measures by States
part ies to the convention to r e s i s t the use or threat of use of chemical
weapons, including the establishment within the framework of the convention of
mult i la teral machinery for mutual assistance among States part ies in this
area. In our opinion one of the ways to solve th is problem could be the
conclusion of special agreements between States par t ies and the technical
sec re ta r ia t specifying the forms, types and order of provision of assistance
in conformity with decisions of the Executive Council.

The Soviet delegation is also prepared to agree to inclusion in the
convention of provisions on co-operation among States part ies to the
convention in the area of defence against chemical weapons on the basis of
voluntary b i l a t e ra l and mul t i la tera l agreements. Furthermore, we believe that
the reaching of agreement on banning military attacks against States pa r t i e s '
chemical weapon storages, destruction f ac i l i t i e s and other f a c i l i t i e s declared
in and covered by the convention would contribute to strengthening the
security of the States part ies to the convention and to the effective
operation of the Convention.

The Soviet delegation notes with sat isfact ion the progress made in
developing the provisions of the convention concerning the designation of
inspectors for challenge inspections, as well as examination of the reports
presented by inspection groups carrying out such inspections. We hope that in
the very near future this progress will make i t possible to move on to
consideration of the key problems in a r t i c l e IX which are s t i l l preventing i t s
adoption. I have in mind f i r s t and foremost the need to include in the
convention provisions that would ensure compulsory challenge inspection
without the r ight of refusal a t the request of any State party to the
convention a t any point and at any fac i l i ty of another party. We also proceed
from the understanding that challenge inspection procedures should be to ta l ly
without prejudice to the principle of cmpulsory and effective ver i f ica t ion.

To our mind i t is time to come to grips with the issues connected with
the composition of the Executive Council and other aspects of the
establishment and ac t iv i t i e s of the bodies responsible for the implementation
of the future convention, including financial issues. In par t icu lar , we
consider that the idea of a possible division of the future organization's
budget into two par t s , administrative and operational expenses, i s a useful
one. The f i r s t part would cover expenses on personnel, current administrative
a c t i v i t i e s , the holding of meetings of various bodies and the l i k e . The
second would cover pract ical ac t iv i t i e s to ensure systematic international
verif ication of compliance with the convention. States ' contributions for
administrative expenses would be assessed on the basis of the United Nations
funding rules and pract ices . A given Sta te ' s contribution to cover
operational expenses would be approximately equal to the level of expenses
required for systematic international verif icat ion on the te r r i tory of that
State party.
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Under the direct guidance of the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, the distinguished representative of Poland,
Ambassador Sujka, work on the final clauses of the convention is moving
forward. Thus, in our view, we can count on definite progress in the
negotiations by the end of the summer session of the Conference on
Disarmament. And yet the pace of the negotiations cannot be considered as
satisfactory. The Soviet delegation believes that i t is also important to put
the inter-sessional period to maximum use for negotiating purposes. We
consider that for this purpose we could use at least four weeks in November
and December this year, after the completion of the First Committee's work in
New York, and also practically the whole month of January 1989. If the
preparations for the inter-sessional work are to be more purposeful, i t is
necessary to define in advance the issues to be concentrated on in the
inter-sessional period.

Progress towards a convention banning chemical weapons at the negotiating
table must, we feel , be complemented and supported by co-ordinated efforts on
a broader international scale as well. One of the areas where such efforts
could be made is that of measures to ensure confidence-building and openness.
To promote the solution of this problem, the Soviet delegation introduced on
18 February 1988 a memorandum on mu1tilateral data exchange in connection with
the convention now being negotiated. It provoked considerable interest and
wide reaction. Interesting counter-proposals have been put forward, in
particular by the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany in
document CD/828. We would be prepared to agree to modification of the volume
and order of the multi lateral data exchange we propose, taking into
consideration other existing proposals, in particular within the framework of
the scheme set out in the proposal I referred to from the Federal Republic of
Germany, which provided for declarations of the presence of chemical weapons
on national and foreign t e r r i to r i e s , the aggregate number of a l l fac i l i t ies
which are proposed to be covered by the future convention in that State,
(CW production f ac i l i t i e s , CW storage f ac i l i t i e s , plants for production of
schedule [11, [21 and [3], chemicals, e t c . ) , and also the names of chemicals
produced for CW purposes, types of munitions and chemical warfare agents, the
names of schedule [2] and [31 chemicals produced in commercial industry, and
plans and methods for CW destruction. However, i t seems to us important as a
matter of principle that the multilateral data exchange should include the
declaration of volumes of CW stocks, which is particularly important both as a
confidence-building measure and as a point of departure for negotiating a
number of specific provisions of the convention, including those on the order
of destruction of stockpiles.

The information provided within the framework of the multilateral data
exchange must certainly be exact and truthful. In this respect we are in
complete agreement with the point of view expressed by the distinguished
representative of the United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf, in his statement
of 28 July 1988. As regards the information recently presented by the
United States on i t s CM production f ac i l i t i e s , we are now examining the
American document.
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Another important area of efforts outside the negotiations could be
described as moral and po l i t i ca l preparation for the convention's entry into
force. We welcome the statement by the distinguished representative of
Austria, made a t the plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament on
4 August 1988, that his Government "intends to take the necessary steps to be
among the f i r s t group of States to sign the convention". I t would be useful
if other States also spelled out their position in this regard.

The proliferat ion of chemical weapons, which has already led to t ragic
re su l t s , has recently prompted greater and greater concern throughout the
world. Concern on this subject has been expressed in par t icular in the
statement by the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade,
Mr. Hayden, which was distr ibuted today. Many representatives a t the
Conference on Disarmament have expressed alarm and condemnation in connection
with the proliferation and use of chemical weapons. The Soviet delegation
agrees with them. We are deeply convinced that the only correct conclusion to
be drawn is that i t is necessary to speed up by every possible means the
conclusion of a convention on a comprehensive and global ban on chemical
weapons as the most re l i ab le guarantee of their non-proliferation and
non-use. We ca l l a l l the part icipants in the negotiations to this task. We
note with sat isfact ion that the same conclusion was reached today by the
distinguished representative of I t a ly , Mr. Pugliese.

"Nuclear t e s t ban" appears as the f i r s t item on the agenda of the
Conference on Disarmament. This item was included in the agenda of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1962, and was then transferred to the agenda of
the Conference on Disarmament. All in a l l this item has been on the agenda of
the mul t i la tera l disarmament negotiating body for more than 25 years.
However, we must note with deep regret that over a quarter of a century we
have never managed to s t a r t negotiations on this agenda item, despite the fact
that i t is exactly what is required by the very s ta tus of the Conference. Why
i s i t not possible to get work moving on a mul t i la tera l nuclear t e s t ban? For
a long time we were told that the major obstacle was the canplexity of
ver i f ica t ion. Let us have a look a t the s ta te of af fa i rs in this area.

The Group of Seismic Experts has been functioning under the auspices of
the Conference since 1976, and recently completed i t s twenty-sixth regular
session. The Group has been conducting useful work in the area of developing
an international seismic data exchange system, including preparations for the
experiment on level I1 data exchange. There is no doubt that such an exchange
of seismic data can play an important role in the verif icat ion of a
canprehensive test-ban t reaty . However, we must not overlook other existing
methods. On 7 July of th is year the representative of Sweden,
Maj Br i t t Theorin, very properly reminded us of this fact , referring to a
constructive exchange of views a t a conference held in Linkoping, Sweden, in
May this year. "At this Conference", said M. B. Theorin, "the necessity of
adequate verif ication was s t ressed, and various methods, such as seismological
monitoring, s a t e l l i t e verif icat ion and on-si te inspection were discussed." In
th is connection, I would l ike to remind you of our proposal put forward las t
year for the establishment of a special group of sc ien t i f ic experts to prepare
pract ical proposals for a system for verification of the non-conduct of
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nuclear t e s t s , as well as the establishment of an international system of
global radiation safety monitoring using space communication links. The group
would consist of experts in the fields of geophysics, radiochemistry,
close-range seismology, atmospheric radioactivity, and the l ike. We believe
that the effectiveness of verification of a comprehensive nuclear tes t ban
should not only be judged by the potential of each of these methods taken
separately, but taken as a whole.

The 25th anniversary of the mscow part ia l test-ban Treaty was recently
celebrated. When i t was being concluded, i t proved impossible to agree on
verification of an underground tes t ban. At that time the USSR, the
United States and Great Britain were taking different approaches to the issue
of verification. I t was extremely difficult to find a common denominator, a
balance of interests in this area. The Soviet Union now actively favours
diversified verification, both national and international with on-site
inspections. iTo verification is no longer an obstacle to a comprehensive tes t
ban. The delegation of the USSR is seeking the establishment of a special
auxiliary body that could conduct negotiations on the question of a nuclear
tes t ban, At the same time we are taking into consideration the real
diff icul t ies encountered by the Conference on Disarmament in discussing this
issue. Therefore we consider i t necessary to reach a judicious compromise
taking into account the existing proposals in this regard. I would l ike to
lend support to the proposal made by the distinguished representative of
CzechosTcavakia, Mr. Vejvoda. (He in i t ia l ly made this proposal in an
unofficial way in his capacity as President of the Conference in April 4997,
and reaffirmed i t in his statement in plenary on 21 July this year.) In our
view this p ropsa l takes into account the concerns of the different groups sf
States and opens up the possibility of a empromise solation on the
establishment of a working body under agenda item 1.

We have been and remain advocates of a radical solution - an immediate
and comprehensive nuclear tes t ban. But we do not take a maximalist approach
- a l l or nothing, Taking into account the rea l i t i es and the degree of
preparedness of the other nuclear Powers, primarily the United States, we
favour the gradual and stage-by-stage settlement of this important problem,
through such intermediate solutions as limitations on the number and yield of
nuclear t e s t s . That is why we are holding bi la tera l negotiations on this
issue with the United States of America. Once understandings have been
reached on improved measures to verify the 1974 and 1976 t rea t ies , there will
be an opportunity to drastically lower the ceilings and the number of nuclear
explosions per year. The sooner that happens, the bet ter . In any case we
shall not be found wanting. But this should not be an aim in i t se l f . We
consider i t necessary to advance towards the conclusion of a treaty on a
comprehensive and general nuclear weapon tes t ban at an accelerated pace. The
Soviet Union, realizing the importance and urgency of this problem, is
prepared to make use of any opportunity to attain that goal. We favour the
holding of parallel multilateral and Soviet-American b i la tera l talks on
nuclear tes t ing. After a l l , b i l a te ra l negotiations can lead only to bi la teral
measures. Testing is also conducted by some other States. Besides, a
multi lateral nuclear tes t ban would constitute an effective means to counter
the proliferation of nuclear arms, canplementing the nuclear non-proliferation
Treaty.
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We view with understanding the proposal by Mexico, Indonesia, Peru,
Sri Lanka and Yugoslavia, and also Venezuela, for amending the 1963 pa r t i a l
nuclear test-ban Treaty. The Soviet Union has already stated that in
principle i t supports the idea of broadening the scope of the Moscow Treaty by
incorporating into i t a ban on underground t e s t s . This approach of ours was
also reflected during the las t United Nations General Assembly session in our
support for resolution 42/26 B on this issue.

L i t t l e more than a month is left t i l l the end of the summer session of
the Conference on Disarmament. What resul ts wil l we carry to the
United Nations General Assembly? What successes in developing disarmament
measures shall we report to the world community? Soon we shall have to sum up
the resul t s on this account. In the time left t i l l the end of the session,
the Soviet delegation intends to do everything in i t s power to make the
resul t s of the current session as substantive as possible.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socia l i s t Republics for his statement. I now give the floor to the
representative of Nigeria, Ambassador Azikiwe.

Mr. AZIKIWE (Nigeria): Mr. President, as this is the f i r s t time I am
taking the floor since your appointment as the representative of your country
to the Conference on Disarmament, I should l ike f i r s t of a l l to join preceding
speakers in welcoming you, on behalf of the Nigerian delegation, to the
Conference on Disarmament. The Nigerian delegation is par t icular ly pleased at
seeing you, the distinguished representative of Indonesia, a country with
which Nigeria enjoys the most cordial re la t ions , presiding over the work of
this Conference during the month of August. With your diplomatic s k i l l and
wealth of experience, we are confident that you will be able to guide the work
of the Conference in the most effective manner. I would l ike to assure you of
the ful l co-operation and support of my delegation in the discharge of your
responsibilities.

May I also take this opportunity to express my delegation's gratitude for
the effective manner in which your predecessor, Ambassador Teja of India,
conducted the work of the Conference in the month of July? We regret that
Ambassador Teja as well as other distinguished colleagues - Ambassadors
Meizster of Hungary, Ahmad of Pakistan and Tin Tun of Burma - have been
reassigned from the Conference on Disarmament by their Governments. We wish
them greater success in their new assignments. The Nigeria delegation would
also like to welcome Ambassadors Kostov of Bulgaria, Ruoro of Kenya and
de Rivero of Peru, who have recently been appointed by their Governments to
the Conference on Disarmament. We look forward to working with them.

Before examining the items on the agenda of this Conference, I should
like to comment briefly on the recently concluded third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. As we can a l l testify, the session
took place in a highly propitious international climate and at a most
opportune period in the history of the disarmament process. Relations between
the two major super-Powers, which had often remained sour and had constantly
impeded progress in disarmament efforts, had improved tremendously, resulting
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in the successful conclusion of the historic INF Treaty between the major
nuclear-weapon States, which put into motion the actual process of nuclear
disarmament. Efforts are also being intensified for an agreement on a
50 per cent reduction in the strategic nuclear weapons of the super-Powers.

Nigeria, and I believe several other countries toor had hoped that the
momentum generated by these significant developments preceding the third
special session would be reflected in the proceedings of the session, thus
ensuring i t s successful conclusion. It is therefore regrettable that the
session failed to adopt a consensus document, which would have given much
needed impetus to the multilateral disarmament process, thereby strengthening
and complementing the achievements in the bi la teral process. Much as we
cannot disguise our disappointment over the inability of the session to adopt
a concluding document, i t would, however, be erroneous and misleading for
anyone to conclude that the session was a failure. Indeed, i t would be
unrealistic to overlook the tremendous progress achieved during the special
session simply because a few paragraphs out of the 67-paragraph draft document
of the session presented by the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole,
Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan, had not been agreed when time ran out.

The pa r r i c ip t ion of very high-level dignitaries tes t i f ies to the
importance which the international community attached to the session and to
the inultilateral disarmament process. The general debate also revealed that
the international community was more concerned than ever before with the
preservation of hu~anity and of civi l izat ion. Verification was given a
prcainent place during the session, and consensus emerged to request 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. In his contribution to the general debate at
SSOD-111, my Foreign Minister underlined the importance of verification in
disarmament agreements. He expressed the view, however, that verification
cannot replace the will of States to reach agreement, or to ful f i l , in good
faith, their undertakings in such agreements.

My delegation has always fe l t that the burden of monitoring compliance
with the terms of any disarmament agreement will rest primarily with the
part ies . However, even in bi lateral disarmament agreements that touch on
nuclear weapons, the universal fear engendered by the existence and possible
use of this category of weapon makes i t essential to insist on a role for a
multilateral verification mechanism under the United Nations. Provision for
verification by challenge, which features in the INF Treaty, is likely to
recur in many subsequent agreements. This is an appropriate area for the
United Nations to play a role. Obviously, resort to challenge will not be had
lightly by either party to the agreement. However, if this case does ar ise ,
the presence of a third party inspector drawn from the United Nations
mechanism will be reassuring. This does not demand an expensive apparatus in
the United Nations, particularly at this in i t i a l stage of nuclear
disarmament. But i t does require recognition by both super-Powers that the
United Nations embodies international interests in nuclear disarmament.
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You wil l reca l l that during the session a lso, consensus emerged that the
Conference on Disarmament, the mul t i la tera l negotiating body of the
international community, remains an indispensable forum in the field of
disarmament, and the Conference was urged to intensify i t s work on various
substantive items on i t s agenda. The international community expects swift
and posit ive resul ts from th i s Conference. We should therefore rededicate
ourselves to the noble objectives for which this Conference was created, and
undertake to work in concert to meet the profound aspirations of mankind - the
attainment of peace and secur i ty .

1 July and 8 August 19 88 marked the 10th and the 25th anniversaries of
the opening for signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapns, and the signing of the pa r t i a l test-ban Treaty, respect ively.
Nigeria is a party to both t r e a t i e s , and indeed was the very f i r s t among the
40 members of th@ Conference on Disarmament to rat i fy the 1968 Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Nigeria hoped that both t rea t i es would
help to create a safer world by discouraging further tes t ing of nuclear
weapons, thereby ending pro l i fe ra t ion , whether ver t ica l or horizontal , The
two t rea t i e s imposed concrete obligations on their depositary Governments,
which, inter a l i a , enjoin the two ma]or nuclear-weapon States to " . . . seek to
achieve the discontinuance of a l l t e s t explosions of nuclear weapons for a l l
time and to continue negotiations to th is end".

Eves since the two t r ea t i e s came into force, nuclear weapon tes t ing ,
especially by the super-Powers, has continued unabated, resulting in the
colossal accumulation of nuclear weapons and thein: perfectiorl to ar,
unprecedented degree of precision and l e tha l i t y , thereby placing mankind on
the brink af catastrophe.

Much as i t has been said that no new nuclear-weapon States has emerged
since the entry into force of the NPT, i t would amount to cold comfort to
imagine that a l l is well with the non-proliferation rggime. The constant
reports one hears about the nuclear weapon programme of Soutl; Africa can no
longer be ignored. Nigeria is par t icular ly concerned about the balance of
security in the African region, where the unrestrained nuclear programie of
the South African r6gime has continued unabated.

If further prol i ferat ion of nuclear weapons is to be prevented, then we
should immediately commence urgent negotiations on a nuclear t e s t ban. I t is
incontestable that a nuclear t e s t ban wil l dismantle the machinery for
prosecuting the qual i ta t ive improvement of nuclear weapons and the development
of new systems, and wil l thus create the much needed confidence for progress
in disarmament.

The Nigerian delegation is aware that b i l a t e r a l negotiations are already
under way between the two mjor nuclear-weapon States on the question of a
nuclear t e s t ban. The step-by-step approach adopted by them, which would
permit test ing a t agreed yields and a t defined intervals of time,
unfortunately has the effect of licensing nuclear t e s t ing , and would not
necessarily prevent the qual i ta t ive improvement of nuclear weapons. The
question at issue is the global prohibition of nuclear t e s t ing . Since the
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subject concerns the vi ta l security interests of a l l nations, i t falls more
appropriately within the purview of this Conference. There should therefore
be no further delay in the establishment of a subsidiary body to commence
effective negotiations on a nuclear tes t ban. My delegation believes that a
comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty must be accorded the utmost priori ty, as
i t will reinforce mutual t rust not only between the super-Powers but in a l l
regions.

Chemical weapons are weapons of mass destruction which are next to
nuclear weapons in their le thal i ty . The use of these dreadful weapons has
been prohibited under the 1925 Geneva Protocol, and a convention has been
under negotiation for the past two decades. Although much progress has been
achieved in the elaboration of the convention in the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, and i t s conclusion is now in sight, the confirmed reports of
the continued use of chemical weapons in warfare underlines in a most
regrettable manner the urgent need for a faster pace of work to ensure the
early conclusion of a convention on this item. We hope that the Ad hoc
Committee will intensify i t s efforts to conclude outstanding work on the
convention at the earl iest possible time. The sp i r i t of mutual concession and
more mature compromise is required at this stage to overcome the outstanding
differences.

I would now like to turn your attention and that of our colleagues to the
question of radiological weapons. Nigeria attaches great importance to the
question of the clandestine and hosti le dumping of radioactive waste in the
African region. Africa needs the support of the international community in
maintaining i ts stand against the perils of materials i t did not produce and
is not technologically equipped to handle. My delegation notes with
satisfaction that during SSOD-I11 consensus was reached on the danger of
radiation arising from clandestine dumping of nuclear wastes.

As we are a l l aware, the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons has
been working on a convention that will not only prohibit the development,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons, but, more
importantly, will prohibit a l l methods of conducting radiological warfare. I
say "more importantly" here purely because radiological. weapons as such do not
yet exis t , whereas two known methods of conducting radiological warfare have
been identified. One such method involves attacks against nuclear
fac i l i t i e s . The prohibition of attacks against such fac i l i t ies is currently
being negotiated in the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons under Contact
Group B.

The lethal effect of radiation that will result from the hostile dumping
of radioactive wastes makes the hostile dumping of such wastes or their use in
armed conflicts an effective means of conducting radiological warfare. The
dumping of radioactive wastes for hostile purposes is a matter of serious
concern to Nigeria, and we believe many other countries share this concern,
We therefore consider i t essential for this issue to be addressed in a clear
and unambiguous manner in the radiological weapons convention being considered
by Contact Group A. Nigeria believes that i t should be essential for each
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State party to the treaty to undertake never, under any circumstances, to dump
radioactive wastes for hostile purposes or in an armed conflict in the
terri tory of another State.

The issue of outer space can no longer be swept under the carpet or be
shrouded in rhetoric. We can no longer deny the fact that the legal r6gime
governing the act ivi t ies of States in outer space is grossly inadequate to the
task of preventing an arms race there. The legal r6gime has been overtaken by
rapid developments in science and technology which were not foreseen when the
treaties were drawn up. Although the military ac t iv i t ies currently taking
place in space do not as yet involve the use of weapons, i t would be timely at
this stage to adopt necesary measures to prevent the extension of the arms
race to outer space. Such a race would be extremely expensive and highly
destabilizing. Outer space is the common heritage of mankind and must be used
exclusively for peaceful purposes, for the benefit of mankind. The last
frontier of mankind should never be permitted to become an arena for the arms
race. We hope that the Ad hoc Committee on Outer Space will soon be given the
appropriate mandate to give serious consideration to this matter.

The Nigerian delegation is pleased to note that active work is currently
going on in the Ad hoc Committee on negative security assurances to break the
impasse which has been affecting the item for the past decade. As you are no
doubt aware, the Nigerian delegation submitted a proposal during the
1987 session (C~/768) categorizing non-nuclear-weapon States according to the
diversity of their security si tuations, and proposing undertakings to be
assumed by the nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States. The proposal
took into consideration the various conditions imposed by the nuclear-weapon
States in their various unilateral declarations, and was aimed at breaking the
stalemate on the question. During the spring session this year, the Nigerian
delegation once more put forward an alternative option to the effect that
nuclear-weapon States should set aside their various unilateral declarations
to faci l i ta te effective negotiations on, and the adoption of, a convention on
the basis of a common formula. Under this option the nuclear-weapon States
would have the right to make reservations while ratifying the convention. It
is our hope that the international community will eventually develop effective
measures to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons.

In ending this statement, l e t me re-emphasize that, coming from a country
traditionally dedicated to the cause of international peace, we shall continue
to exert our best endeavours to ensure constructive participation in the work
of the Conference on Disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Nigeria for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. That concludes my l i s t of
speakers for today. The representative of India has asked for the floor. I
give him the floor.
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Mr. SOOD (India): Mr. President, permit me to take this opportunity to
extend to you the fel ici tat ions of my delegation on your accession to the
presidency of the Conference for the month of August. We are indeed happy to
see the distinguished representative of Indonesia, a country with which India
enjoys close bi la teral t ies of friendship and co-operation, preside over our
deliberations. I would like to assure you of my delegation's full
co-operation in the discharge of your responsibil i t ies . May I also take this
opportunity to thank delegations for their kind words addressed to
Ambassador Teja, which have been duly conveyed to him?

The distinguished representative of Pakistan has thought i t proper to
raise, in this essentially multilateral forum, matters that are s t r ic t ly of a
bi la teral character between India and Pakistan. These are matters that
concern Indo-Pakistan relations, which have a history that is unique by virtue
of specific factors attending the partition of the subcontinent. These are
also matters that are deeper and far wider in scope than just the nuclear
programmes undertaken by the two countries.

As far as I am aware, India and Pakistan have been engaged for some years
in the difficult task of establishing a sound, lasting and all-round basis for
improvements in their bi lateral relations. The task is not made any easier by
choosing, as the representative of Pakistan has done, this forum for airing
i t s views on matters that are currently receiving bi la tera l attention. I do
not propose to follow the example of the distinguished representative of
Pakistan. I shall therefore confine myself to exercising my right of reply
and in doing so, as briefly as possible, limit myself to explaining the
essentials of India's policy.

Fi rs t , every Prime Minister of India since our independence has stated on
the floor of our Parliament that India's nuclear ac t iv i t ies are intended
solely for peaceful purposes. This policy is fully understood by most
Governments. Experts are aware that India's nuclear energy programme is not a
recent development but an integral element of India's development strategy.
The programme for nuclear energy development up to the year 2000 has been
debated in our Parliament. Further, i t is administered by a civilian
ministry. These aspects give our nuclear energy development programme an open
character, in sharp distinction to that of Pakistan.

Secondly, i t does not seem a valid reason for India to try to allay the
self-inspired doubts of Pakistan by accepting i ts proposals to join a
nuclear-weapon-free zone, or sign the NPT, or agree to full-scope safeguards,
or accept mutual inspections, or a regional nuclear test ban. India'S
principled opposition to the NPT has been consistent, and is based on the
tenets of non-discrimination and equal treatment. India'S stand with respect
to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones is consistent with the
provisions of the Final Document adopted by consensus in 19 78 at the f i r s t
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Our positions
on these and other related aspects have already been made known in other
forums, and I do not intend to repeat them here.
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However, i t would be a grave mistake to imagine that the improvement of
Indo-Pakistan relations is dependent on the nuclear question alone. There are
many other questions that have a bearing on our b i la tera l relat ions.
Regionalizing or multilateralizing such questions will certainly not improve
bi la teral relat ions, which, on the contrary, may become more complicated.

My delegation would like to revert to this matter at a subsequent date,
if necessary.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of India for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. Does any other member wish to
take the floor at this stage? I see none.

The secretariat has circulated today an informal paper containing the
l i s t of meetings to be held by the Conference and i ts subsidiary bodies during
next week. As usual, this timetable is merely indicative and subject to
change, if need be. If there is no objection, I shall take i t that the
Conference adopts the timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: As I mentioned at our plenary meeting on Tuesday of this
week, we shall now hold, immediately after P adjourn this plenary meeting, an
informal meeting devoted to the consideration of all aspects of the improved
and effective functioning of the Conference, including the two reports which
were submitted by the Group of Seven (CD.AiP.286 and CD/WP.341), as well as the
future consideration of this subject by the Conference.

The Co-ordinatot of the Western Group has suggested that the next
informal meeting on the improved and effective functioning of the Conference,
scheduled for Tuesday 16 August, should be held instead on Thursday
18 August. As we all know, our schedule of meetings is only indicative and
subject to change as appropriate. May I take it that the Conference agrees to
reschedule the next in£ormal meeting on the improved and effective functioning
of the Conference on Disarmament as suggested above?

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament
will be held on Tuesday 16 August, at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 11.40 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 474th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference begins this week
its consideration of agenda item 4, "Chemical weapons". However, as provided
for in rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may
raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference,

I have on the list of speakers for today the representatives of the
Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom. I give the floor to the
first speaker on the list, the distinguished representative of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Ambassador von Stiilpnagel.

Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. President, as I am
taking the floor for the first time under your stewardship, 1 first wish to
congratulate you and your delegation on your assumption of the presidency foe
the month of August. Wf colleagues and P are happy, frox a psofessional and
from a personal point of view, to see you in the Chair ~residi- OVST the
.,$@bates of our Conference. I also wish to thank sue previous .resident ,
lxtbassado~ Teja, whom :ae will be missing very much, for the excellent manner
in which he presided over cur sessions in the month 05 2'n;y. Let ne extend a
warm wai :oae to &hose ambassadors who have arrived recently, 2nd f refer in
par,::icular to you, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, An~bassadur Rostov of
Bulgaria,» Ambassador Ruoso of Kenya and Ambassador de River0 of PerC, I would
zlso .Like tc v~eleome the Disarmament Fellows who watch oves t:he proceedings of
sux Conference before they travel to the various countries that have ii9ubted

:ay colleagues and I note with regret. that some of us have left Geneva ox
are to leave it in the near future, in particular my q m d friend
-%bassador Nansur Ahmad of Pakistan, whose excellence a3d diplonatic skills I
will always remember, Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, Ambassador Teja of India,
to whom I already have referred, and Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, who in an
exceilent and balanced manner presided over our Conference in April and guided
us in the months of May and June,

On h4 April 1988 I had the honour to introduce on behalf of a group of
Western countries a working paper on the provision of data relevant to the
convention banning chemical weapons. In presentinq the paper I stressed that
the multilateral exchange of data prior to the signing of a convention is not
only a confidence-building measure but also a necessary prerequisite for
drafting an effective convention and ensuring its early functioni*)g. Since
the submission of the paper some welcome steps have been taken. I would like
to draw attention in this regard to the Netherlands working paper CD/CW/WP.203
of 19 July 1988, which provided detailed information according to the format
proposed in CD/828; the declaration of the loration of chemical weapons
production facilities in the United States by Ambassador Friedersdorf on
28 July 1988; and the detailed presentation by the United Kingdom on the
production of schedule I21 and [3] chemicals in CD/CW/WP.206 of 10 August 1988.
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By taking these steps Western States have once again demonstrated their
commitment to more openness and transparency - concepts we consider to be
essential in all fields of arms control and disarmament.

Today I would like to present the data for the Federal Republic of
Germany according to the proposed format in CD/828. These data are contained
in a working paper which has just been distributed. I would first like to
reiterate a statement my Government has made on a number of occasions in this
forum and elsewhere: the Federal Republic of Germany does not possess
chemical weapons. Nor are chemicals contained in schedule [l] of article V1
being produced in my country.

According to information provided on a voluntary basis by companies in
the chemical industry, four compounds on schedule [21 and, with the exception
of chlorpicrin, all compounds on schedule [31 are currently being produced,
processed or consumed in the Federal Republic of Germany. On the basis of the
thresholds for declaration proposed in working paper CD/802 of
5 February 1988, these 15 compounds are produced, processed or consumed in
52 facilities. The data reflect the situation at the beginning of 1988, and
are subject to change depending on market conditions and developments in the
state of technology.

I hope that in our negotiations we are only at the beginning of a
process, at the end of which all States members of the Conference on
Disarmament will have submitted data on their chemical industries and their
chemical weapon capabilities. The provision of data is not only a necessary
contribution to the negotiation and effective implementation of the provisions
of a chemical weapons convention. It will also give all participants the
reassurance that the negotiations are being carried out in good faith. In
this context, we regret that - despite the noticeable increased recognition of
the importance of greater openness - a number of members of the Conference on
Disarmament have not yet indicated as a first step whether or not they possess
chemical weapons. I would therefore like to reiterate my call to all
participants to provide as soon as possible data relevant to the chemical
weapons convention.

On the occasion of the presentation of CD/828 I expressed my conviction
that a multilateral exchange of data would have a positive effect on the
course of our negotiations. Reviewing the current state of our negotiations,
I cannot conceal my disappointment over what we have been able to achieve so
far this summer. Although pleased by the business-like atmosphere prevailing
in our negotiations - and here I fully share the view expressed by
Ambassador Marchand in his speech on 4 August 1988 - I continue to be
concerned about the lack of progress on a number of issues. Let me briefly
review the state of affairs during this summer session and our assessment of
it.

The Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka, and the chairmen
of the working groups, Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Macedo of Mexico and
Mr. Numata of Japan, have made strenuous efforts to move the negotiations
forward. We are very grateful to them for their commitment, energy and
excellent work.
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In Working Group A under the chairmanship of Mr. Cima a number of
important issues concerning the non-production of chemical weapons have been
addressed. The discussions on some of the long-standing problems have
certainly contributed to clarifying the positions. We deplore, however, the
fact that the discussions have not yet resulted in the elaboration of
solutions which are not only acceptable to all but would meet the criteria for
the establishment of an effective verification mechanism. In this regard I am
thinking particularly of the deliberations on the r6gime for schedule I11 and
the so-called STLC problem, where regrettably demands continue to be made
which ignore the need to arrive at feasible and effective solutions that take
account of the basic question of what is realistically verifiable.

In Working Group A we have also had a very interesting discussion on the
concept of ad hoc checks, which was originally proposed by us in working
paper CD/791, P do not wish to elaborate here on our thinking on this issue.
We have done that on a number of occasions in the past weeks. We will reflect
on the interestins comments which have been made, and intend to present more
specific ideas on a r&gime for ad hoc checks in the framework of article V1
soon,

iln 22 July 1988 we had an interesting rneeting with industrial experts. I
hope thak this meeting was only the start of a more intensive dialogue with
sepresentatives of t3e che2xical industry. I am csnvhneed that such a dialogue
can eontrijute to better mutual understanding between negotiators here in
Geneva and the chemical industry, which will necessarily be subjeeted to
stringent and effective monitoring to ensure the non-production of chemical
weapons. I am likewise convinced that it will be very fruitful for our task
to elaborate a comprehensive, effective and at the same time manageable
article VI. As the discussion on 22 July P988 clearly showed, more detailed
exchanges with representatives of tne chemical industry on such issues as the
photeetion of confidential. information are needed, P am gratified to say that
the chemical industry of the Federal Republic of Germany, with which we have
close and long-standing contacts, shares without reservation our priority
objective of achieving a comprehensive and effectively verifiable ban on
chemical weapons.

Let me make a brief comment also on the question of trial inspections in
the chemical industry, We welcomed the proposal made to that effect on
18 February of this year by Mr. Petrovsky, the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Such inspections, carried
out on a multilateral basis, will provide us with information and insights
which will certainly turn out to be most helpful and possibly indispensable
for working out procedures for conducting inspections in facilities of the
chemical industry. We are willing to participate in such a multilateral
experiment. At the moment the issue is being closely examined by my
Government, anp preparations for a possible national experiment are under
way. We endorse the emerqing consensus on a step-by-step approach to the
issue. We would welcome the establishment of an informal group which could
prepare for multilateral trial inspections. In such a group experience
acquired in the course of efforts undertaken nationally could be exchanged,
and as a result a standardized approach for the multilateral experiment could
be elaborated.
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Let me now briefly turn to the work in groups B and C. We had hoped that
during the summer session it would be possible, in an effort to finalize
article V, to introduce elements of the joint proposal by the United States of
America and the Soviet Union on chemical weapon production facilities into the
"rolling text". We understand, however, that efforts made to this end have
run into difficulties. We strongly support the Chairman of Working Group B,
Mr. Macedo, in his intensive endeavours to resolve the difficulties so that
the appropriate amendment to the text of article V can be made in the course
of this summer session.

With regard to article X, another subject on the agenda of Working
Group B, we note with regret that the negotiations have somewhat
retrogressed. The discussion paper on this article now contains a number of
brackets and footnotes that point to positions which, it seems, are difficult
to reconcile. We urge continuation of the work on that article in a spirit of
compromise, and also with a sense of perspective. We should never lose sight
of the main goals of the convention we are negotiating, and what can
realistically be undertaken to achieve these goals.

With quite some interest we have followed the work undertaken in Group C
under the chairmanship of Mr. Numata. We consider the paper which resulted
from the discussion on the process after the submission of the report on
challenge inspections to be a qood basis for solving the issue or coming close
to it. We hope that it will. be reflected in the report of the Ad hoc Committee
to the Conference on Disarmament.

With regard to the sometimes rather protracted and detailed discussions
on the guidelines on the international inspectorate, I am convinced that we
have to undergo such an exercise, which has proved to be useful and has also
brought to the surface some detailed problems we have to come to terms with.
I would like to encourage Mr. Numata to pursue the sometimes difficult and
very time-consuming consultations on the subject. They will contribute
substantially to better understanding of inspection procedures, and will also
help to resolve the remaining issues with regard to on-site challenge
inspections,

Finally, I would like to thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee,
Ambassador Sujka, for actively working on the final clauses of the
convention. We welcome the revised discussion paper he put forward last week,
which, we hope, will provide a basis for making progress on articles XI1
to XVI. The past discussions on these articles have clearly shown that some
very important issues are involved which deserve our particular attention, as
a solution of these issues will have a direct bearing on the viability and
effectiveness of the convention. In this regard I would only like to mention
the question of reservations and amendments, on which a lot of the discussions
in the open-ended informal consultations conducted by Ambassador Sujka have
focused, bringing out the differences.
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In conclusion I would like to call upon all participants to make the best
use of the remaining time available this summer to achieve concrete progress
in our negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. We should make every
effort to set the stage and create the best conditions for a promising
continuation of our work in any inter-sessionals we may decide to hold
starting toward the end of this year.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador von Stfilpnagel for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
distinguished representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Solesby.

Ms. SOLESBY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland):
Mr. President, may I first congratulate you on your accession to the
presidency? It seems not a very long time ago that I had the pleasure of
welcoming you as a newcomer. But you have taken over the reins of power with
the confidence and sure touch of an old-timer, if I may say so. It is a
particular pleasure to have the distinguished Ambassador of Indonesia in the
presidency, a country with which my own has long-standing close and friendly
relations. May I also repeat my earlier expressions of warm appreciation for
the leadership given us during July by Ambassador Teja of India?

We are now approaching the last phase of the summer session of the
Conference on Disarmament. Tn the aftermath of the third special session of
the General Assembly there has been a general determination to build upon its
positive aspect, especialy the convergence of views on a wide number of
issues. The mood has been: let us get on with the business in hand. And we
have done so.

I would like this morning to speak about one aspect of that "business in
hand", namely the negotiations for a convention banninq chemical weapons. The
conclusion of a global, comprehensive and effectively verifiable convention is
one of the highest priorities in the arms control and disarmament programme of
the British Government as of our NATO allies. We want a convention as soon as
practicable. But it must be a good convention, in which we can have
confidence. A number of difficult and complex problems remain to be resolved,
and this morning I would like to consider two of them: verification and data
exchange.

The need for a reliable system of verification lies at the heart of our
negotiations. It is the key to a convention. We have made a lot of
progress. We can say with some satisfaction that, whatever fine tuning may be
required, our "rolling text" provides the basis for a credible procedure for
verifying declared activities relating to schedules [l] and [21. So a good
deal is already accomplished.

One reservation has to be made, however, as regards these schedules. The
chemical agents so far listed under schedule [l] and indeed schedule [31 are
for the main part the traditional chemical agents familiar in the First and
Second World Wars and developed further in the 1950s. One or two comparative
newcomers such as saxitoxin have also been proposed, but the lists need at
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some stage to be reviewed to make sure they are complete. We also have to
provide adequate procedures for modifying the schedules in order to keep pace
with technological advances.

Outside schedules [l] and 121 the gaps in verification procedures are
also wide. At present for example there is no provision for routine on-site
inspection in relation to schedule 131. Nor so far has provision been made
for non-confrontational inspection of undeclared facilities. The valuable
proposal by the Federal Republic of Germany for ad hoc checks has pointed in
the direction of a possible solution. However, the concomitant idea of
national registers still leaves us with the problem of facilities wholly
undeclared for the purposes of a convention - in other words, facilities which
should be declared in accordance with the annexes to article V1 or included in
any national registers but which are not. Ad hoc checks as conceived at
present are clearly not the whole answer. All this calls for further hard
thinking. My delegation hopes in due course to table some detailed ideas of
our own.

A major achievement in the negotiations has been the convergence of views
in support of a system of challenge inspection. The main framework is in
place. However, as we have long argued, challenge inspection is the essential
safety net for the convention. It cannot by its nature replace the need for a
comprehensive and resilient routine rggime.

I have so far been speaking about verification mechanisms. There is also
the question of conduct of on-site inspections which remains to be tackled in
a good deal greater depth than has been done so far. Inspections have to be
as intrusive as necessary in order to fulfil their purpose effectively. On
the other hand we must recognize legitimate concerns about confidentiality.
How can these criteria be reconciled? Here again we have to bear in mind not
only the well-known classical chemical weapon agents but any possible
newcomers. A lot more innovative thought is required. And private industry
has a contribution to make. We are in close and regular contact with our own
industry who show a good understanding for the requirements of the
convention. Part of the solution may lie in verification instrumentation.
Interesting advances are being made through both private and official
research. More needs to be done. What is clear, however, is that
verification technology in the foreseeable future is not going to replace the
need for on-site inspection. We will need a two-legged instrument for a long
time.

If what I have said is anywhere near the truth, there are a number of
vital questions where we are still groping for answers. Is there anything
more we can do that is not yet being done to brinq us to the point where we
can provide those answers? I think there is. It is my belief - and that of
my authorities - that the Conference has reached the phase in its work where
our concepts need to be put to the test, as realistically as possible, to see
how far they work and to attempt to identify improvements. We need to move
from theory to experimentation. We have to test major links in the
verification chain, especially those which seem the weakest, in order to
establish whether they can take the weight of what we require of them and
whether they can be strengthened.
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My own authorities have for some time been considering the possibilities
of practice inspections of relevant facilities. We see the initial phase of
these practice inspections as being undertaken at a national level.
Procedures will first have to be carefully prepared if the experiments are to
be worth while. Inspections may have to be both of a "walk-through'' nature
with a co-operative facility management, and in a scenario where the
management is doing its best to conceal and misquide.

We would hope that national practice inspections in the civil industry
would be followed by multilateral inspections, and we have already welcomed
the proposal made by the Soviet Union in this regard. This will require close
contact and co-operation among the members of this Conference. I am pleased
that the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is already
consultinq about suitable machinery for this. My own delegation will be happy
to participate fully.

The INF Treaty has established an important precedent for intrusive
verification measures. We look for progress in the nuclear area from the
joint verification experiment now under preparation by Washington and Moscow.
Let us apply that experience to our own efforts to ban chemical weapons.

The second aspect of the negotiations for a convention on which I should
like to comment is data exchange. I think it is now widely accepted that
provision of accurate data is essential, particularly on the part of those who
hold the largest stockpiles of chemical weapons. We need additional data to
enable us to draft a sensible convention. Equally important, credible data is
essential in order to build up the necessary level of confidence in each
other's intentions if a convention is to attract widespread support.

For our part we have just conducted what I believe has been an extremely
significant experiment. The British Government in 1986 proposed an exchange
of visits between Porton Down Chemical Defence Establishment in the United
Kingdom and the Shikhany military facility in the Soviet Union. This has just
taken place. We were pleased to welcome the Soviet team to Porton Down in
May, and a British team was received at Shikhany in early July. Porton Down
is enqaged solely in research and development for protection against chemical
weapons. We aimed at the maximum openness during the visit there. Our
visitors were able to go anywhere they chose and they expressed their
satisfaction at the end of the visit. At Shikhany we were shown more than
during the shorter visit by Conference on Disarmament delegates last October.
However, we were made aware of the different attitudes towards the degree of
secrecy appropriate in this area. My authorities are still assessing the
exchange which was intended as a confidence-building exercise. Much more
progress is required towards the sort of openness which our negotiations
need. Many questions and concerns remain.

Of course the provision of data does not just depend on visits. We would
hope each country, especially the possessors of chemical weapons, would
provide the maximum amount of data to its negotiating partners as quickly as
possible. The Soviet Union proposed a list of types of data in CD/808 and the
Federal Republic of Germany on behalf of a number of Western countries
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including the United Kingdom tabled a much more comprehensive list in CD/828.
My authorities have already provided this data but we are ready to repeat and
update the information.

The following are our responses to the data requested in CD/828. First,
as is well known, the United Kingdom abandoned its own offensive chemical
weapons capability in the 1950s. Delegates from this Conference were invited
to see the destruction of our disused pilot nerve agent facility at Nancekuke
in Cornwall in 1979. We described in CD/15 some of the problems that had
needed to be overcome then.

Against that background our responses to the questions concerning
chemical weapons and chemical warfare agents are as follows. Firstly, the
United Kingdom does not possess chemical weapons either within its own
territory or within the territory of any other State. There are no chemical
weapons possessed by any other State within the territory of the
United Kingdom. Secondly, the United Kingdom possesses no facilities for the
production or storage of chemical weapons. Thirdly, limited quantities of
chemicals itemized in the provisional list of chemical warfare agents in
schedule [l] to article V1 can be prepared at the United Kingdom's Chemical
Defence Establishment at Porton Down for research and development for
protection equipment. The quantity of each such chemical present at
CDE Porton Down at any one time is small. Fourthly, old munitions or agent
discovered within the United Kingdom are removed to CDE Porton Down for
destruction at a small-scale destruction facility there. It has a capacity to
destroy about 35 kg of toxic agent at any one time.

CD/828 also requested information on a number of facilities in the civil
chemical industry that might be relevant to the convention. Legislation does
not exist in the United Kingdom to compel private industry to provide this
information to goverment. However, the United Kingdom Chemical Industries
Association has provided information on its member companies which produce
schedule [l], [2] and [3] chemicals. This information may be summarized as
follows. Firstly, there is one company producing schedule [l] chemicals
(small amounts of nitrogen mustard for medical use). Secondly, there are four
companies producing schedule 121 chemicals. Thirdly, there are five companies
producing schedule [3] chemicals. More detailed information is set out in
CD/CW/WP.206, which is being circulated to distinguished delegates.

As a further demonstration of our commitment to openness in this area we
have compiled an account of production in the United Kingdom of chemical
weapon toxic agents during the Second World War and in the years afterwards up
untii 1956 when we gave up our chemical weapons capability. This account sets
out the type and amounts of agents produced and location of the then
production facilities. It also describes our experience in dismantling
production facilities. 1 have pleasure in circulating this information to
distinguished delegates as CD/856.
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Until the convention we are negotiating has come into force and has been,
as we hope, universally ratified, the 1925 Geneva Protocol banning the use of
chemical weapons remains an instrument of considerable importance. My
Government has been dismayed by recent instances in which chemical weapons
have been used. The reaction of the international community has, in our view,
been quite inadequate. In the last few days media reports have alleged still
further grave use of chemical weapons.

My Foreign Secretary during the third special session of the
General Assembly made a number of proposals to strengthen the effectiveness of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol. His first proposal was that any Government not yet
a State party of the Geneva Protocol should seriously consider acceding. It is
worth my repeating this point here as some members of the Conference on
Disarmament have still to become States parties. His second proposal
concerned the investigation by the United Nations Secretary-General of
allegations by Member States of chemical weapons' use. Sir Geoffrey Howe
proposed that the Secretary-General should elaborate without delay "procedures
for investigating automatically allegations of chemical weapons1 use". He
added that such investigations should be "undertaken as a matter of routine
and without getting entangled by political considerations". We much hope that
the group of experts now meeting in this same building will agree on
procedures for an automatic United Nations investigatory procedure. My
Government has submitted for the attention of the group a paper setting out
our views.

Important as it is to reinforce the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the best way of
preventing the use of chemical weapons lies in the efforts of this Conference
to negotiate a comprehensive, global and effectively verifiable ban on
chemical weapons. I hope that what I have said underlines the determination
of my Government to press ahead energetically with these negotiations. Such a
ban is a prize for which the world has long striven. It is worth a very
considerable effort.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Solesby for her statement and for the
kind words she addresed to the Chair. Does any other delegation wish to take
the floor? The representative of Pakistan has asked for the floor. I give
him the floor.

Mr. ASIF EZDI (Pakistan): On 9 August I informed the members of the
Conference of Pakistan's firm and abiding commitment to the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons, and outlined the proposals made by Pakistan to India for
keeping the South Asian region free of nuclear weapons. In a statment on
11 August, the distinguished representative of India, exercising the right of
reply, questioned the appropriateness of this forum for raising these issues,
which he said were of a strictly bilateral character. Distinguished delegates
to this Conference will be familiar with this argument, though in a different
context. They will recall that this kind of logic has also been used by some
members of the CD belonging to a different group to deny this Conference its
due role as the single multilateral negotiating forum of the international
community. We are disappointed that the delegation of India too should now be
resorting to the same reasoning.
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Nuclear proliferation is a matter of universal concern, as noted in the
Final Document adopted by consensus in 1978 at the first special session
devoted to disarmament. Last month several delegations took the floor to make
statements on the twentieth anniversary of the signing of the
non-proliferation Treaty. A few others have officially circulated documents
on this subject. Concern about nuclear proliferation in South Asia has been
expressed in several quarters. The members of the Conference on Disarmament
therefore have a legitimate interest in this question. Pakistan's proposals
in this regard will, we hope, make it clear that we are sincere about keeping
our region free of nuclear weapons.

It should also be evident from the statements made by my delegation and
by the distinguished representative of India that mutual suspicions do exist
about the nuclear proqramme of the other country. These suspicions can only
be made worse by allegations and counter-allegations. We did not, therefore,
make any such accusation about India's nuclear programme. On the contrary, we
only mentioned proposals made by Pakistan in a constructive spirit with the
aim of dispelling these doubts and suspicions.

It would be odd to link the nuclear problem between Pakistan and India,
as the distinguished representative of India attempted to do, to "specific
factors attending the partition of the subcontinent". The origin of this
particular problem can be traced to 1974, when India carried out its nuclear
explosion. There are indeed other problems which arose on partition. We will
not, however, raise these problems here, as approriate multilateral forums
exist for doing so.

The distinguished Indian representative referred to the "open character"
of its nuclear programme, "in sharp distinction to that of Pakistan". Such an
assertion will carry little conviction in view of the secrecy surrounding the
Indian nuclear explosion of 1974 and India's adamant refusal to accept
full-scope safeguards on its nuclear programme, to mention two points only.
If India's nuclear programme is indeed of an open character, as the
distinguished Indian representative stated, India should have no hesitation in
accepting our proposals for simultaneous acceptance by the two countries of
full-scope safeguards or for mutual inspections of each other's nuclear
facilities.

We would agree that the improvement of Pakistan-India relations is not
dependent on the nuclear question alone. Unhappily, it is true that there are
several other issues as well. We will continue to avail ourselves of every
appropriate multilateral and bilateral forum in our efforts to resolve these
issues.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Pakistan for his
statement. Does any other delegation wish to take the floor? I see none.

As there is no other business for today, I shall adjourn this meeting,
but before doing so I should like to recall that on Thursday, following the
plenary, there will be an informal meeting to discuss all aspects of the
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question of the improved and effective functioning of the Conference. I
should also like to note that I have been informed that as of Wednesday
17 August, and until further notice, the Council Chamber and the adjoining
rooms, rooms I and C.108, will be needed in connection with the direct talks
relating to Iran and Iraq. Room V11 will be set up in a negotiating format to
accommodate the Conference on Disarmament and its subsidiary bodies, and
rooms A.206 and A.302 will be made available to the Conference upon request
for informal consultations to replace rooms I and C.108. Room I11 will
continue to be available to the Conference as in the past. Accordingly, the
plenary meeting of the Conference scheduled for Thursday 18 August, as well as
the meeting of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament, will take place in conference room VII, on the third floor. I
have also been requested to announce that there will be a meeting of the
contact group of the CPD on nuclear-weapon-free zones today after the plenary
meeting in room C.108.

The meeting rose at 11. a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 475th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmamnt.

Before we comnence this rmrning's proceedings, I wish on behalf
of the Conference to express to the deleqation of Pakistan, and through
i t to the Government and people of Pakistan, our deepest synpathy and
sincere condolences on the tragic passing away of His Excellency
General Muhamnad Zia-ul-Haq, President of Pakistan. Speaking as the leader of
the Indonesian delegation, I am deeply distressed by his untimely death given
the special relationship which exists between our two countries. Not only was
General Zia President of a fellow Asian country with a large Muslim
population, hut both Indonesia and Pakistan attach crucial inportance to the
work of the Conference on Disarmament and the quest for world peace. I should
like to invite delegates to stand and observe one minute's silence in memory
of His Ekcellency General Zia.

I would also l ike to express to the United States delegation my deepest
synpathy and condolences on the tragic death of Ambassador Arnold Raphel of
the United States of America.

I would now like to give the floor to delegates who wish to offer
condolences on behalf of the various Groups. I give the floor to the
Ambassador of the United States of America.

Mr. FRIEDWSDORF (United States of America): On behalf of the Group of
Western States, I want to express our profound shock, regret , and deepest
condolences to the deleqation of Pakistan, and through that deleqation to the
Pakistani people, on the untimely and tragic death of their President,
Muhamad Zia-ul-Haq. The loss of a national leader i s never an easy thing;
but the circumstances of President Zia's death are especially saddening. We
mourn as well the death, in the same airplane explosion, of the United States
Ambassador to Pakistan, Arnold Raphel, and Brigadier-General Herbert Wasson.

I would ask the delegation of Pakistan to convey our condolences to his
Government, and to the families of those who were lost in this tragedy.
Speaking for my own delegation, I would add that President Zia was a long-time
friend and ally of the United States, a supporter of freedom in his part of
the world, and a staunch opponent of armed aggression. He will be sorely
missed by America and freedom-loving peoples around the w r l d .

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): Permit me on behalf of the Group of Socialist Countries to express
condolences to the deleqation of Pakistan on the tragic death of
President Zia-ul-Haq of Pakistan. I would ask the delegation of Pakistan to
transmit our condolences to the Goverment and people of Pakistan, and our
sincere syrrpathy to the family of the la te President Zia-ul-Haq, I should
also l ike to express our condolences to the deleqation of the United States on
the death of United States Ambassador Raphel in the disaster .
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Mr. FAN (China) (translated from Chinese): The Chinese Government and
people were greatly shocked and saddened by the untimely death of
His Excellency President bbhamnad Zia-ul-Haq of Pakistan. I wish to express,
on behalf of the Chinese delegation, our deep condolences to the delegation of
Pakistan and through i t to the Government and people of Pakistan.

China and Pakistan are linked by shared mountains and r ivers , and the two
peoples enjoy a long-standing friendship. President Zia-ul-Haq made inportant
contributions to the friendly relations between the two Governments and the
two peoples, which are characterized by mtual t rust and mtual support. The
Chinese people highly treasure this friendship. China wi l l , as always, work
for the continued development of friendly relations and co-operation between
China and Pakistan.

Under the leadership of President Zia-ul-Haq, Pakistan has been playing a
remarkable role in maintaining peace and s tabi l i ty in Asia and other parts of
the world. China has tremendous admiration for the unremitting efforts made
by the Goverment of Pakistan in adhering to principles, upholding justice and
searching for a just solution to regional problems. The passing away of
His Excellency President Zia-ul-Haq has deprived Pakistan of an outstanding
leader and China of a respected old friend. We shall cherish his memry for
ever.

I also wish to avail myself of this opportunity to express, on behalf of
the Chinese delegation, our condolences to the United States delegation on the
tragic death of the United States Ambassador to Pakistan. Please convey our
sympathy to the bereaved family.

Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): We were very shocked
by the tragic incident which led to the untimely death of President
~ihamnad Zia-ul-Haq of Pakistan. The Group of 21 expresses i t s deep
condolences to the people and Goverment of Pakistan, as well as to the
Pakistan delegation to the Conference on Disarmament. Our group, the
Non-Aligned movement, the Islamic Conference, have lost a great leader and we
deeply regret this tragedy. As a neighbour of Pakistan we have lost a leader
who always led his country in brotherly relations and good-neighbourliness
with the Islamic Republic of Iran. Iran has lost a good brother and a great
leader, and the people of my country will always keep his memory. The
Group of 21 also expresses i t s deep condolences to the families of a l l who
lost their l ives in the plane crash.

The PRESIDENT: In accordance with i ts programne of work, the Conference
continues today i t s consideration of agenda item 4, "Chemical weapons".
However, in conformity with rule 30 of i ts rules of procedure, any member
wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

First of a l l , on behalf of the members of the Conference on Disarmament,
I wish to take this opportunity to welcane the newly appointed head of the
delegation of Hungary, Ambassador Istvan Varga. I am certain we can a l l count
on him to make a valuable contribution to the work of the Conference.
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I have on my l i s t of speakers for today the representatives of Japan, the
Federal Republic of Germany and India. Before giving the floor to the
speakers on my l i s t , I would like to give the floor to the representative of
Pakistan.

Mr. ASLAM KHAN (Pakistan): Mr. President, on behalf of the Government
and people of Pakistan and the Pakistan deleqation and on my awn behalf, I
thank yourself and all distinguished delegations who have expressed very kind
sympathies with us on this very sad occasion. Your kind sentiments will be
conveyed to the people and to the Government of Pakistan and to the families
of the bereaved.

Mr. YAMADA (Japan): May I extend to you, Sir, a very warm welcome to the
Conference on Disarmament and say how happy I am to see you presiding over us
for the month of August? You represent a great nation in Asia with which
Japan enjoys the most cordial and friendly relations. My delegation will
offer unlimited co-operation to you in your exercise of the inportant duties
in the Conference.

I wish to take this opprtunity to convey to the delegation of Pakistan
how shocked we were to learn of the tragic demise of President Zia-ul-Haq.
Pakistan has just lost a great leader. The Japanese people join ~akistani
friends in mourning the untimely passing away of their President. May I also
of£er to the United States delegation my sincere condolences on the loss of
Ambassador Arnold Raphel and Brigadier-General Wasson?

I would like to start my statement today with an assessment of the third
special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmamnt. In the early hours of 26 June, just before the closure of the
session, I said in the plenary:

"My delegation deeply regrets the fact that the many hours of very
hard work we all p t in did not enable us to produce a concluding
documnt based on consensus. However, my delegation feels that the
intensive search for consensus has been a very valuable process. We were
able to identify areas of convergence on many of the major disarmament
issues which we should be tackling in the years to come. We were indeed
very close to agree~nt. We should not take this as failure.

"I note in particular that on the two issues to which the Government
of Japan attaches high priority - the nuclear test ban and nuclear
non-proliferation - we found a large body of the international cornunity
sharing our belief on the direction in which we should be proceding.

"It is also encouraging that we reached an extensive measure of
consensus on the issues related to the machinery that would be of
particular relevance as we continue our multilateral disarmament
efforts. We should not let those significant agreements drift away. We
should continue to exert utmost efforts in these and other areas. In
doing so, we should make the best possible use of consensus, or the seeds
of consensus identified during the past four weeks.
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"The Government of Japan pledges i t s full commitment to the task
ahead of us. "

I wanted to allow myself a fairly long period before speaking on the
subject in the Conference on Disarmament in order to l i s ten to others and pass
objective judgement on my assessment. Since the beginning of the sumner
portion of this session, a number of speakers have voiced their assessments of
the special session, and I am very encouraged to know that many of you share
my assessment which I quoted. I wish to echo in particular the sentiments
expressed by two of my distinguished colleagues. On 19 July,
Ambassador van Schaik of the Netherlands said: "We should include in our
assessment of SSOD-I11 our appreciation of the dialogue, the alrbiance in which
i t was conducted and the many constructive ideas and proposals that were
submitted and discussed." On the sam day, Mr. President, you stated in your
capacity as the representative of Indonesia: "the session has also
strengthened the conviction that disarmament i s not a one-time affair but a
continuing process, and that SSOD i s one of the means in that process and not
an end in i t se l f . " I agree fully with these two statements.

The failure or success of SSOD-I11 depends on what we do from now on.
The paper presented by our dear departed colleague, Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of
Pakistan, in his capacity as the Chairman of the Conunittee of the Whole, on
the very las t day of the special session, and subsequent discussions based
upon the paper, were a valuable reflection of the status of convergences
emrging out of the session. If we should refuse to recognize these
convergences or consign them to oblivion, the special session would certainly
be a fai lure. But if we instead use the paper and the discussions on i t as a
basis on which to build as we engage ourselves in the process of relentless
search for progress in mult i lateral disarmament, we could s t i l l make the
special session a success. How can we ensure such success? First of a l l , we
must intensify our work in the Conference on Disarmament, particularly on
nuclear testing and chemical weapons. At the forthcoming session of the
General Assembly in New York, we must broaden the areas of consensus on
disarmament items. And for the fourth review conference on the
Non-Proliferation Treaty, preparatory work for which is to s t a r t next year, we
must search for a truly world-wide nuclear non-proliferation r6gime.

It is in this l ight that I wish today to address two of the priori ty
items on our agenda, namely, Nuclear t e s t ban and Chemical weapons.

My Prime Minister, Mr. Noboru Takeshita, expressed in his statement a t
the third special session on 1 June his appreciation for the intensive
negotiations under way between the United States and the Soviet Union on
nuclear tes t ing, as well as his strong hope that these two countries would
further step up their negotiations and rat i fy the peaceful nuclear explosions
Treaty of 1976 and the threshold test-ban Treaty of 1974 at the ea r l i es t
possible date, so that they can proceed to the next phase of limiting nuclear
t e s t s . He also stressed that the mamentum of the positive developnents
between the United States and the Soviet Union should be fully taken advantage
of to pramote mult i lateral efforts toward a nuclear t e s t ban.



CD/PV. 475
6

(Mr. Yamda, Japan)

We were encouraged to note the emerging consensus in the subsequent
deliberations in the special session to focus on the need for the Conference
on Disarmament to intensify i ts consideration of a nuclear test ban and, at
the same time, to invite the United States and the Soviet Union to take into
account in their negotiations the views of the Member States of the
United Nations, including the inportance they attach to the cessation of
nuclear testing within the framework of an effective disarmament process.

Another encouraging development is that the historic joint verification
experiments between the United States and the Soviet Union are taking place
this month and next mnth, clearing the way for the two countries to conplete
the first phase of their stage-by-stage negotiations, namely, the ratification
of the two treaties I mentioned above.

I believe that the spade-work is steadily under way for constructive
parallelism in bilateral and multilateral efforts to blossom and bear fruit,
if not overnight then over t i m . We should take care not to nip i t in the
bud but to nurture i t carefully. The process can best be started through the
comnencement by the Conference on Disarmament of substantive work on a nuclear
test ban.

How can we begin the substantive mrk of which the Conference on
Disarmament has been deprived for the last four years? I s t i l l believe, as I
said in August last year, that the political realit ies are such that none of
the various draft mandates officially tabled before us as they now stand enjoy
consensus support. In April last year, the then President,
Ambassador Vejvoda, put forward a valuable initiative. A group of Western
countries expressed their readiness to consider that informal proposal as a
basis for developing a consensus. Anbassador Vejvoda recently revived his
proposal, and members of the Socialist Group also came forward in supmrting
i t . We have yet to hear from the members of the Group of 21 on the
proposal. Let us show flexibility and open-mindedness and extricate
ourselves from the deadlock of the past four years. Let us build on the
convergences at SSOD-111.

The other day, Ambassador ~arcia Robles, Ambassador de Rivero and
Ambassador Taylhardat informed us of the action taken by six Governments which
sponsored General Assernbly resolution 42/26 B, calling for a conference to
amend the partial test-ban Treaty to convert i t into a comprehensive test-ban
treaty. The parties to the partial test-ban Treaty solemnly undertook to
seek "to achieve the discontinuance of al l test explosions of nuclear weapons
for a l l time" and "to continue negotiations to this end". I understand the
frustration felt by many over non-progress on a comprehensive test ban in
multilateral forums, which may have caused them to resort to the amendmnt
procedure. However, Japan abstained in the vote on General Assembly
resolution 42/26 B because we are firmly convinced that the Conference on
Disarmament is the place where we could and should conduct the most meaningful
work for a comprehensive test ban. We have serious reservations over a
course of action which may be taken as a profession of the failure of the
Conference on Disarmamnt on the nuclear testing issue and may result in
undermining our serious efforts to tackle i t within the Conference on
Disarmament.
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The Ad hoc Group of Scientific Experts, which held i t s twenty-sixth
session two weeks ago, has undertaken the valuable task of studying the
verification aspect of a nuclear tes t ban. But i t has become increasingly
apparent that the Group needs proper pol i t ical guidance from the CD if i t is
to continue to perform useful and relevant work on a nuclear tes t ban. In
this context, I would like to recall the announcement made by my
Prime Minister on the occasion of the special session that Japan will host a
conference to share the fruits of experience in verifying nuclear testing by
seismological means, and to inform the Conference on Disarmament that
consultations are now taking place with the United Nations Secretariat to
convene a United Nations sponsored meeting some time next spring,

In searching for progress on a nuclear test ban, we should also bear in
mind another crucial area related to nuclear weapons, namely, the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is not an agenda item of the
Conference on Disarmament, but constitutes an important element of the overall
context in which we should approach nuclear issues in the coming years.

As we approach the fourth review conference of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in 1990, and the fifth review conference
in 1995, which will determine the future of this treaty of vi ta l importance, I
believe i t will become increasingly necessary for us to address the three main
nuclear issues - nuclear disarmament, nuclear tes t ban and nuclear
non-proliferation - in their interrelationship and to devise a coherent
multilateral strategy which will ensure peace and security for us a l l .

It is for this reason that Japan attaches particular importance to the
recognition widely shared at SSOD-I11 of the need for efforts on the part of
a l l States to further strengthen the non-proliferation r&gime, and for other
measures to halt and reverse the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We wish
to work actively together with others to see that this emerging recognition is
translated into concrete and meaningful actions.

There was unanimous recognition at SSOD-I11 of the importance of the
early completion of the chemical weapons convention. Backing this
recognition was the widely shared concern at the reported use of chemical
weapons and the dangerous spread of these heinous weapons. Among the agenda
items of our Conference, we have been making steady headway in our
negotiations on this item. I wish to express my deep appreciation to the
Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Bogumil Sujka of Poland, for his
untiring leadership, and to Mr. Andrej Cima of Czechoslovakia and
Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico for their devotion and contributions to the
progress of our work. I consider i t an honour and a privilege that my deputy
is being entrusted with the work of chairing Group C.

I believe that the negotiations on a chemical weapons ban are now in a
final crucial phase. By this I do not mean the process of dotting the Is or
crossing the Ts or of going through the whole text of the convention with a
legal fine-tooth comb. There will be considerably more work to be done
before we reach that stage. We are at a crucial stage where we must make
sure that the convention is truly global, effective, verifiable and
workable. And we can only do this through working on the n i t ty -gr i t ty .
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Let me, with your indulgence, step back for a mment from the jargon of
the negotiators and think about how an uninitiated laymn would look a t the
convention. I say this only because, in the final analysis, the convention
will have to be accepted by the public at large, the international as well as
the damestic public, to be truly viable, The layman would probably l ike to
be assured that the convention would really ban chemical weapons, that i s , in
the f i r s t instance, get rid of a l l existing chemical weapons as well as their
storage and production f a c i l i t i e s within 10 years. It would also be
important to him that his security should not be threatened during the
destruction period. But he would feel extremely wary if production of
chemical weapons were to s t a r t or continue in that period for reasons of
security.

He would also like to be sure that there would be no more development,
production, e t c . of chemical weapns undertaken covertly or overtly by
industries in the future. He would see the need for certain sacrif ices in
this regard. But he would hate to forgo the benefits he derives in his daily
l i fe from the products of peaceful chemical a c t i v i t i e s . He would like to see
the convention binding everybody, not allawing sane to get away with
possessing or producing these dangerous weapons, He would, above a l l , l ike
to have confidence that the convention and i t s machinery did the job of
banning and verifying with dispatch and efficiency, instead of falling of i t s
own dead weight.

At the r isk of over-sinpl if ication, these seem to be the necessary
ingredients for the widest possible public acceptance of the convention. If
that is the case, we must mke sure that we have these ingredients in the
convention. The question is how.

Let me f i r s t touch on universality or globality. We should give thought
to whom, besides those now negotiating, we may need to involve in the process,
and at what stage. This would enta i l a r e a l i s t i c consideration of what range
of participation would ensure confidence that the convention is globally
viable. We also need to demnstrate to a great number of States that i t
serves their in te res t s , and the interest of the international community as a
whole, to be "in" rather than "out". One irrportant question to address in
this context i s how the system of rights and obligations under the convention
may be underpinned by i t s mechanism concerning nonr=orrpliance or violat ions.
We wil l have to answer this question by the end of the negotiations.

Secondly, the con£idence which the international comnunity places in the
convention wil l be largely contingent upon how i t s verification mechanisms
actually work. I feel i t i s irrportant in this context that the burden of
verification should be shared equitably among States parties in a manner
conmensurate with the r isks they pose to the objectives of the convention.
In the f i r s t 10 years, this burden would probably fal l heavily on chemical
weapons possessors, which would seem only natural because their chemical
weapons and production fac i l i t i e s pose the most obvious and di rec t r isk. As
from the eleventh year, i t would be the c iv i l chemical industries which would
have to bear the primary burden, and that would be in perpetuity. The
non-production verification rdgim would have to be cost-effective in order to
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be durable. I recall in this connection the very pertinent reminder by
Ambassador van Schaik of the Netherlands on 19 July. He said: "an entirely
and perfectly verifiable agreement is not what is needed. We need a
convention with the capacity of verification required to inspire confidence in
i t s implementation by a l l par t ies ."

We should f i rs t have a firm and clear grasp of what we are up against in
terms of exactly what sort of and how many fac i l i t i es , military and c iv i l ,
will be subject to verification, and try to work out a proper mix of data
reporting, instrumental monitoring, routine and challenge on-site inspections
and other possible means. We should seek the aptimm balance between
verification requirements and available resources. This requires mote
down-to-earth practical thinking than theorizing. I welcome the recent
ini t ia t ives by some countries to cane to grips with the rea l i t i es , including
those related to non-production, in the process of multilateral data exchange.

My own Government is intensively conducting a survey of our chemical
industries to compile the relevant data. This i s proving by no means an easy
task. But our very preliminary findings seem to indicate that the aggregate
number of Japanese producers, consumrs and processors of chemical substances
on schedules 2 and 3 of ar t ic le VI, including those under the heading "to be
discussed further", could be in the order of approximately 700 - I
repeat, 700 - if counted without applyinq specific thresholds. What is also
emerging is that many of these firms or plants, especially consumers and
processors, are not powerful corporate giants or oligarchs but disparate small
and medium-sized industries. Perhaps the Japanese economic structure is
peculiar compared to those of the West and centrally planned States. We have
a large sector containing many small and medium-sized cottage industries.
But this is the structure you find in much of the developing world. This is
the magnitude of the problem we are going to face. We may need to examine
whether verification rggimes or procedures desiqned primarily with huge
industrial complexes in mind may be effectively applied to those smaller firms
or plants.

The protection of confidential comnercial information i s also an area in
which we need to move the discussion from generalities to prac t ica l i t ies . I
would hope to see the relevant elemnts built up on the basis not of a priori
assumptions but of an objective assessment of verification requirements and
real concerns of industry. A useful focus in this regard may be provided by
looking more closely into the question of facility attachments.

As I look to how we may put these various elements together into a viable
convention, we recognize the merit of trying to see in practice how the
verification provisions may work. My delegation feels that a useful
practical approach would be to proceed step by step, that i s , f i rs t to conduct
national experiments and then to pool the experience together to see what can
be tried multi laterally.

I have dwelt in some detail on the chemical weapons negotiations
precisely because I feel a balanced sense of perspective will in the end
provide us with a short cut to the goal we a l l share, that i s , the earl iest
possible conclusion of a chemical weapons convention. We may not as easily
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find short cuts to other important items on our agenda, including the nuclear
t e s t ban. But I do believe, as you do, Mr. President, that disarmament i s a
continuing process, and I am confident that we can make i t work with
determined and persistent effor ts .

Before concluding my statement8 may I extend a warm welcome to the
representatives who have joined our Conference Since my las t intervention in
the plenary? I look forward to working closely with Ambassador Ruoro of
Kenya, Anhassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador de Rivero of Peru and
Ambassador Varga of Hungary.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Japan for his statement and
for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of the Federal Republic of Germany, Ambassador von Stiilpnagel.

Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): I associate myself
with the condolences Ambassador Friedersdorf presented on behalf of the
Western Group on the occasion of the untimely death of President
Muhamad Zia-ul-Haq and the United States Ambassador to Pakistan. I
congratulate the new representative of Hungary to the Conference on
Disarmament, Ambassador Varga, on his assumption of his new function in our
midst.

Today I would l ike to offer som brief comnents on topics related to
item 1 on our agenda, "Nuclear t e s t ban". For the f i r s t time ever, the
United States and the Soviet Union yesterday conducted a nuclear tes t with
teams from both countries present to verify the data. By this the two
countries are following the protocols governing the joint verif icat ion
experiment, which consists of two nuclear t e s t s . The f i r s t took place
yesterday a t the Nevada tes t s i t e a t 1712 @lT; the second t e s t , a t the Soviet
t es t s i t e a t Semipalatinsk, i s scheduled for 17 September 1988. We consider
the experiment to be a major adva.nce in the relat ions between the two
countries taking part , as for the f i r s t time each side can validate the
other 'S data directly at source. The Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany has repeatedly expressed i t s interest in a step-by-step approach
ultimately leading to the conplete cessation of nuclear t e s t s , and thus hopes
that a resolution of the verification problems which have hindered
ra t i f ica t ion of the 1974 threshold test-ban Treaty and the 1976 peaceful
nuclear explosions Treaty will mark an impo'rtant step on the way to this final
obj ective.

Immediately after the seismic signals from the f i r s t experimnt were
recorded by the 13 array stat ions at Grafenberg in the Federal Republic, a se t
of seismgram was telefaxed to us in Geneva; these data are being
dis t r ibuted. The magnitude of the event was estimated to be mb = 5.5;
according to our current knowledge this corresponds to a yield of about 75 kT
in wet hard rock. Taking into account actual geological conditions a t the
tes t s i t e , the actual yield should be abwe 100 kT. The data before you
could also have been retrieved via public telecommunication links from our
open seismic stat ion at the Grafenberg array operated by the seismological
observatory in Erlangen, Bavaria. In fact, we have been informed that a
nunber of countries have already accessed our open atray system a d have
recovered the data from the f i r s t explosion for their own purposes.
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This leads me to another important p i n t concerning the Conference'S work
on an NTB. The M hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International
Co-operative bkasures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events terminated i t s
sumer session just two weeks ago. My delegation has repeatedly set forth
i t s views on the valuable work being performed by the Ad hoc Group under the
able chairmanship of Dr. Ola Dahlmn of Sweden. We have in particular voiced
our support for an important principle, namely, that the international data
centres should be open f a c i l i t i e s for participating States, providing free and
easy access to any data and results of analysis . R>dayls demonstration of
the capabi l i t ies of our "open seismic stat ion" concept serves to underline our
point of view on this issue. This "open systemn approach provided inunediate
and unhindered access to the recorded seismic wave-form data without requiring
expensive and sophisticated technology. The advantage of imnediate
avai labi l i ty of seismic data has also been recognized by other countries that
have opened their seismaneter stat ions and arrays for direct access, or have
announced their intention to do so in the future.

As far as the design of the future global system i s concerned, the "open
stat ion" concept would fac i l i t a t e the procedures for wave-form data exchange
and, moreover, contribute to the solution of various problems that have been
addressed by the GSE during previous meetings. This refers, in part icular ,
to the question of comnunication between national data centres and
international data centres. The possibi l i ty of direct access to
participating stat ions makes any res t r ic t ive comnunication procedure, such as
a "regional principle", i . e . a regional association of national data centres
with a specific international centre, technically obsolete. Hawever one
might assess the merits of such a principle for the inpending global data
exchange experiment, we would l ike to propse that a future global monitoring
seismic network should be technologically designed in a dynamic manner, so as
to be able to integrate s tate-of- the-ar t technologies a t the time i t canes
into existence.

One year ago, the advantages of the "open station" concept were
successfully demonstrated a t a technical presentation to CD participants in
the Permanent Mission of the Federal Republic of Germany here in Geneva.
Contact was established by comnercial telephone l ines to the data recording
system of the seismlogical observatory in Grafenberg, and various segments of
wave-form data were displayed on-line on our screen. If the jo in t
verif ication experiment had been conducted on the day of that demnstration,
the seismic signals from this nuclear explosion would have been direct ly
transmitted and the results would have been the sam as those in the figures
which have been dis tr ibuted. Concerning the ongoing debate on the relat ive
merits of seismic verification of a future conprehensive test ban, the
employment of different techniques of measurement or a mix of a number of
verif ication methods, I would like to remark that when the yields of the
experiment and the 10 selected previous nuclear explosions of the two nuclear
Powers become publicly available, estimation of magnitude-yield relat ions for
the two t e s t s i t e s should be considerably improved. This would then allow
the experts to make a better assessment of the accuracy of different
measurement approaches, and would also enlarge the basis for an educated
discussion about which mix of verification techniques would eventually be
needed to verify a global comprehensive test-ban t reaty .



CD/PV. 475
12

(Mr. von StGlpnagel, Federal ~epublic of Germany)

What we have done today with the f i r s t of the verification experiments,
we will also do with the test explosion planned at the Soviet nuclear tes t
s i t e a t Semipalatinsk. The imediate data exchange on the Nevada t e s t
explosion between various open seismic f ac i l i t i e s has, in our view, again
demonstrated the usefulness of the underlying concept, and has con£irmed that
the exchange of seismic data on the basis of open stat ions has become an
efficient standard feature. Therefore, we strongly recomnend that th is
concept should be incorporated into the design of a future global seismic
monitoring system.

Mr. SOOD (India): On behalf of the Indian delegation I would like to
convey to the delegation of Pakistan and, through i t , to i t s people, our
sincere condolences on the tragic and untimely death of
President Zia-ul-Haq. Our sympathies go to the members of the bereaved
families. May I also convey our condolences to the delegation of the
United States on i t s tragic loss? I also extend a warm welcane to
Ambassador Varga of Hungary; my delegation looks forward to working closely
with him.

I have taken the floor today to introduce document CD/8 59, en t i t l ed
"Action plan for ushering in a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world
order". The action plan was submitted to the third special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Introducing i t , Prime Minister
Rajiv Gandhi stated:

"India believes i t i s possible for the human race to survive the second
millennium. India believes i t i s also possible to ensure peace, security
and survival into the third millennium and beyond. The way l i e s through
concerted action. We urge the international comnunity imnediately to
undertake negotiations with a view to adopting a time-bound action plan
to usher in a world order free of nuclear weapons and rooted in
non-violence."

The action plan introduced by India ca l l s upon the international comnunity to
negotiate a binding comnitment to general and complete disarmament under
effective international control .

The attainment of peace and security has always been one of the ,mst
profound aspirations of humanity. In the past, States have sought to enhance
their security through the acquisition and possession of arms. This i s no
longer valid in the nuclear age. Security can no longer be visualized as a
zero-sumqame relationship in an adversarial mode. mday, the accumlation of
nuclear weapons consti tutes a threat to the future of mankind rather than a
measure of protection. Security, therefore, has to be sought in disarmament
through mutually co-operative efforts . The ending of the arms race and the
achievement of rea l disarmament are tasks of primary importame and urgency.

The action plan i s divided into three stages, and presents a programe
for the elimination of a l l nuclear weapons over a period of 22 years. While
nuclear disarmament forms the central element of the plan, other measures are
also included a t each stage to further the process in a conprehensive manner.
These cover weapons of mass destruction, conventional force reductions,
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systems of space weapons, controlling the quali tat ive arms race, col la tera l
measures in terms of confidence-building, other declarations; a l l intended to
provide the means for achieving the comnon objective of general and complete
disarmamnt. Equally, enphasis i s placed on the need for the establishment of
an integrated mult i lateral verification system under the aegis of the
United Nations, as an integral part of a strengthened mult i lateral f ramwrk
required to ensure peace and security during the process of disarmament, as
well as in a nuclear-weapon-free world.

There are four fundamntal features of the action plan. Briefly, these
are: f i r s t , a binding comitment by a l l nations to the elimination of nuclear
weapons in stages by the year 20101 second, participation of a l l
nuclear-weapon States in the process of nuclear disarmament; third, building
up of required confidence at each stage to ensure tangible progress; and
fourth, changes in security doctrines and ins t i tu t ional mechanisns to sustain
a world free of nuclear weapons. Each stage ca l l s for simltaneous
negotiations on a ser ies of measures, which bear an integral relationship.
The f i r s t stage ca l l s for an agreemnt on a 50 per cent cut in Soviet and
United States strategic arsenals. This i s coupled with cessation of
production of nuclear weapons and weapons-grade fissionable material by a l l
States. In paral le l , the f i r s t stage also cal ls for a moratorium on nuclear
weapon tes t ing, to be followd by comnencemnt of negotiations on a
comprehens ive test-ban t reaty.

Collateral measures at this stage include the conclusion of a convention
prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, pending complete
nuclear disarmamnt, undertakings by non-nuclear-weapon States not to cross
the nuclear threshold, and in i t ia t ion of mult i lateral negotiations for a new
treaty which could eventually replace the discriminatory non-proliferation
Treaty. Negotiations on t rea t ies banning chemical weapons and radiological
weapons must also be completed during the f i r s t stage.

A moratorium on the testing and deployment of systems of space weapons i s
expected to provide an appropriate f ramewor k for future agreements to ban
their tes t ing, developnent and deployment. Despite i t s complexity, i t cannot
be denied that preventing an arms race in outer space is easier than the much
more d i f f icu l t task of halting an arms race in outer space, which we might be
faced with. The f i r s t stage also visualizes the need for assessment of new
technologies which may have negative implications for international securi ty,
and subsequent negotiations to cur ta i l their military applications.

In subsequent stages, i t i s visualized that negotiations for the
establishment of a comprehensive global security system would be undertaken to
sustain a world without nuclear weapons. This would include ins t i tu t ional
steps to ensure the effective implementation of the provisions of the Charter
of the United Nations, arrangements for the release of resources through
disarmamnt for development purposes, and elimination of non-military threats
to securi ty. At the same time, the integrated mutilateral verification system
under the United Nations would be negotiated and come into being during the
third and final stage. There has been unprecedented mili tarization of
international relat ions during the last four decades. To end this
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mi l i ta r iza t ion , a new structure of international relat ions needs to be
created. The source for th i s l i e s in the growing awareness of an
interdependent world.

I t i s d i f f icu l t to believe that hurnan ingenuity i s to be maasured in
terms of accumulated megatonnage, or in devising security doctrines that lead
to nutual annihilation. In the words of the celebrated poet
Gabriel Garcia Miirquez:

"Three hundred and eighty million years were necessary, after the
appearance of vis ible l i f e on Earth, that a butterf ly should learn to
fly; another 180 million years, to devise a rose with no other duty than
to be beautiful ; and four geological eras that human beings, in contrast
to our Pithecanthropus forebears, should be able to outsing the birds and
die for love. In the golden age of science, i t does no honour to the
talents of mankind to have conceived the means by which a
multimillenarian process, so beautiful and colossal , should return to
nothingness from whence i t cam, through the sirnple act of plshing a
button".

In sum, this i s the reason that we are present here today.

A comprehensive approach to disarmament has i t s roots in Article I1 of
the Charter of the United Nations, which errpowrs the General Assenbly to
consider principles governing disarmament and regulation of armaments. In
1969, the General Assembly requested the then CCD to work out a conprehensive
prograrrme dealing with a l l aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms
race and general and complete disarmament under effective international
control . The efforts were given added impetus in 1978 by the Final bcument
of SSOD-I. Paragraph 109 of the Final Document mandated the Comnittee on
Disarmament to undertake the elaboration of such a comprehensive programne.
The United Nations Disarmament Comnission contributed by developing the
elements of such a programme, which also included sections on objectives,
measures, machinery ard procedures. Since then, a subsidiary body - f i r s t the
Ad hoc Working Group in the Comnittee on Disarmament, and subsequently the
Ad hoc Cornittee in the Conference on Disarmament - has been negotiating on a
draft programne to ful f i l i t s mandate. The Indian delegation has contributed
in a p s i t i v e manner to th is work.

My delegation believes that docurnent CD/859 wi11 ass i s t the Conference on
Disarmament in fulf i l l ing i t s long-standing mandate to negotiate a
comprehensive programne to achieve general and cornplete disarmament under
ef&ctive international control .

The PRES DE NT: That concludes my l i s t of speakers for today. Does any
other menber wish to take the floor? I give the floor to the United States .

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Firs t of a l l I would like
to thank you, Mr. President, and a1l the other delegations who expressed their
condolences today upon the untimely death of Ambassador Raphel, the
United States Ambassador to Pakistan,
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A number of delegations have spoken recently about the proposal by five
par t ies to the limited test-ban Treaty of 1963 that the depositaries convene a
con£erence to consider amending that Treaty. The acknowledged intention of
that proposed amendmnt i s to "convert the Treaty into a conprehensive
test-ban treaty".

United States policy with respect to a conprehensive test ban i s well
known. In part icular , a ccmprehensive t e s t ban remains a long-term
objective - one that m s t be viewed in the context of a time when we no longer
need to depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure international security and
s tab i l i t y ; and when we have achieved broad, deep, and verif iable arms
reductions, a more stable balance in East-West conventional forces, expanded
confidence-building measures, and substantially inproved verification
capabilities.

That policy is both reasoned and reasonable. And in that regard, i t can
be expected to be enduring. Although we are not in favour of amending what
has been a very effective treaty in the absence of the conditions which must
precede our consideration of a ccmprehensive test ban, there should be no
doubt that the United States will carry out its legal responsibilities as a
depositary averment of the limited test-ban Treaty. Ward that end, we are
taking steps to ensure prompt circulation of the proposed amendment to al l
parties. That will be accomplished in the near term. At the same time, i t is
appropriate to recall that we and the Soviet Union are engaged in a process
that may lead to real progress in the area of nuclear testing. I refer, of
course, to the step-by-step negotiations on nuclear testing now under way.

At the Washington sumnit last Ikcember, both sides agreed that the first
step in such negotiations must be an agreement on effective verification
measures for the 1974 threshold test-ban Treaty and the 1976 peaceful nuclear
explosions Treaty. An integral part of that step is the unprecedented
agreement that we and the Soviet Union conduct a joint verification experiment
at each other'S nuclear test site. Yesterday, as others have already
mentioned, of course, the United States carried out an underground nuclear
explosion at its Nevada test site at which about 45 Soviet scientists,
technicians and observers - together with their equipnent - were present in
order to measure the yield of the explosion. Preliminary reports are that
events went there as planned.

A month from now, another joint verification experiment underground
explosion is scheduled to take place - this time at the Soviet nuclear test
si te near semipalatinsk. American scientists and technicians will measure its
yield, as they did yesterday in Nevada, using our preferred measuring
technique known as CORRTEX. That technique is the most accurate one known to
us for determining the yields of nuclear explosions without revealing
sensitive information.

Following corrpletion of the joint verification experiment, we hope to
conclude work on the verification protocols for the threshold test-ban and
peaceful nuclear explosion Treaties - indeed, we are already close to
agreement on a verificiation protocol for the lat ter . After that, we would
expect that the two Treaties will be ratified by each party. And, imnediately
after that, the United States expects to enter negotiations on ways to



CD/PV. 475
16

(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States of America)

implement a step-by-step programe of l imiting, and ultimately ending, nuclear
tes t ing , in association with a para l le l programne to reduce, a d u l t i m t e l y
eliminate, a l l nuclear arms.

As a l l can see, several nuclear testing in i t i a t ives are on track a t this
moment. The step-by-step approach recognizes that the issues are ccmplex and
that the negotiations wil l , therefore, be challenging. Unlike the proposal to
amend the limited test-ban Treaty, i t does not attempt to short-circuit the
detailed negotiations and preconditions which might allow a conprehensive tes t
ban to emerge. Rather than addressing complex problems in simplist ic terms,
and proposing back-door approaches to their solutions, I urge those States
desirous of nuclear testing limitations that contribute to international
s t ab i l i t y and security to support the e f h r t s of the United States and the
Soviet Ulion in our step-by-step approach.

In para l l e l with that effort , l e t us seek an appropriately mandated
ad hoc comnittee in this Conference where constructive, pract ica l ,
mult i la teral mrk on such issues as scope, verif ication and conpliance can be
carried out. I assure you my delegation wil l continue to work for such a
comnittee.

Finally, I also want to note the outstanding work being carried out by
the Conference's Group of Scientific Experts under agenda item 1. We shall
shortly have an opportunity to study their progress report for their most
recent meeting. We are pleased that experimental work i s beginning in
pursuame of the second global tes t of seismic data exchange - th i s time using
more modern techniques and incorporating full wave-form data. We congratulate
the Group for i t s hard work, a d wish i t continued success.

The PRESIDENT: Does any other member wish to take the floor? I see none.

The secretar ia t has circulated here today an informal paper containing
the l i s t of meetings to be held by the Conference and i t s subsidiary bodies
during next week. As usual th i s i s merely indicative and subject to change if
necessary. If there i s no objection, I shall take i t that the Conference
adopts the timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDEm: As you will recal l , imnediately following this plenary,
we wil l hold an informal meeting to continue the discussion on the question of
the improved and effective functioning of the Conference. As there is no
other business for today, I now intend to adjourn this meeting. Before doing
so, I wish to inform you, a t the request of the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Comnittee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka, that an informal meeting of
the M hoc Comnittee will be held today at 4.30 p.m. in room 111. The meeting
will be followed by open-ended consultations on t r i a l inspections in the
chemical industry in order to tes t procedures for sys temt ic verif ication of
the non-production of chemical weapons.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament wil l be held on
Thesday 23 August, here in room VII, a t 10 a.m. as usual.

The meeting rose a t 11.35 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 476th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with i t s programme of work the Conference s t a r t s today i t s
consideration of items 6 and 7, "Effective international arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons", and "New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of
such weapons; radiological weapons". In conformity with rule 3 0 of i t s rules
of procedure, however, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject
relevant to the work of the Conference.

I have on my l i s t of speakers for today the representatives of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea and Canada. In accordance with the
decision taken by the Conference at i t s 465th plenary meeting, I now give the
floor to the representative of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,
Ambassador Ri Tcheul.

Mr. RI (Democratic People's Republic of Korea) (translated from French):
Mr. President, f i r s t of a l l I would l ike to congratulate you on taking up the
presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for th is month, and on your
savoir-faire and rich experience with which you are guiding our work. I
should also l ike to express my profound grati tude to the distinguished
representatives for having shown support for the delegation of the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea, which wishes to contribute to general and complete
disarmament, so that i t could part icipate in this august Assembly.

Since i t s t e r r i to ry and people have been divided for over 40 years, and
i t has s t i l l not been able to eliminate the danger of war, the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea aspires no less ardently than anyone to the
reduction of tension in the international s i tuat ion as a whole and is keenly
interested in disarmament. The solution of the crucial problem of
disarmament, and part icularly nuclear disarmament, depends entirely on the
position taken by the nuclear-weapon States. The appearance of nuclear
armaments and the history of their development also show that i t is d i f f icu l t
to expect nuclear disarmament without more active efforts from the
non-nuclear-weapon States. As far as nuclear disarmament is concerned, in the
light of the present qlobal international s i tuat ion, which is showing
indications of d&tente, there is no jus t i f ica t ion for the continued existence
of nuclear weapons deployed against States that do not possess them, or
against regions demanding the creation of denuclearized zones. No complex
questions, no need for a long period to dismantle nuclear weapons aimed at
those who have none.

My Government long ago proclaimed the North above the demarcation l ine in
the Korean peninsula as a nuclearized zone. More than 1,000 nuclear weapons
currently deployed in South Korea and directed against us are a basic source
of the threat of a nuclear war breaking out in that region. The presence of
American troops in South Korea, more than 40,000 of them, a number which
is continuously increasing instead of falling off, the joint
South Korean-United States large-scale military manoeuvres which are
taking place constantly, involving an enormous amount of weaponry and several
hundreds of thousands of soldiers , threaten us and worry us constantly.
Confrontation and armed conflict in the Korean peninsula wi l l profit no one.
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If a new conflagration breaks out in Korea, we will have nothing to gain, the
United States will not be safe and sound and South Korea will not feel at ease
either. We must choose the route that enables a l l of us to avoid being
victims. My Government considers that our side and the United States, which
are responsible respectively for dgtente and peace in Korea, must s i t down at
the same table as soon as possible. In this regard, the Standing Committee of
the Supreme People's Assembly of my country proposed on 20 July the init iat ion
of parliamentary talks between the Supreme People's Assembly and the American
Congress.

Some people say that the presence of nuclear weapons in the south of
Korea is intended to prevent what they call the threat from the north, but we
think that they are fully aware that we will not do as they say we would. Our
people does not want another war to break out, our terri tory to be reduced to
ashes and our nation afflicted by horrors. We have proposed that these
inter-parliamentary talks should be held in New York, in Pyongyang or in a
third country, which would make i t possible to understand each other better,
to make an effective contribution to d6tente in the Korean peninsula and to
promote dialogue between the north and the south of Korea for reunification.
We would like to say to the Americans that the war of yesterday against each
other does not prevent them from si t t ing down today at the same table, and
that there is no reason why the current host i le relations cannot be improved
tomorrow. Is i t not true that in the 1950s, we had the experience of stopping
the flames of war through negotiations?

The Democratic People's Republic of Korea has taken on i tself the duty of
converting the Korean peninsula into a denuclearized zone of peace and trying
actively to extend i t throughout north-east Asia, and is taking rea l i s t i c
measures. In order to create a climate that is favourabie to the abolition of
nuclear weapons and the withdrawal of foreign forces, we have presented a
proposal for Stage-by-stage reciprocal reductions in armed forces, and have
taken the in i t ia t ive of holding multinational disarmament negotiations for i t s
application. Following the proposal, which was put forward last year, my
Government unilaterally reduced i ts troops by 100,000 men. This year, we have
proposed the holding of a joint North-South conference, and in particular, on
20 July, the Supreme People's Assembly of my country took the ini t ia t ive of
meeting in joint con£erence with i t s South Korean counterpart, considering i t
necessary to find a solution to the problem of non-aggression between the
North and the South, because of the tension that prevails on Korean so i l . The
draft joint declaration on non-aggression between North and South s ta tes :
f i r s t , in no case shall either of the two parties resort to force of arms
against the other. Second, the two parties shall resolve the differences and
disputes between them through dialogue and negotiation. Third, neither of the
two parties shall participate in aggression or acts of foreign armed
intervention against the other party. Fourth, the non-aggression line shall
be the current military demarcation l ine. Fifth, the two parties shall effect
a phased reduction of their armed forces and simultaneously take measures to
withdraw stage by stage foreign troops and their nuclear arms based within the
Korean peninsula. Sixth, they shall make the present demilitarized zone a
buffer zone, shall endeavour to avoid armed conflicts and disputes in that
zone and, by way of a guarantee, shall have a neutral-nation inspection force
stationed there, etc. However, there has been no response yet to a l l our
efforts, as there should have been, and consequently the situation has not
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changed at a l l . Unilateral measures, by their nature, are not sufficient to
produce peace, security and disarmament. We feel that the necessary attention
should be drawn to the fact that the United States is continuing to aggravate
tension in the Korean peninsula while pursuing d6tente in other parts of the
world.

The third special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted
to disarmament, and this Conference, prove that disarmament is in no case a
problem of method but one of principle, and that i t concerns the pol i t ical
will of each country. Today, when the third special session has not produced
resul ts , everyone is focusing on the negotiations in the Geneva Conference on
Disarmament and hoping that remarkable success will be made in the field of
general and complete disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament. My
delegation, which greatly appreciates various peace and nuclear disarmament
ini t ia t ives taken by the social is t countries and the non-aligned countries,
would like to see the earl iest possible conclusion of the agreement on a
50 per cent reduction in strategic arms as a follow-up to the rat if icat ion of
the INF Treaty, which has been welcomed as the f i r s t step forward towards
nuclear disarmament.

The anti-nuclear struggle of the non-nuclear-weapon States to bring about
general and complete disarmament may be seen in the movement to create zones
of peace and denuclearized zones, which is gaining ground internationally
every day. In these circumstances, my delegation feels that i t is necessary
to take measures to promote and co-ordinate in a unified fashion the process
of creating denuclearized zones throughout the world. In particular, primary
attention should be given to the denuclearization of regions of front-line
deployment of those nuclear forces which present the greatest risk of
causing a nuclear war, such as tact ical and batt lefield nuclear weapons.
International measures should be taken to put a stop to the stationing of the
armed forces of the nuclear-weapon States, the installation of nuclear bases
and the delivery of a l l kinds of nuclear weapons in countries that have no
nuclear weapons.

The Governments and peoples of a l l countries want to see the convention
banning chemical weapons, which has been the subject of discussion for several
years in the Conference on Disarmament, concluded this year. Our people,
which was the f i r s t victim of chemical weapons in the world after the
Second World War, regards the conclusion of the convention as a problem that
is ripe for solution, and impatiently expects from this Conference a legal
instrument that will make i t possible to put an end once and for a l l to the
horror of chemical warfare on Earth.

The tasks to be carried out by the Conference on Disarmament, such as the
reduction of conventional weapons, the prevention of an arms race in outer
space, the drafting of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, e t c . , are
both important and responsible tasks. My delegation will make every effort
and co-operate to ensure that the Conference makes real progress.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea for his statement and for his kind words addressed to the
Chair. I now give the floor to the representative of Canada,
Ambassador Marchand.
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Mr. MARCHAND (Canada) ( t ranslated from French): My statement today wi l l
deal primarily with the f i r s t item on the Conference's agenda, the fundamental
question of the prohibi t ion of nuclear t e s t s , and in par t i cu la r the work of
the Group of Scient i f ic Experts on the seismic monitoring of a future t r ea ty .
Before turning to the main subject of my statement, I would l ike on behalf of
my Government to introduce as an o f f i c i a l document of the Conference the text
of a recent statement made by the Canadian Secretary of State for External
Affairs , Mr. Clark, on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to which Canada was one of the
f i r s t countries to accede. As Mr. Clark s t a t ed , the non-prol i ferat ion Treaty
"is an instrument of major importance in tha t i t provides for legal ly binding
commitments to prevent the prol i fe ra t ion of nuclear weapons and f a c i l i t a t e s
in te rna t iona l co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. I t a lso
se t s out a guiding framework for the negotiated reduction of nuclear
arsenals" . Canada at taches par t icu la r importance to the need for a l l States
to become fu l l par t ies to th is instrument. Mr. Clark also expressed h i s
sa t i s fac t ion a t the noteworthy progress recorded in the American-Soviet
negotiat ions on nuclear arms reduction, in conformity with the objectives s e t
out in the disarmament provisions of the non-proliferat ion Treaty.

I have already had occasion to s t r e s s the importance that Canada at taches
to a nuclear t e s t ban. This fundamental goal was re i t e ra ted by Mr. Clark in
his statement on 13 June a t the third special session on disarmament. The
convergence of views around that goal during the l a s t few days of the session
gave r i s e to the hope that there would soon be a consensus that work should
begin in an ad hoc committee of the Conference. I t is therefore a l l the more
disappointing t ha t , back in Geneva, we have not yet managed to agree on the
mandate for such a committee. I t is not too la te for us to unite our efforts
to that end. We have by no means exhausted the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of reaching
agreement on a mandate. In the view of my delegation, the compromise proposed
by Ambassador Vejvoda, which has jus t been re tabled, provides an excel lent
starting-point.

The Government of Canada has taken due note of the recent initiative
taken by five countries aimed at converting the Treaty limiting nuclear tests
into a comprehensive ban on nuclear tests in all environments. As i t
subscribes fully to the goal of achieving a comprehensive test ban as soon as
possible, the Government of Canada well understands the motives underlying
this initiative. It seems to us undeniable, however, that there is very
l i t t l e chance that this initiative will achieve the desired result. Canada
continues to hold the opinion that direct negotiations are the only practical
means of achieving a complete and genuinely verifiable ban on nuclear tests.

Despite the fact that we are s t i l l seeking ways and means of setting up a
subsidiary body for our work on a nuclear test ban, there are some glimmers of
hope. The negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on the
limitation of nuclear tests are moving forward. The first stage in these
negotiations on the improvement of verification techniques should shortly lead
to the ratification of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear
Weapon Tests and the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful
Purposes. The second phase of the negotiations will then focus on limitations
relating to the yield and number of tests. This is admittedly insufficient.
But i t would be a mistake to deny the importance of these negotiations. The
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forthcoming ratif ication of the two treaties just mentioned represents a
useful f i r s t step forward towards the widely shared goal of a nuclear test-ban
treaty.

I t is also encouraging to note from the latest report on the work of the
Group of Scientific Experts, presented by i t s Chairman, Mr. Dahlman, that
progress, slow and painful, perhaps, but none the less real and tangible
progress, has been achieved towards the objective of a global network of
seismic stations for the verification of a future treaty prohibiting nuclear
tes t s . At i t s last meeting, the Group of Scientific Experts elaborated on the
conceptual model of a modern international system of seismic data exchange and
reached general agreement on the operating standards for a global system. The
Canadian experts have indicated to us, however, that a number of problems
s t i l l remain unresolved as to the technical measures required to ins t i tu te
these norms. The group has decided to conduct preparatory experiments in
order to test some of the proposed functions for the data centres, so that the
large-scale level I1 data exchange experiment is now under way. The results
of these preparatory experiments will enable the Group to refine the design of
the seismic data exchange system which is to be negotiated and set up under a
treaty. Canada attaches great importance to this work, and lends i t s full
encouragement to i t . The Group has asked Mr. Peter Basham of Canada to act
as principal co-ordinator for the planning and conduct of the large-scale
experiment, and the Canadian authorities are ready to lend him every support
in the performance of this important task.

It is a pleasure for me to announce that , as an additional contribution
to this exercise, Canada is to host a technical workshop on seismic data
exchange for the verification of a nuclear tes t ban. This workshop, which is
primarily intended for experts, will be held at Yellowknife in the Canadian
Far North in September 1989. The workshop will mark the official opening of
the Yellowknife modernized seismic centre, and will give participants an
opportunity to assess this faci l i ty as a prototype of the kind of modern
station envisaged for the future seismic verification network. The workshop
will also offer the participants an opportunity to evaluate the progress
achieved and discuss the problems to be resolved, midway through the
large-scale experiment on data exchange. Further detai ls on the dates, the
workshop programme and the administrative arrangements will be provided in due
course.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Canada for his statement.
Does any other member wish to take the floor at this stage? I give the floor
to the representative of the United States of America, Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSLIORF (United States of America): We are a l l familiar with
the recent history of the Korean peninsula regarding the naked aggression
and military attacks on South Korea by communist North Korea, and the
United Nations response involving the assistance of the United States. The
attack on the United States today by the communist North Korea representative
is highly offensive and repugnant to my delegation. The United States will
continue to support i t s a l l ies around the world when threatened by
aggressors. The United States presence on the Korean peninsula is a result
of the Korean war provoked by North Korea.
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The PRESIDENT: The representative of the Democratic People's Republic
of Korea has asked for the floor. I give him the floor.

Mr. HAN (Democratic People's Republic of Korea): With the permission of
my Ambassador, his deputy is speaking. Our statement was not intended to
aitack anybody. We just noted the urgency and importance of this moment in
our peninsula, in our region and the world. We just referred to the rea l i t ies
of the peninsula. Now I have heard some history about the Korean peninsula.
I have many things to say, but I will refrain this time because this is not
the forum to make clear who is responsible for the region's problems But
history and time will decide.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea. Does any other member wish to take the floor? I see none.

I should like to draw members' attention to a request for participation
from a non-member State of the Conference, namely Senegal. The relevant
let ter was distributed in the delegations' boxes last Friday afternoon. The
representative of Senegal has expressed the wish to speak at our next plenary
meeting on Thursday, 25 August. If no objection is raised with the
secretariat before that meeting, I propose to take up this matter for decision
at the beginning of the plenary meeting so that the representative of Senegal
may address the Conference on that date.

Before I adjourn this plenary meeting, I have two short announcements to
make. The Ad hoc Comrnittee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure
Non-nuclear-weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons
will hold i t s next meeting, originally scheduled for Friday afternoon,
immediately after our next plenary meeting on Thursday, 25 August. The
Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons has scheduled a meeting for Friday,
26 August to be held in room V11 at 3 p.m.

I have no other business for today, and I now intend to adjourn this
meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,
25 August at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 10.50 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 477th plenary meeting of the
C0nference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues today
with its consideration of items 6 and 7, "Effective international arrangements
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons" and "New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems
of such weapons; radiological weapons". However, in conformity with rule 30
of its rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject
relevant to the work of the Conference.

As announced at our last plenary meeting on Tuesday of this week, the
secretariat has received a letter from a non-member State, namely Senegal,
concerning its participation in the work of the Conference. That letter was
distributed in delegations' boxes last Friday. Since there has been no
objection received by the secretariat in response to that request, and in view
of the wish expressed by the representative of Senegal to take the floor at
this plenary meeting, I suggest that, as agreed at our last plenary meeting,
we now take up for action the draft decision circulated by the secretariat in
document CDmP.347.

If I see no objection, I shall take it that the Conference agrees to the
draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I have on my list of speakers for today the
representatives of Czechoslovakia, Senegal, Kenyao Romania and Mongolia. In
addition, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events,
Dr. Ola Dahlman, will introduce the progress report on the twenty-sixth
session of that Group, contained in document CD/853. I now give the floor to
the first speaker, the representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Mr. President, let me congratulate you on
your assumption of the presidency of this Conference for the month of August
as well as your effective discharge of your task. In view of the fact that we
are going to have only one more official meeting of the plenary of the CD this
month, I believe we may already conclude that your guidance has been skilful
and that you have done all in your power to advance the work of the Conference
and enhance the effectiveness of its procedures. Let me also thank
Ambassador Teja of India for his efforts as President of the Conference
in July. I wish Ambassador Teja, who has already left us, success in his
future tasks.

Sitting in the Chair you are aecupying now, W , President, is definitely
not an easy task. Operating on the basis sf consensus - the only realistic
modus operandi of a body of this nature - -oenr Conference is working its way
towards common approaches in an painstaking and complex rnanneK, Some
60 p~esidents who have served it since 1978, when it was given its present
composition, can a13 testify to that, H had that privilege and honssr in
April af 1987, One of the items A N which X fst::i:.sed fi1,y attention was +,Le
establist-uaent of arr ad hoc c:~~run$ttee on item 1 of car agende, nuclear test
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ban. Long and detailed consultations had been under way on this item, and by
the end of the spring session it was quite obvious that none of the standing
proposals could command consensus.

In the middle of April 1987 I therefore ventured to draft a proposal
which, in my opinion, was of a compromise nature and took into account basic
elements of all existing draft mandates. Because of a lack of time and
persisting divergences in approaches to item 1 of our agenda it was impossible
to finalize consultations on my proposal, which I circulated as an informal
paper. Almost a year and a half has passed since then. A series of
consultations on a nuclear test ban have been held during that time, and the
course of these consultations, and especially the lack of results, have
reinforced my sentiment that our Conference needs a compromise approach to
item 1 of its agenda which would allow it to start practical work aimed at
achieving the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

At present, a number of activities related to that final goal are under
way. We support the relevant Soviet-American bilateral negotiations which, a
couple of days ago, entered the stage of practical experiments designed to
improve procedures for measuring the yield of nuclear explosions. Some
countries have offered assistance in the verification of an NTB, which we
welcome. Recently, ideas were advanced on the possibility of amending the
partial test-ban Treaty of 1963, which is known as the Moscow Treaty.
Needless to say, my country would be in favour of amending the Moscow Treaty
and extending its application to underground explosions. We view efforts in
this direction as compatible with and complementary to what our Conference
could do for the achievement of an NTB.

On the fringes of our Conference the Group of Scientific experts has been
working for years evolving procedures for the exchange of seismic data, which
should constitute a part of the verification procedures for a future NTB. But
the CD could and should do much more in this regard. For the last five years
we have been dealing with an NTB only at plenary meetings, which does not
allow for a substantive debate on basic aspects of the cessation of nuclear
testing.

My delegation considers that the CD should establish a subsidiary organ
on item 1 of our agenda. We still believe that a compromise approach to the
mandate for such an organ is needed. In view of the fact that my proposal of
April 1987 met with interest and a positive response from a number of
delegations, I am issuing it today as an official document of the CD. Let me
emphasize again that the proposal is not a preference of Czechoslovakia - it
is an attempt at compromise, which could establish a basis for further
consultations. In deciding to issue it officially I have also taken into
account suggestions by a number of delegations from all regional groups that
the formalization of the proposal could facilitate further discussion on it.
The wording of the proposed mandate is quite familiar to the delegations
around this table. Let me just recall that in our opinion the ad hoc
committee should initiate substantive work on specific and interrelated test
ban issues, including structure and scope as well as verification and
compliance. All this work should be seen as a first step towards achieving a
nuclear test-ban treaty. I am confident that if our Conference starts active
deliberations in this regard, it could help us explore ways and means of
progressing towards the cessation of nuclear testing.



CD/PV.477
4

(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

Undoubtedly one of the long-standing priority items on our agenda is the
ban on chemical weapons. An impressive amount of the time and energy of
delegations has gone into discussing and drafting a CW convention which would
do away with existing CW and ensure that none are produced in the future.
Also this year, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka of
Poland, and the three co-ordinators of the working groups have spared no
effort in their striving to further advance the elaboration of the CW
convention. I am personally very happy that one of the three co-ordinators is
a member of my delegation.

The closure of this year's session is not far away, and one might attempt
some evaluation of what has happened in the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons. However, right from the beginning it is obvious that this evaluation
will not be an easy task. Some positive as well as negative tendencies have
emerged during this year'S negotiations on the CW convention, and it is
difficult to forsee which of them will have a greater effect on the future
course of negotiations,

Let me start with what we see as negative, since I would prefer to close
this statement on as optimistic a tone as possible, In the more distant as
well as the quite recent past, there seemed to be consensus that the
convention should quite unambiguously ban all chemical weapons and ensure, in
a most effective way, the immediate cessation of their production and their
complete destruction. Furthermore, there seemed to be general agreement that
effective measures were needed in order to prevent the creation of chemical
weapons under the guise of peaceful, civilian chemistry. Do we still have
consensus on these basic goals and objectives of the CW convention? We would
like to believe so, but some doubts have appeared too.

Firstly, some proposals advanced recently create the impression that we
are negotiating a convention which might, in the long run, lead to the
elimination of chemical weapons, but that in the mean time States parties
could improve their existing chemical weapon stockpiles and continue their
production, and that those States which do not possess chemical weapons could,
upon their adherence to the convention, decide to start building their own
chemical weapon potential. We consider this approach to be contrary to the
elementary logic and purpose of the convention we have been negotiating for
years, if not decades. There is no place in it for provisions permitting the
production, further qualitative improvement and proliferation of CW. There is
no guarantee that during the destruction period, before all CW stockpiles are
eliminated, States parties that profited from such benevolent provisions might
not, for a variety of reasons, decide to withdraw from the convention. Such
developments could have adverse effects on international security and on the
confidence of States parties in the convention. During the process of gradual
destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles, security must be assured by agreed
measures of an obligatory nature, rather than by individual and unpredictable
decisions of States parties to have or not to have chemical weapons, to
continue production or to cease it, to modernize chemical weapons or to
refrain from doing so.

For years we heve heard about the need for stringent verifieativ:>n cf khe
chemical weapons convention., One WCUP~ .k,?lereE~re pr-ssume that vJken i.t coxtee
to the elaboration of specific verification measures for specific provisions
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of the convention, there will be general eagerness to look for such measures
and to make them as effective as possible. Unfortunately, this eagerness is,
to say the least, not general. One of the fundamental obligations under the
convention will be the obligation not to develop chemical weapons. For the
time being nothing in the present "rolling text" tells us how compliance with
thiS fundamental obligation will be verified. We consider that this
represents a loophole which should be remedied. Occasionally arguments are
raised that some kinds of activities are not verifiable, and hence no
verification can be applied to them. If such reasoning is also used with
regard to fundamental obligations, then we consider this a methodological
drawback. By verification we understand a comprehensive process starting with
data reporting, proceeding to data assessment and finally to the choice of an
appropriate inspection r6gime. If the right balance of monitoring and
verification procedures is established, one can expect a certain effect from
verification even in facilities where it is unlikely that a flask full of a
schedule [l] chemical will be unexpectedly discovered. A realistic view seems
to prevail that we cannot expect 100 per cent reliable verification,
especially with regard to such a complicated matter as the verification of
non-production of chemical weapons. Indeed, in all rggimes of monitoring and
verification both confidence-building and deterrence are present together with
the inspection process itself. We therefore fail to understand the
categorical rejection of any monitoring and verification in some cases based
on mere assertion that inspections at some facilities cannot always bring
immediate results.

To complete the list of negative aspects of our work in the Ad hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, let me mention briefly that in our opinion we
are faced with excessively detailed discussion on many questions. Perhaps it
would be useful to bear in mind that before the convention enters into force a
preparatory organ will be functioning which may settle a number of technical
and organizational aspects with a much better overview of likely initial
participation in the convention and the conditions of its entry into force
than we have now. Besides, the organization to be set up under the chemical
weapons convention and its individual bodies, especially the Technical
Secretariat, will be continuously solving a number of technical problems
which, it seems to us, need not be discussed exhaustively before the final
drafting of the convention.

Although the negative tendencies I have mentioned above slow down the
progress of our work, we are satisfied that there are also some positive
developments contributing to its advancement. The principal of such
development is a tendency towards greater openness in military affairs, not
least with regard to chemical weapons. A number of seminars and workshops
organized in recent years, and international visits to important military
facilities in some countries, have given us a better understanding of the
problems we are confronted with. Some practical knowledge and experience is
of great importance. We therefore welcomed the initiative of the Soviet Union
for the organization of trial inspections of chemical industry facilities at
both the national and the international level. Czechoslovakia is interested
in this experiment and intends to participate in it. We followed with
attention the first preparatory consultations on the experiment under the
guidance of Ambassador ~keus of Sweden. We agree that the drawing up of
check-lists as well as a format for reporting might be useful. At the same
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time we do not think that we shall try to be too ambitious in standardizing
the ways in which individual trial inspections take place. Some common
features for the upcoming experiments will certainly be necessary so that
reports can be compared and general conclusions drawn. But we should not
completely disregard the creative approach which, especially during
inspections at the national level, can also contribute innovative and
unexpected approaches, which may well happen when an unexplored field is dealt
with in practical terms for the first time. We had no problems with the time
schedule originally proposed by Ambassador ~kgus. If some slight
readjustments are considered necessary by some, this could be taken into
account. But if a substantial expansion of the time schedule is proposed we
would consider it regrettable. A number of questions we are trying to find
answers to now will more easily be resolved after the trial inspections have
been conducted and evaluated. The sooner we can have these practical
contributions at hand the better.

I would also like to mention among the positive aspects of this year's
session progress achieved on the definition of chemical weapons production
facilities. For quite some time this has been one of the missing bricks in
the rising wall of the convention. Now, finally, it is going to be inserted
into its place. Deliberations on the conduct of on-site challenge inspections
and the role of inspectors therein are also progressing in the right
direction. Work on the further development of article XI and the final
clauses is also encouraging. It is the hope of my delegation that the
positive tendencies I have just mentioned will prevail over the negative ones
and that, in accordance with the practice of recent years, the time available
between the end of this session and February 1989 will be used for further
work on the CW convention.

The PRESIDENT_: I thank the representative of Czechoslovakia for his
statement, and also for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. In
accordance with the decision taken at the opening of this plenary meeting, I
now give the floor to the representative of Senegal, ~mbassador Sene.

Mr. SENE: (Senegal) (translated from French): My first wards go to
congratulate you, Sir, on your designation as President of the
Conference on Disarmanienl; at this crucial time, alive with nope and promise as
regards prospects for disarmament. These goad omens we perceive strengthen
our conviction that our distinguished colleagues here, representing the member
States of this prestigious Conference, are making invaluable contributions to
the history of international relations in modern times by attempting to build
a stable system of collective security based on the principles enshrined in
the Charter of the United Kations. IncontestabEy, nothing in the world is
more fascinating than such work, where multilateral diplomacy bears mast
closely on the heavy but stirnul.atinqi responsibility posed by the very
chall.enge of mankindPs survival and deveispment. Allow me to pay tribute to
His Excellency ME, Miljan Komatina, Assistant Secretary-General of the
United Nations, whose extensive experience of international matters and wealth
af culture wisely and with vision enlighten our approach ts the philosophy of
disarmament. As far as I am concerned he has always been a valued adviser to
guide me in the reading of the most up-to-date documents in the area of
disarmament. Finally, I should like to greet the experts, diplomats.
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disarmament Fellows and all those who help us along this path fraught with
pitfalls. To all of them I say that even when the night is dark we must be
capable of raising our eyes to the sky, following the steadfast gaze of our
distinguished colleague and Nobel Peace Prize winner, Ambassador Garcia Robles,
who for years has been one of the high priests in this temple of disarmament.

In addressing this august assembly today I should like above all to
stress that, on the eve of the third millennium, the United Nations truly
stands at an unprecedented turning pint in its history. Undoubtedly it is
now drawing on the richest displays of the skill and talent of its brilliant
Secretary-General, His Excellency Mr. ~6rez de Cu6llar, who this morning is
opening the peace negotiations between Iraq and Iran. We welcome the
cease-fire and the silence of arms marking the end of this deadly war, and
hope that the two belligerents will find in Geneva the path towards a lasting
peace. Within that context it is clear that disarmament, which constitutes a
fundamental objective in order to reach the paramount goal of the
United Nations, the maintenance of international peace and security, assumes
its full importance. Moreover, the only path which is worthy of our future is
that of ensuring that the next century is not like the one now ending, the
witness of wars and rivalries, fear and distrust, but truly a century of
brotherhood and peace in worthy and civilized international co-operation.

It is no secret to anyone that our world is a world which is undergoing a
veritable mutation. The tremendous progress made in science and technology
since the last century has certainly improved the quality of life, but its
application for military purposes, particularly in the area of weapons of mass
destruction, also constitutes a danger to international peace and security.
In a statement I made here on 23 April 1985 I had occasion to share with you
the thinking of my delegation on all the issues on the agenda of this
important forum entrusted with multilateral negotiations in the area of
disarmament. At that time I stressed from the outset the problem of the arms
race, and most particularly the nuclear arms race, which continues to absorb
colossal resources which countries urgently need for development. Thus ours
is the era of the most intensive militarization in the history of mankind, and
the nuclear arms race remains a matter of deep concern. Hence at all costs we
must make it impossible for a nuclear war to break out as a result of a
surprise attack, a mistake, a failure in communication, an accident or a false
alarm.

We know that the arsenals of the two major alliances are capable of
devastating the planet, causing total disaster, eliminating all human life on
Earth and annihilating the legacy of civilizations built up over thousands of
years. This means that in the nuclear era the need for disarmament has never
been so deeply felt, so acutely felt as a vital necessity for the maintenance
of universal peace and also as an essential lever for economic and social
development. In April 1985 we greeted with cautious optimism the announcement
made by the United States and the Soviet Union that they had agreed to resume
the bilateral disarmament negotiations which had been suspended. Since then
developments have occurred and optimism is beginning to bear the fruits of its
promise. The two super-Powers have signed and ratified a bilateral treaty on
the elimination of intermediate-range nuclear weapons and have committed
themselves to negotiating a 50 per cent reduction in their strategic nuclear
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arms. Undeniably something has changed, because a major political development
has occurred in international relations. In concluding such a treaty, the two
super-Powers have grasped that given the complexity of an increasingly
interdependent and multipolar world, the process of disarmament is the best
way to seek to resolve the international problems of peace and security,
co-operation and development,

In the face of the threat of nuclear conflagration, the idea of war can
no longer be considered as an extension of a policy advocating a ruinous arms
race in order to build up military powerd whether it is deployed unilaterally
or within alliances. In other words, international peace should be based not
on the policy of force but on commitment to the common survival of the human
species beyond ideological blocs and antagonisms, Because even if interests,
priorities and approaches differ, there is undoubtedly a close and complex
link between the security of States and the maintenance of peace,
internatianal security and disarmament. More specifically, the common
aspiration to peace is shared by all.

There is no doubt that progress in multilateral disarmament should
contribute to strengthening the security of States, the elimination of
international tensions and the settlement of regional conflicts. Indeed, it
is in this context that we should analyse the outcome of the third special
session of the General Assembly on disarmament to single out the key ideas and
rnajar themes, the outlines, proposals and recommendations put forward. I know
that eminent speakers have already made their comments here on this third
special session on disarmament, indicating that it was either a failure, or a
half-failure, or, as was stressed by Ambassador More1 - if I may borrow his
words - an exercise which was both stimulating and disappointing. Undoubtedly
ail. these assertions can be explained depending on one's own standpoint. for
my part I consider that this third special session could not be the
culmination of our progress, nor the point of departure, but only a stage in
the persistent and patient search for consensus. In any event disarniament is
not, as soxie have said, a dogma with immutable rules, nor a branch of
metaphysics, nor an ideology, but a discipline of the mind that is rooted in
strategic depths and which today imposes itself on the human conscience in
view of the nilitary applications of scientific and fechrrological discoveries
and their capacity for destroying the future and ths %istorical continuity of
mankind and its environment,

Obvioi1sly, concepts evolve in the light of changes and transformations in
the world ~vhich give disarmament today its multiple dimensions, and aver and
above inGividuai positions and the requiremen.ts of collective respansibilitl7,
disarmament pses the fundamental question of the existential destiny of man
himself on Earth today. Hence despite the absence of a fir?al docrlrnent at the
third special session on disarmament, the deliberations in thak fozum have the
value of a symbol and mark the profound attachment of the international
ccx-m?nnl.t=y to the caase of disarmamenL, Firstlyp tile high level. of po1.Fkical
rep~esentation with the presence of 23 heads of State or government,
7 vice-presidents or deputy prime ministers, 61 foreign ministers, not to
menti~rr th@ NGOs and distinguished perscanalities frain the Ei:se conti~ents -
aLL this iiEustrates the serious approach of the internaatfonal comnunity to
dtsarmament problems. Moreover, the wide-ranging debate nade it pssible "-0
identify new concepts, to grasp the diversity of i~ecbn:~~cz: problems, to devise
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approaches - all food for thought which shows the participants' redoubled
determination and belief in the objectives, principles and purposes already
approved by the historic concensus achieved at the first special session on
disarmament.

In the context of this forum we believe that disarmament should be viewed
simultaneously in nuclear, chemical and conventional terms, including
horizontal themes such as confidence-building measures, verification,
transparency, fact-finding procedures, the development of new technologies and
their peaceful applications, as well as the prevention of their uncontrolled
dissemination. So disarmament can be perceived as an integrated and
continuous process within which States attempt with realism and perceverance,
under a multilateral approach, to settle the most serious security issues in
the light of the global imperitives of development.

Incontestably, it was possible to believe that, at the time when the
two super-Powers ratified the Treaty on the elimination of their medium-range
and shorter-range missiles, the international community was faced with an
unprecedented opportunity, at the third special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament, to draw up and adopt a multilateral
disarmament programme over the medium and long term. However, nothing was
less certain in view of the complexity of the interests at stake in the
multilateral disarmament negotiations and the difficulty of formulating ideas
in language acceptable to all which could lead to concensus. Indeed, at the
third special session on disarmament, it appears that the great Powers
understood that disarmament and strategic balance should be considered
globally and in all their aspects - nuclear, biological, space, conventional
and others - while bearing in mind specific situations in the area of security.

No one can be unaware that conventional weapons are used every day in
wars which ravage the third world, and that their destructive power and
offensive potential are constantly growing. Moreover, signing a treaty to
eliminate one class of nuclear weapons does not mean the end of the arms race,
even if it marks a trend towards the quantitative reduction of nuclear
weapons. This does not detract in the slightest from the stepped-up
application of scientific and technological progress to develop a new
generation of nuclear, conventional or space weapons. Thus in the course of
the third special session, participants often reaffirmed that the super-Powers
which possess the most sizeable and most sophisticated arsenals bore
particular responsibility in the area of disarmament. They should therefore
set an example by significantly reducing their nuclear and conventional
arsenals and halting the arms race. This is the best way to buttress the
positive trends in the development of current international relations and to
strengthen them by means of new measures designed to speed up the process of
arms limitation with a view to better tapping the potentialities and
possibilities of disarmament. In this connection, constructive parallelism
between the Soviet-American bilateral negotiations and the multilateral
disarmament efforts under the auspices of the United Nations would strengthen
the Conference on Disarmament as the sole negotiating forum of the
international community in this field.



CD/PV.477
10

(Mr. Sene, Senegal)

In a word, the work of the third special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament will make it possible not only to confirm the priorities
already recognized in the area of disarmament, but to bring out new useful
proposals to give a dynamic impetus to the continuation of negotiations within
the Conference on Disarmament.

Among the urgent pending problems which were emphasized at the third
special session, there is first of all the need to draw up a convention
containing a universal and global ban on chemical weapons. Consequently, one
of the Conference on Disarmament'S priority tasks is to advance resolutely
towards an agreement for the complete prohibition and destruction of chemical
weapons. Particularly since alarming reports on the use of chemical weapons
and their proliferation have now confirmed the urgent need for maximum
possible efforts in this field in order to finalize the draft convention.
Hence discussions should be continued on the various parts of the convention
text, tackling in turn, for instance, the question of the destruction of
chemical weapons, challenge inspections, multilateral assistance, economic and
technological development as well as the final clauses. However,
clarification of the problem of non-production and the multilateral exchange
of data on that subject, along with trial inspections, could make it possible
to put in place operational procedures for the verification r6gimes. In other
words, we must agree on a sufficiently well-developed system to ensure the
non-production of chemical weapons in future by elaborating mandatory
inspection machinexy backed up by challenge inspections. If necessary we
could even contemplate setting up an international body to monitor the
provisions of the convention so as to increase its transparency - but these
are all just working hypotheses.

In the mean time chemical weapons continue to be manufactured and,
moreover, it appears that techniques and chemical warfare agents are more and
more sophisticated, with the risk that they will be used, though as we know
their proliferation presents mankind with an ever greater threat. Hence the
need to ensure the participation and solidarity of all States in the
international community to ensure the full application of a convention on
chemical weapons. In this way it will be possible to make the substance of
the commitments that are to be entered into more acceptable and to awaken the
interest of all States in order to prepare the ground for universal accession
to the convention. In this connection my delegation supports the Yugoslav
proposal for a special United Nations conference in due course to adopt the
convention on the total prohibition of chemical weapons and on their
destruction. The conclusion of such a convention would assuredly be an
undoubted triumph for multilateral diplomacy in the area of disarmament, and
specifically for our negotiating body and all the delegations participating in
the work of the Conference on Disarmament.

Secondly, the participants in the third special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament also recalled that, in connection with the
Final Document of the Second Review Conference of Parties to the Convention on
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction,
States have made statements that they do not possess any of the toxic agents,
weapons, equipment or means of delivery listed in their article I of the
Convention. Of course, even if as a matter of principle the validity of
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uni lateral declarations i s recognized in the field of disarmament as a
con£idence-building factor, none the less i t cannot replace obligations
steming from the binding force of a convention.

Thirdly, in the course of the third special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament, s tress was also laid on the importance of
banning nuclear t e s t s , and in th is connection we should f i r s t of a l l clarify
the problems that constitute a hurdle to the drawing up of even a mandate -
s t i l l more a global t reaty - by identifying ways and means of reassessing them
or resolving them in the l ight of experience acquired within successive
negotiating bodies. In th is context I noted with interest the proposal just
made by the speaker who took the floor before me, the distinquished Ambassador
of Czechoslovakia, regarding the mandate which might be given to a negotiating
group to deal with this question. Certainly the opening of b i la te ra l
negotiations between the United States of America and the Soviet Union in
connection with the rat i f icat ion of the 1974 and 1976 t rea t ies on the
limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests or on a ban based on a
threshold for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes i s in i t se l f a positive
step in the right direction. However, whatever the irrportance of these
bi la te ra l negotiations the work of the Conference on Disarmament relating to
the prohibition of nuclear tes ts must not be underrated.

Over 1,600 t e s t explosions took place l a s t year, and we know that nuclear
tes ts are continuing. A variety of technical grounds such as r e l i ab i l i t y and
security are often cited by States to just ify the explosions, whereas we know
that their essential purpose is to develop types of weapons which have more
effective and enhanced capacity, thus extending the quali tat ive arms race.
Another point which sbu ld be considered in depth within the Conference on
Disarmament: the aspects of the verification of a nuclear t e s t ban, which my
colleague referred to a while ago. In this field the establishment of a
global network of seismic stations should be developed along with other
monitoring methods such as s a t e l l i t e verification and on-site inspection,
which could ensure the monitoring of nuclear t e s t s within the context of a
test-ban treaty. There are those who feel that the talks on nuclear testing
should, in order to be of real in terest for the international comunity,
in i t i a l ly be directed towards agreements limiting the yield and number of
t e s t s to a mi l i t a r i ly significant level , on the understanding that this phase,
which would be only t ransi t ional , should lead to the conclusion of a test-ban
treaty on the basis of a precise and reasonable timetable.

Fourthly, in the area of nuclear arms l i d t a t i o n , the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to which 136 States are par t ies , which
was signed on 1 July 19 68 and entered into force on 5 March 1970, consti tutes
a point of reference in the general disarmament process. This Treaty i s
inseparable from nuclear disarmament, and as such remains an essential
international instrument for world security and t rus t among States. I take
th is opportunity to welcome the recent accession of Spain and Trinidad and
Tobago and the intention of Saudi Arabia to became a party to this Treaty,
with the hope that others will follow. In concrete terms the
non-proliferation rggime is par excellence mult i la teral and brings together
countries that have expressly renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons and
the countries which have becme parties de facto. But at a time when proqress
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is being made towards nuclear disarmament, all States large and small whether
they possess nuclear weapons or not, should contribute to the prevention of
nuclear proliferation.

In other words, nuclear disarmament is the best way to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, because otherwise it is the
non-proliferation r6gime as a whole, the subject of one of the main
multilateral treaties, which might be seriously jeopardized at a time when we
are celebrating the twentieth anniversary of the conclusion of the NPT.
Because ultimately the goal of the NPT is not only to prevent the emergence of
new nuclear States, but also to force the States which currently possess
nuclear weapons to eliminate them, as stipulated in article VI. This
situation of inequality leads some to say that in the final analysis the NPT
has served only to prevent the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons
amng States which do not possess them and which are parties to the Treaty.
This means that one of the most important obligations remains the conclusion
of a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear test explosions. This is a sine qua
non not only for preventing the emergence of new nuclear States but also for
preserving the r6gin-e of the NPT itself. Moreover, according to the sarrre
school of thought, States parties to the NPT should also support the
initiatives of groups of States wishing to conclude regional treaties on the
basis of arrangements freely entered into to ensure the complete absence of
nuclear weapons in their territories in the spirit of article V11 of the
treaty. In the mean time, States without nuclear weapons demand negative
collective security guarantees formulated in an international instrument in
good and due form, because our conviction is that we are all collectively
responsible for world peace and international security.

Last, we were able to note at the third special session that participants
also frequently indicated that the NPT refers in its preanble to the
1963 partial nuclear test-ban Treaty, which mentions the need to seek to
achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons and to
continue negotiations on that subject within the Conference on Disarmament.
In assessing the situation on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the
conclusion of the NPT, we must recognize that despite the measures that have
been taken under the SALT agreements or will be taken in pursuame of the
Treaty on intermediate-range nuclear weapons, the build-up of nuclear arsenals
is on a much greater scale today than in 1968. Obviously, the signature and
ratification of the Treaty on intermediate-range weapons between the
United States and the Soviet Union, and the negotiations under way for a
50 per cent reduction in their strategic arms while respecting the ABM Treaty
signed in 19 72, are steps in the right direction.

I would add that the conclusion of a convention on chemical weapons as
well as the achievement of balance between the arsenals of conventional
weapons of the two major alliances would offer irrefutable proof of good faith
vis-&-vis the obligations entered into under the provisions of article V1 of
the NPT. Undoubtedly, such a development would have great impact on nuclear
disarmament on Earth, it being understood that we should prevent the vital
interests of the security of all States from being threatened by new military
devices deployed in space. Which brings me to my last point, the prevention
of an arms race in space. The multilateral dimension of the peaceful use of
space requires that all States should actively participate in preventing an
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arms race in this field. It is true that space is already the subject of
measures of protection which should be borne in mind in drawing up an
appropriate international instrument. Because activities pertaining to the
exploration and use of space should be carried out in conformity with the
principles of international law, including the principles enshrined in the
Charter of the United Nations. More specifically, we should consolidate and
strengthen the legal r4gime in force applicable to space and draw useful
lessons from the work of the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of
Outer Space.

For its part, the 1975 Convention on Registration of Objects Launched

into Outer Space stipulates in article Iv that each State should provide the

Secretary-General with in£ormation on the functions of each space object,
specifying first and foremost whether it is designed for military or other
purposes. However, it seems that to date no space object whose launch has
been recorded has been described as having a military function. Yet, this
problem was raised in l985 by several member States of the Conference on
Disarmament, particularly in respect of satellites which are known sometimes
to carry out civilian or military missions or both. But in fact even if it
cannot be shown that a weapon has already been placed permanently in orbit it
may be supposed that anti-satellite weapon tests have been carried out. In
any event, the space Powers must be prevented from arrogating to themselves
the freedom to turn space into an area of activities within their sole
discretion. For space, like the sea-bed, should form part of the common
heritage of mankind. So here there is a need to ensure the application of the
existing legal r6gime for arms control to strengthen confidence and increase
transparency. Wisdom would also have us bear in mind the principles set out
in General Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI) of 1961, which calls on all States
to furnish information on objects they launch into space. The long-term
objective should be to completely prohibit the development, testing,
manufacture and deployment of space weapons. Meanwhile we should at least
prohibit anti-satellite weapons and address ourselves to definitions and
verification techniques designed to prevent an arms race in space.

These, then, are the thoughts inspired by the current developments,
bringing about changes which, whether we like it or not, are taking place
before our eyes through the disarmament initiatives between the
two super-Powers and within this Conference on Disarmament, and their possible
impact on general disarmament. Bilateral negotiations and agreement between
the super-Powers are definitely necessary to undertake any form of
disarmament, but multilateral efforts are essential to sustain the process
because disarmament commits all countries. Bilateral and multilateral efforts
should therefore complement and reinforce one another. The Conference on
Disarmament should broaden and deepen the basis for debate on all the items on
its agenda, bearing priorities in mind within the context of its negotiating
machinery, its procedures and its methods of work.

Drawing on the current climate of d&tente, we should call on the
political will of the Powers that bear particular responsibilities in the
maintenance of peace and international security and all Member States of the
United Nations to take urgent action to deal with the arms race, do away with
the risks of war, curb the use of force, prevent interventions, in order to
increase confidence among all with a view to general and complete
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disarmament. This is the way to reduce, indeed eliminate the causes of
distrust and fear, misunderstanding or miscalculation in relation to States'
military activities and the search for a negotiated settlement of major
international issues, particularly the numerous regional conflicts in the
world.

In one word, the facts show us every day that the world has entered the
era of institutionalized negotiation, which cannot be avoided if we are to
resolve problems with realism and effectiveness, with a spirit of compromise
and respect for principles. Yet within this negotiating forum on world
disarmament, the paramount concern to prevent a nuclear holocaust should not
make us lose sight of the inescapable need to prevent war in general by
developing mutual understanding among States thanks to political relations,
economic co-operation, trade and cultural exchanges, respect for humanitarian
law and particularly the promotion of human rights. We should also help at
the regional level in the adoption of measures on arms limitation, the
conclusion of disarmament treaties, the setting up of nuclear-weapon-free
zones and zones of peace which can increase confidence and stability among
States in order to improve the international political situation. Moreover,
in the new problem area of security structures the concept of non-nuclear
defensive capacity acquires importance and raises the question of the
relationship between nuclear disarmament and conventional disarmament. In any
event no international body is more appropriate than the Conference on
Disarmament to assume responsibility for negotiations on security and
disarmament on the world scale in order to conclude lasting agreements thanks
to greater transparency in verification in the areas I have just mentioned.

In truth the Conference on Disarmament as an institutional framework for
multilateral disarmament requires no major changes as far as we are
concerned. However, my delegation would like to recall its interest in the
implementation of the decision taken as long ago as 1983 for a balanced
expansion of the membership of the Conference to strengthen the dynamics of
the negotiating machinery. Finally, Senegal once again will spare no effort
to contribute to the elaboration of the comprehensive programme of disarmament
so as to define better, in the light of new developments, goals and
priorities, the timetable for future stages and the rules for their
implementation.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Senegal for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
next speaker on my list for today, the representative of Kenya,
Ambassador Ruoro.

Mr. RUORO (Kenya): Mr. President, as this is the first time that my
delegation is speaking in the plenary of the Conference on Disarmament for the
summer session, allow me to congratulate you and your delegation most warmly
on assuming the presidency of this body for the month of August. I would also
like to formally welcome you to the Conference as the leader of your
delegation. You represent a country with which Kenya has very good relations,
and in the discharge of your duties, which we are convinced you will perform
with distinction, you can be assured of the co-operation of my delegation.
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May I also take this opportunity to thank Ambassador Teja and the
delegation of India for the very qualified manner in which he guided the work
of the Conference during the month of July. Since that was the end of his
term as head of the delegation of India to this Conference, we would like to
bid him farewell and wish him success for the future. My delegation would
also like to bid farewell to Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary as well as
Ambassador Ahmad of Pakistan, and to wish them all a prosperous future. I
would also like to welcome the new heads of delegations, who, like myself,
have recently joined this Conference: Ambassador Dimitar Kostov of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Oswaldo de River0 of Peru and Ambassador Istvan Varga of Hungary.
I can assure them of the co-operation of my delegation in the work of the
Conference. My gratitude goes to the distinguished representatives who have
extended kind words of welcome to me while speaking in this Conference. I
pledge to them the readiness of my delegation to co-operate with them in
efforts to achieve the objectives of this body.

The conclusion of the third special session on disarmament was contrary
to the expectations of the majority of participants. Important disarmament
issues were considered and some agreed upon, but these important discussions
and agreements cannot be permanently referred to as there was no concluding
document to record the outcome of the issues under consideration during
SSOD-111. Consensus was possible on many of the issues, while on a few issues
it was impossible to achieve within the limited time at the disposal of the
participants. While it is to be regretted that the lack of consensus on all
the issues on the agenda of SSOD-I11 prevented the adoption of a concluding
document, the international community must not allow itself to be discouraged
by this outcome. More efforts must be exerted to ensure that disarmament is
an attainable goal, whether it is considered in bilateral, regional or
multilateral forums.

The less than satisfactory results of SSOD-I11 reconfirmed the fact that
disarmament is a complex process, and positive results in one forum of
disarmament negotiations should not always be expected to manifest themselves
in another forum. Here we have in mind the positive results attained in the
bilateral United States-USSR negotiations prior to the convening of the
United Nations third special session on disarmament. When all has been said
about the third special session on disarmament, it will certainly be clear to
all that the principles and objectives agreed to in the past on all
disarmament issues must be maintained if multilateral disarmament efforts are
to be successful. This is a task which must be shared by all countries, big
and small alike, as in the present world of interdependence, international
peace and security is of prime concern to all countries.

The bilateral Treaty that was signed and recently ratified by both the
United States and the Soviet Union to eliminate medium-range and shorter-range
nuclear weapons from Europe (the INF Treaty) has been hailed as the first
nuclear disarmament treaty to eliminate a category of nuclear weapons. The
destructive power of nuclear weapons and the serious consequences of a nuclear
war are documented facts, and it is commendable that after many years of
nuclear weapons accumulation by the United States and the Soviet Union, the
two countries have taken the lead to decrease the number of nuclear warheads.
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The number of nuclear weapons to be eliminated is minimal compared to the
still existing number of nuclear warheads, but of importance is the fact that
the United States and the Soviet Union have embarked on a policy of nuclear
disarmament. The INF Treaty contains unprecedented verification procedures
which are calculated to ascertain the compliance of both parties with the
provisions of the Treaty and could serve as a prototype for verification
procedures in other disarmament agreements. The successful negotiation of the
INF Treaty has perhaps opened the door to further agreements aimed at
eliminating other categories of nuclear weapons. My delegation hopes that the
demonstration of the elimination of Soviet missiles which we have been invited
to witness at Volgograd in the USSR will be followed by the genuine
destruction of these missiles by the two super-Powers in conformity with the
INF Treaty.

The possibility exists now that a second treaty reducing strategic
nuclear weapons by 50 per cent might be concluded in the near future between
the United States and the Soviet Union. If this second treaty is signed, then
a new era in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union will be
unfolding, leading to the strengthening of international peace and security
through a gradual nuclear disarmament process between the two countries.

Nuclear disarmament is a priority matter for all States, and the sooner
measures are undertaken to realize this goal the safer the world will be for
us all and for future generations. If we accept that existing arsenals of
nuclear weapons are more than sufficient to destroy life on Earth, then all
States should concentrate their efforts to ensure that such a conflict does
not occur. The obsession with nuclear weapons need not be an omnipresent
factor in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union and their
allies. Mutual suspicion, political and ideological competition should not be
the basis on which to conduct international affairs among States. We accept
that differences which have their roots in history have contributed to the
nuclear-arms race, but we know also that no State can gain any advantage by
engaging in a nuclear conflict. We recall the joint statement issued by
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev after their Summit Meeting in
Geneva in 1985 in which they truthfully proclaimed that "a nuclear war can
never be won and must never be fought".

Our interpretation of this joint statement was that it signalled a
turning-point in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union,
especially with regard to their policies on the use of nuclear weapons. It
was a clear admission that neither the United States nor the Soviet Union
would stand to gain from a nuclear conflict, and that they would undertake
concerted efforts to prevent such a conflict from occurring. We view the
historic INF Treaty as the first step towards fulfilling the implications of
that significant joint statement.

Nuclear disarmament issues are high on the agenda of this Conference, and
if a comparison is made between the achievements of this Conference and the
numerous efforts that have been made towards nuclear disarmament, it becomes
apparent that the Conference has still a long way to go in addressing nuclear
issues on its agenda effectively. Efforts to reach agreement on questions
relating to nuclear issues have for well-known reasons been stalled in this
Conference. There has been little progress in efforts to achieve a
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nuclear-test ban, which i s a matter of great concern to the international
comunity. Nuclear tes ts continue to fac i l i t a te the development of more
modern nuclear weapons, thereby increasing the pace of the nuclear-arms race.

Within this Conference there are differing opinions on the mandate for a
subsidiary body to deal with the issue of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban,
but there i s general agreemnt that sooner or later the Conference wil l have
to address i t se l f to this issue in i t s ent i re ty . To continue delaying work on
th is issue contributes to the perfection of new and mre le thal nuclear
weapons, and also the likelihood that sane other States wil l acquire a nuclear
weapon capability. Furthermore, a nuclear-test ban would be in conformity
with the comnitment undertaken by the States par t ies , among which are some
nuclear-weapon States, to the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear-Weapon Tests in the
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water when they pledged their intent "to
achieve the discontinuance of a l l test explosions of nuclear weapons for a l l
time" and "to continue negotiations to this end". 5 August 1988 marked the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the 1963 pa r t i a l test-ban Treaty, and we cannot
fa i l to note the proposal subnitted by a number of countries, among which are
Indonesia, Mexico, Peru, Sri Lanka, Venezuela and Yugoslavia, to arnend this
Treaty so that i t would also include the banning of underground nuclear
t e s t s . This proposal, l ike other proposals on this issue, deserves serious
consideration by a l l States.

The Group of 21 in th is Conference has pronounced i tself very clearly on
the nuclear-test ban issue on several occasions. I t has demonstrated
f lex ib i l i ty which i t expects to be reciprocated. I t i s very clear that a
consensus on the mandate of a subsidiary body to discuss this issue i s very
necessary, and efforts should be directed towards achieving i t . The
Conference should be enabled to establish the framework for in i t i a t ing
mult i lateral negotiations on a conprehensive nuclear-test ban. The
Group of 21's draft mandate contained in document CD/829, which was presented
in April 1988, i s precisely directed at achieving the necessary consensus as
i t accomnodates the positions of the other groups on this issue. This
proposal i s s t i l l on the table and we hope the other groups will consider i t
favourably.

The negotiations on a convention to ban chemical weapons have
demonstrated what this Conference can achieve if pol i t ica l will i s manifested
by a l l States on a l l the issues on the agenda of this Conference. Even though
there s t i l l remain certain important issues which have to be thoroughly
addressed in the draft chemical weapons convention, the pace of negotiations
i s encouraging as there i s a determination on the part of a l l States involved
in these negotiations to solve the remaining problems. The promise exists
that the Conference wil l be able to conclude a chemical weapons ban convention
in good time. In view of the reported use of chemical weapons in the
hopefully concluded tragic Iran-Iraq war, we appeal to a l l States to remain
comit ted to the 1925 Geneva Protocol banning the use of such weapons. The
international comnunity must remain committed to eliminating such weapons and
to ensuring that they are never again used as weapons of war.

Efforts to prevent an arms race in outer space should be increased, and
th is Conference should continue i t s valuable discussions on this issue. We
are of the firm opinion that outer space should be preserved exclusively for
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peaceful purposes to promote the sc ient i f ic , economic and social developnent
of a l l nations. The transfer of the arms race into outer space would pose
serious complications for international peace and securi ty. All efforts must
be undertaken to prevent the insta l la t ion of weapon systems in space or the
developnent of any space-to-space, space-to-Earth or Earth-to-space weapon
systems. The international community should conclude a mult i lateral agreement
on permitted and conceptually defined and agreed peaceful military ac t iv i t i es
in outer space.

The issue of effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States - l ike my awn and many others - against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons is inportant to a l l non-nucle ar-we apon
States. I t should be remembered that a great majority of States in th i s
category have, by acceding to the 1968 non-proliferation Treaty, whose
twentieth anniversary was observed on 1 July this year, given up their right
to acquire nuclear weapons. These States expect that as par t ies to the NPT
they should be given unconditional guarantees in a legally binding
international t reaty assuring them that they wil l not be subjected to or
threatened with the use of nuclear weapons. Guarantees given to the
non-nuclear-weapon States at present consist of the uni la teral declarations
issued by each of the nuclear-weapon States, which are not of a legally
binding character and can be revoked at any t i m . My delegation would
therefore l ike to s ta te that uni lateral declarations by nuclear-weapon States,
however well-meaning, are unsatisfactory just as uni la teral declarations by
non-nuclear-weapon States on the non-acquisition of nuclear weapons would be.
Various proposals have been made in the Ad hoc Committee on negative security
assurances, and we would favour the consideration of a formula that addresses
the concerns of the nuclear-we apon States as well as those of the
non-nuclear-weapon States on this issue.

The Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons has been considering for
some time now a convention prohibiting the developent , production,
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons. Two issues have been isolated
for consideration in the Ad hoc Committee: one i s the prohibition of
radiological weapons, which do not exist as yet , and the second is the
prohibition of attacks against nuclear f a c i l i t i e s , which is a d i s t inc t
rea l i ty . An issue which we also feel could be discussed in the work of the
contact group on the prohibition of radiological weapons i s the hosti le
dumping of radioactive waste. The proposal made by Ambassador Azikiwe of the
delegation of Nigeria in his statement to the plenary of the Conference on
11 August has our fullest support. The hostile dumping or use in armed
conflict of radioactive waste is a potential means of conducting radiological
warfare, and States should comnit themselves never, under any circumstances,
to dump radioactive wastes for hosti le purposes or in armed conflict in the
ter r i tory of another State.

Recent reported incidents of the clandestine dumping of radioactive and
industrial wastes in certain African States are deplorable. Such nefarious
ac t iv i t i e s have grave consequences for the health of the population, their
agriculture and their general environment, and those responsible should halt
such ac t iv i t i e s forthwith. African countries, like a l l other countries,
require benefits derived from nuclear technology and not radioactive or other
wastes. The Council of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity,
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meeting in its forty-eighth ordinary session in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, from
9 to 23 May this year, adopted a resolution calling for, among other things, a
halt to the dumping of nuclear and industrial wastes in Africa. We hope that
all those involved in this sinister activity will comply with the contents of
that resolution.

Disarmament is an attainable goal if all States demonstrate political
will, whether in bilateral or multilateral negotiating forums. If the
Conference on Disarmament is to achieve the required results, then all member
States should demonstrate the political will necessary to enable it to fulfil
its negotiating mandate on all the issues on its agenda, with priority given
to nuclear disarmament issues.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Kenya for his statement and
also for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to
the representative of Romania, Ambassador Dolgu.

Mr. DOLGU (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. President, first of
all I should like to associate my delegation with all those before me that
have expressed their satisfaction at seeing you preside over the work of the
Conference on Disarmament for the month of August, at a time when we are
called upon to intensify our efforts and give them as specific an orientation
as possible. We greet you as the representative of a country, Indonesia, with
which Romania has maintained and developed relations of friendship and
co-operation in all fields. I should also like to pay tribute to
Ambassador Teja of India for the effective manner in which he guided our work
in the mnth of July. I also wish to welcome our new colleagues,
Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro of Kenya, Ambassador de Rivero
of Peru and Ambassador Varga of Hungary. To our colleagues who have completed
their work here and are leaving Geneva I should like to express our best
wishes for success in their new posts and their future careers.

Our colleague from Senegal has reminded us of the wide variety of
expressions used to describe the outcome of the recent special session held in
New York. The delegation of Romania shares the feeling of frustration of
those who regret that the third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament was not able to produce a consensus
final document. From whatever viewpoint this outcome may be viewed, it must
be acknowledged to have been a failure. A failure that should not be
dramatized, because in the final analysis the session was merely one episode
in a vast long-term process, but one which is all the more regrettable in that
it reflects a continued inability to provide the multilateral negotiations
with an appropriate role in overall disarmament efforts. Romania is among the
countries that are of the view that such a role is indispensable, and that
multilateral efforts, first and foremost, within the United Nations, should
play a decisive role in the disarmament processes. In our view, bilateral,
regional and multilateral negotiations should be complementary and strengthen
each other, for the purpose of achieving progress in this process at as rapid
a rate as possible.

Having said this, I should like to underscore, like other speakers before
us that the outcome of the third special session should not lead us into
apathy. On the contrary, this outcome should prompt redoubled efforts, above
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a l l in this body, which is the sole multilateral negotiating forum available
to the United Nations in the disarmament field. That i s why we endorse the
views expressed concerning the positive elements that have cane out of the
dialogue that took place during the session, particularly cowerning the need
to retain and broaden the areas of rapprochement that emerged, to work to
bring viewpoints together in those areas where consensus could not be
achieved. We should study seriously the lessons that can be drawn from the
New York dialogue, both positive and negative, in order to enrich our approach
to problems and facil i tate their solution within the Conference.

It is encouraging that both at the special session and in the statemnts
made before the plenary of our Conference, the role and the purpose of the
Conference on Disarmament have not been challenged. On the contrary, a
salient feature of a l l statements has been a call to pursue and intensify the
work of this multilateral negotiating forum. But for these statements to
remain credible, i t is necessary to shift into action, to ensure that
statements are followed up by deeds, coxrete disarmament agreemnts. The
stakes are extremely high, since what is involved is peace and security,
u l t imte ly the survival of mankind. It is true that the Soviet-American
dialogue has already produced or i s in the process of producing tangible
results, and even certain breakthroughs. The fact s t i l l remains that the arms
race continues, both quantitatively as well as qualitatively. The
international situation remains conplex and contradictory, and the threat of a
nuclear war continues to hang over mankind, with the sane dark prospect - the
annihilation of civilization and of l ife on the planet. For the reductions
s t i p l a t e d in the INF Treaty are not such as to substantially affect the
existing destructive potential. Moreover, the process of developing new types
and systems of weapons continues relentlessly, through the use of the most
recent achievements of science and technology. This i s true not only for
nuclear weapons, but also for chemical weapons and for conventional weapons.
Consequently, if we take into account the refinerent of various types and
systems of weapons, we must acknowledge that despite the planned reductions,
the effective destructive capacity of military arsenals is growing
constantly. As we have already emphasized, there are no grounds for indulging
in euphoria. The Soviet Union and the United States of America have a special
responsibility in the field of disarmament. That is why these two major
Powrs should be encouraged to forge ahead in their bi la teral efforts to cut
nuclear arms. These efforts and their consequences are a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for a real, sustained and conprehensive disarmament
process. They must not and cannot take the place of the multilateral efforts
undertaken by the member States of the Conference on Disarmament, by the
international comnunity as a whole. We must redouble our efforts to take
concrete steps aimd at significant reductions in a l l fields, above a l l in
nuclear disarmament.

The fact that nuclear tests continue arouses particular concern. As the
distinguished representative of Sweden, Ambassador Theorin, emphasized, i t is
really absurd to continue to refine weapons, nuclear weapons in this instance,
whose express purpose is that they should never be used except for deterence,
and which, under the current negotiations, are destined to be completely
eliminated. Moreover, continuing such testing means damaging the environment
irreversibly in ways that cannot be foreseen. That is probably why the
debates in the third special session once again highlighted very forcefully
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the urgent need for a treaty placing a comprehensive ban on nuclear-weapon
tes t s , as well as the need for measures to put an end to any nuclear weapon
modernization exercise. That i s why our Government learned with great
interest of, and supports, the ini t ia t ive of the six non-aligned countries
designed to broaden the scope of the Moscow Treaty so that i t covers
underground tests as well. As regards the corresponding item on the agenda of
the Conference, "Nuclear-test ban", we would have preferred, like most other
delegations, to have joined in a consensus on the establishnent of an ad hoc
comnittee on the basis of the Group of 21's proposal contained in document
CD/829. At the same time we concur with the view that in-depth consideration
of this issue must begin as soon as possible. That is why we support the
compromise proposal that has just been presented by our colleague and friend,
the representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Milos Vejvoda.

A number of speakers have referred to the importance of the Treaty on the
Non-prol iferation of Nuclear Weapons, signed 20 years ago. We take this
opportunity to recall , as we have also done in the past, that the best way to
consolidate the non-proliferation regime consists in concrete, significant and
vigorous measures of nuclear disarmament in conformity with the appropriate
provisions of the Treaty. Only new steps taken by States possessing nuclear
weapons, f i r s t and foremst the USSR and the United States, towards the
sustained reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons can help to make the
Treaty universal and strengthen i t s validity. I take this opportunity to
rei terate our support for the proposal that a comprehensive programne of
nuclear disarmament should be elaborated as soon as possible with the goal of
the phased reduction and complete elimination of these weapons by the
year 2 000.

I cannot conclude on this extremely inportant subject relating to nuclear
disarmament without addressing our thanks to the delegation of the
Soviet Union for the information presented by Ambassador Aleksei Oboukbv on
the state of progress in the bi la teral Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear
and space arms. I t was with great interest that we followed his presentation
which was a response to a request from a number of delegations, including my
own, to the participants in the bi la tera l negotiations in Geneva on nuclear
and space arms.

As regards outer space, we are in favour of any measure to prohibit the
design, development and deployment of any system of space arms, and s t r i c t
respect for a l l existing rules in this field. The prevention of the spread of
the arms race to outer space, and the halting of the arms race, should go hand
in hand with the establishment of a rggime which ensures that outer space i s
used for exclusively peaceful purposes as the comon heritage of mankind.

In order to ensure conditions of s tabi l i ty and security for a l l States,
reduce the danger of war and achieve disarmament, i t i s necessary to proceed
in close relation with practical measures for the reduction and elimination of
nuclear weapons, and the elimination of a l l chemical weapons. We reiterate
our position in favour of the intensification of negotiations for the drafting
of a convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. In
this context I should like to make several comnents.
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First of a l l , pending the conclusion and entry into force of the
convention, States should reaffirm the validity of the Geneva Protocol and
undertake never under any circumstances to resort to these weapons. Secondly,
the convention sbuld ensure balance, a necessary balance between rights and
duties, notably between countries that possess chemical weapons and those that
do not. This involves the peaceful, unirrpeded dwelopment of the chemical
industry in each country, the broadening of international co-operation and
exchaqes among States in fields related to the application of the convention,
the development of the scientific potential of each country and i t s use
exclusively for economic and social progress. Our delegation comends and
welcomes the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Comnittee of the Conference whose
task is to finalize the conprehensive programe of disarmament, and wishes to
underscore the importance of such an instrument for defining the main avenues
to be followd to ensure the dynamism of future disarmament negotiations. We
express the hope that under the very skilful chairmanship of our eminent
colleague, Ambassador Garcia Robles, and as a result of sustained and
unflagging efforts to arrive at generally acceptable solutions, i t will be
possible to s u h i t the draft comprehensive programe as soon as possible for
consideration and adoption by the General Assembly of the United Nations.
Such a programne, with well-defined timetables and phases, would of£er clear
prospects and contribute to the strengthening and enhancement of the paramount
role that the United Nations is called upon to play in the disarmament
process.

As regards the problem of inproving the functioning and increasing the
effectiveness of the Conference on Disarmament, we feel that the ongoing
exercise - and here we sbuld like to pay tribute to the Group of Seven and
i t s Chairman, our colleague and friend Ambassador Fan of the People's Republic
of China - is not without inportance. There are of course untapped
opportunities to avoid wasting our time and make better use of our ski l l s and
the expertise of our Governments. But like other delegations, we consider
that the absence of tangible progress, the unsatisfactory pace of the
negotiations, are not linked primarily to inadequate organization of work or
procedures. In point of fact, what is lacking is poli t ical will on the part
of a l l member States of the Conference. What is involved is the general
position, the position of principle, as regards the role of multilateralism,
in as much as the Conference is in fact no more than the most appropriate
forum for a multilateral approach to disarmament problems. Let me conclude
by using words oddly similar to those used by my predecessor. Because if we
want the f i r s t strides in the direction of disarmament to be followed up by
other measures making up an irreversible and vigorous process, such pol i t ica l
will i s an indispensible ingredient.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Romania for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of Mongolia, Ambassador Bayart.

Mr. BAYART (Mongolia): Mr. President, before I proceed with my
statement, may I f i r s t corqratulate you on holding the inportant office of
President of the Conference on Disarmament for the month of August? You
represent a great Asian country, Indonesia, with which Mongolia maintains
relations of friendship and co-operation. May I also express my delegation's



:D/PV. 4 77

23

(Mr. Bayart, Monqolia)

a2preciation for the very skilful and business-like manner in which you have
been guiding our proceedings, and for the efforts made in order to promote the
work of the Conference.

I would like to convey our gratitude to Ambassador Teja of India for his
wise guidance of our work in his capacity as President of the Conference on
Disarmament in July, and wish him all the best. I would also like to take
this opportunity to extend a warm welcame to Ambassador Varga of Hunqary. My
delegation will be happy to maintain the same close co-operation and
friendship as with his predecessor, my good friend Ambassador Dsvid Meiszter.

Mr. President, in my statement today, I would like to deal with item 4 of
our aqenda, that is, chemical weapons. Mongolia remains a staunch supporter
of the early conclusion of a convention on the complete and effective
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons
and on their destruction. My country has already declared that it has no
chemical weapons and does not intend to develop, produce or acquire any. We
have done so proceeding, in particular, from our firm conviction that the
convention will be concluded in the very near future, for ever putting an end
to the chemical weapons threat. With this same conviction, I wish today to
state that the Government of my country intends to be among the first to sign
the convention as soon as it is ready for signature.

Since the resumption of negotiations on chemical weapons in July this
year, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka of Poland, as
well as the chairmen of the three working groups, have made siqnificant
efforts to arrive at mutually acceptable solutions to the outstandinq
problems. Yet the course of neqotiations on the text of a draft convention
leaves much to be desired. There is an imperative need for active efforts to
resolve a number of key problems relating to the convention, political will
and readiness on the part of all participants to come to an agreement. My
delegation would like to make a few observations on some provisions of the
draft convention which, in our opinion, have special significance.

In the course of this session, Group A has continued intensive work on
article VI. In doing so, the participants in the negotiations have
concentrated their attention mainly on schedules [l] chemicals and the
activities connected with them. This is quite natural, since these chemicals
pose the greatest risk for the implementation of the future convention. As is
we11 known, the "rolling text" of the draft convention embodies unanimous
aqreement with respect to the production of these chemicals exclusively at a
sinqle small-scale facility, the capacity of which shall not exceed one metric
ton per year. However, it is likely that as a special exception in the
convention, the production of nitrogen mustard will be allowed outside the
small-scale facility, provided that the production facilities are made subject
to the same stringent verification rgqime as that envisaged for the
small-scale facility.

Super-toxic lethal chemicals not included in schedule [l], in other words
schedule [4] chemicals, as well as the corresponding production facilities,
could also represent a significant danger to the purposes of the convention.
All participants share this anxiety. We are of the opinion that the
convention should have provisions that would preclude such a danger. We have
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no ready recipes to solve this issue. Nevertheless, we are convinced that
unless this problem is resolved in one form or another, the convention will
not be effective. During the negotiations on schedule [4] the opinion was
expressed that it is impossible to verify the chemicals that are to be
included in this schedule. We disagree with this, and share the view
expressed in document CD/7 92, presented by the delegation of the Federal
Republic of Germany that "a coherent system of controls could be created for
super-toxic lethal chemicals, too, as is largely the case for the substances
listed in annexes 1, 2 and 3".

The attention of participants in the negotiations has so far been focused
on the question of proper handling of confidential information in the chemical
industry. This was dictated by the need to move forward in negotiations to
elaborate the rdgimes for non-production of chemical weapons. In spite of all
the inherent difficulties and complexities, we believe that this problem is
surmountable. In this context, we found the idea put forward by the
representative of the Nether1ands at the meeting of industrial experts, for
the classification of information which States parties have to provide to the
Technical Secretariat in connection with the provisions of the future
convention, interesting.

We welcome the consultations begun under the guidance of Ambassador ~k6us
of Sweden on an experiment to test the procedures being worked out at the
negotiations for systematic international monitoring of the non-production of
chemical weapons in comercial industry. We are con£ident that this
experimnt will make a practical contribution to the solution of concrete
problems, as well as to the cause of strengthening confidence and improving
the atmsphere at the negotiations as a whole. At the sam time, we consider
that the preparatory work and the conduct of the experiment itself should be
carried out in the shortest possible time span so that the results of the
experiment can be used to speed up the ongoing negotiations.

Mongolia considers that the tim is now ripe for solving the question of
herbicides and pesticides. According to United Nations estimates, pesticide
poisoning due solely to inproper handling mainly in developing countries,
could total as many as 2 million cases a year, with 40,000 deaths. These
horrifying figures once again highlight the need to include in the convention
provisions prohibiting the use of these chemicals as a method of warfare.

While actively striving for the rapid conpletion of negotiations on
chemical weapons and the conclusion of a convention, Mongolia stands
resolutely and consistently for strict conpliance with and strengthening of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol. In this regard, I wish to recall that in response
to United Nations General Assembly resolution 2603 B (XXIV) which was
initiated by my country, 14 States acceded to the Protocol in 1970 alone.
Violation of the purposes and principles of the Protocol is incompatible with
efforts aimed at the complete prohibition of chemical weapons and destruction
of the industrial base for their production. We, therefore, support the
United Kingdom initiative concerning the devising of procedures for
automtically investigating allegations of the use of chemical weapons.

Last but not least, my country attaches great importance to the
provisions of the convention pertaining to assistance and economic and
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technological co-operation, under which States parties to the convention will
assume an obligation to promte the peaceful development of the chemical
industry.

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize the need to continue negotiations on
chemical weapons during the inter-sessional period. Such inter-sessional
work, which has been undertaken by the Conference as an almost regular feature
during the las t few years, has proved to be highly productive.

The PmSIDE NT: I thank the representative of Mongolia for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
las t speaker on my l i s t for today, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect
and Identify Seismic Events, Dr. Ola Dahlman.

Mr. DAHLMAN (Sweden): Mr. President, i t is a pleasure to report to you
on the recent meeting of the Group and to introduce i t s progress report,
contained in document CD/853.

The Group held i t s twenty-sixth formal session from 25 July to 5 August,
and experts and representatives from 24 countries attended. The Group enjoyed
throughout i t s meeting excellent services provided by the secretariat .

The Group agreed two years ago to modernize considerably the global
system originally described in the Group's f i r s t report (CCD/558) and tested
in a large-scale tes t in 1984 (CD/720). This new system is based on the
expeditious exchange of wave-form and paramter data and the processing of
such data at international data centres.

You my ask in what way such a new system, uti l izing available modern
technology for the exchange and processing of large volumes of data, would
improve the poss ibi l i t ies of monitoring a nuclear tes t ban. In many regards,
the new system goes far beyond what is available today on a global scale for
scientif ic applications. I t would not only provide significantly more data
but also, and more important, data of considerably higher quality. The use at
international data centres of wave-form data from many stations would
dramatically improve the quality of the information on seismic events, in
particular by inproving the precision of the source paramters. I t would
further reduce the number of signals observed at individual stations which
cannot be associated with a particular seismic event. It is important to
reduce the number of such unassociated signals as far as possible, as they may
create urrcertainty and even suspicion.

The new system would also mke high-quality wave-form data readily
available for subsequent detailed analysis by individual participating
States. The use of data from such a modern system would thus inprove the
possibili ty for a l l parties to a treaty to conduct verification on an equal
footing. Would the introduction of modern technology and new methods of
seismological analysis also improve the capability of the system to observe
and identify smller events?
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In i t s f i r s t report (CCD/558), the Group made an assessment of the
expected capabilities of some tentative global networks containing around
50 seismological stations. These estimates, and similar calculations made by
individual scientists , shoed that in general the detection capability in the
northern hemisphere corresponds to events of about magnitude 4 and, further,
that events occuring in the southern hemisphere have to be at least half a
magnitude larger to be detected with the same probability. A magnitude 4
event corresponds to a fully coupled explosion in hard rock with a yield of
the order of 1 Kt.

The Group has not made any capability es t imtes since then, and the issue
has been only briefly discussed. A number of national contributions giving
capabilities observed at individual stations or national networks have,
however, been presented to the Group. To give some idea on how the detection
capabilities of a network may be affected if recent technological development
is included in the new system design, I will offer a few personal remarks.

The sensitivity of an individual mdern seismlogical station is
primarily controlled by the ever-present ground noise. This varies
considerably from one si te to another, and is generally lower at remte
locations inside large continents. The noise can be suppressed by array
stations having a number of sensors placed in a suitable pattern to form an
antenna. The noise reduction is roughly proportional to the square root of
the number of sensors; 10 sensors would reduce the noise by a factor of
3,25 sensors by a factor of 5, etc. Even if modern technology may not
substantially inprove the detection capabilities of single stations, digital
recording and signal processing will facil i tate the further interpretation of
observed signals. Modern technology also mkes i t easier to establish
high-sensitivity array stations.

The size of the event that can be detected depends on the distance
between the event and the station. National investigations have shown that
underwater explosions of the order of 100 kg have been detected at distances
of sane 100 kilometres, and that underground explosions with yields of a
couple of tons have been observed beyond 1,000 km. At teleseismic distances,
between 2,000 and 10,000 km, the detection capability is less dependent on the
actual distance and is generally considered to correspond to mgnitude 4 for
well-located stations.

The detection capability of a given network is thus largely controlled by
the density of the stations, and by whether the stations are array stations or
single stations. A network of 500 stations, for exanple, would thus have a
significantly lower detection threshold than the network of some 50 stations
so far discussed by the Group. A network of 5,000 stations would have an even
lower threshold, and would generate correspondingly more data that have to be
analysed and exchanged.

The recent dramtic development of comnunication fac i l i t i es makes i t
possible to transmit large volumes of data from one part of the globe to
another. Modern computer technology has made i t possible to handle and
analyse data volumes that we were unable to handle a few years ago. There is
therefore no technical limitation in principle as to the number of stations
that could be included in the global network. Technical developments thus
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offer us the possibility of building a global system with high capabil i t ies.
I t is a pol i t ical decision to establish what capabili t ies we should aim at .

The Group was made aware of the Joint verification Experiment undertaken
by the United States and the Soviet Union. The experiment consists of the
conduct and close-in recording of two nuclear explosions, one at the
Nevada test s i t e , conducted on 17 August, and one at Semipalatinsk, scheduled
for 14 September this year. The general availability of source data,
including yield, depth of burial and geological conditions, for these
two explosions and the 10 selected previouS nuclear explosions conducted by
the two countries, would in my view, together with observations obtained at
seismological stations around the world, provide a very important data base
for the further development of methods of seismological analysis and for
assessment of the capabilities of global networks.

The present tasks of the Ad hoc Group can be described in the following
three phases : to provide a fifth report giving the functional requirements of
the new modern system and an i n i t i a l concept of the design of such a system;
to conduct a large-scale experiment to t es t most of the key elements of such a
system and the interrelations between these elements; and, finally, to
reassess the i n i t i a l design of the system in the light of the results of the
experiment.

At i t s recent session, the Group discussed in detai l a draft of i t s
£ifth report compiled by the Group's scientific secretary, Dr. Prode Ringdal
of Norway, containing the functional requirements and an i n i t i a l design of a
modern international system. The report and i t s appendices, s t i l l to be
conpiled, present the system in four main components: a global network of
highly sensitive modern seismological stat ions; national data centres in each
participating country; international data centres to collect and analyse
available data; and telecomunication channels for the expeditious exchange
of information within the system.

The Group is in agreement on the functional requirements of the system,
and is close to agreement also on an in i t i a l design of the system. Some
remaining questions, especially on how to organize the telecomunication
channels, need further consideration. The Group however, envisages submitting
i t s fifth report to the Conference on Disarmament following the Group's next
session.

As to the planning of the large-scale experiment, the Group made most
significant progress, guided by material compiled by the co-ordinator of the
experiment, Dr. Peter Basham of Canada. The Group decided to name the
large-scale experiment the "Group of Scientific Experts Second Technical
Test", in short GSETT-2. Based on the earlier agreed stage-by-stage approach
to the experiment, the Group identified three phases. A f i r s t , start-up phase
contains a number of experiments to be conducted on a national or co-operative
basis. A number of such experiments have already started or will s tar t soon.
As can be seen from the sumnary of the plans for these start-up tests annexed
to the progress report, these experiments, which are related to a l l components
of the system, are quite extensive and will involve many scientific
insti tutions and scientis ts around the world. The results of these start-up
act iv i t ies will be reviewed at the Group's next two sessions.
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The second phase of GSETT-2 is a preparatory or "warm-up" phase to pave
the way for the full-scale tes t , which will constitute the third and last
phase. I t is now anticipated that, if a l l of the appropriate fac i l i t i es and
procedures can be put in place through national and co-operative efforts, the
second, warm-up phase will begin in late 1989 and the third, full-scale phase
will be conducted in 1990. I t i s an extensive and concerted scientific effort
that now has commenced.

The Ad hoc Group suggests that, subject to approval by the Conference on
Disarmament, i t s next session should be convened in Geneva from 6 to
7 March 19 89.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events for his statement introducing the report contained in
document CD/853. As we a l l know, we need to adopt the recommendation
contained in paragraph 10 of the report, relating to the dates for the next
session of the Ad hoe Group. We shall do so at our plenary meeting on
Tuesday, 30 August.

That concludes my l i s t of speakers for today. Is there any other member
wishing to take the floor at this stage? I see none.

As usual, the secretariat has circulated today an informal paper
containing the l i s t of meetings to be held by the Conference and i t s
subsidiary bodies d~ring next week. As you know, this is merely indicative
and subject to change if need be. If there is no objection, I shall take i t
that the Conference adopts the tim?table.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDEhT: I wish to inform members that the secretariat will s tar t
circulating next week the technical parts of the draft annual report, as well
as draft substantive paragraphs on those agenda item on which subsidiary
bodies were not established. At an appropriate stage next week, I will
propose dates for their consideration. As usual, we shall hold an informal
meeting for a f i r s t reading of the technical parts, while the draft
substantive paragraphs will be discussed at informal consultations.

I intend to discuss today with the chairmen of the subsidiary bodies the
deadlines for adoption of the reports of the ad hoc comnittees, as t i re
constraints are already pressing. We have only 14 working days before the
Conference adjourns, and we s t i l l have much to accomplish.

As I announced at our plenary meeting on Tuesday of this week,
imediately after we adjourn this meeting today, the Ad hoc Cornittee on
Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States
Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons will hold i t s next
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meeting, instead of tomorrow afternoon. I should like to recall also that the
Ad hoc Comittee on Radiological Weapons has scheduled i t s next meeting for
tomorrow, 26 August in this room at 3 p.m.

I have no other business for today, and so I now intend to adjourn this
plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament
will be held on Tuesday, 30 August at 10 a.m. in this room.

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m.
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The PMSIDENT: I declare open the 478th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

At the outset, I should like to extend a warm welcome, on behalf of the
Conference, to the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency of the
United States of America, His Excellency Mr. Nilliam Burns, who will be
addressing the Conference today. I wish to thank him for the interest he
shows in the work of the Conference, and I am sure that members will follow
his statement with particular interest.

The Conference commences today, in accordance with its programme of work,
consideration of agenda item 8, "Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament".
However, in conformity with rule 30 of its rules of procedure, any member who
wishes to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

I have on my list of speakers for today, the representatives of the
United States of America, the Republic of Korea and Bulgaria. I now give the
floor to the first speaker today, the representative of the United States of
America, His Excellency Mr. Nilliam Burns, Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.

Mr. BURNS (United States of America): It is a pleasure for me to be here
today with the United States delegation to address the Conference on
Disarmament. I have spent a great deal of time in Geneva working on
disarmament issues. My efforts, however, have been primarily devoted to
bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union in the
nuclear and space talks, and, this week, in the third review conference of the
United States-Soviet anti-ballistic missile Treaty. As Director of the
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, I follow the work of this
Conference closely, and I see around the conference room today many friends
and colleagues with whom I share common goals. I welcome this opportunity to
speak before this respected audience and to participate directly in your
efforts.

Let me begin by congratulating you, Mr. President, on behalf of the
United States delegation, for your capable handling of the duties of President
of this Conference for the month of August. Indonesia is a long-time friend
of the United States, and the participation of your delegation in the work of
this body alongside ours reflects our mutal dedication to seeking ways to
strengthen international security through the mechanism of arms limitations
and disarmament agreements. I also want to say farewell to Ambassador Teja of
India, with whom our delegation enjoyed an excellent working relationship
during his tenure as head of the Indian delegation. Ne wish him well. The
United States delegation also extends a warm welcome to Ambassador Istvan Varga
of Hungary, and our delegation looks forward to working closely with him and
his colleagues.

A great deal has happened in the field of arms control and disarmament
since I took office as Director some five months ago. There has been activity
on bilateral, on regional, and on multilateral levels. I am happy to say
that, overall, this activity has been of a positive character. In our view,
an impartial observer would have to conclude that events have furthered our
fundamental objective of a more secure and more stable future for the global
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community. These various advances did not, of course, happen overnight. And
the record is not entirely positive. Much work remains to be done. The world
is confronted daily with actual and potential armed conflicts, and with the
prospect of nuclear and chemical weapons proliferation; we note the spread of
dangerous and destabilizing nuclear and ballistic missile technologies, and we
have seen the repeated use of chemical weapons in defiance of one of the
oldest norms of international law. And so, while we are encouraged by the
progress that we have witnessed recently, the tasks that remain are too
pressing to allow time for self-congratulation, for we must get on with our
work. My Government recognizes this, and we are not resting on past successes.

In the bilateral arms control area, the United States and the
Soviet Union brought into force on 1 June of this year the Treaty on
intermediate-range nuclear forces, banning, for the first time in history, an
entire category of nuclear arms, and providing for rigorous verification of
the destruction of these arms. The INF Treaty, together with its protocols
and memorandum of understanding, was made available to this Conference by my
delegation, and by the delegation of the Soviet Union, earlier this year, as
documents CD/798 and CD/800.

I am pleased to report to you that the inspection provisions of this
historic Treaty are now being successfully implemented by our two countries.
As many of you witnessed very recently, INF missiles are being destroyed.
INF-related facilities are being monitored to ensure that treaty provisions
are being honoured. I served as a member of the United States delegation to
the INF negotiations, and it is gratifying to see that the long, hard work of
the negotiators, and the patient efforts of other United States and Soviet
Government officials, as well as those of the respective alliances, are
finally paying off.

It is true that the quantitative reductions mandated in the INF Treaty
constitute a small percentage of the parties' nuclear arms. It is not true,
however, that the reductions are therefore of little significance. Quite the
contrary. The Treaty marks the beginning of a nuclear arms reduction process
that will contribute to further reductions, increased security, and greater
mutual confidence. Further, and of immediate importance to other arms control
and disarmament efforts, and more specifically of immediate importance to our
chemical weapons negotiations, the INF Treaty contains a stringent
verification r6gime that will prove a useful precedent to draw upon in
structuring verification provisions for other disarmament agreements. No one
should doubt, then, that the INF Treaty is an important document representing
a milestone in the long and difficult process of disarmament.

In the same period of five months since I entered my present position,
the United States and the Soviet Union also signed an agreement providing for
advance notification of ballistic missile launches. This agreement, as well,
has been made available to you as CD/847 and CD/845. It is an agreement
designed to reduce the risk of nuclear war through accident, miscalculation or
misinterpretation. It is, we believe, a measure lending greater stability to
our relationship with the Soviet Union. Stability and predictability help
create an environment in which disarmament negotiations can progress. This
agreement, therefore, is closely related to our efforts to achieve a truly
substantial, equitable and verifiable reduction in the strategic nuclear
arsenals of the two sides.
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On 12 July, the tenth round of the nuclear and space talks began here in
Geneva. As President Reagan noted in a statement released on that occasion,
the two sides have made considerable progress in over six years of
negotiations.

In the strategic arms reduction talks, there is 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 1,540 warheads on 154 heavy missiles.
The sides have also agreed to a 50 per cent reduction in the throw weight of
Soviet missiles. In addition, agreement has been reached on a counting rule
for the armaments borne by heavy bombers. Agreement exists on certain
verification measures including several kinds of on-site inspection, data
exchange, and measures to reduce the possibility of cheating. This progress
has been recorded in joint draft treaty text, which, of course, also sets out
the remaining areas of disagreement.

At the Moscow summit, some common ground was identified with respect to
concepts for verification of mobile missiles - should they be permitted in a
strategic arms reduction treaty - and on dealing with air-launched cruise
missiles.

In the forum dealing with defence and space issues, our objective is to
seek agreement on how we can, jointly with the Soviet Union, manage a stable
transition to increased reliance on effective defences that threaten no one.
A separate agreement on these issues is being worked on, which reflects the
principles which President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev outlined in
December at the iiashington summit. In addition, work is continuing on a draft
protocol designed to improve predictability as research is carried out in the
strategic defence area and preparations made for a possible transition to
greater reliance on defences. Few persons expected, at the outset of these
talks, that we could go so far.

It is our view that the United States Strategic Defence Initiative has
provided an important incentive for serious negotiations in the defence and
space area. In President Reagan's words, it is "our best hope for a safer
world". The programme of research, development and testing in which the
United States is engaged is in full compliance with the 1972 anti-ballistic
missile Treaty. And, as we have made clear, the Strategic Defence Initiative
is not something that we will bargain away or modify with crippling
provisions. Ne will research it, test it, and, if it works, deploy it!

I realize that many around this table would pose the question: After
six years of negotiations, when can we expect a completed START treaty, and a
completed agreement on defence and space issues? I can answer that the
United States seeks sound agreements, and that the United States is not
negotiating against arbitrary deadlines. I can also say that, when it comes
to vital issues of international security, the United States believes that we
are better off with no agreement than with a bad agreement. So we will
continue to work hard, but as we do so, we will be patient.

Let me briefly discuss remaining issues. First, the United States
continues to seek a ban on mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles unless
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effective verification provisions can be found for limitations on them, in
which case we could consider some retention. As I noted, some elements of a
possible verification regime were identified in the Moscow joint statement
(CD/846), but other important aspects remain to be addressed.

Second, the United States seeks a sublimit of 3,000 on the number of
warheads on intercontinental ballistic missiles to ensure that a strategic
arms reduction agreement will strengthen stability through deep reductions in
these most threatening weapon systems.

Third, the United States continues to have serious concerns about whether
limits on nuclear-armed versions of sea-launched cruise missiles could be
effectively verified. The United States agreed with the USSR at the
Nashington summit to seek a mutually acceptable solution to the question of
limiting deployment of long-range, nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise
missiles. The two sides have not yet found a solution.

And fourth, with regard to air-launched cruise missiles, the two sides
agreed at the Moscow summit on some rules for distinguishing between
categories of heavy bombers with different armaments, for converting bombers
from one category to another, and for counting bombers and warheads. However,
important issues remain to be resolved, including the number of warheads to be
attributed to heavy bombers equipped to carry nuclear air-launched cruise
missiles, how to treat bombers capable of carrying conventional arms only, and
the allowable range for air-launched cruise missiles.

As I noted at the beginning of my statement, my present duties in Geneva
include serving as head of the United States delegation to the third review of
the 1972 anti-ballistic missile Treaty. As that review is presently under
way, I am not in a postion to go into any detail on this subject. I would
note, however, that the United States believes the existence of the large
phased-array radar at Krasnoyarsk in the Soviet Union is a significant
violation of a central element of this Treaty, and that measures must be taken
to resolve this serious problem.

Turning the focus to a somewhat broader scale, let me briefly address
what I see as a serious problem for international security: the threats posed
by the proliferation of ballistic missiles, the proliferation of nuclear
explosive capabilities, and the proliferation of chemical weapons. The spread
of none of these is in our collective interest, nor in the interest of
international stability. It can only make more complicated the task of
preventing the outbreak of conflict at the local, regional, or even global
level. It can only make more complicated the task of resolving such conflicts
once they have begun - as the sad events in the Gulf region bear witness.

It is indeed ironic that just when the two major nuclear-weapon States
have agreed to destroy their intermediate-range nuclear forces, similar
weapons systems appear to be spreading to other regions of the world. The
United States strongly urges all other States to examine this unsettling
development carefully, and to work for measures to remove the destabilizing
presence of these missiles.
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During his address to the third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament two months ago, Secretary of State
Shultz called special attention to the problem posed by the proliferation of
nuclear explosive capabilities. I want to underline those remarks today, in
particular his statement that the United States views this problem as the most
important one facing the international community in the security field,
Preparations are already beginning for the fourth review conference of the
non-proliferation Treaty in 1990. The United States seeks a successful review
of the NPT, and a strengthening of that Treatya and other measures that
promote the global non-proliferation regime. The United States is opposed to
any plan that would have the effect of terminating the NPT, as we are
convinced that this would be a serious blow to global security. Elimination
of the constraints embodied in the NPT would have a dramatica destabilizing
effect. The further spread of nuclear weapons will solve no security
problems; it will only create new ones, and make more difficult our present
tasks of resolving the underlying causes of regional tensions and conflicts.
The United States continues to believe strongly that all States would benefit
from universal adherence to the non-proliferation Treaty,

With regard to the proliferation of chemical weapons, this is a matter sf
direct relevance to this Conference and to the negotiation of a comprehensive,
effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical weapons, The repeated
use of chemical weapons in contravention of the l925 Geneva Protocol against
chemical warfare has eroded the force of that instrument, and blurred an
international norm that, for over half a centuryp successfully inhibited
States from systematically using chemical weapons as weapons of war. The
international norm is further weakened when such repeated violation of the
l925 Protocol fails to evoke immediate, forceful and universal condemnation.

The United States is committed to strengthening the international norm
against chemical weapons, and we are convinced that the most effective way to
achieve that goal is through the negotiation of a comprehensivea verifiable
and truly global chemical weapons ban - a subject to which I will turn
momentarily. In your negotiation of that convention, however, I would urge
you to remeber the lessons learned from the experience of the Gulf war.

Pending completion of a ban, we will also work closely with others to
prevent the dangerous spread and illegal use of chemical weapons. This should
include political pressure brought to bear as appropriate, carefully targeted
export controls on certain chemicalsa and support for investigation by the
United Nations of all cases of alleged use. We urge others to join us to
ensure that the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which establishes a binding norm against
CW usep is not further eroded,

I would now like to turn from our proliferation concerns to the important
matter of negotiating a chemical weapons ban. Ambassador Friedersdorf, in his
statement before this Conference on 28 July, presented detailed United States
views on current issues in the negotiations. I do not propose to cover the
same ground today. Rather, I would like to outline briefly the general
United States approach to the negotiations. Simply put, the United States is
committed to negotiation of a comprehensive, effectively verifiable and truly
global ban on chemical weapons, thus, encompassing all chemical
weapons-capable States. Toward this end the United States submitted to this
body in 1984 a draft convention, CD/500, which remains the basis of the
United States position.
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At the same time we do not underestimate the difficulty and complexity of
the task. Despite the considerable progress that has been made, difficult
problems remain in developing effective means of verification, in providing
undiminished security for all States during the transition period, and in
ensuring that the ban is truly global. In our view, it is important to
address these problems as a matter of continuing urgency.

The kind of convention we are seeking can be achieved only through
multilateral negotiations. This Conference must be the focus of efforts to
achieve a ban. On specific issues, bilateral discussions can facilitate the
resolution of issues in the multilateral negotiations. Therefore, in addition
to our continuing active participation in multilateral work we periodically
discuss key issues with the Soviet Union, and with others, in an effort to
find mutually acceptable solutions. In our view, both multilateral and
bilateral efforts are essential. Moreover, evidence of the spread of chemical
weapons has led to increased awareness on our part of the need to consult
States who are not participating in the work of the Conference.

As you know, the United States has long sought to deter chemical attack
through a capability to retaliate in kind. We will continue to maintain this
capability until the threat of chemical attack is removed through an
effective, verifiable, truly global chemical weapons ban.

As everyone knows, the presidential election campaign in the United States
is now in full swing. Alternative policies on many isues are being rigorously
debated. But on the prohibition of chemical weapons there is no debate. The
United States commitment to a chemical weapons ban is an enduring, bipartisan
commitment. For its part, the Reagan Administration will continue earnestly
to pursue this goal until the new Administration comes into office in
January. Ne will work hard with all delegations to resolve the difficult
questions that remain.

I would add only one or two cautionary notes. As you progress toward the
completion of your work on a CN ban, resist the temptation to rush to
signature by passing over the details. It is unrealistic to believe that a
preparatory committee or some governing body can solve problems that have
eluded your experienced experts for the past several years. The time to
resolve differences is before a treaty enters into force. The second
observation I would make is that practice inspections can be quite useful in
uncovering potential areas of controversy while you still have time to resolve
them - before a treaty goes into effect.

I mentioned the third special session of the United Nations devoted to
disarmament. The United States shares the disappointment expressed by many
States that it was not possible to reach consensus on a concluding document to
that session. But we do not judge the session to have been a failure. As
other speakers in this body have noted, the exchanges of views that took
place, and the work carried out in attempting to achieve a consensus on the
concluding document, point to a deepened understanding of the real issues
involved in our mutual search for a more peaceful world. And realism in our
work is never a bad idea.
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The United States remains committed to multilateral approaches to arms
limitation and disarmament, where appropriate, as my presence here today
testifies. At the same time, the United States is committed to making use of
any approach - including bilateral and regional approaches - which it believes
offers prospects for increasing security. I would note in this context the
continuing encouraging implementation of the Stockholm agreement, with its
mandatory on-site verification procedures for monitoring compliance of certain
military activities, and the two sets of talks in Vienna aimed at reaching
agreements on two autonomous negotiations that would deal with further CSBMs
and conventional armaments, respectively, in Europe.

The field of arms limitation and disarmament is a large one. There are
other issues of importance to this bdy, such as nuclear testing and outer
space, that I have not taken up today in the interests of time. Nith regard
to nuclear testing, Ambassador Friedersdorf summarized on l8 August the views
of the United States regarding various approaches for achieving an effective,
verifiable nuclear test ban, Pn addition, he provided this Conference with a
preliminary report on the first phase of the joint verification experiment
that took place on 17 August at the Nevada test site. Nith regard to outer
space, the United States has not yet identified any additional practical outer
space arms control measures that can be dealt with in a multilateral
environment. However, we remain interested in and willing to continue
examining issues associated with space arms control at the Conference on
Disarmament,

In conclusion, let me repeat that P am honoured to have had the
opportunity to address the Conference on Disarmament. I follow your work with
attention from Nashington, and I wish the Conference every success in dealing
with its agenda on multilateral issues.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his important statement, and for the kind words he addressed to
the Chair. P now give the floor to the representative of the
Republic of Korea, Ambassador Sang Ock Lee.

Mr. LEE (Republic of Korea): Allow me, first of all, to express my
appreciation on behalf of the Government of the Republic of Korea for the
decision of the Conference on Disarmament to invite the representative of the
Republic of Korea to participate in the second part of its 1988 session and
address plenary meetings of the Conference.

I should like ko extend my heartfelt congratulations to you,
Mr. President, on your assumption of the presidency of the Conference for the
month of August, I also wish to take this opportunity to express my special
thanks to Mr. Komatina, Secretary-General of the Conference, and his staff for
their devoted efforts to make all the neceesary arrangements and thorough
preparations for the Conference.

At the outset, I wish to make a few observations on the recently
concluded third special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted
to disarmament. The special session received particular attention and
anticipation, as it was held against the background of positive developments
in disarmament and signs of improvement in East-(Nest relations, The
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United States and the Soviet Union signed and ratified the INF Treaty, the
first agreement ever concluded for the elimination of an entire category of
nuclear weapons. Significant progress has also been reigstered in the
negotiations here at the Conference on Disarmament towards the conclusion of a
convention on chemical weapons. It is especially encouraging to note that
such positive developments reflect a broadening consensus in the international
community that genuine world peace and security cannot be ensured through the
arms race and the ever-growing accumulation of weapons.

The participation of more than 90 national leaders and over
200 non-governmental organizations at the session clearly showed the high
hopes the international community placed in SSOD-111. There were candid
exchanges of views on assessments of the current international situation and
future directions for disarmament. A great number of countries put forward
constructive and practical proposals for arms control and disarmament.

It is indeed regrettable that SSOD-I11 was unable to produce a concluding
document, in spite of the strenuous efforts of many participants to work out a
common approach towards the goal of lasting peace and security. However, my
delegation does not view the special session as a failure. Ne believe the
session was timely and useful, in that it helped to bring together different
positions on disarmament held by various countries or groups of countries at
the current stage, and to make clear the areas of convergence and divergence.
Thus it should be regarded as a necessary part of a long process of
multilateral disarmament negotiations.

The experience achieved at the session, though there were no tangible
results, can serve as a solid foundation for charting a sound and realistic
future course for arms control and disarmament efforts on the part of the
international community. Based upon this, concerted and determined actions
should be taken to find a universal approach to many matters in the field of
disarmament, building upon and expanding the areas of convergence of views.

My delegation believes that one of the important areas where we can
expect real achievements is the strengthening of the nuclear non-proliferation
r6gime. Ne celebrated on 1 July the twentieth anniversary of the opening for
signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Neapons. The
non-proliferation r6gime established by the NPT has been by and large
successful in limiting the proliferation of nucler arsenals among the
non-nuclear States. Although it is open to the criticism that it could not do
much about prevention of the nuclear arms race among the nuclear Powers, the
strengthening of the r6gime will contribute to realizing overall nuclear
disarmament. One of the main reasons for such candid optimism is that the
r6gime is based upon exceptional international support, with more than
130 States parties to the NPT. The Republic of Korea has faithfully observed
the provisions of the NPT since its accession in 1975, and will continue to
honour its original commitment to non-proliferation. My delegation urges all
those Staes which have not yet acceded to the NPT to do so at an early date.

This August also marks the twenty-fifth anniversary of the signing of the
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and
under Water. The partial test-ban Treaty, together with the NPT, is viewed as
one of the most important achievements in the history of multilateral
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disarmament negotiations. It has made a significant contribution to slowing
down the nuclear arms race and checking the spread of nuclear weapons.
However, it was unable to stop altogether the continued development of nuclear
weapons both in quality and quantity, The destructive power of nuclear
weapons is becoming increasingly devastating and their potential ever more
dreadful. My delegation considers that the vertical proliferation of nuclear
weapons should be halted through the elaboration of a more thorough test-ban
treaty, and nuclear disarmament based on a step-by-step approach, In this
regard, we welcome the agreement in principle between the United States and
the Soviet Union to reduce their strategic offensive arms by 5Q per cent. v?e
hope the negotiations under way between them will briny about positive results
in the near future.

Nuclear disarmament is certainly of high importance to this Conference,
but it is not the only concern. The international community is facing many
other challenges such as the proliferation of chemical weapons and other types
of weapons of mass destruction.

He are happy to note that the Conference on Disarmament has made good
progress in elaborating a multilateral convention on the complete and
effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and on their destruction, although some more work still
remains to be done before its conclusion.

The conclusion of a multilateral agreement on chemical weapons is a
matter of top priority to the international community, particularly because
these are weapons of mass destruction easy to manufacture at low cost. Every
avenue should be explored so as to ensure the participation of all States with
a capability to produce chemical weapons. Together they should work out
effective means of on-site and challenge inspection. Ne hope that this
Conference will come up with an effective and verifiable convention on
chemical weapons at an early date, As we all know, giving the final touches
to a few outstanding issues will be the most difficult yet important part.

Nhile opinion is divided as to the concept of security, a common
objective of States is national security. The principle of undiminished
security for all States should be respected at multilateral disarmament
negotiations. Disarmament measures should not be taken at the expense of the
security concerns of independent States, nuclear or non-nuclear, strong or
weak, large or small. In this regard, my delegation attaches particular
importance to verification as a collateral measure for the success of
disarmament efforts. Adequate and effective verification measures are a
sine qua non for compliance with any agreements on arms control and
disarmament.

Ne welcome and support the principles of verification drawn up by the
Disarmament Commission at its first substantive session of 1988. It is our
hope that the international community will further elaborate proper guidelines
relating to verification which should meet the legitimate concerns of each
State and embrace the requirements of each agreement.

In recent years, there has been renewed awareness of the importance of
confidence-building measures for the enhancement of international peace and
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security. Support is increasing for greater openness, transparency and
predictability in military matters, which I believe is conducive to the
removal of obstacles to disarmament efforts, namely mistrust and fear. Ne
should further promote constructive dialogue and develop confidence-building
measures, so as to facilitate the creation of a more favourable environment
for the attainment of the goal of general and complete disarmament.

Today, the world has entered an age of reconciliation and co-operation
transcending ideologies and political systems. Many countries are adjusting
themselves to meet demands for change and reform both internally and
externally. Several perennial regional conflicts have lately shown signs of
settlement.

For all these positive developments, the tense situation in the Korean
peninsula remains unmitigated. Hostility and mistrust still prevail in the
relations between the two parts of Korea, even now 35 years after the
Korean Nar. No substantial contacts and exchanges are taking place between
the two sides.

Under the circumstances, President Roh Tae inloo of the Republic of Korea
enunciated a six-point set of policy guidelines for reconciliation and
co-operation with North Korea in a special declaration of 7 July 1988. This
new initiative was designed to bring to an end counter-productive diplomacy
characterized by competition and confrontation between the South and the
North, with a view to realizing lasting peace and unification on the Korean
peninsula. inle hope that this new policy, coupled with the world trend of
reconciliation and CO--operation, will provide fresh momentum to promote
dialogue and negotiation between the two parts of Korea and to expedite
eventual peaceful reunification.

I now wish to touch briefly upon the question of disarmament on the
Korean peninsula. My Government is of the view that the primary requirement
for disarmament negotiations between the two parts of Korea is the removal of
deep-rooted mistrust and restoration of mutual confidence. The importance of
confidence-building was stressed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Republic of Korea in his address to the third special session on 10 June.
Taking into account the reality of inter-Korean relations and the complexity
of factors involved in disarmament, he put forward a three-stage approach
towards disarmament on the Korean peninsula as follows. Firstly, the two
sides should build mutual confidence through a resumption of dialogue and
expansion of contacts. Secondly, a non-aggression pact should be concluded as
an institutional arrangement for preventing the recurrence of hostilities.
Lastly, the two sides should enter into negotiations on concrete measures to
achieve the goals of disarmament on the peninsula.

Nhen mutual confidence is restored between the South and the North and
the necessary institutional arrangements for security have been made, the two
sides will be able to take more concrete steps to negotiate disarmament such
as exchanges of military information and the holding of meetings of military
experts. At the same time, both sides will consider the establishment of a
direct communication link between the military authorities and arrangements
for advance notification of major military activities and observation of
large-scale military training exercises. These measures will enhance the
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scope for the two sides to produce substantive results at the disarmament
negotiating table by giving each of them a clearer picture of the pattern of
the other side's military activities and thus allowing them to detect
anomalies nore easily and quickly.

In view 0f the difficulty in reaching consensus in multilateral
disarmament efforts, as shown at SSOD-111, the Conference on Disarmament, the
singl@ multilateral negotiating forum in the field of arms control and
disarmament, assumes more significance and greater respnsibility than ever in
formulating future directions for arms control and disarmament. In closing, I
wish t.o reaffirm ay Government's firm support for multilateral disarmament
efforts, particularly in the framework of the United Nations. fie are very
happy to participate in the work of the Conference on Disarmament. Our
co-operation will not be spared to assist the Conference in discharging its
important task.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Republic of Korea for
his statement, and also for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now
give the floor to the representative of Bulgaria, Ambassador Kostov.

Mr. KOSTOV (Bulgaria): At the very outset, I would like to welcome in
our midst our new colleagues, Ambassador Varga of Hungary and
Ambassador Aung Thant of Burma. I wish them much success in the Conference's
activities. It is a pleasure for me to assure them of my eagerness to
continue the existing co-operation between our delegations.

During recent plenary meetings most of the speakers have paid special - I
might even say exceptional - attention to the negotiations on a convention on
the prohibition of chemical weapons. That is quite natural. The end of the
summer session is at hand; that calls for an assessment of one more annual
session of the Conference, whose work has concentrated to a great degree on
the negotiations for a chemical weapons ban. That is why my delegation would
like to set out its attitude by dwelling upon some major problems of these
negotiations.

As a whole the negotiations have proceeded in a favourable political
climate. No one questions the need to finalize the convention as soon as
possible. This was made explictly clear in the statements of all foreign
ministers who spoke in the Conference during its spring session. The joint
Soviet-United States summit statement in Moscow confirmed "the importance of
efforts to address, as a matter of continuing urgency, the unique challenges
of a chemical weapons ban and to achieve an effective convention". A wide
consensus was reached at the third special session that the elaboration of a
covention on a chemical weapons ban is a particularly important and urgent
task for the Conference on Disarmament. The Narsaw communiqu6 of the
Political Consultative Committee of the States Parties to the Narsaw Treaty
again pointed out that one of the priority goals in the field of disarmament
is to conclude a convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons
and their destruction.

The urgent character of the task of eliminating for ever a whole category
of weapons of mass destruction which were considered almost extinct after the
First Norld Nar is being reinforced by their use and the danger of their
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proliferation. The evidence produced by the United Nations on the increased
use of poison gas in the latter stages of the Gulf war imparts a new sense of
urgency to the matter. This should harden the resolve of the member States of
the Conference on Disarmament to do all they can to ensure the earliest
possible completion of the years-long negotiations. Maybe those who argue
that if the ban is not enforced soon "the chemical cat will be out of the bag"
are right.

Has the favourable political atmosphere one may ask, been translated into
concrete results in the negotiations? It is hardly possible to give a simple
answer to this question, since ups and downs have continued to characterize
the pace of the Conference's negotiations. First and foremost, we would like
to note that the Chairman of the ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka of Poland,
has made and is making great efforts to speed up the pace of the
negotiations. In this respect he has been energetically supported by the
chairmen of the working groups, Comrade Cima (Czechoslovakia), Mr. Macedo
(Mexico) and Mr. Numata (Japan). We are very grateful to Ambassador Sujka and
the three chairmen of the working groups for their dedication and
contr ibutions.

Among the unresolved problems in the negotiations, the issue of the
non-production of chemical weapons in civil chemical industry looms large.
The goal of the negotiations is clear - to establish a r6gime which, on the
one hand, would guarantee the non-production of chemical weapons in civil
chemical industry and, on the other, would not be an obstacle to the
development and production of chemical products for peaceful purposes. The
achievement of this goal, however, is a complex and difficult task. This is
so because there is a need to elaborate and agree upon provisions which take
into account different but justified requirements, first, to treat two types
of property - State and private - on an equal footing; second, to take into
account the special features of production not only in large industrial
complexes, but also in medium-sized and small enterprises; third, to
establish a verification r6gime that is both effective and financially
reasonable; and fourth, to guarantee the confidentiality of information. The
complexity of the task precludes by definition any maximalism and requires a
great deal of effort to find a common denominator to achieve a solution which
would inspire confidence in both the viability and the effectiveness of the
convention.

My delegation supports all steps aimed at accelerating the settlement of
problems related to the elaboration of article VI. In our opinion the
meetings with representatives of civil chemical industry were a useful
initiative. It is in the interest of the negotiations that such meetings
should continue during the spring and summer parts of the Conference's session
in 1989.

My delegation welcomes the Soviet proposal for holding an international
experiment in civil chemical industry. We hope that this experiment will make
a useful contribution to the elaboration of the verification r6gime1s
provisions for the non-production of chemical weapons in civil chemical
industry. We would like to note with satisfaction that the preparations for
the experiment have entered a practical phase.
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As the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Bulgaria, His Excellency
Mr. P. Mladenov, stated on 14 April at the Conference, my country's chemical
industry does not produce any of the key precursors for chemical weapons
included in schedule 121. For this reason we will probably not have
installations subject to routine international verification. Nevertheless, we
are interested in the experiment's results. Ne hope that the information to
be presented after the experiment will help in working out the provisions for
ad hoc checks in which the protagonist will be the technical secretariat. In
the future an international experiment on this type of verification may also
be carried out.

Ne are encouraged by the progress in the elaboration of the provisions on
challenge inspection, namely the procedure for appointing international
inspectors and the activities of the Executive Council after receiving the
verification report. Ne think that the implementation of this type of
verification must aim at promoting better compliance with the convention. At
all events, it should not create conditions for a confrontation that may lead
to adverse consequences.

To a certain degree the question of the order of destruction of chemical
weapon stockpiles and production facilities remains an untied knot in the
negotiations. All countries are interested in guarantees for their national
security. That is why every country ought to be fully confident that the
convention will not permit a situation where the security of any country or
group of countries might be diminished.

If it is agreed that there is a need to level out chemical weapon
stockpiles towards the end of the eighth year after the convention's entry
into force, then it would be absolutely logical also that the process of
destruction should proceed in compliance with an approved schedule under
strict international control.

My delegation shares the view expressed by Ambassador Marchand of Canada
that in developing the agreed r6gime for the phased destruction of chemical
weapons "one of the primary concerns is to ensure that this process does not
cause any diminution of ... national security ... during the very sensitive
10-year destruction phase". Hence it is not possible to regard as
constructive proposals which, to quote my Canadian colleague again, "have the
net effect of permitting the production and proliferation of chemical weapons
during this crucial phase".

Ne are pleased that, in an attempt to finalize work on article V, it has
been agreed that the joint Soviet-United States proposal on chemical weapon
production facilities should be included in the "rolling text' of the
convention.

Ne are concerned about the lack of tangible progress in working out
article X. In our view the rendering of assistance to a member State in the
event of a chemical weapons threat or the use of chemical weapons against it
should be derived from the principle of undiminished security. Besides, it is
necessary to think about the universality of the convention. It is logical to
expect that the convention will be more attractive, both in political and
legal terms, if it contains provisions for rendering assistance to every State
party in the event of a chemical weapon threat or the use of such weapons
against it.
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The proposal of the Soviet delegation made by Ambassador Y. Nazarkin on
11 August of this year, for the working out of collective measures among the
States parties to the convention in order to resist the use or threat of use
of chemical weapons, is very timely. We consider that it would be advisable
to think about the elaboration of measures both of a technical and of a
political nature.

In principle everyone shares the view that the convention should not harm
the legitimate interests of the States parties in developing their civil
chemical industries. Ne were puzzled at the difficulties which emerged in the
process of elaboration of the provisions for widening economic, scientific and
technical co-operation in the production and consumption of chemicals for
peaceful purposes. Bulgaria is interested in taking part in such co-operation
on a bilateral and multilateral basis. Therefore, we are encouraged by the
progress achieved in Group A.

It is high time for the negotiations to become more intensive and
purposeful on certain political and financial aspects of the convention. It
is true that the problems related to the composition of the Executive Council
and the setting up and functioning of the bodies which will be entrusted with
the implementation of the convention are not without analogy in international
relations. But it is also true that they are so specific in nature as to
preclude borrowing in a mechanical way from past and existing experience.

Ne note with satisfaction that the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee,
Ambassador Sujka, has given impetus to the work on the final provisions of the
convention. Ne think that the revised document presented by him for
discussion is a good basis for our future work; it creates preconditions for
making progress in the elaboration of articles XI1 to XVI - provisions which
are important for the viability and effectiveness of the convention.

In our view it is desirable for efforts to finalize the convention to be
supported by practical steps which would facilitate its signature and entry
into force. Ne welcome with satisfaction the statements made by the
delegations of Australia and Austria concerning the placing of controls on
production of and trade in a certain category of chemicals. In this
connection I would like to remind the Conference of the fact that on
30 December 1986 my Government approved a decree setting out restrictions on
the export of dual-purpose chemicals.

In our assessment the summer session will make progress in solving some
problems of the negotiations. But should we be satisfied with the pace of the
negotiations? Ne are not inclined to give an affirmative answer to this
question. My delegation supports the view that advantage should be taken of
the inter-sessional period as much as possible to continue the negotiations.
It is advisable for us to use in the most rational manner the time from
November, i.e. after the completion of the work of the First Committee of the
General Assembly, until the end of January 1989. Obviously this goal will be
easier to achieve if we succeed in determining the issues on which the
negotiations should concentrate during the inter-sessional period. It is
necessary to do everything possible so that in 1989 the Conference will
overcome the last obstacles blocking the way to finalizing a convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. My delegation is ready to take part actively
in this process.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Bulgaria for his
statement. That concludes my list of speakers for today. Two other
representatives have asked for the floor. They are the German Democratic
Republic and the nion of Soviet Socialist Republics. I first give the floor
to the representative of the German Democratic Republic.

Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): My delegation would like to take
this opportunity to thank you very warmly for your successful work as
President of the Conference in the month of August. Your dedicated work and
diplomatic skill deserve high appreciation. They also reflect the
constructive role your country plays in efforts to enhance international and
regional security. At the same time, we would like to thank your predecessor,
Ambassador Teja, for his leadership in July, and wish him all the best in the
future.

Yesterday, many of us returned from a remarkable trip to the
Soviet Union. Ne had the opportunity to observe the destruction of
SS-20 missiles on the spot, On behalf of the participants from the Group of
Socialist Countries, I should like to request Ambassador Yuri Nazarkin to
convey our sincere thanks to his Government and to the many military and
civilian assistants who provided such excellent conditions for our stay.

Ne saw the INF Treaty going into action, and witnessed a fascinating
weapons explosion for peace. There will be many more explosions of this
kind. Seen from the political, military and technological viewpoint, it has
become possible to do away with the most dangerous means of mass destruction,
step by step. For the first time in history modern weapons systems were
destroyed voluntarily in the presence of inspectors from the other side and
representatives of the United Nations, the Geneva Disarmament Conference and
the press. Not long ago, this was rather a nice dream.

After this event, increased attention will focus on follow-up steps to
eliminate all nuclear weapons. As to the agreement on cutting by half the
strategic arsenals of the USSR and the United States, work is going on. Nhat
is called for is that further "zero options" should follow in other fields
without any offsetting of the weapons scrapped.

The destruction of SS-20 missiles which we witnessed also carries a
message for our Conference. It calls upon all of us to make all-out efforts
to agree on and tackle together multilateral tasks in the areas of cessation
of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament and the prevention of an arms
race in outer space. The example of the INF Treaty constitutes a great
encouragement to speeding up the elaboration of the convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. Where there's a will there's a way.

Ne wish to thank our Soviet friends also for the opportunity to visit the
memorials in the heroic town Volgograd. Here the Fascist conquerors were
halted and a turn was forced in the Second Norld Nar that claimed many
victims. Every one of us felt the intrinsic relationship between the history
of this town and the event at the place of destruction of the SS-20 missiles.
Nhat needs to be done is to ensure peace for ourselves and succeeding
generations through disarmament, growing international security and peaceful
co-operation among all States and peoples. This is also the purpose of our
Conference work here in Geneva.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the German Democratic
Republic for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
I now give the floor to Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): My brief statement will be made up of two parts. In connection
with the declaration by the Director of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Mr. Burns, concerning the construction of the Krasnoyarsk
radar station in the Soviet Union, I should like to say the following. It is
well known that the Krasnoyarsk radar station is a station for tracking space
objects, and its use is not prohibited under the ABM Treaty. At the same time,
in a spirit of good will, the Soviet Union has indicated its willingness to
dismantle the equipment in the Krasnoyarsk facility should an agreement be
reached on compliance for an agreed period with the ABM Treaty as signed
in 1972.

The second portion of my statement relates to a different subject. I
should like to express my gratitude to the distinguished representative of the
German Democratic Republic, Ambassador Rose, and the delegations on whose
behalf he spoke, for his very positive assessment of the Soviet Union's
initiative in organizing a trip to witness the destruction of missiles in
accordance with the INF Treaty. I should also like to express my gratitude to
those participants in the visit who personally expressed their appreciation to
the Soviet side for having organized the visit. The Soviet delegation will
convey their assessment of the demonstration to Moscow.

Many participants in the visit have also approached me to ask how many
States sent representatives. I think it would be useful to provide the
following statistics. Representatives of 40 States, not counting the
Soviet Union, of course, participated in the visit, including representatives
from 32 member countries of the Conference on Disarmament and 15 countries
which have been invited to speak before the Conference on Disarmament. Also
present were the Secretary-General of the Conference, Mr. Komatina, who at the
same time represented the United Nations Secretary-General, and the Deputy
Secretary-General, Mr. Berasategui. The total number of participants from the
Conference on Disarmament was 64. There were also a few Security Council
delegates or their representatives, and a large group of journalists.

I think that this demonstration, in which we saw with our own eyes the
practical implementation of the Soviet-American INF Treaty, will stimulate the
work of the Conference on Disarmament. In point of fact, we witnessed the
birth of an era free of nuclear weapons. I hope the time will come when we
will witness steps to implement multilateral disarmament agreements, too, in
the area of nuclear, chemical and conventional weapons.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics for his statement. Does any other member wish to take the floor? I
give the floor to Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): This week, the
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency released an issue brief
entitled "Soviet violation of the 1972 ~nti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty:
The Krasnoyarsk radar". I would like to read from that United States
delcaration to the Conference if I might.
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"The ABM Treaty - The United States and the Soviet Union signed the
ABM Treaty in 1972, and later signed a Protocol to the treaty which
entered into force in 1976. Together, the treaty and Protocol ban
deployment of ABM systems, except that each Party is permitted to deploy
one ABM system around its national capital area Or, alternatively, at a
single intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) deployment area. A
major objective of the ABM Treaty is to prevent the deployment of an ABM
territorial defense. The treaty places limits on ABM systems, including
ABM radars, and constrains radars for early warning of ballistic missile
attack which could, depending on their location, orientation, and
capability, contribute to an ABM defense.

"The Krasnoyarsk Radar - For several years now, the United States
has had serious concerns about Soviet noncompliance with the ABM Treaty.
In particular, the construction of a large-phased array radar (LPAR) near
Krasnoyarsk in Siberia, because of its location and orientation,
constitutes a significant violation of a central element of the
ABM Treaty. According to the ABM Treaty, the only permitted functions
for a large, phased-array radar with a location and orientation such as
that of the Krasnoyarsk radar would be space-tracking and national
technical means of verification (NTM).

"Based on conclusive evidence, however, we judge that the
Krasnoyarsk radar is primarily designed for ballistic missile detection
and tracking, not for space-tracking and NTM as the Soviets claim.
Moreover, the coverage of the Krasnoyarsk radar closes a major gap in the
coverage of the Soviet ballistic missile detection, warning, and tracking
screen. Its location allows it to provide warning of a ballistic missile
attack, to acquire attack characterization data that will enable Soviet
strategic forces to respond in a timely manner and that could aid in
planning the battle for Soviet defensive forces.

"The construction of an LPAR such as the one near Krasnoyarsk is
especially important because such radars have always been considered to
be the long lead-time element of a possible territorial defense. The
Krasnoyarsk radar together with other Soviet ABM and ABM-related
activities raise the possibility that the Soviet Union may be preparing
an ABM defense of its national territory.

"Since July of 1983, the United States has raised its concerns about
the Krasnoyarsk radar with the Soviet Government. Although the Soviet
Government has sought to convey the impression that it is addressing
these concerns, it has not taken the necessary actions to resolve them.
In October 1987, General Secretary Gorbachev told Secretary of State
Shultz that he was imposing a one-year construction moratorium on
Krasnoyarsk. Soviet officials have, from time to time, offered to take
action with respect to the illegal Krasnoyarsk radar, but only in
exchange for U.S. concessions. Neither of these proposals is
acceptable: the Soviet obligation to abide by the terms of the
ABM Treaty is not open to compromise or conditions. They way to resolve
this issue is for the Krasnoyarsk radar to be dismantled without delay or
pr e cond i t ions.



CD/PV.478
19

(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States of America)

"The ABM Treaty Review - On August 24, the United States and
U.S.S.R. began the third five-year review of the ABM Treaty. Under the
treaty, these periodic reviews are required to give each side an
opportunity to discuss the overall working of the treaty and any concerns
related to it. The main U.S. concern are Soviet violations of the
treaty, especially the Krasnoyarsk radar. Our primary objective at the
review, therefore, will be to press the Soviets to correct their
violations. Ne will make it clear to the Soviet Union that the existence
of the Krasnoyarsk radar calls into question the continued viability of
the ABM Treaty. Unless the Krasnoyarsk violation is resolved, the
United States will be forced to consider the exercise of its rights under
international law to take appropriate and proportionate responses. In
this context, the United States will also have to consider whether to
declare the Krasnoyarsk radar to be a material breach of the ABM Treaty.

"The president has directed the Department of Defense, working with
other concerned agencies and the Congress to develop a range of
appropriate and proportionate responses in case the Soviet Union
continues to refuse to correct the Krasnoyarsk violation. After hearing
what the Soviets have to say at the five-year review, the president will
consult with the Congress and our Allies concerning next steps."

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. Does any other member wish to take the floor? I
give the floor to Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): In connection with the statement which has just been read out by
the distinguished representative of the United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf,
I should like to recall that matters related to compliance with the ABM Treaty
are considered within the framework of a Standing Consultative Commission on a
bilateral basis. Nithin the Commission the Soviet side has already presented
the American side with the necessary clarifications concerning the latter's
suspicions in connection with the construction of the Krasnoyarsk radar
station.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Arnbassadro Nazarkin for his statement. Does any

other member wish to take the floor at this stage? I see none.

As agreed at our last plenary meeting, I now intend to put before the
Conference for adoption the recommendation contained in paragraph 10 of the
progress report on the twenty-sixth session of the Ad hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events (CD/853). The Group suggests that its next session should be
convened from 6 to 17 March 1989. If there is no objection, I shall consider
that the Conference adopts the recommendation contained in paragraph 10 of the
progress report.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: The Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Negative Security
Assurances has asked me to announce that informal consultations among the
members of the Committee will take place immediately following the adjournment
of this plenary meeting in room A.206.
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As we all know, Ambassador Douglas Roche of Canada is in Geneva
consulting with members of the Conference on preparation for the work of the
forthcoming session of the First Committee of the General Assembly. I
understand that members have already been informed about consultations being
held with various groups. In that connection, I should simply like to recall
that there will be a meeting in this conference room tomorrow at 4 p.m. with
the members of the Conference.

I also wish to inform members that the secretariat is proceeding today
with the circulation of various sections of the draft annual report to the
General ~ssemb'l~ of the United Nations. The English text of the technical
parts will be available this afternoon, and the various languages will follow
immediately, on Thursday, in some cases possibly on Wednesday afternnon. The
technical parts will be contained in document CDbP.348. The documents listed
in CDflP.348 include all those issued up to and including CD/863. Draft
substantive paragraphs will also be available in connection with agenda
items 1, 2 and 7 in documents CDnP.349, CDbP.350 and CDflP.351. Here, too,
the English versions will be available today, with the other languages
following on Thursday. The timetable of meetings to be held next week, which
we shall adopt at our plenary meeting next Thursday, will make provision for
meetings devoted to consideration of those documents.

As today's meeting is the last plenary meeting for the month of August,
allow me to make a brief closing statement at the end of my presidency. As we
know, most of us have just returned from witnessing a demonstration of the
elimination of Soviet missiles, one important aspect in the implementation of
the INF Treaty. I would like, therefore, to request our distinguished
colleague, Ambassador Nazarkin, to convey our gratitude once more to the
Soviet Government for having given us the opportunity of witnessing the
demolition demonstration, as well as the impeccable organization of our visit,
the courtesy extended to us and their unfailing kindness.

As distinguished representatives are aware, I have had consultations
during the month of August with various co-ordinators from each group and
Ambassador Fan of China, to consider organizational arrangements relating to
items 1, 2, 3 and 7. Two rounds of informal meetings of the plenary were held
to consider the valuable contribution submitted by the Group of Seven
concerning the improved and effective functioning of the Conference on
Disarmament and the expansion of its membership. In addition, a round of
consultations were held with the co-ordinators from the three groups and
Ambassador Fan concerning the Conference's report to the forty-third session
of the United Nations General Assembly. There was also another consultation
with the chairmen of the various committees concerning the submission of their
reports to the Conference. I consider those consultations and meetings to be
very useful, and the new ideas and inputs which emerged from them could be
used in our future work.

I also wish to avail myself of this opportunity to express my gratitude
to all delegations for their support and understanding which has certainly
lighted my path as President for the month of August. My thanks also go to
the Secretary-General of the Conference, Ambassador Komatina, and the Deputy
Secretary-General, Ambassador Berasategui, as well as other members of the
secretariat, the interpreters, the translators and the conference officers,
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for their valuable assistance in efforts to ensure the meetings run smoothly.
May I also wish my successor, Ambassador Ardakani of Iran, all the best and
pledge my delegation's full support to him. Once again, thank you very much.

Since there is no other business for today, I now intend to adjourn this
plenary meeting. Before doing so, however, I wish to announce that the
members of the Group of 21 are requested to remain in this room following the
termination of the plenary, for a meeting to discuss urgent issues pertaining
to outer space.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on ~isarhament will be held on
Thursday 1 September at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12 noon.



CONFERENCE ON E!SARMAMEfYY C D / P V . 4 7 9
1 September 1988

ENGLISH

FINAL RECORD OF THE FOUR HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-NINTH PLENARY MEETING

Held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
on Thursday, 1 September 1988, at 10 a-m.

president: Mr. Ali-Akbar Velayati. (Islamic Republic of Iran)

later: Mr. Ali Shams Ardakani (Islamic Republic of Iran)

GE.88-64253/0300A



CD/PV.479
2

The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 479th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

As the Islamic Republic of Iran assumes the presidency for the month of
September and the inter-sessional period until the opening of the 1989
session, I have decided to open personally the first plenary meeting of this
month. My country has always recognized the importance of the work carried
out by the Conference on Disarmament and, for this reason, I am here today in
my capacity as Minister for Foreign Affairs in the Chair of the Conference.

In my capacity as presiding officer, I should first like to extend a warm
welcome, on behalf of the Conference, to Her Excellency the State Secretary
for Foreign Affairs of Norway, Mrs. Helga Hernes, and to His Excellency the
Under-Secretary-General for Multilateral and Special Political Affairs of
Brazil, Mr. Bernardo ~ericds, who will be addressing the Conference today.

On behalf of the Conference, I also wish to extend our thanks to
Ambassador Wisber Loeis of Indonesia for the very efficient manner in which he
conducted the work of this body during the month of August. He has displayed
his well-known diplomatic competence in dealing with a number of questions
before the Conference.

In accordance with existing practice, I would like now to deliver an
opening statement in my capacity as representative of the Islamic Republic of
Iran.

The Islamic Republic of Iran is presiding over the work of the Conference
on Disarmament at a momentous time when significant developments in the
international arena are being shaped. The Council Chamber in which the
Conference normally meets is now being utilized for talks on the
implementation of United Nations Security Council resolution 598 with the
objective of bringing about a just, permanent and durable peace for Iran and
Iraq and for the whole region. This is a symbolic manifestation of links
existing between international peace and security on the one hand and
disarmament on the other.

On this occasion, the President of the Islamic Republic of Iran,
Seyed Ali Khamenei, in a message to the Conference, has expressed his wish for
the success of our work in making important decisions for the sake of
humanity; decisions which can guarantee international peace and security and
prevent the rampant arms race. The message concludes by saying "I hope that
members of this august body will be able to take steps towards the realization
of the lofty goals of the Conference for a safer world by adopting collective
measures for genuine disarmamentn.

The halting of the arms race and the implementation of disarmament
measures have meaning only when they are contemplated within the framework of
guaranteeing the security of States collectively. One of the most basic
problems underlying the arms race has been the ineffective implementation and
use of the system of collective security envisaged in the Charter of the
United Nations. In the absence of an effective guarantee for the security of
nations, they continue to seek security through military build-up and the
self-perpetuating quagmire of the arms race. It has been proved that pursuing
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such a path has not been able to guarantee authentic security for a single
nation or group of countries. The arms race today has become a vicious
circle, dissipating the world's economic resources and recognizing no limit
for itself. Although the grim future of the arms race is known to all,
nevertheless, owing to the absence of any reliable international system or
organization capable of checking aggression effectively, this race has become
the Hobson's choice of every individual nation. The military build-up and
soaring expenditure are not directly linked with the economic might of
nations. Rather, the risk of aggression in one region on the one hand, and
aggressive policies pursued by others on the other, have been the most
instrumental factors in this trend.

The peoples of the world must be assured that if their security is
threatened, the international community will come to their assistance. One of
the most essential and effective methods of giving such an assurance is full
respect for the binding rules of international law or jus cogens manifested in
the Charter of the United Nations and crystallized in internationally
recognized norms of law such as conventions. It is unfortunate that these
rules have been violated in this decade in such a way that the hopes of
peoples have almost been dashed. One of the very basic duties towards the
cause of disarmament is to restore the hopes of nations in these international
rules and regulations through confidence-building measures.

It is sad to see that the Geneva Protocol of 1925 has been violated with
impunity so intensely and indiscriminately. It is a very dangerous trend that
weapons of mass destruction such as chemical weapons are gradually being
treated as normal, and that international reaction to reports of their
repeated use, substantiated by various United Nations investigating teams, has
been rather acquiescent. If the use of such weapons becomes a routine and
effective way of pursuing military objectives, then curbing it will be almost
impossible in the future. It is an urgent task of this Conference, as the
sole multilateral disarmament negotiating body, to put the final touches to
the instrument being negotiated on a comprehensive, total and globally
verifiable convention banning the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons. Achievements so far have been noteworthy, and the
international community is keenly awaiting the early conclusion of this
convention. In this respect, the reports of the investigating teams, and
particularly Security Council resolutions 612 and 620, will facilitate our
work in finalizing the convention.

The outcome of the third special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament was disheartening. There was a unique opportunity for the
world community to articulate and adopt a multilateral programme of
disarmament. Had there not been a lack of political will on the part of a
handful of countries, consensus would have been achieved. We have to bear in
mind that multilateral and bilateral parleys on disarmament are complementary
and mutually supportive. Without one the other will be ineffective at best.

As we are all potential victims of a nuclear catastrophe, the Conference
should give life to discussions and negotiations on the first three items of
the agenda, dealing with nuclear issues. The nuclear arms race is a moral and
spiritual tragedy. For over 40 years, various attemps have been made to
justify it with different rationales. This is an effort to explain the
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inexplicable, defend the indefensible and justify the insane. The existence
of nuclear weapons, let alone the threat to use them, is morally unacceptable
under any circumstances. There can be no zone or reqion on Earth that is free
from the threat of nuclear annihilation so long as these instruments of
genocide are allowed to be developed, perfected and deployed. The INF
agreement between the two super-Powers is a move in the right direction,
provided that it is followed with concrete and tangible measures to cut
nuclear arsenals drastically while at the same time not seeking to redress the
balance in other areas. There are now no serious verification obstacles to a
comprehensive nuclear test ban. It is a step which is not only technically
feasible and politically feasible; it is also long overdue.

Outer space is the common heritage of mankind, and we support efforts to
limit the potential for conflict in space, the exploration and exploitation of
which is now being pursued by an increasing number of nations. It is
essential that we reach agreements that will effectively prevent the
weaponization of space and ensure the continuation of an "open skies" regime.
The existing legal r6gime is not sufficient, and the Conference on Disarmament
should speed up its efforts to consolidate, reinforce and complete it.
Activities in the exploration and use of outer space should be carried out in
accordance with international law including the Charter of the
United Nations. The ultimate goal of the Conference on Disarmament should be
the complete prohibition of the development, testing, production and
deployment of space weapons, 3atil that is achieved, a most urgent partial
measure could be a ban on anti-satellite weapons.

The Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons should continue its work on
two issues under consideration. It is in the interest of all States to ban
attacks on nuclear facilities, since they would lead to mass destruction with
grave consequences. The ban on the hostile and clandestine dumping of nuclear
waste should also receive due attention in the Committee.

The Conference on Disarmament is entrusted with the weighty
responsibility of helping to save future generations from the scourge of war.
This is a matter of great significance for all of us, and therefore issues
before this Conference must be dealt with conviction and devotion to this
cause. I pray to the Almighty to bless you all with success in discharging
this valuable duty.

That concludes my opening statement. As Ambassador Nasseri, our
Permanent Representative in Geneva, is, as you are aware, fully engaged in the
current negotiations with the Secretary-General on resolution 598, my senior
adviser in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, His Excellency Ambassador
Ali Shams Ardakani, will preside over the work of the Conference during this
month of September. I now invite Ambassador Ardakani to take this seat as
President of the Conference on Disarmament for September.

Mr. Ardakani (Islamic Republic of Iran) took the Chair.

The PRESIDENT: The Conference continues today, in accordance with its
programme of work, consideration of agenda item 8, "Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament". In conformity with rule 30 of its rules of procedure, however,
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any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work of rhe
Conference. I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of
Norway and Brazil, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Connittee on Radlologlcal
Weapons and the representative of Argentina. K give the floor to the first
speaker for today, the representative of Norway, Her Excellency
Mrs. Helga Hernes, the State Secretary for Foreign Affairs of Norway.

Ms. HERNES (Norway): I would like to begin by congratulating you as the
distinguished representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran on your
assumption today of the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the
month of September. I am pleased that you are assuming this high office at a
time when developments in your part of the world are progressing in a
favourable manner. I listened with great attention to the important statement
given by your Minister for Foreign Affairs, His Excellency Ali-Akbar Velayati.

This session of the Conference on Disarmament is taking place in the wake
of the third special session devoted to disarmament. My country remains
convinced that the process of multilateral disarmament has to be pursued as an
integral part of the disarmament process as a whole. In this context, we
should not overlook the fact that the special session did bring about
constructive discussion and even the narrowing down of different views.
Looking back at the third special session, I believe that its outcome confirms
the role played by the Conference on Disarmament in promoting the multilateral
disarmament process at a time when progress is being achieved in the bilateral
negotiations.

When the Norwegian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Thorvald Stoltenberg,
addressed this forum on 15 March, he presented the publication "Contributions
by Norway to the Conference on Disarmament 1982-1987" (document CD/813 of
7 March 1988) . Today, I have the honour to introduce two new documents which
represent an additional Norwegian contribution to this important forum. They
relate to various areas of the chemical weapons convention and a comprehensive
nuclear test ban.

A comprehensive, global and effective ban on chemical weapons is a
priority issue in the Conference on Disarmament. This important objective is
now within reach. It is necessary to sustain the current momentum in the
negotiations with a view to concluding the chemical weapons convention at the
earliest possible date. No effort should be spared to eliminate this category
of weapons of mass destruction. I should like to pay tribute to the Chairman
of the Committee on Chemical Weapons in 1988, Ambassador Sujka of Poland. He
also ably guided this subsidiary body six years ago, at which time he
initiated work on a number of important areas of the convention. Significant
progress has been made since then. Nevertheless, we have to recognize that
there are still a number of sensitive political issues and complicated
technical problems to be resolved.

The convention involves verifying the elimination of stockpiles and
production facilities over a 10-year period, as well. as monitoring the
chemical industry on a permanent basis. Never before has a multilateral
treaty of such broad scope, which provides for such comprehensive verification
systems, been concluded. The chemical weapons convention will therefore have
an important bearing on future multilateral disarmament agreements.
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Non-production is one of the major outstanding issues. The discussions
durinq the meeting of industrial experts in July have, however, clarified
certain aspects of this question. Moreover, the Soviet proposal for trial
inspections of chemical industry facilities, which is being followed up in the
Committee on Chemical Weapons, may facilitate a further convergence of views.

So far, only the United States and the Soviet Union have declared that
they possess chemical weapons. The other countries which have stocks of such
weapons should follow suit. As the two countries possessing the world's
larqest stocks of chemical weapons, the United States and the Soviet Union
have, however, a special responsibility for implementing a ban on chemical
weapons. I am therefore pleased to note that President Reagan and
General Secretary Gorbachev reaffirmed at their meeting in Moscow the
importance of efforts to address, as a matter of continuing urgency, the
unique challenges of a chemical weapons ban and to achieve an effective
convention.

The multilateral negotiating process has already been facilitated by the
bilateral talks, most recently in the area of destruction of production
facilities for chemical weapons. In this context, I also welcome the
declaration made by the United States on 28 July concerning the location of
its five chemical weapons production facilities.

All participating States in the Conference on Disarmament should make
vigorous efforts towards the conclusion of a global, comprehensive and
effectively verifiable convention. At this stage in the negotiations there is
in fact a need for a multilateral exchange of data relevant to the convention.

I can assure you that Norway, which has no chemical weapons, will
continue its active role in the work towards a convention banning these
insidious weapons. My country strongly condemns any use of chemical weapons
in violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Recent reports on the use of
chemical weapons underline the necessity of ridding the world of these
abhorrent weapons once and for all.

In 1981 Norway initiated a research programme on verification of the
chemical weapons convention. The programme, which is being carried out by the
Norwegian Defence Research Establishment, is concerned in particular with
verification of the alleged use of chemical weapons. The objective of the
Norwegian research programme is twofold. First of all, the task has been to
develop concrete, practical procedures for verifying the alleged use of
chemical weapons which can be applied on a year-round basis and which will
cover all the phases of such an investigation. Secondly, field exercises and
analytical work have aimed at providing a sound and realistic data base, which
will facilitate implementation of the convention once it is in force.

Whereas our previous research has been concentrated on verification of
the alleged use of chemical weapons in winter conditions, the exercises in
1987-1988 were undertaken in summer conditions. The main conclusions from
this research are contained in document CD/861, which I take pleasure in
introducing at this meeting.
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As stated in document CD/861, it is of interest in the context of the
chemical weapons convention that the nerve agents sarin, soman, tabun and VX,
as well as the blister agent mustard gas, can be verified in samples from
water, grass, sand or soil after two weeks' exposure to summer conditions.
The results have also proved that the procedures developed for winter
conditions can be directly applied in summer conditions. The tests have
further confirmed the validity of the proposed procedures for verification of
the alleged use of chemical weapons, which Canada and Norway presented in
document CD/766 of 2 July 1987, and to which the existing "rolling text"
refers. Finally, the conclusions point to the necessity of improving the
technical aspects of analytical methods in the light of rapid technical and
scientific developments.

We believe that work of this nature is useful in connection with the
ongoing discussions in the Committee on Chemical Weapons on the conduct of
challenge inspections and relevant guidelines on the international
inspectorate. In addition, several elements of the elaborated procedures can
be used in the verification of other parts of the convention, such as
destruction of stocks, etc. Therefore, I am pleased to inform you that the
Norwegian research programme will continue with a view to contributing to an
effective convention.

A nuclear test ban is one of the most important items on the agenda of
this Conference. A test ban must prohibit both nuclear weapon tests and
peaceful nuclear explosions, as the latter inevitably provide information of
military relevance. My Government welcomes the first joint
United States-Soviet verification experiment, which was conducted at the
United States test site in Nevada on 17 August. We hope that this experiment
and the one which is to take place in two weeks' time at the Soviet test site
near Semipalatinsk will pave the way for early ratification of the two
threshold treaties of 1974 and 1976.

A global seismological network should constitute the essential part of
the verification system for a comprehensive nuclear test ban. This underlines
the significance of the work being done by the Ad hoc Group of Scientific
Experts on the large-scale global experiment in the exchange and processing of
seismic data, and on the concepts of a modern international seismic data
exchange system. This year marks the 20th anniversary of the agreement
between the United States and Norway on seismic array research. This research
co-operation has produced results with a far-reaching impact in the field of
seismological verkfication of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. This began
with the establishment of the large-aperture Norwegian Seismic Array (NORSAR)
in 1968-1970. Another important step was the opening in 1985 of the advanced,
small-aperture NORESS array in southern Norway, and a companion array, ARCESS,
deployed in the Arctic region in Finnmark, northern Norway, in 1987.

Today I have the honour to present to this Conference document CD/862 on
the establishment of a global seismic network incorporating small-aperture
arrays. The document describes the initial findings from the ARCESS array,
and addresses the importance of experience with NORESS and ARCESS in the work
currently being conducted by the Group of Scientific Experts.
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In 1986 Norway proposed that the global seismological network should, as
far as practicable, incorporate small-aperture seismic arrays, using the
NORESS concept as a basis for standardization (document CD/714 of
14 July 1986). The initial findings from the new ARCESS array reinforce the
arquments used as a basis for that proposal.

Norway will continue to attach importance to research efforts aimed at
further exploiting the potential of seismic arrays in a future global
network. The overall qoal of this research will be to contribute to designing
and testinq a global system. When set up, it will be in the unique position
of being capable of providing data for rapid and reliable detection, location
and identification of seismic events all over the world. Such a system would
be of crucial value in instilling confidence among all States that a
comprehensive test-ban treaty is adhered to.

In my statement at the third special session devoted to disarmament, I
had the honour to confirm the commitment of the Norwegian Government to making
the three seismic installations in Norway - NORSAR, NORESS and ARCESS -
available as stations in a global seismological network. These stations,
which are among the most modern in the world, provide excellent seismic
coverage for a large part of the northern hemisphere as well as parts of the
southern hemisphere.

A comprehensive nuclear test ban would contribute to the promotion of
both vertical and horizontal non-proliferation efforts. This year marks the
20th anniversary of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
In our view, the Treaty remains the most important multilateral arms control
agreement concluded so far. The Treaty has made a significant contribution to
international stability and security. My country attaches fundamental
importance to the fourth review conference, which will take place in 1990.

Before concluding I would like to avail myself of this opportunity to
express my appreciation, through you, Mr. President, to the delegation of the
Soviet Union for also invitinq a representative of Norway to the demonstration
of the elimination of three SS-20 missiles at the Kapustin Yar test range on
28 August. This demonstration was a manifestation of the significance of the
INF Treaty, and my Government is highly appreciative to the two Powers who
brought this Treaty about.

I have confined myself to addressing two of the items on the agenda of
the Conference on Disarmament. Norway, which is the endorsed candidate of the
western Group for membership of the Conference, takes part in the work of all
the subsidiary bodies of the Conference on Disarmament. I can assure you that
we shall continue our active participation in the important efforts of this
Conference to promote the multilateral disarmament process.

The PWSIDENT: I thank the distinguished representative of Norway for
her statement and for the kind words she addressed to the Chair. I now give
the floor to the representative of Brazil, His Excellency the
Under-Secretary-General for Multilateral and Special Political Afairs,
Mr. Bernardo Peric6s.
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Mr. PERICAS (Brazil): Mr. President, please accept the best wishes of
the delegation of Brazil for the success of your work, and the assurance of
our fullest co-operation. We listened with great interest to the statement
made by the Foreign Minister of the Islamic Republic of Iran. Qn behalf of
the Brazilian delegation, I would also like to congratulate Ambassador Loeis
of Indonesia for the excellent work he accomplished as President of the
Conference for the month of August.

The Brazilian Government attaches high priority to the work of the
Conference on Disarmament, and firmly believes that the negotiating mandate
given to it by the United Nations should be fully explored. The preservation
and strengthening of this forum is essential to the international community,
especially for the vast majority of sovereign States which, regardless of
their military power, cannot renounce the right to have a voice on an
equitable and democratic basis on questions related to their own survival.

Brazil is very conscious and proud of the contributions it has made by
words and deeds to the cause of peace and disarmament. The record of this
Conference and of its predecessor bodies shows that - together with other
members of the neutral and non-aligned group - we have always been at the
forefront of efforts to reduce the threat of war and international tensions,
by presenting creative and realistic proposals, some of which eventually found
expression in major international treaties, such as the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the partial test-ban
Treaty.

As the Conference on Disarmament enters the last month of formal plenary
meetings in its 1988 session, Brazil feels this is an appropriate occasion to
take stock of the situation in the field of disarmament and international
security. 1988 has been a very significant year in international relations.
Its main feature up to now appears to be the advances that have been made
towards the solution of some of the major regional crises in the world.

The progress made regarding the question of Afghanistan, the negotiations
between Iran and Iraq - which are taking place in this same building - and the
quadripartite talks under way on the situation in southern Africa, including
the implementation of Security Council resolution 435 (19781, are bright
examples of the possibilities for peaceful solution of conflicts and a
demonstration that there is no real substitute for peace and justice.
Although the successes attained in the area of regional conflicts have spurred
new manifestations of faith in the virtues of multilateralism, although the
international community was quickly asked to give its endorsement and support
to the agreements that have so far been reached, this renewal of trust in the
United Nations has not extended to other fundamental areas of activity of the
Organization.

Last June the third special session of the General Assembly on
disarmament took place. Preceded as it was by a significant agreement between
the two super-Powers on intermediate nuclear forces, the third SSOD could have
benefited from the improved climate to make real progress on the road to
disarmament. The international community has, of course, ample reason not to
be happy with the lack of consensus at the end of the third SSOD, but it has
no qrounds either to be severely discouraged or, even less, to feel defeated.
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The same resistance and obstruction that have so far prevented the
implementation of the Programme of Action adopted in 1978 would not evaporate
even if a new consensual concluding document to complement it had been
adopted. The important process of change that is under way on the
international scene induced us, perhaps, to a certain degree of
over-expectancy, as some of us were persuaded that if multilateralism cannot
work when the super-Powers disagree, the converse would automatically be
true. Unhappily, the logic of political thinking has once more surprised us.
Starting from the same facts - the progress in the dialogue between the
super-Powers and in their bilateral negotiations - others came to different
conclusions; namely that bilateralism was the correct approach to most items
on the disarmament agenda and that multilateralism could only operate, under
strict control, in some very precise areas - such as chemical weapons - or on
the so-called "horizontal themes" - such as confidence-building measures or
verification.

Instead of believing that we are entering an era of renewed bilateralism
or selective multilateralism, we would prefer to think that this process of
change, if persistent and consistent enough, will gradually bear further
results and will at last reinforce true multilateralism, not least in
disarmament negotiations. We must recognize, at any rate, that the third SSOD
was convened at a moment when trends were still not totally clear, when
encouraging signs were still mixed with old fears, when new perceptions
interacted with well-established reactions, be it at the bilateral, regional
or global level, and these complex and ambiguous mixtures and linkages
compounded our difficulties. The "quasi-consensus" of New York was in a way a
by-product of this uncertain season the world is living through.

Brazil feels it did its part. As an expression of my country's very deep
and serious commitment to disarmament, President Sarney took it upon himself
to convey Brazil's message personally to the Assembly. He put forward some
principles which we regard as fundamental in guiding multilateral
deliberations on disarmament: no State should demand from any other
disarmament measures that it itself is not prepared to take; concerns
regarding the security of one State are just as valid, just as important and
just as relevant as those of any other State; industrial and technological
development do not free any country from the obligation to observe and respect
disarmament measures which have been internationally agreed upon; the
non-militarization of outer space constitutes an essential pre-condition for
the adoption of significant measures for regional disarmament; and the
geographical proliferation of nuclear weapons compromises the policy adopted
by many States in renouncing the nuclear weapon option.

Much of what happened during the third SSOD will only take its final
historic shape in the months and years to come, even if history keeps
colouring the past with the shades of time. Many ideas were presented at the
third SSOD for the first time, and need to ripen and to be fully understood by
all participants. Some old ideas were presented there for the last time, we
hope, since they met once more with widespread rejection. Both of these
trends will become clearer in the near future.

As a reaffirmation of its permanent dedication to peace and justice in
international relations, and also as a demonstration of its disposition to
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continue to work unceasingly for the construction of a better and safer world
for all, Brazil promoted the First Meeting of States of the Zone of Peace and
Co-operation of the South Atlantic, held in Rio de Janeiro from 25 to 29 July
and attended by high-level representatives of 21 South Atlantic States. The
main objective of the meeting, regarded by all participants as fully achieved,
was to permit a fruitful and constructive discussion among South Atlantic
States on means of promoting co-operation among them for peace and development.

Approved by consensus and already distributed as an official document of
the forty-third session of the United Nations General Assembly, the final
document of the meeting requests the States of other regions, in particular
the militarily significant States, to scrupulously respect the region of the
South Atlantic as a zone of peace and co-operation and to demonstrate their
willingness to adopt concrete measures to ensure the reduction and eventual
elimination of their military presence therein, the non-introduction of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction and the non-extension
into the region of rivalries and conflicts that are foreign to it. The
participants also shared the view that the adoption of measures in the field
of nuclear disarmament and arms limitation should not lead to or be followed
by the redeployment of nuclear weapons to other geographical areas. As was
stated by Minister Abreu Sodrr5,

"This initiative is a milestone in the history of international
relations. It symbolizes our countries1 determination to assume in a
mature manner their increasingly relevant role in the international
arena. Together with other significant undertakings in different areas
of the southern hemisphere, it clearly reveals the resolve of developing
countries to accept their share of responsibility for preserving peace
and reducing tensions in their regions and for stimulating mutually
beneficial co-operation."

We hold the firm conviction that the success of the Rio meeting will give
further impetus to the efforts exerted by South Atlantic States to develop
their relations in an atmosphere of peace and freedom, to their mutual benefit
and that of the international community as a whole.

Before concluding, I wish to announce formally before the Conference on
Disarmament that on 18 August 1988 the National Constitutional Assembly of
Brazil adopted and included in the final draft of the new Brazilian
constitution a clause laying down that "all nuclear activities on the national
territory shall be permitted exclusively for peaceful purposes and with the
approval of the National Congress". This sovereign decision of the
representatives of the Brazilian people elected to write the new constitution
of the country raises to the highest possible level the legal expression of
the policy consistently followed by Brazil against all f~rms of proliferation
of nuclear weapons. I am convinced that the significance of this decision
will be fully understood by all countries represented here.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Brazil for his statement,
and also for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor
to the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons,
Her Excellency Ambassador Solesby of the United Kingdom, who will introduce
the report of the Ad hoc Committee contained in document CD/864.
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Miss SOLESBY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland):
Mr. President, may I begin by saying that I am very glad to be among the first
to congratulate you on your accession to the presidency? Speaking for the
moment as the delegate of the united Kingdom, may I extend a welcome to you on
your assumption to this high office and assure you of the full co-operation of
my delegation in the weeks ahead? And may I also thank Ambassador Loeis of
Indonesia for his leadership during the month of August?

As you said, I am taking the floor today in order to introduce the annual
report of the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons, which I have had the
honour to chair this year. The Ad hoc Committee was able to adopt its report
in CD/864 at the end of last week. I am grateful to the delegations
participating in the work of the Committee, whose co-operative approach allows
me to introduce the report today.

I hope that distinguished delegates can agree that the report of the
Ad hoc Committee presents a succinct but clear account of our work. That was,
at any rate, our aim. It includes, of course, the reports from the two
contact groups, that on the prohibition of radiological weapons in the
traditional sense and that on the prohibition of attacks against nuclear
facilities. To these reports are attached the co-ordinatorsv records,
reflecting consideration of the issues dealt with. I myself feel that these
records give a clear picture of the state of our work, with no attempt to veil
the differences of view within the Conference. The Ad hoc Committee
recommends that we should draw on these contact group reports as a basis for
future work. They are not binding on delegations, who retain complete
flexibility for their future action. I am sure that the report will provide
valuable help to the Ad hoc Committee as it continues its task of reaching
agreement on the substance of its work.

The contact group reports show that the Ad hoc Committee did make
progress during this year. In the spring session the contact groups
concentrated their attention on verification and compliance as well as on
other main elements, and were able to fill gaps which had existed in previous
reports. In the summer session the contact groups conducted a review of the
texts, and new proposals were made helping to further clarify and elaborate
the positions held by delegations. However, I have to say that considerable
differences on substance remain which have shown no sign of being resolved.

As the report shows, the Ad hoc Committee this year as last year
considered its two subjects in separate contact groups. The Committee did not
attempt to discuss whether this approach might be retained next year, and in
the past views have differed on its merits. However my own experience this
year makes me concur whole-heartedly with Ambassador Meizster of Hungary, who
when he presented last year's report, said that the procedure of separate
contact groups had bei a step in the right direction.

It is evident to all who have participated in the work of the
Ad hoc Committee that the contact groups have shouldered the main burden. The
report says that the two co-ordinators, Mr. Wayarabi of Indonesia and
Mr. Gyorffy of Hungary, have assisted the Chair. This is a very measured way
of putting it, as befits a printed report. In fact they have both devoted
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considerable time, effort and ingenuity to their not always straightforward
tasks. I have found it a qreat pleasure to work with both of them, and I am
delighted to put on record my sincere thanks to them for their excellent
work. My thanks go also to the group co-ordinators and of course to the
secretariat for their co-operation and assistance. I have pleasure in
presenting the report to you, Mr. President, and to the Conference.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on
Radiological Weapons for introducing the report of that Committee. I wish to
congratulate Ambassador Solesby for the successful completion of work in the
subsidiary body over which she presided. I should like to note that this is
the first Ad hoc Committee which has adopted a report when time is of the
essence in order to conclude the annual session as scheduled. I intend to put
the report of the Ad hoc Committee before the Conference for adoption at the
end of our next plenary meeting.

I now give the floor to the representative of Argentina,
Ambassador Cimpora.

Mr. CAMPORA (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): As you begin your
term as President, Ambassador Ardakani, in your capacity as representative of
the Islamic Republic of Iran, in this final stage of the 1988 session of the
Conference on Disarmament, I would like to convey to you our wishes for every
success in this delicate task and also, on behalf of the Argentine delegation,
state our readiness to co-operate with you. We listened with great interest
to the statement made by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Iran,
His Excellency Dr. Ali-Akbar Velayati, and also the statement by
Her Excellency the Norwegian State Secretary, Ambassador Helga Hernes, both of
which we will study very carefully.

With the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament close to its
conclusion, we have the impression that favourable conditions now prevail in
the international scene which are not properly reflected in the work of the
Conference on Disarmament. We cannot ignore the fact that conditions are
emerging which are conducive to the beginning of a period of international
dgtente. A period of a marked slowing in the pace of the arms race, which
with various ups and downs has placed its sombre mark on the years since the
Second World War. The new relationship between the United States and the
Soviet Union, together with the solutions gradually being reached in regional
conflicts through the abandonment of military confrontation in favour of a
political solution, are significant features of international life that ought
to stimulate disarmament negotiations in the multilateral framework.

However, they are not doing so, and our deliberations seem to be falling
back into a pattern that ignores this new and positive international
atmosphere. We are still unable to find a way to overcome political
inhibitions and remove procedural deadlocks that are blocking the work of the
Conference. In particular we believe that a basic unjustified lack of trust
remains with regard to the constructive negotiating task that can be
accomplished in this Conference on some of the items on its agenda. We also
believe that other items could be included which in our view are ripe for
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tackling in multilateral talks within the Conference on Disarmament. The
delegation of Argentina hopes that the next session of the United Nations
General Assembly will offer a favourable opportunity to take up in an
appropriate way the potentialities in the disarmament process opened up by the
new international situation.

In the first place we would like to voice our agreement with those who
have argued that the negotiations between the United States and the
Soviet Union on verification of nuclear testing will by then have cleared an
important hurdle with the completion of the joint experiments. We have to
say that we share the widespread concern throughout the world about these
negotiations, which are moving forward slowly, step by step. We must recall
that the heads of State or government who promoted the Six-Nation Initiative
for Peace and Disarmament called for an international agreement that will put
an end to nuclear testing once and for all when they stated in their Stockholm
Declaration on 21 January 1988 that "any agreement that leaves room for
continued testing would not be acceptable". Accordingly, we hope that the
joint experiments will enable both parties to ratify promptly the threshold
test-ban Treaty of 1974 and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty of 1976, so
that decisive progress can be made towards the final and verifiable cessation
of nuclear weapon explosions. Once this step has been completed, we think
that the next session of the United Nations General Assembly could be in a
position to adopt by consensus a single resolution on the prohibition of
nuclear weapon tests which would serve as a basis for the elaboration of a
negotiating mandate for an ad hoe committee in the Conference on Disarmament.
The effects of the progress made at the bilateral level must make themselves
felt at the multilateral level, so that the United Nations orqans can move
forward in the negotiation of a universal ban on nuclear weapon tests,
beginning with the setting up of an appropriate global system of verification
which will subsequently guarantee effective compliance with the treaty. In
this regard we feel that any bilateral progress made in harmonizinq the
various verification arranqements to be adopted should contribute to the
important work that the Group of Scientific Experts of the Conference on
Disarmament has been carrying out for a number of years under the chairmanship
of Dr. Dahlman of Sweden.

We note with satisfaction that the start-up activities for the
large-scale experiment on the exchange of seismic data are about to begin
under the co-ordination of Dr. Basham of Canada. On this point we would like
to say that as far as the actual functioning of the future seismic network is
concerned, we share the view expressed by several delegations, and reiterated
by the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany in the plenary meeting on
18 August, in favour of the adoption of the "open station" concept for States
participating in the network, thus ensuring free, dynamic and unrestricted
access to the information available. Argentina, in its exchanges of seismic
data at the regional level, follows this approach informally with co-operating
institutions in South America. The adoption of the "open station" approach
is, we think, the most logical option, given the co-operative nature of this
multlilateral exercise.

We would also like to express our appreciation to the Governments of
Canada and Japan on their announcement of seminars and technical workshops for
the exchange of experience in seismic data collection and analysis, to be held
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in spring and autumn 1989 respectively. This type of technical meeting,
similar to those that Sweden organized on behalf of the Six-Nation Initiative
for Peace and Disarmament last May in ~inkoping, furnishes clear proof that we
enjoy the scientific support needed to achieve progress towards the cessation
of nuclear weapon tests. There remains the political decision to do so.

We understand the intentions of the countries that have proposed the
amendment of the partial nuclear test-ban Treaty of 1963 to make up for the
lack of movement in the Conference on Disarmament towards initiating a
negotiatinq process aimed at ending nuclear weapon tests. If the Conference
on Disarmament is unable to negotiate a treaty for that purpose, it is
understandable that some countries should propose the amendment of the
1963 Treaty. But at the same time, if there are countries that feel that the
amendment process is not the most appropriate way to deal with the matter,
they should not place obstacles in the way of responsible work in the
multilateral negotiating forum of the Conference on Disarmament.

We also think that the adoption of a consensus resolution on the
prevention of an arms race in outer space is not far off. It is fairly
likely that the General Assembly will draft a resolution that will gather the
unanimous support of delegations. This, too, would give a considerable boost
to the work of the Conference next year. In this respect we feel entitled to
demand that efforts should be made to facilitate at least the multilateral
consideration of, and progress with, those proposals that are before the
Ad hoc Committee and are in keepinq with the existing multilateral legal
rggime on outer space, as well as with the provisions of the 1972 ABM Treaty,
on which the bilateral neqotiations seem to be moving forward significantly,
according to information available. We also think that the General Assembly
will be in a position to adopt a consensus resolution on conventional
disarmament and this might perhaps serve as a sound basis for our Conference
on Disarmament to tackle this topic with a view to negotiating specific
agreements on it.

If the topics already mentioned, particularly the ending of nuclear
weapon tests and the prevention of an arms race in outer space, benefited from
a convergence of political will, the Conference on Disarmament, which is
currently working effectively on the drafting of a convention to prohibit
chemical weapons, would then be engaged in a series of substantive
negotiations on important topics on the disarmament agenda, and would thus
bring the content of its work into line with the international situation,
which has quite clearly improved. Otherwise, I am very much afraid that it
will be difficult for us as responsible delegates here to deny the charge of
not having found concrete formulas for disarmament agreements that reflect
this favourable international atmosphere, created through the efforts both of
the qreat Powers and of many States that have decided to seek a political
solution to their regional conflicts. Disarmament should be, then, an
inescapable consequence of this international climate if we intend to take
full advantage of it.

On the subject of the cessation of the nuclear arms race, we think that
the implementation of the provisions of the INF Treaty, as well as the
encouraging news emerging from the current negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union on a 50 per cent reduction in strategic
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weapons, will also form a framework for a new approach to this topic in the
General Assembly and thus for movement towards the drafting of texts that
bring closer together the various positions on the controversial resolutions
on cessation of the nuclear arms race and the prevention of nuclear war.

In general terms, we imagine therefore that the forthcoming session of
the General Assembly will reflect, in the deliberations of the First Committee,
the existence of an international climate that is marked by d6tente. That
will prepare the ground for statements reflecting a growing convergence of
views on the various topics making up the programme relating to disarmament
issues. The spirit that emerges from the statement we are making today is
the same as that which will inspire the Argentine delegation's approach to
disarmament matters at the ministerial meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement to
be held in Cyprus next week, so as to make progress in the field of
multilateral disarmament while upholding the role of the united Nations.

Before concluding I would like to place on record the Argentine
delegation's satisfaction at the statement made by Ambassador Bernado ~ericds,
the Under-Secretary-General in the Brazilian Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
introducing the final document of the first meeting held by the countries that
are parties to the initiative intended to turn the South Atlantic into a zone
of peace and co-operation. We venture to recommend that this final document
should be looked at very closely by the delegations that make up the
Conference on Disarmament, since it is of great significance in the cause of
peace and international co-operation in the South Atlantic.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Argentina for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. That concludes my list of
speakers. Does any member wish to take the floor at this stage? I see none.

The secretariat has circulated, at my request, a timetable of meetings to
be held by the Conference and its subsidiary bodies during next week. As
usual, this timetable is merely indicative and is subject to change, if
necessary. You will notice that informal open-ended consultations on agenda
items 1, 2 and 7 are scheduled for Monday 5 September at 10 a.m. to start
consideration of draft substantive paragraphs under those agenda items.
Provision is also made for an informal meeting on Tuesday 6 September
immediately after the plenary meeting, to start the first reading of the
technical parts of the annual report to the General Assembly of the
united Nations. As announced by my predecessor at our last plenary meeting,
the relevant working papers - CDiWP.348 for the technical parts of the report,
as well as CDDP.349, CDiWP.350 and CDDP.351 for the draft substantive
paragraphs - have already been circulated in English and other languages in
delegations' pigeon-holes. It is expected that all languages will be
available today. As is the practice of the Conference, we indicate only the
opening meeting for the informal open-ended consultations on draft substantive
paragraphs. Additional meetings, if necessary, will be decided upon as the
work proceeds in those consultations. The secretariat also informs me that
the draft substantive paragraphs on agenda item 3, as well as on the improved
and effective functioning of the Conference, will be circulated early next
week. I should also like to recall that Thursday 8 September and Friday
9 September are official holidays in the united Nations Office at Geneva, and
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therefore no meetings will be held on those two days. If there is no
objection, I shall take it that the Conference agrees to the timetable.

1t was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I am requested to announce that informal consultations
within the Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space
will be held on Friday, 2 September at 10 a.m. in room A.206, for discussion
of the draft report of that Committee, The Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee
on Negative Security Assurances has asked me to inform you that a meetinq of
the Ad hoc Committee will take place immediately following the adjournment of
this meeting in this same room.

Since there is no other business for today, I now intend to adjourn this
meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be
held on Tuesday 6 September at 10 a.m.

The meetinq rose at 11.45 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 480th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

At the outset, I wish to extend a warm welcome on behalf of the
Conference to the new representative of Burma, Ambassador Aung Thant, who is
attending this plenary meeting today. I assure him of the co-operation of my
delegation in the performance of his important new function. I should also
like to welcome to the Conference on Disarmament a delegation from the
churches of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which is attending this
plenary meeting today. They are visiting Geneva and have expressed particular
interest in disarmament affairs. I wish to thank them for their concern on
such a vital subject.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference today begins
consideration of the reports of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies and the adoption
of its annual report to the General Assembly of the United Nations. However,
in conformity with rule 30 of its rules of procedure, any member wishing to do
so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

As agreed in the timetable for meetings to be held during this week, the
Conference will hold today, immediately after this plenary meeting, an
informal meeting to start its consideration of the technical parts of the
draft report to the General Assembly of the United Nations, contained in
document CDflP.348, which has been circulated in all languages in the
delegations' pigeon-holes.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Egypt,
Hungary and the United States of America. I give the floor to the
distinguished representative of Egypt, Ambassador Elaraby.

Mr. E L W Y (Egypt): Mr. President, I would like at the outset to
express my personal satisfaction at seeing you in the Chair. Our two
delegations have, for many years, closely co-operated in the field of
disarmament. And I do hope they will continue to do so in the future. The
Islamic Republic of Iran very ably presided over the work of the Group of 21
during the month of August. And I am confident that under your wise guidance
and leadership, the current session will be successfully concluded. I would
also like to congratulate Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, and the delegation of
Indonesia, for the excellent manner in which they conducted our work during
the month of August.

In the past weeks, a few colleagues have assumed new responsibilities.
Two of your distinguished predecessors have left us, namely Ambassador Meiszter
of Hungary and Ambassador Teja of India, who has been a very close friend of
mine for over 20 years. They have all left us with valuable memories of their
most effective participation and contributions. We also wish to pay tribute
to Ambassador Mansur Ahmad of Pakistan, and we remember with appreciation the
admirable work he performed as Chairman of the Cominittee of the Whole at the
third special session, I would also like to wish Ambassador Tin Tun of Burma
and Ambassador Tellalov of Bulgaria well in their future endeavours. On the
other hand, I believe we are fortunate to welcome into our midst
Ambassador de Rivero of Peru, Ambassador Kostov of Bulgaria, Ambassador Ruoro
of Kenya and Ambassador Varga of Hungary.
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The third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
came to a close without adopting a final document. Several assessments and
interpretations have been advanced. My delegation does not hesitate in
expressing genuine feelings of disappointment. Yet my delegation recognizes
that the session succeeded in focusing world attention on disarmament
efforts. Participation was at a very high level. A general and useful
exchange of views was conducted, and agreement on some issues was reached.
Consensus, however, was not attained. SSOD-I11 could have presented, as
Madame Theorin, the leader of the Swedish delegation, ably put it, "a unique
opportunity for the world community to articulate and to endorse a
multilateral programme of disarmament for the years to come". This unique
opportunity was regrettably missed.

The failure to adopt a final document should not, however, be construed
as an insurmountable impediment obstructing our future endeavours. The Final
Document of the first special session, adopted in 1978, is universally
considered a turning-point if not a landmark in disarmament negotiation
efforts. With its programme of action and priorities listed in paragraphs 43
to 47, the Final Document, in our view, complements the letter and spirit of
the Charter of the United Nations. We should be forward-looking and highlight
the concrete steps so far realized, and strive to build upon them.

Our faith in multilateralism and multilateral disarmament machinery must
be underscored. We believe the failure of multilateralism could lead to the
collapse of the entire post-Charter system and thereby gravely undermine the
maintenance of international peace and security.

Egypt recognizes the importance of bilateral negotiations between the two
super-Powers, who shoulder special responsibility in the field of arms
limitation, disarmament and the full realization of the objectives of the
Charter pertaining to international peace and security. However, in our view,
bilateral negotiations should in no way substitute for or become an alternative
to multilateral negotiation efforts in the Conference on Disarmament.

My delegation has had circulated, in document CD/850 dated l August 1988,
the text of a declaration issued by the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
on the twentieth anniversary of the entry into force of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. It is to be recalled that Egypt was
among the first countries to sign the NPT on the first day of its opening for
signature on 1 July 1968. We ratified it only on 22 February 1981. We did so
despite the fact that a country in our region, namely Israel, has until this
moment refused to accede to this important legal instrument, and my delegation
wishes to seize this opportunity to call on Israel once again to do so without
delay. Such a step would undoubtedly contribute to the relaxation of tension
and anxieties in the Middle East.

It should also be recalled that the NPT provides for an extra measure to
create a stricter rggime to ensure the absence of nuclear weapons. I refer in
particular to article V11 of the NPT, which stipulates:

"Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to
conclude regional treaties in order to assure the total absence of
nuclear weapons in their respective territories."
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Through the joint efforts of Egypt and Iran a draft resolution on the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East has been
adopted by the General Assembly each year since 1974. Beginning in 1980 the
General Assembly has been adopting this resolution by consensus, signifying
not only the approval of all the countries of the region but also that of the
five nuclear-weapon States. What we need at this juncture is to consider ways
and means of carrying out the General Assembly resolution. Therefore, on
24 June 1988, Egypt presented to the Committee of the Whole at the special
session in New York a proposal that the Secretary-General should be requested
to "undertake a study with the assistance of a personal representative, or a
group of experts, of the elements of a model agreement and specific practical
measures capable of creating the necessary conditions to establish a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East". We do hope that our proposal
will soon be taken up by the Conference on Disarmament. My delegation will
resubmit its proposal to the coming session of the General Assembly.

The principle enshrined in the 1967 outer space Treaty constitute, along
with other relevant legal instruments, a legal r6gime that governs and
regulates space activities. Mankind as a whole has a common interest and a
legitimate right in strengthening this legal r6gime. We should all harness
our efforts in this direction. However, because of rapid technological
evolution this legal r&gime, notwithstanding many of its positive factors,
continuously needs to be updated, articulated and strengthened. I referred in
my statement on 21 April this year to one of the shortcomings that need to be
redressed, citing the need to expand the scope of article IV of the
1967 Treaty on outer space to include the banning of all types of weapons
instead of restricting the prohibition to nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction. This expansion aims at preserving outer space exclusively
for peaceful uses. This requirement must be promptly honoured in the light of
the increasing danger of an arms race in outer space. Egypt remains convinced
that urgent measures are needed to consolidate, reinforce and develop the
existing legal r6gime and enhance its effectiveness. By the same token we
believe that existing bilateral and multilateral agreements should be strictly
complied with.

The Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space has
had an arduous task this year. During its summer session the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Taylhardat of Venezuela, has very ably guided its
deliberations. He has provided us with a useful document containing a list of
the existing proposals on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, along
with the names of their sponsors. My delegation noted the interesting
discussions and the numerous interventions which centred around these
proposals. It is apparent that in its summer proceedings the Committee
devoted more time and emphasis to these proposals. In our view, this is a
fact that must be reflected in our report.

I now turn to item 4 on our agenda. My delegation once again welcomes
the advanced stage reached in the negotiations on the preparation of the
convention prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons, and providing for their destruction. In this respect, my delegation
cannot fail to recognize with appreciation the prominent role performed by the
Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka of Poland.
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I also wish to welcome the positive step taken by the United States on
28 July in declaring the location of each of its chemical production
facilities. Egypt considers this as a contribution to the confidence-building
measures needed to enhance our efforts with a view to concluding the
convention. We also welcome the step taken last year by the Soviet Union in
the military facility of Shikhany, and invite other States to take similar
actions in order to strengthen the atmosphere of confidence.

Egypt fully supports the current efforts to conclude a convention to ban
chemical weapons. Egypt is a party to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the
prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons. Egypt was
also at the forefront of the States that signed the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction in 1972.
Unfortunately, certain circumstances prevailing in our region prevented us
from speeding up its ratification. We do hope that such considerations will
not arise with respect to future disarmament agreements.

I seize this opportunity to reiterate that Egypt considers that the
prohibition of chemical weapons has become a basic norm of international law
in our contemporary world, which should be scrupulously observed. Though
Egypt recognizes that a considerable degree of progress has been achieved in
our work, we do however realize that we still have a long way ahead. Many of
the remaining differences concern concepts and methodology, and are not
confined to mere drafting details. Like many other States, Egypt considers
that the conditio sine qua non for a State to enter into a convention that
affects important aspects of national security and undertake a wide range of
obligations is that such a convention must be applicable to all States.
Certain key countries, including all those in the so-called "hot" regions,
should become parties simultaneously. The non-accession of some States could
well be the rock upon which the convention would come to grief.

In pursuing the goal of attaining universality, we believe that two basic
elements should at this stage be considered: prior consultations and
guarantees and sanctions. To realize prior consultations, on the largest
scale possible, mypt does not subscribe to the view that the Conference on
Disarmament should submit the convention directly to the General Assembly for
adoption. Egypt prefers that an invitation be addressed to all States,
members and non-members of the Conference on Disarmament alike, to attend a
conference devoted to consideration of the convention. We also believe that
some form of preparatory work should be initiated as soon as possible to
exchange views on all the dimensions and possible implications of the
convention. In this context, I would like to recall the proposal presented by
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Yugoslavia at the SSOD-I11 for the
convening of a special United Nations conference to consider and approve the
LW convention. Egypt sees considerable merit in this proposal. We support
the convening of an international conference under United Nations auspices,
open to all potential signatories of the convention. In our view this
procedure would ensure direct participation and would consequently greatly
contribute to the conclusion of a comprehensive document acceptable to all.

The other element related to the concept of universality is the issue of
guarantees and sanctions. In all candour, without guarantees and without
sanctions, we fear, the convention may be neither universal nor credible. We
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would like to see provisions containing specific sanctions should any State
(party or non-party) violate the provisions of the convention. We would also
like to have guarantees to ensure that sanctions will be applied effectively
and without discrimination.

My delegation proposes that the Conference should consider the insertion
of a new article dealing with this issue. The context and concept of such an
article could be taken up during inter-sessional meetings before our next
Conference on Disarmament session in 1989. The gesture of flexibility in the
speech made by Ambassador Narzarkin of the Soviet Union on the 11th of last
month is highly welcome. We welcome in particular his statement that
assistance should be extended to States parties to the convention in the area
of protection against chemical weapons provided for in article X. Fgypt also
supports the development of provisions on collective measures in order to
enable States parties to resist the use or threat of use of chemical weapons.
It is reassuring to note that the Soviet delegation is prepared to agree to
the inclusion in the convention of provisions on co-operation among States
parties to the convention in the area of defence against chemical weapons on
the basis of voluntary bilateral and multilateral agreements.

Another area that should attract special attention is that of
verification. We do share the views expressed by many delegations that we
need a credible, verifiable convention without any loopholes. It is therefore
imperative that the convention include effective verification provisions. Yet
this requirement should not be abused. It should never be distorted and
stretched to threaten the national security of States parties. We are
inclined to consider the non-abuse of this device as important as the concept
of verification itself, We therefore support the inclusion of detailed
provisions for verification procedures, and in particular challenge inspection.

We believe that the accession to the convention will depend in large part
on the extent of the provisions on international co-operation to develop the
peaceful uses of chemical industries, while not, however, impeding peaceful
chemical activities.

I now turn to the issue of convening inter-sessional meetings. Given the
fact that we cannot start until after the First Committee has concluded its
work in New York, and that at least three weeks through December and January
are usually cut away for holidays, it becomes evident that we have only about
six working weeks. In order to make the best use of the time allotted to us,
my delegation proposes that we focus on certain specific issues or topics such
as guarantees and sanctions and challenge inspection, articles X and XI.

My delegation notes with satisfaction the progress achieved in the work
on article VI. However, we realize that more time has yet to be devoted to
the super-toxic lethal chemicals listed in schedule [l] and produced on a
laboratory scale, and the relevance of this to medical and defence research.
We believe that for practical reasons, there should be a procedure to update
the schedules annexed to this article whenever necessary. Egypt is of the
view that schedules [l] and [3] should be subject to modification whenever new
chemical agents are produced.
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My delegation participated in the meeting of industrial experts held on
22 July, and is of the opinion that such meetings are of major importance and
have positive effects on the process of drafting of a convention to ban
chemical weapons. I seize this opportunity to thank the Swedish delegation
for the very able manner in which they moderated the meeting in order to
accomplish so much in a very short time. We hope that this meeting will be
the first of a series of such meaningful meetings.

Before concluding I would like to refer to an issue of grave concern to
the African continent, namely the dumping of nuclear and industrial wastes in
our continent. The Council of Ministers of the Organization of African Unit,
meeting in its forty-eighth ordinary session in Addis Ababa from 19 to 23 May
this year, discussed this matter and approved a resolution on the subject.
Paragraph 1 of that resolution declared such dumping of nuclear and industrial
wastes in Africa to be a crime against Africa and its people.

The distinguished Ambassador of Nigeria, Ambassador Azikiwe, declared on
11 August 1988:

"The dumping of radioactive wastes for hostile purposes is a matter of
serious concern to Nigeria, and we believe many other countries share
this concern. We therefore consider it essential for this issue to be
addressed in a clear and unambiguous manner in the radiological weapons
convention being considered by Contact Group A."

Egypt supports the Nigerian request and hopes that the modalities for its
implementation will soon be worked out.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Elaraby for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chair, and I thank him also for kindly
reviewing the collaboration between our two countries on the earlier work of
the Conference. I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of
Hungary, Ambassador Varga.

Mr. VARGA (Hungary): Mr. President, may I first of all congratulate you
on your accession to the presidency for the month of September and wish you
success in completing the work of the Conference in its 1988 session. My
delegation will stand ready to co-operate fully with you in carrying out your
responsible tasks.

I would like to express my gratitude to your distingusiehd predecessor,
Ambassador Wisber Loeis of Indonesia, who presided over our proceedings in
August with great diplomatic skill and devotion. August 1988 will remain
memorable for me personally since it was the month when I was welcomed first
by the President of the Conference and by many of my distinguished colleagues
around this table. I would like to express my gratitude for the kind and
friendly reception accorded to me. Reciprocating their good wishes and
Eriendly words, I would like to assure them that my delegation and myself
personally will do our utmost in the future to co-operate with them as my
predecessors in this chair did in the past. May I, in my turn, warmly welcome
the new distinguished representative of Burma in our midst and wish him every
success in his work.
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Being a newcomer in the Conference on Disarmament, the single
multilateral negotiating forum on a global scale, where issues of
international security, arms control and disarmament are discussed, is
familiar to me in a particular way. I gained my experience in this field of
multilateral diplomacy by participating in the process of the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe as the representative of my country. My
participation in the Madrid follow-up meeting and in the Stockholm Conference
on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament, and the humble
experience gained there, will I hope be of considerable help to me in
acquiring a substantive insight into the complicated political work and
negotiating process carried on by this unique body on vital issues of
multilateral disarmament.

With the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament drawing to its
end, one may feel tempted to offer a general overview of the proceedings this
year. Avoiding that, may I venture to be somewhat selective, commenting on
certain issues only which have caught my attention during my short presence in
this body.

My delegation has traditionally taken a keen interest in the work of the
Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons, and therefore it is a matter of
satisfaction to learn that it is the first among the committees to accomplish
its work and present its report to the Conference. I would like to
congratulate Ambassador Tessa Solesby of the United Kingdom for the efficient
way she has guided the work of the Committee. I share her assessment as to
the results of the work on the issues of the prohibition of radiological
weapons, the significance of the modest but by United Nations standards
substantive progress achieved during the 1988 session, as well as the further
handling of the two issues.

My delegation is not alone in according high priority to the negotiations
on the prohibition of chemical weapons. I would like to express my
delegation's appreciation to Ambassador Sujka of Poland, Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, for his efforts and innovative guidance
given to the work of the Committee. My delegation is following with great
interest the preparatory work for the trial inspection experiment in the
informal group led by Ambassador Ek6us of Sweden. The successful completion
of the trial inspection experiments by the interested States will hopefully
contribute a considerable amount of practical experience in the verification
of the non-production of chemical weapons. This in its turn will facilitate
the final clarification of the remaining issues in this field.

Our interest in the preparations for the trial inspection experiment also
testifies to the fact that the Government of the Hungarian People's Republic
continues to attach the greatest importance to the earliest possible
conclusion of a convention on the complete and comprehensive prohibition of
the development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons for all
States without exception, as has just been wisely pointed out by the
distinguished Ambassador of Egypt, Mr. Elaraby, in his statement. With a view
to the possibly early conclusion of the convention, our authorities have
conducted a thorough review of the position of the Hungarian chemical industry
vis-&-vis the convention. As a result of that review, and in order to promote
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openness in the multilateral exchange of relevant data, our Minister for
Foreign Affairs in his statement of 4 February 1988 supplied information to
the Conference on the production and use for peaceful purposes of relevant
chemicals by our chemical industry. My predecessor's statement of
29 March 1988 further elaborated on the data previously supplied.

Continuing my selective survey I cannot but express disappointment over
the fact that the Conference on Disarmament has remained unsuccessful this
year too in making any headway on its highest-priority task: the nuclear test
ban. We continue to adhere to the conviction that the prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests would be an effective measure on the way to halting the nuclear
arms race. Continuing testing is at variance with the efforts of the great
majority of States to stop the improvement of the existing types of nuclear
weapons and the development of new ones. Hence our insistence that all
nuclear weapon tests in all environments should be prohibited for ever.

We are aware of the difficulties encountered in starting substantive work
on the NTB in an appropriate organizational framework. Yet we believe that
differences of views should not inevitably impede the start of substantive
work. Several proposals have been made to solve the issue in or outside the
Conference on Disarmament. One of them is the formal proposal by the
Governments of Indonesia, Mexico, Peru, Sri Lanka, Yugoslavia and Venezuela to
amend the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer
Space and under Water at a conference of the States parties. We welcome this
proposal as an effort to solve the problem of the complete prohibition of
nuclear weapon tests outside the Conference on Disarmament.

We also welcome every effort aimed at solving the persisting deadlock in
the Conference on Disarmament. That is why my delegation is encouraged by the
initiative of Czechsolovakia, put forward by our distinguished colleague
Ambassador Vejvoda in working paper CD/863, proposing "to initiate, as a first
step towards achieving a nuclear test-ban treaty, substantive work on specific
and interrelated test-ban issues, including structure and scope as well as
verification and compliance". My delegation is of the view that this
proposal - which was on the table for quite a time on an informal basis - is
suggesting what can realistically be achieved at this stage and in this forum.

In conclusion, let me say that the elaboration of the Comprehensive
Programme of Disarmament has been pursued in the Conference on Disarmament for
quite a long time, and was taken up again this year under the untiring
guidance of Ambassador Garcia Robles. As a personal remark let me say how
impressed I was by the goodwill and constructive spirit in which the action
plan for ushering in a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world order was
introduced by the delegation of India the other day.

Among the signals of the forthcoming closure of the 1988 session of the
Conference on Disarmament is the fact that the ad hoc committees are
introducing their reports to the plenary one after the other. We will
hopefully soon receive the report of the Ad hoc Committee on Negative Security
Assurances chaired by my distinguished colleague Ambassador Kostov of
Bulgaria. I hope that the ad hoc committees on chemical weapons and outer
space will soon be in a position to submit their reports, enabling the CD to
close its 1988 session.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Hungary for his statement
and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
representative of the United States of America, Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Mr. President, you have
assumed the presidency in a month when the work of our Conference
culminates in the preparation of the annual report to the United Nations
General Assembly, and when capable leadership is required to bring our session
to a successful conclusion. Our delegation will work constructively and
co-operatively toward such a conclusion of our work. Our delegation joins in
welcoming the new representative of Burma, Ambassador Aung Thant. We look
forward to working with him and his delegation. We also welcome the
delegation of church leaders from the Soviet Union to our plenary session
today.

On 30 August, the Director of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, William F. Burns, addressed this body. In his statement,
General Burns referred to the third review of the 1972 United States-Soviet
anti-ballistic missile Treaty, but noted that he was not in a position at that
time to go into any detail on the subject. On 31 August, that review was
completed, and the United States issued a statement concerning its outcome.
In light of the interest generated with regard to this subject at the time of
General Burns' remarks, and because of the general importance of bilateral
nuclear arms control issues to this Conference, I believe it would be useful
to quote the contents of this statement in its entirety today. The statement
is as follows, and I quote verbatim:

"The United States and the Soviet Union conducted the third Review
of the ABM Treaty as required at five-year intervals by the provisions
of that Treaty. The Review was conducted from August 24, 1988 to
August 31, 1988. The U.S. Delegation was led by William F. Burns,
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

"During the Review, the United States emphasized the importance of
Soviet violations of the ABM Treaty, which are a threat to the viability
of the Treaty. Throughout the Review Conference, the Soviet Union gave
no indication that it was prepared to correct the violations without
linking their agreement to do so to unacceptable demands.

"Specifically, the United States discussed with the Soviets its
serious concern that the Soviet Union's deployment of a large
phased-array radar near Krasnoyarsk constitutes a significant violation
of a central element of the ABM Treaty. Such radars take years to build
and are a key to providing a nation-wide defense — which is prohibited
by the Treaty. The Treaty's restrictions on the location, orientation,
and functions of such radars are, thus, essential provisions of the
Treaty. Hence, the Krasnoyarsk violation is very serious, particularly
when it is recognized that the radar constitutes one of a network of such
radars that have the inherent potential for attack assessment in support
of ballistic missile defense.
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"In order for the Soviet Union to correct this violation, the
Krasnoyarsk radar must be dismantled. The United States has been urging
the Soviet Union for more than five years, both in the Standing
Consultative Commission established by the Treaty and in other diplomatic
channels, to correct this clear violation by dismantling the radar.
During the Review, the U.S. outlined the specific Soviet actions
necessary to correct this violation in a verifiable manner. The
United States has also made clear that the continuing existence of the
Krasnoyarsk radar makes it impossible to conclude any future arms
agreements in the START or Defense and Space areas. The United States
has observed a slowdown in construction, but this slowdown, or even a
full construction freeze, would not be sufficient either to correct the
Treaty violation or to meet U.S. concerns about the significant impact of
the violation.

"The United States cannot continue indefinitely to tolerate this
clear and serious Treaty violation. The violation must be corrected.
Until the Krasnoyarsk radar is dismantled, it will continue to raise the
issue of material breach and proportionate responses. Nothing that
occurred during the Review Conference or its completion should be
interpreted as derogating in any way from rights the U.S. has under
international law with regard to any Soviet violation of the Treaty.
Since the Soviet Union was not prepared to satisfy U.S. concerns with
respect to the Krasnoyarsk radar violation at the Review Conference, the
United States will have to consider declaring this continuing violation a
material breach of the Treaty. In this connection, the United States
reserves all its rights, consistent with international law, to take
appropriate and proportionate responses in the future.

"During the ABM Treaty Review, the United States also discussed the
violation of the ABM Treaty involving the illegally deployed radars at
Gomel. The U.S. also reserves its rights to respond to this violation in
an appropriate and proportionate manner. The United States also
discussed with the Soviet Union a number of ABM-related compliance
concerns, the totality of which suggests that the Soviet Union may be
preparing a prohibited ABM territorial defense. This is a particularly
serious concern. As the President has noted, such a development 'would
have profound implications for the vital East-West balance. A unilateral
Soviet territorial ABM capabilty acquired in violation of the ABM Treaty
could erode our deterrent and leave doubts about its capability.'

"The U.S. continues to have deep, continuing concerns about
the implications of the pattern of Soviet non-compliance with the
ABM Treaty. As President Reagan observed in December 1987:

'No violations of a treaty can be considered to be a minor matter,
nor can there be confidence in agreements if a country can pick and
choose which provisions of an agreement it will comply with ...
Correcting their violations will be a true test of Soviet
willingness to enter a more constructive relationship and broaden
the basis for co-operation between our two countries on security
matters.'
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"The U.S. will not accept Soviet violations or a double standard of
Treaty compliance, and reserves the right to take appropriate and
proportionate responses in the future."

That completes the United States statement.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. That concludes my list of speakers for today.
Does any other member wish to take the floor at this stage? I give the floor
to the distinguished representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, Ambassador Nazarkin.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): First of all I should like to welcome you, Sir, as President of the
Conference on Disarmament for the month of September, and to wish you every
success in this important post. I should also like to express my gratitude to
your predecessor, the distinguished Ambassador of Indonesia, Mr. Loeis, for
his effective and successfuP discharge of his presidential duties for the
previous month. I should also like to welcome a new colleague to the
Conference on Disarmament: the distinguished representative of the Socialist
State of Hungary, Ambassador Istvan Varga, whose statement we listened to
today with great interest. I should also like to welcome the new
representative of Burma, Ambassador Aung Thant.

I have asked for the floor in order to read out in my turn a statement
that was made by the delegation of the Soviet Union on the results of the
ABM Treaty review. The text of that statement is as follows.

"In accordance with the provisions of the Treaty between the USSR
and the United States on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems, negotiations were conducted between representatives of the USSR
and the United States in Geneva from 24 to 31 August 1988 to review the
ABM Treaty after a further five years of its operation.

"The Soviet side proceeded from the position that the review should
lead to the strengthening of the Treaty, which is of key significance in
securing further progress in the field of disarmament and the
strengthening of strategic stability and international security. The
preservation and strengthening of this Treaty is the comon concern of
the parties to it, the USSR and the United States.

"The delegation of the USSR conducted all the discussions in a
non-confrontational spirit, with the aim of seeking mutually acceptable
solutions both as regards political reaffirmation by the parties of their
adherence to the objectives and purposes of the Treaty, and as regards
the search for concrete technical solutions that could lead to the
elimination of mutual concerns and unclear situations which have emerged
during the exchange of views conducted between the sides.

"The Soviet delegation endeavoured to ensure that the reaffirmation
of adherence to the Treaty and the agreed outline of ways of reducing the
concerns of both sides were reflected in a joint statement or communiqu6
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to be published as a result of the review of the Treaty. Unfortunatsly,
that was impossible because of the unwillingness of the American side to
consider the concerns of the Soviet side in practical terms and its
desire to reduce the entire ABM Treaty review to acceptance by the
Soviet side of the American demand to dismantle the as yet non-existent
Krasnoyarsk radar station.

"On the conclusion of the discussions the American side published a
unilateral statement which offers an unobjective assessment of the
situation that has developed.

"The present statement by the USSR delegation sets out the facts,
which give a true picture of the situation as regards compliance with the
ABM Treaty and the nature of the discussions which took place.

"As far as the radar station under construction at Krasnoyarsk is
concerned, the Soviet side reaffirmed that the station is designed for
space tracking and is not subject to the limitations of the ABM Treaty.
Despite this, the United States has continued to ascribe to it functions
relating to early warning of a missile attack. These American assertions
are not based on facts but on prior assumptions and subjective
assessments.

"In order to demonstrate good will and in an effort to remove the
concern felt by the United States, we expressed our willingness to
dismantle the equipment of this station so that it could be subject to
checks and would not cause any doubts for the United States should
agreement be reached on compliance with the ABM Treaty in the form in
which it was signed in 1972.

"The American side also expressed concern over the transfer of
individual radar station parts known as 'Pawnshop' and 'Flat Twin' in the
United States from the Sary-Shagan test site to the Gormel area, in a
move that it views without justification as the beginning of the
deployment of ABM radar stations.

"On the basis of the facts we furnished and a visit to the Gormel
area by official representatives of the United States, it was possible
for the American side to satisfy itself that the individual 'Flat Twin'
radar station parts and the 'Pawnshop' van are in fact being used in that
area to construct rigs for the testing and adjustment of reflector
antennae, which have wide applications in the economy. These activities
do not in the slightest degree violate the ABM Treaty.

"At the same time, we have stated that in the context of allaying
the concerns of both sides with respect to ABM Treaty compliance issues,
the Soviet side would be prepared to undertake a radical solution of the
problem of individual remaining 'Flat Twin' radar station parts and the
'Pawnshop' van referred to by the American side.

"The American side once again raised the possibility that the USSR
may be preparing an ABM defence for its territory. In this context
previously raised assertions were repeated, to which the Soviet side has
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given the appropriate response. Not one of the issues that was raised
individually, nor all of them taken together, give any grounds for the
expression of such concern by the United States.

"The Soviet side also introduced a series of constructive proposals
which, should they be implemented, would promote the solution of other
issues that have been raised by either side. These proposals relate to
efforts to reach agreement that the parties would give each other timely
notification of plans for the construction of large phased-array radars,
with an indication of the purpose for which they are intended; agreement
on indications that would make it possible to distinguish ABM-related
radar stations from others; the development of procedures for the
dismantling or destruction of ABM radar stations at test ranges; and a
decision to allow Soviet representatives to visit the American radar
station in Greenland and the construction site of the rocket probe
launching station on the island of Shemya, so as to provide the
Soviet Union with a factual basis for looking into United States
activities which available data lead it to regard either as violations of
the Treaty (the radar station in Greenland) or as cause for concern (the
construction on the island of Shemya).

"Unfortunately, our proposals did not receive a positive response
from the American side, which despite the true facts of the case
continues without proof to reject or pretend not to see the reasons for
the Soviet Union's serious concern regarding compliance by the
United States with its treaty obligations. Some of our proposals remain
unanswered by the American side, while its responses on other points
cannot be viewed as satisfactory.

"Nor has the American side shown readiness to take any steps to
correct the violations of the ABM Treaty it has permitted.

"Beginning in 1975, the Soviet side has been expressing concern over
the deployment by the United States of major LPAR of the 'Pave Paws' type
both within the United States and abroad. The essence of our concern is
that these large radar stations have specifications sufficient for an
ABM role. In conjunction with the radar stations at the Grand Forks
base, these stations could provide a basis for ABM defence of the
territory of the United States, which is incompatible with the provisions
of article I of the ABM Treaty, prohibiting the establishment of a base
for ABM territorial defence.

"Of particular concern to the Soviet side is the breach of the
ABM Treaty permitted by the United States through the deployment, after
the Treaty entered into force, of a new LPAR of the 'Pave Paws' type in
Greenland and the construction of a similar station in Great Britain.
Under the ABM Treaty the deployment of LPARs with a potential of more
than 3 million is strictly regulated in terms of the purposes of such
radars. Radars for early warning of missile attack which have these
specifications may be deployed only along the periphery of the national
territory and oriented outward.
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"The American LPAR at Thule (Greenland) has a potential of well
over 3 million. The Thule area is not a location along the periphery of
the national territory of the United States. The American side has
itself indicated that the Thule radar is designed for early warning of
missile attack. Consequently, the deployment of an LPAR in the Thule
area is a major breach of the ABM Treaty.

"The construction of a similar radar which has begun at F'ylingdales
(Great Britain) is also a violation of the Treaty.

"The Soviet side has also expressed concern on other matters

relating to United States compliance with the ABM Treaty.

"In its desire to find solutions to the concrete problems which have
arisen, the Soviet side has demonstrated in practical terms its
willingness to allay the concerns of both sides. It is natural that the
search for solutions should be based on a reciprocal approach and should
not divert attention from the most important point - reaffirmation by
both sides of their adherence to the purposes and provisions of the
ABM Treaty.

"It was through no fault of ours that it was impossible to reach a
satisfactory solution to the issues under consideration at the
negotiations. However, the Soviet side is of the view that joint efforts
to find solutions of principle could be continued, and we will work
towards that end. In particular, the Standing Consultative Commission,
provided for in the Treaty, exists to consider the concerns expressed by
the two sides. The regular session of the Soviet-American Standing
Consultative Commission to be held in Geneva this autumn should be used
for this very purpose, in accordance, inter alia, with any instructions
that may be given to the Commission as a result of the forthcoming
meeting between the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR and the
United States Secretary of State."

This concludes the text of the statement by the delegation of the USSR on
the results of the ABM Treaty review.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to
me and my distinguished predecessor. I now give the floor to the
representative of the United Kingdom.

Mr. KENYON (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): My
delegation would like to join those who have welcomed Ambassador Aung Thant of
Burma on his taking up his duties here in the CD. We would also like to
welcome the delegation of churchmen from the Soviet Union who are observing
our activities today.

The Government of the United Kingdom completely rejects any suggestion
that the phased-array radar system at Fylingdales in the United Kingdom is in
any way in violation of United States obligations under the ABM Treaty.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United Kingdom, and I
now give the floor to the representative of the United States of America.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): I would like to respond to
the Soviet Ambassador with regard to his allegations concerning alleged
United States violations of the ABM Treaty at the Thule, Greenland, facility
and E'ylingdales in the United Kingdom. The Soviets made these allegations as
they have in the past. These radars are not violations of the ABM Treaty.
The Soviets raised the allegations in order to deflect attention from their
violations of the Treaty. We responded at the recent talks, as we have
before, that these two radar installations already existed when the ABM Treaty
was signed in 1972. Modernization of these installations is allowed by the
Treaty.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. That concludes my list of speakers for today.
Does any other member wish to take the floor at this stage?

You will recall that, at our last plenary meeting, I announced that today
I would put for adoption the report of the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological
Weapons, which was introduced by the Chairperson, Ambassador Solesby, at the
479th plenary meeting. We shall therefore proceed accordingly. I put before
the Conference for adoption the report of that Ad hoc Committee, contained in
document CD/864. If there is no objection, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts that report.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I am informed by the secretariat that the draft
substantive paragraphs of the annual report to the General Assembly of the
United Nations on the improved and effective functioning of the Conference,
contained in working paper CDrnP.353, were circulated in the English version
yesterday afternoon in the delegations' pigeon-holes. The other languages
will be available tomorrow, Wednesday, at noon. Draft substantive paragraphs
on agenda item 3 are contained in working paper CDfiP.352, and will be
circulated this afternoon in the delegations' pigeon-holes in the English
language. As in the previous case, the other languages will be ready tomorrow
at noon. As you know, informal open-ended consultations are now proceeding on
agenda items 1, 2 and 7. After discussions on those items have been
concluded, the informal open-ended consultations will deal first with the
draft substantive paragraphs on the improved and effective functioning of the
Conference, followed by agenda item 3, "Prevention of nuclear war, including
all related matters".

As we approach the end of the annual session, we need flexibility in
scheduling meetings of the Conference and the informal open-ended
consultations dealing with the annual report to the General Assembly.
Accordingly, I do not intend to circulate today a timetable of meetings to be
held next week. In addition, we may need to revise the closing date if we are
not able to proceed quickly to settle matters relating to the report in the
coming days.
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As I noted at the opening of this plenary meeting, we shall now hold
immediately after this meeting an informal meeting of the Conference to start
our consideration of the draft annual report to the General Assembly of the
United Nations. As there is no other business for today, I intend now to
adjourn this plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament will be held on Tuesday 13 September at 10 a.m.

I give the floor to the representative of Burma.

Mr. AUNG THANT (Burma): I wish to express my most sincere thanks and
appreciation for your warm words of welcome expressed to me at the beginning
of this plenary meeting, and I also wish to thank most sincerely all the
members of the Conference on Disarmament for their kind sentiments, and in
particular the distinguished representatives of Egypt, Hungary, the
United States of America, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom. Looking
around this conference hall, I am very much overwhelmed by so much experience,
expertise and wisdom, but I look forward very eagerly to working together with
all of them, and if I may, I would like to express my hope that I will be able
to contribute, in my own humble and small way, to the work of the Conference
on Disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Ambassador of Burma for his kind words to the
Conference, to myself and my colleagues, and I assure him again of the full
co-operation of my delegation in the work of the Conference.

This afternoon, instead of a formal meeting of the Committee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space, there will be informal
consultations at 3 p.m. in room VII. The Committee will meet tomorrow
at 3 p.m. in room V11 to adopt its report.

The meeting rose at 11.35 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 481st plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference continues today
its consideration of the reports of its ad hoc subsidiary bodies, as well as
of the annual report to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representative of F'inland,
the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements
to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of
Nuclear Weapons, the representatives of the German Democratic Republic, the
Netherlands and Sweden, the Chairman of the ~d hoc Committee on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, as well as the representatives of the
Federal Republic of Germany and ~ustralia. I now give the floor to the first
speaker on my list, the representative of Finland, Dr. Rautio.

Mrs. RAUTIO (Finland): Mr. President, may I begin by wishing you well in
your important office? I am convinced that you will quide the Conference
successfully through the final days of its present session and into the next
session in 1989.

For several years, Finland has participated in the work of this important
negotiating forum. I have asked for the floor today to introduce to you the
second Finnish research report or "blue book" for 1988. This is the
thirteenth report in the series on "Methodology and instrumentation for
sampling and analysis in the verification of chemical disarmament". The first
report of this year (CD/843) was introduced to the ~dhoc Committee On
Chemical Weapons in the middle of July, and was entitled "Standard operating
procedures for the verification of chemical disarmament; D,1 a proposal for
procedures supporting the reference data base". The present report (CD/873)
is entitled "Computer-aided techniques for the verification of chemical
disarmament; E.l verification data base". Copies of the report will be
distributed to delegations together with my statement.

The future chemical weapons convention will demand extensive declarations
and detailed plans from the Skates pasties. verification of the
implementation of the convention will require a huge amount of exact and
reliable reference data to be readily available to the technical secretariat,
The verification process will continue throughout the lifetime of the
convention, and will produce mountains of data and an unwieldy number of
reports and documents. The management of all this must be such as to ensure
reliability and confidentiality. For all these reasons we feel that
computer-aided techniques are the only reasonable approach to the task.

In this report we look at the possibility of applying computerized
techniques to the storaqe and handling of verification data. The computerized
data base is referred to as the verification data base. The applicability of
the different techniques currently available for data management is discussed,
and ways of exploiting them are outlined.

We have constructed a prototype data base based on the relational data
base technique for the storaqe of analytical reference data, that is, data
which are needed to unambiguously identify chemical compounds using different
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analytical techniques. The data base also includes tentative structures for
storage of other than analytical data. These data include "static" data on
the verification domain, such as organizations, targets etc., and data on
operational procedures, such as inspection reports.

For the purposes of CW verification, the feasible data base techniques
needed are: structural data base, text data base, chemical structures data
base, picture and image data base, and reference data base. In designing the
data architecture we have considered what data are to be stored, the format in
which the data are stored, where the data should be physically stored, how
these data would be used and by whom, data security, and how long the data
should be preserved.

We illustrate how data base techniques could support the various
procedures of CW verification. Some of the procedures we describe are
Preparatory procedures that could be introduced immediately. Others, the
actual verification procedures, would be introduced only later, after the
future convention enters into force.

For example, the creation of an open international verification data base
would ease and speed up the exchange of information on research being done in
different countries. The identification procedures for banned chemicals will
have to be internationally agreed upon. By way of assistance, the data base
could act as an evaluation forum for newly developed procedures. Such a forum
would benefit all participants by allowing a review of research being done
elsewhere, and instant feedback for one's own research.

If international co-operation between laboratories were to be arranged
with a view to creating internationally accepted standard operating procedures
for the analyses, the data base could be used for obtaining the preliminary
working instructions, and for the storage of the results and comments on the
methods. This would allow the status and progress to be continuously
monitored, and facilitate statistical evaluations of the results. If the
development work were to lead to scientifically sound and reproducible
identification methods, the procedures could be used to produce reference data
for the future international inspectorate on the compounds listed in the
convention. The procedures could then be left to the preparatory commission
for approval. This work would considerably diminish the work of the
preparatory commission in its duty of developing procedures and
instrumentation for verification, and training inspectors to use them. The
data base would be an ideal tool to keep track of laboratories, timetables,
statistical evaluation of the results, and distribution of the summary of
results to each participating laboratory.

The main advantaqe of the CW verification data base will be achieved
after the entry into force of the convention, when the actual verification
process begins. The main activities that the data base can support are:
storage of documentation, time scheduling, preparations for an inspection,
registration of the inspection results, decision-making, reporting, sample
tracking and acting as a reference data bank for laboratories.
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A well-organized document storage data base would facilitate the
management of all the documents in the form of declarations, reports, facility
attachments and so on, and reduce the personnel required for supporting
administrative work, and thereby the overall cost of verification.

A time-scheduling system is a tool for work planning to ensure that all
activities take place at the proper time and that personnel are available for
the job. The future convention will specify a number of time-limits applying
to different activities. If all agreed-upon timetables for all activities are
entered into the data base, the data base can be used for planning timetables
so that, for example, the inspections will not pile up in certain months.
Those routine inspections that do not have a predetermined date could be
planned so as to fit into slack parts of the timetable.

After entry into force of the convention, facility attachments will be
Prepared in accordance with model agreements for each declared facility. They
will state all necessary points for verification, which instruments are to be
used and where they will be installed, and so on. Each facility attachment,
or relevant part of it, could be entered into the verification data base to
serve as a check-list of all tasks to be performed during the inspection. A
facility-specific list of all documents, equipment, spare parts, etc., needed
during inspection, could be generated. The inspection report could be written
on a text-processing system and stored into a text data base.

Nearly all the data collected during the verification of the
implementation of the convention will have to be evaluated, This evaluation
will be the most important task of inspectors, and a very laborious one tos,
The data will have to be checked for consistency with the earlier agreements8
declarations and inspection reports. This may necessitate going through a
large number of different documents. Were the capabilities of the data base
for combination of data could be extensively used. Samples collected during
inspection and not analysed on site will be sent to the laboratory at
headquarters or to other accredited laboratories for analysis. The data base
could aid in choosing the particular l-aboratory, using the information stored
on available facilities.

Using the sample codes, the accredited laboratory could enter the results
obtained by different analytical techniques directly into the sample data
base. The system could compare the results obtained from control samples with
the actual contents of the samples and indicate any inconsistency. The
Procedure would guarantee impartial analyses and protect proprietary
information, since the analytical laboratories would not know the target from
which the samples had been collected, nor by whom.

The accredited laboratories analysing the verification samples could use
the analytical part of the data base containing the identification data and
standard operating procedures. These data could also be made available to the
laboratories of the national authorities to allow use of identical reference
data needed, for example, to analyse duplicate samples collected during
inspections. The sample and reaction data bases would be available to the
personnel of the international inspectorate on a "need to known basis only.
However, the accredited laboratories should be able to enter their analytical
results in the sample data base on "write only" basis through the sample codes.
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If full advantage is to be taken of computerized techniques, various
supporting systems will probably be needed, in addition to the verification
data base. The supporting systems could comprise the personal computer system
of the inspector, a laboratory information management system for a
verification laboratory, instrumental data systems for mass spectrometry and
nuclear magnetic resonance spectrometry, data systems of the automatic
monitors, and general-purpose international data banks.

A technical description of the prototype data base developed within the
Finnish project is given in the report. The system is based on a relational
data base (RDB/VMS), and runs on a MicroVax I1 supermicrocomputer. We have
adopted an iterative data-oriented approach that relies on rapid prototyping
techniques because verification procedures in the verification are not yet
well defined.

The prototype system contains analytical reference data and operational
data. We have focused our description on the analytical reference data since
our experience lies mostly in analytical techniques and data handling.
Reference-type data from organizations and targets etc. are included only to
illustrate the possibilities of the data base. As operational procedures have
not yet been aqreed upon within the CD, or are to be agreed upon later within
the preparatory commission, the description of operational data is far from
complete.

Data on chemical compounds should be actively updated to be as complete
as possible when the convention enters into force. New compounds may be
included after the initial declarations. At the moment, our data base
contains few identification data on the chemicals listed in the schedules of
the convention, for we are now producing fresh data using these standard
operating procedures for analyses described in our previous report (CD/843).
We consider the use of identical conditions for recording the reference data
and the actual verification data of samples to be essential for reliable
identification. Our work in this field has been facilitated by the kind
donation of listed chemicals by the United Kingdom. We are also very pleased
by a detailed offer from Switzerland to provide us with listed chemicals. We
also appreciate the interest shown by a number of other countries in providing
us with such chemicals.

A user's manual for our prototype system is included in the report.
Concurrently with the publication of this report we are offering the prototype
system for international experimentation and evaluation, with the purpose of
demonstrating the use of this kind of computer system for manaqement of
verification data. We encourage users to supply comments and contribute new
ideas. User names and passwords will be provided on request to all the States
participating in the negotiations. To encourage evaluation and ideas for
further development of the system, we hope to be able to arrange a user's
training course in the near future.

User names and passwords can be applied for by completing and returning
to the delegation of Finland the application form attached to my circulated
statement. At the moment, we have no restrictions as to the number of
possible users of our prototype system, so that each delegation can decide how
many users it would like to have. We would appreciate comments and
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suggestions from laboratories active in this field so as to further develop
our prototype system for the day-to-day use of the future technical
secretariat.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Finland for her statement
and the kind words addressed to the Chair. I now give the floor to the
Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements to
Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of ~uclear
Weapons, Ambassador Kostov, who will introduce the report of the
Ad hoc Committee contained in document C~/868.

Mr. KOSTOV (Bulgaria): In my capacity as Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure ~~n-nu~lear-~ea~on
States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, I have the honour
to present the report of the Ad hoc Committee contained in document CD/868-

I should first of all like to express my appreciation to members of the
Committee for the good will and active co-operation shown to me and my
predecessor, Ambassador Tellalov, in the deliberations of the Ad hoc Committee
this year, both in the hectic time before the submission of the special report
and in the interesting debate held during the second part of the session.

The report before you focuses on the negotiatons and discussions held
during the second part, and does not duplicate the account rendered in the
special report of the state of negotiations on the question. However, a
summary of the exchange of views held during the first part is set out before
the actual work of the second part is discussed.

Let me say clearly from the start that the deliberations of the
Adhoc Committee during the second part did not allow for any movement forward
on the question; the differences in perceptions of the security interests of
the nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States are still pronounced, and a
common approach or common formula still eludes us. However, it would not be
fair to omit the positive aspects that arose in consideration of the question
this year.

Here I refer specifically to the fact that all delegations have once
again reiterated their readiness to continue the search for a common formula
concerning guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States, and in particular one
which could be included in an international instrument of a legally binding
nature. This important common qround still prevails, In addition, E would
like to underline that several new ideas have Seen put forward recently that
have stimulated some interestinq discussion and debate, though they remain as
yet inconclusive, These ideas and discussions are reflected in the report
before you, Furthermore, I should like to comment on the tone of the meetings
this summer. The palpable lack of confrontation on the issue, and the
business-like discussions, lead me to believe that this issue is also
benefiting from what is perceived as a generally improved international
political climate. This should not be underestimated.

The results of the meetings of the Ad hoc Committee this year therefore
suggest that the need to effectively assure non-nuclear-weapon States against
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the threat or use of nuclear weapons is still acute - enough so that the
Ad hoc Committee recommends further work on it, one means of which is the
re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee next year.

In conclusion, I should like to give voice to my sincere thanks to all
the secretariat services which have assisted the Ad hoc Committee this year in
the accomplishment of its work.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective
International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use
or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons for his statement introducing the report
appearing in document CD/868. I congratulate Ambassador Kostov for the
conclusion of the work of the Ad hoc Committee. I intend to put CD/868 before
the Conference for adoption at our next plenary meeting on Thursday
15 September.

I now give the floor to the representative of the German Democratic
Republic, Ambassador Rose.

Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): Mr. President, at the very
outset, let me congratulate you on your assumption of the presidency of the
Conference this month. You have entered this responsible function at a moment
when the opportunities for political solutions concerning a number of regional
conflicts are beginning to take shape. This development strengthens our hope
that increasing chances for collective measures designed to achieve genuine
disarmament will arise. I would like to express my delegation's deep
appreciation for the effective manner in which you are guiding the Conference
during this month, in which the report to the United Nations General Assembly
has to be finalized, May I also take this opportunity to express my thanks to
your predecessor, Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia, for the excellent work he
accomplished? At the same time, I would like to welcome whole-heartedly our
new colleagues Ambassador Varga of Hungary and ~mbassador Aung Thant of Burma,
and wish them success in their work in Geneva. I should like to assure them
of my delegation's readiness for close co-operation.

The negotiations on the CW convention have again been the focus of
attention at this year's Conference. We would like to express our gratitude
especially to the Chairman of the Committee, Ambassador Bogumil Sujka from
Poland, and also to the co-ordinators of the three working groups, Andrej Cima
from Czechoslovakia, Pablo Macedo from Mexico and Sadaaki Numata from Japan,
for having accomplished such comprehensive and committed work. They have
created the best possible prerequisites for progressing in our negotiations.
A number of positive results have been achieved to date, and conditions for
solving other complex issues have improved. On the other hand, numerous
delegations have justly pointed to the slackened pace in the completion of the
convention text. Intensive work pursued in an atmosphere of increasing
political resolve and confidence could remedy this situation.

United Nations Security Council resolution 620 (1988) has positive impact
on our work. It serves to promote the elaboration of international
instruments against the use of chemical weapons. At the same time, this
resolution explicitly makes reference to the negotiations in our Conference on
a comprehensive and effective CW ban. We have also taken note of the
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statement made to this Conference only recently by the Director of the
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. Burns, in which he
reaffirmed his country's commitment to earnestly continue to work for a
chemical weapons ban in the time to come, irrespective of the outcome of the
presidential elections.

Let me now turn to some substantive issues of the draft convention. We
welcome the fact that some headway has been made in the further elaboration of
article I1 and the annex to article V. This was due to an agreement reached
between the Soviet Union and the United States on the definition of production
facilities for chemical weapons and the obligations to be undertaken by States
in connection with their destruction. These provisions serve to ensure the
security of all States in the 10-year phase after the convention enters into
force. My delegation would like to reiterate the view that during this period
any Production of chemical weapons must be prohibited, and any exemption of
CW stocks and production facilities from "international arrest" must be ruled
out.

Great efforts have been made with a view to solving the outstanding
problems in respect of article VI. It would certainly be of crucial
importance to reach total agreement on a rggime for schedule [l] chemicals.
My delegation tried to promote an understanding by submitting working paper
CD/CW/WP.l95. A compromise solution could provide for the concentration of
production of schedule [l] chemicals in a small-scale production facility.
Two exceptions to this principle may be contemplated. The first concerns
production for special pharmaceutical purposes. Evidence has been furnished
in support citing one example, i.e. the production of nitrogen mustard. The
production of this chemical in quantities corresponding to actual needs should
be facilitated. The verification measures to be applied in this case would
have to focus on guaranteeing the complete use of this chemical for
pharmaceutical products. This rQqime would cease to apply once the chemical
became an ingredient of the final product, i.e. medicine.

The second exceptional case could be synthesis for fundamental research
or medical purposes. In this regard, we consider upper thresholds of 10 or
l00 grams per year to be sufficient. Laboratories carrying out such synthesis
aught to be specifically licensed by the Governwnt concerned and should be
required to submit a declaration to the technical secretariat. Furthermore,
their number should be as limited as possible. Consultations on these
questions should continoe.

An answer also needs to be given to the question regarding the protection
of confidential information in connection with article VI. As can be seen
froin our working paper CD/CFa/WP.294, many passages in the draft convention
kestify to the fact that careful attention has been devoted to this matter for
a long time, It has been suggested that information and data should be
classified according to their degree of confidentiality. We support this
Propsal and are prepared to participate in the discussions on this subject,
We would like ta recall that the duties to be performed in this connection by
the Director-G@neral of the technical secretariat have already been set out in
article VIII, which provides that a r6gime should be established governing the
handling and protection of confidential data, The preparatory commission
could work out a model for such a r6gime containing also a classification of
information in different categories.
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There exists another problem in respect of former category [4]. In Our
opinion, it cannot be doubted that there are chemicals and facilities outside
categories [l] to [3] which pose a risk to the convention. Attempts to
identify them and to establish an appropriate r6gime have been in vain. But
nevertheless they must be continued in future*

Considerable efforts have been undertaken to further elaborate on the
problem of challenge inspection. This especially applies to the role of the
executive council after the presentation of a report on such an inspection.
The principles drafted last year under the chairmanship of ~mbassador ~k6us
from Sweden have been amended. This is a foundation to build on. Intensive
work has been accomplished concerning the guidelines on the international
inspectorate for the conduct of challenge inspections. My delegation made a
contribution to this end by presenting working paper CD/CW/WP.198. It
provides for important elements to be added to the existing guidelines
contained in the addendum. What needs to be done is to finally agree on some
basic issues with a view to formulating the relevant provisions in detail, We
hope that our ideas regarding special procedures set forth in our outline of a
manual for challenge inspections, which was submitted to the Ad hoc Committee
as working paper CD/CW/WP.208, will meet with a positive response. A profound
understanding of those practical matters should help resolve the questions of
principle.

Regrettably, no progress has been made so far concerning the composition
of the executive council, decision-making and other procedural matters. We
have proposed a solution in document CD/812. Its underlying aim is to set up
an effective organ whose balanced composition and democratic functioning would
guarantee that decisions are taken corresponding to the security interests of
all contracting parties.

Positive developments are beginning to take shape in terms of activities
which are undertaken parallel to the negotiations with the aim of promoting
the early conclusion of the convention, its entry into force as soon as
possible as well as universal adherence to it. In the first place, mention
must be made of exchanges of data and information on the possession and
non-possession of chemical weapons and CW production facilities as well as
activities covered by article VI. The German Democratic Republic has
supported the initiative of the Soviet Union since February 1988. The
Minister for Foreign Affairs of our country, Mr. Oskar Fischer, declared in
his statement at SSOD-I11 that the German Democratic Republic does not possess
or produce any chemical weapons. Today I am in a position to supplement this
declaration by introducing a working paper which will appear as
document CD/871.

The compilation of the data provided in our working paper was made on the
basis of schedules [l] to [3] of the present draft convention in CD/831,
taking into account chemicals on which preliminary agreement has been reached
so far. The data have been compiled relying on information gathered with the
support of the competent orqans and institutions. They reflect the situation
in 1988. The compilation is of a preliminary nature and is subject to further
refinement following the conclusion of the convention. The ranges for
production, processing or consumption mentioned in our working paper have been
chosen taking into account the situation in our industry. The number of
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facilities set out in the working paper correspond to the number of
locations. The presentation of the above-mentioned working paper is another
practical step on the part of the German Democratic Republic to promote
Progress in the negotiations, increase confidence and contribute to the early
conclusion of the convention. We reaffirm our resolve to be among the first
to sign and ratify it.

Several countries plan to conduct national trial inspections as a first
step in multilateral experiments. The German Democratic ~epublic also plans
to carry out such a national experiment, before the end of this year.
Preparations are in full swing. Our thanks are due to Ambassador ~k6us for
his readiness to co-ordinate the activities of the countries participating in
these activities.

Considerations have been put forward on how to ensure the broadest
possible adherence to the convention upon its entry into force. An
interesting idea has been aired in this regard, namely the convening of a
special conference for this purpose. The forthcoming forty-third session of
the United Nations General Assembly will offer a first opportunity to take up
this question. I would like to make a few observations on how to take
advantage of that opportunity.

When dealinq with the report of the CD to the forty-third session of the
United Nations General Assembly, it would be advisable to inform all
United Nations Member States about the state of the negotiations and the tasks
to be solved prior to the entry into force of the convention. his we deem
all the more important since the "rolling textn is not easy to grasp for those
States not involved in the CD negotiations. The Chairman of the CW Committee
could give an account of the state of the negotiations, and comments could be
added by the item co-ordinators from the various groups. All delegations
would thereafter have an opportunity to enter into an exchange of opinions.
Informal consultations between delegations would be an additional form of
discussion. A concluding statement by the Chairman of the First Committee
and/or a draft resolution, if appropriate, would be suitable for recording the
results of these activities.

In dealing with activities aimed at fostering the early conclusion of a
global convention, I should also like to draw your attention to regional
measures to this end. I have especially in mind the creation of a
chemical-weapon-free zone in central Europe. We are firmly convinced that the
establishment of such a zone in parallel with the preparation of a global
CW ban would significantly stimulate the world-wide convention and promote
universal adherence to it. The situation in which we find ourselves should
impel us to combine all our efforts in the CD to conclude the convention
banning all chemical weapons as soon as possible by vigorsusly pursuing our
work on its articles and annexes. This is the only way to fulfil the task our
Conference is facing.

In a few days I will leave Geneva after a stay of five years, winding up
my duties as head of the delegation of the German Democratic ~epublic to the
Conference on Disarmament. During this period I have been in a position to
experience a positive breakthrough in the international situation. Moreover,
I had the opportunity to participate in the demonstration of the destruction
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of SS-20 missiles as a symbolic expression of this development, which left a
deep impression on me. Despite persisting complex issues, the atmosphere
bears the imprint of blossoming hopes and the search for accommodation of
interests. Starting-points for understanding and agreements are emerging in
all fields of inter-State relations. This development should also have a
stronger bearing on our Conference's work.

I am firmly convinced that this forum embodies great potentialities for
fruitful co-operation with a view to reaching agreement on arms limitation and
disarmament. It is truly in the interest of all States, big and small alike,
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, to exploit this potential
fully. That is why the Conference will play an even more significant part in
future. In accordance with the joint peace and disarmament programme adopted
by the socialist States, the German Democratic Republic has been unswervingly
committed to constructive and successful work by the Conference. It will
remain so in the future. For us it is not a slogan to state that bilateral,
regional and multilateral efforts should complement and reinforce each other.
In our view, constructive parallelism is an urgent necessity in order to
ensure peace and security for all mankind by reducing and abolishing weapons,
and in the first place weapons of mass destruction.

May I take this opportunity to place on record my gratitude and thanks to
all colleagues and members of deleqations for their positive co-operation and
friendly personal relations? I can assure you that I will preserve the best
of memories of all the colleagues I worked with in the Conference, since they
helped me to come to new realizations. I would also like to convey warm
words of gratitude to the Secretary-General of the Conference,
Ambassador Miljan Komatina, and to his Deputy, Ambassador Vicente Berasatequi,
as well as to their able and helpful team, including the interpreters and
translators.

Bidding farewell, I should like to wish all of you good health, much
happiness and success in your responsible work hereafter.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the German Democratic
Republic for his statement and for the kind words addressed to me. On behalf
of the Conference, I should like to bid farewell to our colleague and friend,
Ambassador Rose. He distinguished himself by representing his country in this
Conference for five years with remarkable competence, diplomatic tact and hard
work. He presided over the Conference at the opening of this annual session
and proved then once more how valuable has been his contribution to the
activities of the Conference. May I also thank ~mbassador Rose for the
co-operation he has extended to all members of the Conference during these
years? While effectively representing his country, with his warmth he gained
our respect and friendship. We wish him and Mrs. Rose personal happiness and
success in his new post.

I now give the floor to the representative of the Netherlands,
Ambassador van Schaik.

Mr. van SCHAIK (Netherlands): Mr. President, please allow me first to
congratulate you on taking over the presidency of our Conference. At this
particular time your country is engaged in a complicated process of
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neqotiations in a room which we gladly vacated for that purpose a few steps
from here. We wish you and your country wisdom and success in these two
endeavours, leading on the one hand to peace in the Gulf region and on the
other to increased security through arms control and disarmament. We
sincerely hope that the end of the terrible suffering in the Gulf area will
indeed help us to make progress here, in particular on chemical weapons. I
also wish to thank Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia and his staff for the
exemplary way in which he has guided us in our work as President for the month
of August.

We wish to welcome the newly arrived Ambassadors, Ambassador Aung Thant
of Burma and Ambassador Varga of Hungary, and we hope soon to greet
Ambassador Sharma of India; we look forward to close co-operation with them.
Their predecessors, Ambassadors Tin Tun, Meiszter and Teja, have left their
mark on the Conference and we wish them well. I wish to recall in particular
the contribution made by Ambassador ~Bvid Meiszter, with whom my delegation
co-operated very closely, a contribution also to the human face of the
Conference. I have just learned with regret from Ambassador Harald Rose of
the German Democratic Republic that he too will be leaving very soon, but we
do hope he will keep an eye on our work in his new function, used as we are to
the friendly and frank debates we have had with him.

Today I would like to address briefly a few subjects that play a role in
the present work of the Conference and to which my delegation attaches
particular importance. Before doing so, I wish to join all those who have
expressed the hope that in the wake of the progress that is being made in
disarmament negotiations between the United States and the soviet Union, we in
this body shall also achieve more concrete results.

We are grateful for the achievements made in the bilateral negotiations
to date, and we are encouraged by the spirit in which these negotiations are
being conducted. We take a strong interest in further progress by the two
countries, in the first place in the START negotiations, but also in other
areas, such as nuclear testing. However, we sincerely hope that the two
countries will also find ways to give more substance to the multilateral
negotiations in this forum. The concept of constructive interplay between
bilateral and multilateral negotiations, as has been advanced by so many
delegations (Pmbassadsr Solesby, speaking for the British delegation, was P
think one of the first), should gradually be materialized. I also have in
mind the concept of constructive parallelism just referred to by
Wassadar Rose.

This brings me to the first subject I wish to address today: nuclear
testing. We are pleased that the bilateral negotiations have reached a point
at which agreement on verification provisions for the two bilateral threshold
treaties earlier concluded seems to be within reach. We do hope that soon
conditions will be fulfilled for the ratification of these treaties. We note
with appreciation the intention of the two States to enter into negotiations,
immediately after ratification, on ways to implement a step-by-step programme
towards a comprehensive test ban, i.e. by linking reductions in nuclear
weapons to reductions in the number and yield of nuclear tests. We realize
the difficulties involved in such steps. But it is on the basis of actual
reductions in number and yield that progress can be demonstrated.
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This also relates to the role of the CD in this area, and to the way in
which constructive interplay could be materialized between the bilateral
neqotiations and the work here in the CD. Very useful work is under way in
the Group of Seismic Experts. But the work of that group can only be brought
in to proper perspective when practical work can be undertaken in a broader
context elsewhere in the CD, encompassing scope, verification and compliance.
It is a great pity that such work, which of course is closely related to work
being undertaken in the bilateral talks, is made impossible by continued
disagreement on the mandate of the committee to be re-established.

My delegation wishes to urqe other delegations finally to accept a
mandate that would enable the ad hoc committee to resume its work. his could
be done on the basis of the so-called Western mandate proposal. But if that
is not aqreeable, why not try to reach agreement on the basis of the proposal
Ambassador Vejvoda of Czechoslovakia has submitted? We are, of course, aware
of the wish of some delegations, in particular from within the qroup of
non-aliqned countries, to start straight away with a more ambitious
negotiatinq mandate. But since consensus cannot be reached on that basis at
this moment, we believe that at least work should be undertaken with a more
modest, practical objective.

Let me also say in this context a few words on the initiative taken by
six countries for a conference of parties to the partial test-ban Treaty to
consider amendments to that treaty. We fully understand the spirit in which
this proposal has been submitted. However, my delegation wishes to make a few
observations and ask some questions on the practical value of this proposal.
First, it is clear that for various reasons the time is not yet ripe for a
comprehensive test ban. Therefore, we do not understand why the six countries
concerned believe that the proposed amendment conference would be the proper
forum to settle this deeply seated controversy and, in fact, how this
conference could brinq the objective of a test ban closer. Second, the
amendments have only been presented in part: the most difficult part, the
promised verification provisions, are still unknown to us. ~elegations will
be aware that verification is exactly the major issue that, so far, has not
been addressed in all its aspects; its solution has eluded us so far. We
wonder why the proponents of the amendment conference think that this complex
issue should be addressed outside the CD rather than within.

Also in practical terms, we foresee qreat difficulties when such a
conference would actually meet. Should we, in the meantime, stop the work
here in the CD, including the preparations for an experimental exercise by the
seismic experts? How much time is going to be spent on discussions about the
financinq of the conference, its procedures, its venue? Frankly, we really
think that we must continue our difficult, painstakinq efforts to place the
problem on the right track here in the CD, rather than try to divert attention
to another forum, which, we fear, offers less chances for success.

I will now turn to my second subject, chemical weapons. I think we all
here around this table share the objective of the establishment of a
comprehensive agreement effectively banninq the production, stockpiling and
use of all chemical weapons. I hope that all of us also have the same
perception of the urqent need to reach agreement on such an effectively
verifiable convention. Recent reports on the repeated use of chemical weapons
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speak for themselves. They underline the urgency of the matter. Chemical
weapons not only present a grave potential risk, they actually represent an
atrocious reality. We note with deep concern the reports on the use of
chemical weapons against the Kurdish population. We do not know the extent to
which these weapons have been used, but such use, if true, is abhorrent.

After the many reports on the issue, there may be a tendency in public
opinion to accept the use of chemical weapons almost as a kind of routine
matter; not as a man-made disaster, but as a nature-made accident. Let me
state emphatically that we consider the continuous violation of the letter and
spirit of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 an inadmissible offence against
international law and humanity which must be strongly condemned by the world
community. Such violations must be stopped for ever. The world community
must stand united here and work through appropriate channels, including the
Security Council, the United Nations General Assembly, the Commission on Human
Rights and elsewhere, to apply the strongest pressure possible to stop this
crime.

In the complex negotiations on a convention banning chemical weapons we
have made progress on a number of issues this year. Many problems remain,
some of a more technical character, some of much wider scope, touching on
security concerns, inter alia during the 10-year transitional period. These
problems need to be fully discussed. But for the Netherlands the basic scope
of the treaty on which we have been working for such a long time is clear.
Under the convention all production of chemical weapons by parties will be
forbidden, and the destruction and complete elimination of stocks and
production facilities must take effect within a 10-year period.

Some remarks have been made recently about the amount of detail which has
to be worked out before the convention is ready for signature. There is no
doubt that the provisions of the convention must be crystal clear before we
enter into far-reaching commitments, which, by the way, also have to be
translated into national leqislation. But every time we dig into the details,
we must ask ourselves whether the common sense of the Director-General of the
future secretariat, where necessary under the guidance of the executive
council or the conference of States parties, would not enable him to cross
bridges when these are reached. We cannot foresee all situations that may
occur.

Notwithstanding the many points that still have to be worked out, the
"rolling text" of the draft treaty is shaping up. There is growing consensus
on the main orientations of its provisions. However, this is not yet the case
with article VI, on the r6gime necessary to verify that permitted capabilities
are not used for forbidden purposes. We trust that the national trial
inspections to be conducted by a number of countries will help to solve some
problems, in particular concerning schedule [2] facilities. You may be aware
that the Netherlands held such a trial inspection two years ago. We are at
present looking into the possibility of additional activities in this field.

Some major conceptual problems remain, however, in the context of
article VI. h note the very interesting idea of so-called ad hoc checks,
which may present a solution to deter illegal production in facilities capable
of producing chemieaks relevant to the convention but not falling under
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routine verification procedures. Much work remains to be done to understand
all the consequences of the system of ad hoc checks, such as the types of
chemical facilities or sites to be listed, the kind of checks inspectors may
Perform and the selection of the facilities or sites to be checked. In view
of the potential importance of ad hoc checks within the overall system of
verification of non-production, we consider serious in-depth discussion of
this concept essential.

The convention will be a very complex agreement. We have already long
since passed the point at which we can explain it to our children. Yet the
need for logical consistency remains. In this connection, I would like to
raise the issue of the need for schedule [4], or schedule [...l as it is now
called, on super-toxic lethal chemicals. For my delegation the three dots
are, for the time being, three question marks.

Three major reasons have ben given for including schedule [4] in the
convention. First, schedule [l] only lists STLCs that have actually been used
to fill chemical munitions. According to the proponents, schedule [4] would
have to cover other STLCs. It seems to us, however, that most chemicals
liable for introduction in schedule [4] are unsuitable for chemical warfare.
And if they are, they would be much better put into one of the other three
schedules.

Second, it is argued that some of the facilities producing super-toxic
materials may at present not be relevant for chemical warfare, but could none
the less be used for producing chemical warfare agents. According to the
proponents, such CW-capable facilities would be covered if a schedule [41 were
introduced. However, this would only be a very partial solution, as most of
the facilities with a capability for producing chemicals relevant to the
convention would not fall under schedule [4]. In other words, facilities
producing STLCs constitute only one amongst various categories with such a
potential capability. An adequate system of ad hoc checks would in our view
be much better to address these problems, as this would cover all relevant
chemical facilities.

Third, proponents of schedule [4] apparently also consider such a scheme
appropriate because it could offer the opportunity for verification of the
non-development of chemical weapon agents. But in our view non-development is
another issue that cannot be covered by a rCgime which is meant to check the
non-production of known chemical weapon agents and their precursors in
militarily relevant quantities. Development almost by definition implies that
the agent is still unknown and that the quantities produced are irrelevant.
If a verification r6gime for non-development is at all possible, it would be
better taken up separately. In that case, we must address the question of
what development exactly is - which stages must be passed before development
becomes relevant with respect to the purposes of the convention. We may be
able to elaborate some confidence-building measures, comparable to those
agreed during the last review conference of the biological weapons Convention,
which would suit the purpose.

All in all, it will require much time to resolve the complex issues of
verifying non-production and related matters, taking also into account the
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discussions with industry that are needed to find optimum SO~U~~O~S. We
therefore hope that delegations will focus their attention on these questions,
so as to find adequate solutions within a reasonable time span.

Verification may prove to be the most time-consuming and most intricate
problem to be solved before the convention can be drafted in its final shape.
But the greatest political challenge may well be to ensure maximum
participation by countries in the convention. The question is not only that
those countries that at present participate in our work - the 40 member
countries of the Conference and the 15 or so others that have joined US and
make their contribution - should sign and ratify the convention. The question
is also how to encourage other countries to take an interest in the
enterprise. We think it is too early yet to foresee what procedures are most
suitable to ensure that the convention becomes a truly global convention. One
element could be the holding of a final conference open to all States once the
details of the convention have been worked out.

At this stage we wish to limit ourselves to one observation valid for the
short term. In the Netherlands' view, all countries that are interested in
joining the work at present are welcome as observers. We fully understand
that various countries, perhaps for practical reasons, do not have the
opportunity yet to be represented in the daily affairs of the negotiations.
But we do hope that representatives of those countries at least find an
opportunity to get acquainted with the reports we have produced, and, if they
so wish, put questions on an informal and individual basis to those of us here
who are more closely associated with the work. This could be of use to us,
and it may eventually also facilitate the ratification process once the
convention is established.

Allow me to touch briefly on the issue of outer space. My country
attaches particular importance to appropriate measures regarding arms control
in outer space, a complex subject which defies simple solutions. The
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on these matters,
in Particular around the ABM, .Treaty, clearly show how difficult, how arduous
the task is to achieve tangible results in this area. The Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Hans van den Broek, indicated at §SOD-I11
how important agreement on a period of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
would be. It is therefore encouraging to hear that the United States and the
Soviet Union are very slowly edging forward towards agreement on a period of
non-withdrawal. Agreement on this period would add to stability because it
would create a more predictable strategic environment.

Predictability has also been enhanced by the recently concluded agreement
between the United States and the Soviet Union on the prior notification of
launches of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-launched
ballistic missiles. I wonder whether it might not be possible to further
study the implications of this agreement for other countries. Perhaps the
Ad hoc Committee on the prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space may wish to
consider the question of whether this agreement could serve as an example to
other relevant countries, Since the bilateral agreement on prior notification
of Paunches of intercontinental missiles clearly serves the cause of stability,
and thus the security of us all, similar commitments by other relevant States
~oiaLd be imgmrtant.
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I would not like to prescribe or predict what other relevant countries
could do in this respect. But they may wish to consider acting as if they
were parties to the bilateral agreement. They may also wish to consider
formally adhering to the bilateral agreement. Or they may consider creating a
multilateral mechanism of their own. I strongly believe that arrangements of
this kind should ultimately have a firm foundation in international law with
the purpose of securing binding commitments by all relevant States.

During the past session of the CD a lot has been said about the existing
legal r6gime. The views of my Government on this subject are known to you:
we believe that there is scope for improvement, to fill gaps, and we are of
the opinion that the Conference on Disarmament should examine the subject in
depth. One aspect concerns the strengthening of the reqistration Convention,
which in our view should be given serious consideration. Pending agreement on
the strengthening of its provisions, I wish to stress the importance of
adequate implementation of the existinq Convention. Proper application of the
provisions of the Convention could lead, for example, to more and better
information on the nature and function of objects in space. If the
registration Convention were applied more fully, this could well increase
transparency and strengthen confidence on the part of all countries
concerned. States may also be prepared to improve on the notification
provisions under the registration Convention. Notification could, for
instance, be done before instead of after the launching of objects into
space. Useful suggestions have been presented in a recent working document by
Australia and Canada. The Netherlands fully supports these suggestions.

Before I conclude, I would like to use this opportunity to thank the
delegation and the Government of the Soviet Union for their invitation to
attend the first operation for the destruction of a number of SS-20 missiles,
and for the hospitality rendered to us on that occasion. It was a significant
experience to be a witness of the beginning of the destruction of a whole
category of sophisticated weapons that for so long has blocked the road
towards disarmament. It was with a big bang that those missiles were
destroyed. My question is: when will we hear the first "bang" that is the
product of this Conference? Not a bang on the table, but a bang marking the
destruction of weapons. Or, if you wish, when will we see the fumes of
destruction under agenda item 6? Or, for that matter, hear just silence as
the fruit of our work under agenda item l? We hope next year will bring us
closer to that moment.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Netherlands for his
statement and for the kind words addressed to the Chair, and I pray to the
Almighty that his wishes for my country at the peace talks in the Persian Gulf
region will be materialized soon. I now give the floor to the representative
of Sweden, Ambassador ~kgus.

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Let me first express the great satisfaction of
the Swedish delegation that you have assumed the presidency of the Conference
for the month of September and the inter-sessional period. We interpret the
decision of your Government to send such a distinguished, high-level official
to preside over our work as an expression of the importance attached by your
Government to the work of the Conference. May I also, through you, express
our gratitude to Ambassador Loeis of Indonesia for his skilful leadership of
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the Conference durinq the month of August, which kept the Conference on a
steady course and also brought some progress in our work? I would also
like to address our warm welcome to Ambassador Varga of Hungary,
Ambassador Aung Thant of Burma and Ambassador Sharma of India, who have
recently joined us.

I will devote my statement today to the question of chemical weapons
mostly, but before that I will make some short reflections on item 1. That
item of our agenda, "Nuclear test ban", has the highest priority in the CD.
This is an issue to which my Government attaches the utmost importance. Given
the widely recognized urgent need to initiate negotiations on this item, it is
a source of great concern that this negotiating body has not succeeded in
starting substantial treatment of the nuclear test ban issue.

We have all welcomed the measures undertaken by the major Powers to carry
out quantitative reductions in their nuclear weapon arsenals. The INF Treaty
constitutes an important initial undertaking which must soon be followed by
reductions in strategic nuclear arsenals. The Treaty is significant also as a
means of building confidence and promoting dialogue, and is of great practical
interest as to its verification methods. The demonstration of the destruction
of intermediate-ranqe missiles in the Soviet Union was a concrete event of
great symbolic and political importance. We thank the Soviet delegation and
the Foreign Minister of the soviet Union for this initiative.

I wish, however, to reiterate our view that if the nuclear arms race is
to be effectively checked quantitative reductions are not enough. By means of
qualitative improvements the nuclear arms race can in fact continue. It is in
this perspective that a nuclear test ban should be viewed. A test ban would
provide an effective means of preventing the qualitative arms race and support
efforts towards real disarmament. The Six-nation ~nitiative has - in Delhi,
Mexico and Stockholm - called for an immediate halt to all nuclear testing.
Broad political support for this goal has been manifested in this Conference,
as well as in other international forums. A determination to seek to achieve
a complete test ban is expressed in the partial test-ban Treaty as well as the
non-proliferation Treaty and was repeated at the third review conference of
the NPT. This is a commitment made by nuclear-weapon Powers too. Unless
these commitments ate pursued there is a strong risk of not only continued
vertical proliferation but also horizontal proliferation.

The United States and the Soviet Union have decided to conduct joint
verification experiments, one at the United States test site in Nevada and the
other at the Semipalatinsk test site in the USSR. On 19 August one of these
nuclear tests was carried out, and the second is scheduled to take place
tomorrow, 14 September. In this context I must state that Sweden's view is
that continued nuclear testing will help fuel the nuclear arms race. We
cannot subscribe to a legitimization of nuclear tests, Neither can we endorse
in principle testing in any form. We cansider that confidence-building
experiments in this area sh~uld take place within the context of a precisely
defined plan to achieve a comprehensive test ban at an early and specified
date, The aim is not cantrolled tests, but na tests at all.

While welcoming the increased transparency in this field, which should
help to promote the elabsrati.on of an effective verification system, it would
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be helpful if the international community could become involved in the data
exchange. This is a modest idea considering that as much as 25 years ago the
two major Powers proclaimed that agreement on general and complete disarmament
should be subject to strict international control. Important international
efforts are under way with the purpose of finding effective means of verifying
a nuclear test ban. Sweden for its part is prepared to supply all relevant
data from the Hagfors observatory.

During this summer session of the CD, the Group of Scientific Experts has
held its 26th meeting. The Group conducted a thorough review of its report On
the design of a modern global network for exchange of seismological data,
including level I1 (wave-form) data. The separate parts of the system - a
world-wide network of seismological stations, international data centres as
well as national ones and appropriate means of communication - will provide us
with adequate methods to verify a nuclear test ban. The Group has initiated a
large-scale experiment on the exchange and analysis of level I1 data with the
aim of arriving at further refined principles for the operation of a global
seismological network. The different parts of the experimental system will be
tested continuously and, later on, fully integrated testing of the whole
system will take place.

As a result of the work of the scientific experts, we can now see that it
will become feasible to create an effective global verification system which
can be used to help observe compliance with obligations under a comprehensive
test-ban treaty, even if a considerable amount of work still has to be carried
out. Verification is thus now a political rather than a technical issue.
Allegedly inadequate verification methods can no longer be used as an argument
for deferring negotiations on a nuclear test ban. Why then is it that the CD
is not taking decisive steps towards in-depth deliberations on a comprehensive
test-ban treaty? There is a de facto convergence of views on the question of
a mandate. Continued detailed elaboration of the wording of a mandate will
most probably not help the matter, but rather prevent us from tackling the
substance of the issue. There is a risk that the inability to define a
mandate may be considered as a sign of lack of interest in moving forward on
this issue.

Regarding the proposed mandates, my delegation finds the differences
between them more artificial than real. For our part we support the proposed
text contained in document CD/829, which in our view shows considerable
flexibility on the part of the Group of 21. My delegation has also noted the
proposal contained in document CD/863. When this proposal was first
introduced informally Sweden expressed its interest in working on the basis of
this text, and we still consider it as a possible approach for negotiating a
compromise formula with regard to a mandate for the ad hoc committee, MY
delegation considers it imperative that multilateral negotiations on a
comprehensive test-ban treaty should be accorded the highest priority. The
Conference on Disarmament is the one and only forum for such negotiations.

We have here a forum attended by all five nuclear-weapon Powers. We have
easy access to advanced reference work on verification. We are thus well
prepared and should be ready to give more substance to our work on the test
ban issue. The CD provides us with an important forum for negotiations on a
future agreement that should be acceptable to all. Bearing in mind the work
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of the forthcoming General Assembly and its First Committee, my delegation
deems it important that efforts to further narrow the gap between differing
views on the test ban issue should continue. If these efforts bear fruit, the
Prospects of having an ad hoc committee on item 1 of our agenda with an
effective mandate during the spring session of the Conference on isaarmament
next year will certainly look much brighter.

I would now like to turn to the question of chemical weapons. Work in
the Conference on Disarmament on a chemical weapons convention has continued
in 1988 against a backdrop of intensified and escalated use of these weapons
of mass destruction. The situation is serious, We are faced with a threat of
further proliferation of chemical weapons and further development of chemical
warfare agents and methods for their dissemination. Recent United Nations
reports on the continued use of these weapons in the conflict between Iran and
Iraq, as well as other reports in its aftermath, demonstrate in a tragic way
the importance of concluding our work without further delay. A comprehensive
ban on chemical weapons would, by its effectiveness and globality, insure us
all against the resurgence of chemical warfare, from the very date of its
entry into force. This is what is expected by the Conference on Disarmament,
Our work must be inspired by a new sense of urgency to address and solve all
oustanding issues. For Sweden, the completion of a chemical weapons
convention is a major priority of the Conference. That goal is within reach-
Our success would also imbue the multilateral disarmament process with new
confidence, with a new sense of purpose.

However, and much to our regret, we must note that our work in 1988 has
fallen short of the repeated calls for renewed or even continuing urgency-
Some important issues have hardly been addressed; solving others has taken
unnecessary time and effort. We are conscious that substantive progress has
taken place in bilateral work between the two major possessors of chemical
weapons, We welcome this progress and are acutely aware of its importance, as
an illustration of how bilateral and multilateral efforts can support and
reinforce each other. We would however urge the two major possessors of
chemical weapons to intensify their efforts and to present their results and
agreements in a form which would facilitate their transfer to the multilateral
context, i.e, into the "rolling text".

Yet if we feel frustrated by the slow pace of our negotiations, it would
not be fair to paint too gloomy a picture. During the present session the
Committee, under the steady and patient chairmanship of Ambassador Sujka of
Poland, has made some substantive progress. The efforts and the dedication of
the three working group chairmen, Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Macedo of
Mexico and Mr. Nurnata of Japan, have not been in vain. The report which the
~onference is presenting to the General Assembly contains valuable new
elenents.

I will mention some of them, if I may. The Chairman of Group A was able
to bring to the report a well-balanced, carefully drafted text on article XI,
"Economic and technological development". His success in this endeavour was
in part made possible by the flexibility shown by members of the Group of 21,
for which this article is of special importance, We regret, however, that the
present text oE article Xf has not been ineluded in appendix I of the report,
Tie arguments that the text is at an early stage of elaboration and that no
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common understanding exists as to the terms a?,d dcfj-jt:~~? t~pl'3~? ? +C :.*
hardly convincing. The text of the article h3s b e . Ch~r~:l~t-'L~ djccu~se3 i7itk
irputs froq 3elegations of all groups. Its +"r-c trd definitions have t? a
large extent been borrowed from the biological weapons Contention.; »"'hich has
been signed and ratified by m s t members of tSa Ccarf~rence.

The major i-reak+,hrsl~cjh Fn Working Group B has keen the integr2fi~~ i.r,tc
the "rolling textn of a definition of chemical weapcns production facilities
and of clear language with regard to the undertaking that these facilities
sbn3ld be destrc~yed, as weil as principles acd mtho3s for their destruction.

In Working Grouy C, the Chairman has managed to make considerable
nrcq)jrc*c,s on the issue of challenge inspections and cn proceeures following the
~43"~issi.x of inswsction reports.

4s e result of consl~ltations on the final clauses, conducted by the
C'bair~a? cf the Cornnittee, well-structured elenents presented as alternatives
are i-acluded in appendix 11. They form the necessary basis for completion of
tlis iagmrtaqt part of the draft convention. Furthermore, the meeting with
industrial experts in July highlighted a number of points regarding
2r:r;fi3entislity of commercial and industrial information, and also served to
i3lustrate thet the chenical industry in major industrialized countries is
zcmmitted to facilitating the implementation of the convention.

TinslXy, sabstantial and results-oriented work has been made in the
cpen-ended consultations on trial inspections. Having chaired those meetings,
I will revert to the issue of trial inspections and report to the Conference
cn the results of our constructive deliberations at the end of my intervention.

Thus, the results which the Conference is able to present this year are
tangible even if they are far from sufficient. I will briefly make scme
observations with regard to the problems that still remain unsolved and
indicate areas where, in the view of my delegation, we will have to
concentrate our efforts during the inter-sessional work and during the coming
SPGslOn.

Article I remains the very backbone of the draft convention and the basis
for all cur work. Ps a result of this summer session it has been further
Qtrensthene? +%rol~gh the *~nembiguous undertaking by all States in paragraph S
t? ?sstroc thoir chemical *;Teapone production facilities. Remaining brackets
seer !?ss diffioclt to deal with, Consultations will have to be undertaken
r992r?ing rsnp3ration for use, a problem which is also linked to the issue of
develcpmen? of chemical weapons, The cjyestion of "jurisdiction or control"
could be solved in relation to other articles.

The rl.3rity and comprehensiveness of our scope previsions provide the
przctieal 3~3 oral rationale for the whole draft convention and, in the view
of Sweden. remaining issues can and must be solved without any major
modifications -E article I, which has acquired a definitive and timeless
character.
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The same cannot be said about article 11, another basic provision of our
draft convention. Certainly, the inclusion of an agreed definition of
chemical weapons production facilities this summer is a significant step
forward. Other parts of the article, however, have not been addressed in
substance for too long a period. The present text reflects an early stage of
our negotiations and does not fully correspond to the present stage of
chemical weapons technology. Definitions under article I1 must be basic and
applicable to the future. However, the present language in article I1 has a
provisional character; it has, on that basis, served us well up to a point,
but it has not been of much help in the latest negotiations on article VI and
its various r6gimes. Progress in those negotiations on activities not
prohibited by the convention can bring us closer to a new set of definitions
and methods of handling them. As a first step in dealing with the problem of
definitions the Committee should, in our view, address article I1 and the
schedules under article V1 comprehensively in order to transfer relevant lists
of chemicals together with some definitions, criteria and guidelines to a
special annex on chemicals. Mechanisms for revision should ensure that this
annex could be kept up to date. Article I1 itself should contain only
fundamental and permanent definitions and criteria.

Article 111, on declarations, does not seem to require any further work
at this stage of the negotiations. The only outstanding issue is to fix a
date as of which declarations should be made. In view of the
comprehensiveness of the definitions of chemical weapons and chemical Weapons
production facilities, it would seem practical to choose the later date
indicated in the text, i.e. 26 March 197 5. This would help us to avoid
unnecessary ambiguities in implementation, which could lead to irrelevant and
potentially harmful challenge situations.

The main task remaining in articles IV and V is to agree on the order of
destruction of chemical weapons stocks and chemical weapons production
facilities. These articles and their annexes are of pivotal importance for
the implementation of article I so as to ensure the undiminished security of
all States, including minor possessors of chemical weapons. This problem has
been under consideration for a number of years. Useful material with regard
to the principles and order of destruction of chemical weapons is now included
in appendix I1 and reflects a rather advanced stage of elaboration. It is,
however, clear that differences on the subject remain.

Most States have never seen the need for chemical weapons in their
arsenals and others, like the United Kingdom, have unilaterally decided to
destroy their chemical weapons and production facilities, obviously without
experiencing profound feelings of diminished security. Still, States
evidently have concerns regarding the destruction period, The proposal by
France in CD/CW/WP.199 and the difficult discussion on the Committee's report
these last few weeks convey the message that there exists a problem which has
to be solved. Sweden therefore welcomes the consensus that the issue must be
addressed in full. In doing so, however, we maintain that any solution to the
problem of undiminished security must be found through a balanced and
asymmetrical levelling out of chemical weapons stocks and a balanced phasing
out of chemical weapons production facilities,
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Sweden, and indeed the whole of the Group of 21, daes however reject the
possibility of continued production or use of chemical weapons during the
destruction period. This would constitute an open invitation to the legalized
proliferation of chemical weapons, and would discriminate against all States
which have refrained from such production. The draft convention is designed
to prohibit the production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons and not to
regulate how to produce, how to stockpile and when to use them,

Activities not prohibited by the convention, covered by article V1 and
its annex, constitute an area where we have not been able to make any major
Progress during this session. We hope that the industrial experts' discussion
on confidentiality, the convincing demonstration of non-intrusive verification
equipment like the "sample now, analyse later" (SNAL) concept introduced by
the Federal Republic of Germany, and not least the planned process of trial
inspections will provide us with fresh material and new insights so that rzi~id
progress can be made. We must provide for effective inspection rggimes but ai
the same time not allow ourselves to get bogged down in technical details
which could usefully be left to the preparatory commission and the technical
secretariat to solve.

The main goal of article V1 must be to provide for measures that would
give States parties to the convention confidence that the basic undertaking
not to produce chemical weapons is fulfilled by all States parties. The
article provides for methods and principles to control relevant production of
chemicals in order to verify either that certain chemicals are not praducred or
that production of toxic chemicals and their precursors is for purposes not
prohibited by the convention.

Our choice of approach must take account of several interests. First, we
must provide for a high degree of probability that violations of the
convention are detected and reported. This means a stringent r6gime of
verification of declared facilities. In addition to the provisions for
challenge inspections, there also seems to be a need to extend the possibility
for inspections on a politically less visible level to facilities not declared
under the respective schedules. Second, the hampering of research, development
and production for peaceful purposes must be avoided. Especially at the most
sensitive stage, research and development, legitimate concerns regarding
commercial and industrial secrets must be respected. Third, the r6gime must
be easily adaptable to future technological developments. To achieve such
adaptability the principles and objectives of verification must be clearly and
unambiguously stated, while on the other side the technical verification
methods and procedures, as well as the lists of relevant chemicals subject to
control, could be sncothly changed and updated in consonance with new
technical achieverseents, Fourth, the r6gime must be designed in such a way
that it can be irnplemenced without incurring unacceptabie costs and an
unmanageable administration, It should thus be not only effective, but also
efficient.

If we decide in the negotiations to widen the scope of routine
inspections to undeclared facilities, as is proposed with the concept of
ad hoc checks, we must be able to establish, first, that sugh a rggime really
would increase our confidence in the convention, secondly that it is made
sufficiently effective in order not to create ambiguities which might decrease



CD/PV.481
24

(Mr. ~k6us, Sweden)

our confidence, and thirdly that the costs are commensurate with the objective.
We must establish what the objective of ad hoc checks is supposed to be. Are
we looking for undeclared production of listed chemicals? Do we want to
control unlisted chemicals that could have military uses? Do we want to check
that production capacity is not misused? A purely random, almost accidental,
selection for inspection from an enormous number of facilities, most of which
could not even be transformed for CW-related production, would be neither
efficient nor effective.

Trying to verify what is not verifiable does not create confidence.
verification must be applied to what is relevant and significant. verification
cannot be an aim in itself. A case in point is the area of early research and
development of chemical weapons, an issue which has been intensively discussed
this summer. My delegation is not convinced that certain proposals advanced
during the discussion on this specific issue lead us in the right direction.

The first stages of research and development of chemicals for weapons use
in laboratories are undistinguishable from legitimate research for protection
purposes. As far as chemicals not included in schedule [l] are concerned,
such research is undistinguishable from legitimate research regarding
environmental protection, industrial safety, medical or agricultural
purposes. We must choose a stage in the development process where
verification becomes meaningful, that is a stage where it could conceivably be
possible to demonstrate a violation of the convention, or at least a serious
inexplicable anomaly. This would hardly be possible before research and
development have left the laboratories and entered a pilot plant or weapons
testing phase.

A very brief outline of the Swedish position on article V1 would be the
following. Production of schedule [l] chemicals must be confined to single
small-scale production facilities, with the exception of laboratory-scale
synthesis and production for medical purposes of up to 10 kg a year. As far
as schedule [21 chemicals are concerned, the rdgime as it now stands seems
practicable on paper. The trial inspections will hopefully give us enough
experience to finalize that r6gime. The r6gime for schedule [3] will need
further elaboration. A system of spot checks could usefully be explored. As
regards the last, unnumbered schedule, which was also touched upon by
Ambassador van Schaik in his speech today, it seems to my delegation that it
is the capacity of a given facility that would justify its being subject to
control arrangements, rather than the actual chemicals it may be producing.
The schedule might even be deleted if we were able to devise another method
for identifying and controlling potential (from the technical point of view)
facilities for production of chemical warfare agents.

As I have already mentioned, all the lists should be revised and updated
and transferred togetl r with relevant criteria and guidelines to a separate
annex on chemicals-

In article V11 there still remains a heading regarding national technical
means without any text. My delegation would consider any language that may be
proposed under the heading with great interest. If no such text is
forthcoming we would suggest that the heading should simply be dropped next
session.
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In article VITI the basic structure of the 0rqaqizz;ion has acquzrsd
almost final form. The core issue that remains to be solved is tne
coapcsit"P, oxocedure and decision-makin~ of tne e;,-?cuti.a,a cornn:12. We
.naknta$n 3 flexible atti'cu2e on the relevant proviszorls. Our aiaPrl sonce:.J 11
to make the executive counci' both representative and efficienr. This leads
us to favour a comparatively snail bo&-, cer'calrrly 1-st bigzes then che Board
of Governors of ZAE9. The eomwsition of the executive council should refi@cT
poritical balance and equi:able geographical distr~uuticn, We fully
understand tohe concerns of some States which, because of thenr level of
industrial. de\relopment, would carry a higher burden of routine inspections,
an4 their wish for special representation. Those concerns could nowever be
met within the framework cf political and qeographical criteria.

As to decistoq-makinq, rules that would be conaucive t> consensus should
he striver for, Efficient and effective powers of decision-makinq, however,
call for +he psssi-bility of vating, and the application of qualified
majorities mcld seem appropriate. With respect to rhe required majority it
is difficult to decide whether it should be two thirds or three quarters, as
ionq as the composition and the full extent and nature of the decisions to be
taken by tie cot:ncil are not known. ~ompositian and decision-making must be
ac'2ressed in parallel. It is also doubtful v~hether a solution can be found
-X...XiX articles VI, IX, X, XI3.I and XIV have been fully elaborated. At a later
stage it might be useful to consider a differentiated approach to
decision-nakinq, implying that different kinds of decisions will be taken with
different majorities,

The complex and difficult issue of how to initiate a challenge inspection
vneer article IX, and the principles for the conduct of such inspections
within the paraneter of no right of refusal, has not yet been finally worked
z!lt. The material to be found in appendix I1 constitutes a sound basis for
treaty language that would reflect a balanced approach to the interests of
reassursnce and security on the one hand and national integrity on the other.

Otherwise, it is the view of my delegation that progress in Working
Group C under the skilful and energetic chairmanship of Mr. Numata has been a
major achievement this summer, The general rules governing inspections under
article IX, now included in the addendum to appendix I, constitute a
comprehensive outline. It is our hope that the efforts will continue in such
a way that the relevant part of the draft convention can be completed early
next session,

Another issue addressed in Working Group C is reflected in a new text in
appendix I1 on the procedure to be followed after the submission of the
report. Some problems still remain in that text. Basically the question
concerns the extent to which the executive council must, or should, or can
express itself on the inspection report and what special importance, if any,
should be qiven to the assessment of the requesting State.

For Sweden it seems obvious that the executive council must be given a
high degree of freedom of action. We must therefore rule out a provision
which would impose on the council the obligation to determine whether or not a
violation of the convention has taken place. Sometimes this would simply not
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be feasible. On the other hand, we cannot deny the council the right to state
that a violation has taken place if this has been substantiated by the
inspection.

Article X, on assistance, has been thoroughly debated, especially during
the summer session. The result, however, is disappointing. The text that now
appears in appendix I1 is heavily bracketed and contains clearly contradictory
elements. It seems necessary to reconsider the whole article. The main
assurance against the use of chemical weapons lies in a convention of
comprehensive scope, effectively verified and universally adhered to. This is
the convention we are elaborating. If we conclude such a convention, the
issues addressed in article X acquire a rather academic and theoretical
character. Nevertheless, such a provision serves a purpose during the
transitional period, and can therefore be viewed as yet another way of
tackling the issue of undiminished security. But to serve a purpose it must
be realistic in scope and possible to implement. Basically it must contain
provisions for assistance in cases of chemical weapons use. Such provisions
ought to be easy to elaborate. We have, regrettably, growing experience of
extending such assistance to victims of chemical warfare. Furthermore, it can
contain provisions for facilitating co-operation in the development by member
States of programmes in the field of protection against chemical weapons use.
Such co-operation must, however, be carried out on a voluntary basis. For
many non-possessors of chemical weapons, undiminished security during the
transitional period depends on a high degree of confidentiality regarding
their own national programmes and equipment for protection against the use of
chemical weapons. That national security interest is incompatible with the
concept of model agreements.

I have already at the outset mentioned our progress regarding
article XI. Suffice it to repeat briefly that in the view of my delegation
the remaining brackets could be removed and the text transferred to appendix I.

As far as the final clauses are concerned, article XI1 has become a
stumbling-block. For Sweden, as for many other delegations, our whole work
would be undone if unilaterally declared nrights'' under the Geneva ~rotocol of
1925 were to be transferred and thereby somehow eternalized in a comprehensive
chemical weapons convention. This convention, as of its entry into forcer
unambiguously rules out the use of chemical weapons, and that means any use of
chemical weapons. This does not mean that those "rights" fully cease. They
will have a residual character, but only as a result of withdrawal from the
convention. To solve the issue the proposal put forward by Canada that
article XI1 should simply be deleted merits full consideration. It goes
without saying that the convention would not limit the obligations under the
Geneva Protocol.

The Swedish view on the issue of use leads us to the conclusion that
States parties, in exercising their national sovereignty, will have the right
to withdraw from the convention if extraordinary events related to the
subject-matter of the convention have jeopardized their supreme interests.
This right should only take effect if scope for remedying the situation under
the convention has been exhausted.
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Openness and transparency are indeed important for our work, Sweden
welcomes the declarations that have been made during this session regarding
the possession or non-possession of chemical weapons and chemical weapons
production facilities. In this context, I am instructed to declare that
Sweden does not possess chemical weapons.

This concludes my intervention in my capacity as the leader of the
Swedish delegation. With your permission, however, I wish in my capacity as
Chairman of the open-ended informal consultations on trial inspections to
present a report on the work undertaken on that subject.

In the draft chemical weapons convention, a number of provisions relate
to on-site inspections within the chemical industry. In order to expedite
work on the convention, and to assess whether the proposed text has adequate
and practical provisions to provide the necessary assurance to States that
civil facilities are used only for purposes not prohibited by the convention,
it has been suggested that trial inspections could be undertaken.

In a first staqe, such trial inspections should be carried out on a
national basis. In the second stage, the experience in the national trial
inspections should be pooled and evaluated together, in the light of the
relevant provisions of the draft convention. This process could be devoted to
discussion of what might be involved in, and elaboration of, modalities for
the third stage: trial inspections with multilateral participation.

Under the auspices of the Ad hoc Committee, and at the request of the
Ad hoc Committee Chairman, I held informal, open-ended consultations to
prepare the ground for such multilateral trial inspections in the chemical
industry. As a result of these consultations a paper was elaborated. his
Paper has now been distributed to you. The paper is primarily intended to
assist interested States in their preparations for the national trial
inspections. The suqqestions contained in the paper are not in any way
binding or mandatory, but can be regarded as a list of issues of relevance to
the trial inspections. The paper will be issued as a working paper of the
Ad hoc Committee by the Chairman of the consultations.

As was agreed during the preparations for this round of consultations,
delegations are free to add their comments to the paper before the end of this
session. The present document, as I said, is issued under the responsibility
of the Chairman of the consultations. The paper is divided into three parts.
The first part (part A - General approach) could be used for the development
of scenarios for the trial inspections. The second part (part B - ~etailed
approach) provides a kind of check-list for the elaboration of procedures for
the conduct of the trial inspections. The third part (part C - specific
aspects) provides a list of issues which might be addressed by the trial
inspections, Parts of the paper could also be used by States as a reference
in preparing reports of the results of their national trial inspections.

Information available regarding the national trial inspections could be
discussed during the inter-sessional work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons. The detailed elaboration of modalities for the multilateral trial
inspections could commence in the 1989 spring session with a view to beginning
the actual inspections as soon as possible after these modalities have been
worked out.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Sweden for his statement
and for the kind words addressed to me. I now give the floor to the
distinguished Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme
of Disarmament, Ambassador ~arcia Robles, who will introduce the report of
that Ad hoc Committee contained in document CD/867.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. president, my
delegation conqratulates you and welcomes the fact that it has fallen to a
person of your experience and qualities to preside over our deliberations in
the last month of this year, which is always the most important. Likewise, we
would like to reiterate our congratulations to your predecessor,
Ambassador Loeis, the distinguished representative of Indonesia, who presided
over our deliberations last month.

As you have just stated, Sir, I am going to speak today in my capacity as
Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament
in order to introduce the Committee's report to the Conference on its work to
date during 1988. The report starts with a brief summary of the work of the
Committee and the documentation the Committee had before it. It goes on to
refer to some progress that has been made towards harmonizing positions and
reducing areas of disagreement indicating, however, that in the short time
available it was not possible to reach agreement on all outstanding issues,
for which reason the Committee agreed that it should resume work at the outset
of the 1989 session with the firm intention of completing the elaboration of
the Programme for its submission to the General Assembly at the latest, and I
quote, "at its forty-fourth session".

The brief introduction is accompanied by a lengthy annex of 31 pages
setting forth the provisions that the Programme might contain. These
Provisions are grouped together in six chapters with the following titles:
Introduction, Objectives, Principles, priorities, isaarmament measures*
Machinery and procedures. With regard to the first four chapters as well as
the sixth and last, the Ad hoc Committee has made very considerable progress.
There are but a few items that are still outstanding in the introduction,
Objectives, Principles and priorities, and it may be said that it would
suffice to abide firmly by the Final Document of the first special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament to settle any problem concerning
these chapters. Turning to the fifth chapter, dealing with disarmament
measures, it should be borne in mind that the United States and the
Soviet Union have succeeded in reaching positive agreements, among which the
joint statement of 8 January 1985 provides an eloquent example of co-operative
efforts to halt and reverse the arms race and prevent the proliferation of
nuclear weapons.

Concerning the es"3.blishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, it has been
possible to reach cons~. isus on most of the basic elements for that objective.
It has also been possible to indicate the obligations and responsibilities of
both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, with regard to
Preventing an increase in the numbers of the former and reducing and
eventually eliminating nuclear weapons. With regard to other weapons of mass
destruction, it has been agreed that all States should accede to the Protocol
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, which is known by the name
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of the Geneva Protocol because it was signed in this city on 17 June 1925.
There is agreement that it is necessary to make all possible efforts to secure
the positive conclusion of the negotiations that are being carried out in the
Conference on Disarmament on an international convention that will bring about
the elimination of all chemical weapons; there is also agreement that a
treaty should be concluded on the prohibition of the development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons, bearing in mind the negotiations
under way in the Conference on Disarmament and all proposals made in
connection therewith.

It was possible to reach a common position on the need to pursue
resolutely, together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, the
limitation and gradual reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons
within the framework of progress towards general and complete disarmament. In
this connection there is also agreement that the States with the largest
military arsenals have a special responsibility in pursuing the process of
reducing these arsenals. It has also been possible to adopt the conclusion
that the gradual reduction of military budgets on a mutually agreed basis,
particularly by nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant States,
would be a measure that would contribute to the curbing of the arms race and
would increase the possibilities of allocation of resources now being used for
military purposes to economic and social development, particularly in
developing countries. There is consensus with regard to the need for further
steps to prohibit military or any other hostile use of environmental
modification techniques, as well as further steps to prevent an arms race on
the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof, and to prevent an
arms race in outer space.

In order to facilitate the process of disarmament it has been agreed that
it is necessary to take measures and pursue policies to strengthen
international peace and security and to build confidence among States. There
was also agreement on strict adherence and full commitment by all States
Members of the United Nations to the purposes of the Charter of the
Organization, and their obligation strictly to observe its principles.
Likewise, there is general acceptance of the need for Member States to make
all efforts to ensure a better flow of information with regard to the various
aspects of disarmament, to avoid dissemination of false and tendentious
information concerning armaments, and to concentrate on the widest possible
dissemination to all sectors of the public of reliable information on the
danger of the escalation of the armaments race and on the need for general and
complete disarmament under effective international control. Consensus has
also been reached on the fact 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 are being observed by all, without this implying any undue intrusion in
the internal affairs of other States.

The sixth and final chapter of the Comprehensive Programme, entitled
"Machinery and Procedures", with the exception of five words related to the
Charter of the United Nations, is totally free of square brackets. In it,
reference is made to the three stages - the first stage, the intermediate
stage and the final stage - that will comprise the programme; it is envisaged
that the implementation of the measures included in the various stages of the
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Comprehensive Programme will be periadically reviewed - including at special
sessions of the General Assembly; it is stipulated that, in addition to the
periodic reviews to be carried out at special sessions, there should be an
annual review of the implementation of the Programme, and to facilitate this
the Secretary-General would annually submit a report to the Assembly on
progress in the implementation of the Programme. The chapter and the draft
Comprehensive Programme end with the statement that "at the earliest
appropriate time, a world disarmament conference should be convened with
universal participation and with adequate preparation".

The undoubted importance of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament -
and there is conclusive proof of this in the sections already adopted by
consensus, of which I have only given an illustrative example in those I have
outlined in this statement - highlights the good grounds for the "firm
intention" of the Ad hoc Committee that I referred to today, quoting from the
conclusion appearing in the last paragraph of its report for this year, in
which it emphasized its decision to "resume work at the outset of the 1989
session", in order to complete the elaboration of the Programme for submission
to the General Assembly, as I have already said at the beginning, at the
latest at its forty-fourth session.

MY statement would be incomplete if I were not to conclude by expressing
my gratitude, and, I am sure, that of all the members of the Conference On
Disarmament, to those whose efforts have made it possible for us to make
progress, although perhaps not to the extent we would have wished, on various
of the items with which we have been dealing. I would therefore like to place
on record the names of those who acted as co-ordinators of the contact groups
to whom I will refer in order which we followed every week in reviewing our
subjects: Mr. Reni6, representative of France, who dealt with Objectives;
Mr. Palihakkara of Sri Lanka, who dealt with Principles; Mr. Fagundes of
Brazil, priorities; Mr.Sood of India, who dealt with the bilateral and
multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament and measures to avoid the use
of nuclear weapons and prevent nuclear war; Mrs. Gonzslez, of Mexico, who was
responsible for everything pertaining to the establishment of
nuclear-weapon-free zones; Miss Letts of Australia, co-ordinator of the
contact group on zones of peace, and Messrs, Dejanov, Bulgaria, and Lundbo,
Norway, who in their personal capacity and as "friends of the Chairman" lent
their valuable co-operation in the consultations designed to produce a text
that would receive the approval of all on disarmament and itlternational
security. I should also mention Miss Wilma Gibson, who helped the
Committee in its work, replaced when she was away by Miss Anne Dolan and
Miss Audrey Williamson, as well as Mrs. Beatrice Malinverni.

In order to avoid any involuntary omissions, I will say that our thanks
go to all the members of the Secretariat who have been working with the
Committee, both visible as well as invisible, among whom the interpreters
deserve special mention. Finally - and a better use could hardly be found for
the expression "last but not leastn - Miss ~ida Levin, Secertary of the Ad hoe
Committee for seven years now, that is to say since just a year after it
commenced its activities as a working group, who, as I have already said in
the past and I am very happy to repeat today, has played her important role
with a competence and objectivity which are exemplary in every way.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the distinguished Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament for his statement
introducing the report of the Ad hoc Committee. I also wish to thank
His Excellency for the kind words addressed to me. I also extend
congratulations to Ambassador ~arcia Robles on the completion of the work of
the Ad hoc Committee. As in the case of the other report introduced today, we
shall take action on document CD/867 at our plenary meeting next Thursday.

I now give the floor to the representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Ambassador von ~ttilpnagel.

Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. President, as I am
takitlq the floor for the first time under your presidency, I would like to
wish you every success in the discharge of- your important responsibilities
during these crucial last days of this year's session. I would also like to
take this opportunity to thank your predecessor, Ambassador Loeis, for the
efficient manner in which he steered the work of the Conference during the
month of August. I am pleased to welcome Ambassador Aung Thant from Burma,
whom I wish all the best for his future work in the Conference.

Next Thursday the Conference on Disarmament will be presented with the
report of its Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. I would like to express
my appreciation and thanks to the Chairman of the Committee, Ambassador Sujka,
and the chairmen of the working groups, Mr. Cima, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Numata,
for the committed efforts and the hard work they have undertaken during the
past session to move the negotiations forward.

On 16 August X promised a further contribution on ad hoc checks in the
light of comments made since my delegation presented the case for ad h0c
checks in working document CD/791 of 25 January this year. The purpose of the
proposed ad hoc checks is to come to terms with the existing verification gap
and provide an additional and easily manageable possibility for monitoring
also those chemical industry facilities which would not be covered by on-site
inspections under the provisions so far contained in the "rolling textn.

Encouraged by the interest which was shown in our basic idea, we
proceeded to elaborate on our concept of ad hoc checks. Today I would Pike to
introduce document CD/869, which, taking account of the interesting
discussions we have had on the issue in recent months, tries to develop the
concept further, and I hope it will provide a useful basis for future work
aimed at strengthening the verification r6gime for non-production.

In submitting this paper we do not claim to provide all the answers;
rather, it is our intention to stimulate further thinking. The following
points mark the basic framework from which we propose to proceed. ~d h0c
checks are of a complementary nature; they are to be seen solely in the
context of article VI, and represent an additional, unintrusive measure for
verifying non-production, their main purpose being to verify the absence of
substances listed in schedules [l], [2] and [3]; ad hoc checks are of a
strictly routine character, with the technical secretariat initiating them on
a random basis without any outside interference; and they are to cover the
whole chemical industry on the basis of national registers listing all
chemical industry facilities in accordance with an agreed definition.
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We hope that our paper will contribute to finalizing expeditiously the
provisions on non-production in the wrolling text". In our view it should
help to resolve some of the problems which have arisen in the context of
articxe VI, for which we have so far not been able to work out solutions
acceptable to all. In this regard I am thinking particularly of the STLC
problem which has ben debated for a considerable time and! on which
differences persist, Tbdaycs remarks in the Conference seem, in part, ko
confirm this view. Ad hoc cheeks could offer a solution to this problem, and
thus help to overcome the deadlock on it in the negotiations. Admittedly
ad hoc checks, due to their very nature, may not be the answer to all
questions which have been raised with regard to the verification requirements
of an effective convention. Therefore, I believe that all concerns in this
connection warrant our close attention.

In conclusion I would like to express my satisfaction at the prospect of
inter-sessional work starting on 29 November this year. We should make the
best possible use of the time available during the agreed inter-sessional
period. Indeed, I believe that we should not use the inter-sessionals merely
to continue our work along the familiar lines. Rather, we might think of
focusing our attention on the few specific items we have agreed to deal with
durinq that period. It should be possible as a result of intensive work to
make considerable headway on these issues. The Chairman of the Ad hOC
Committee, Ambassador Sujka, will be able to count on the full and active
co-operation and support of my delegation.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Federal Republic of
Germany for his statement and for the kind words addressed to me. I now give
the floor to the representative of Australia.

Mr. MORRIS (Australia): The following statement is made on behalf of
a group of Western delegations. It addresses item 1 of the Conference
agenda - Nuclear test ban.

The group of States for which I am speaking deeply regrets that once
again it has not proved possible for agreement to be reached on the
establishment of an ad hoc committee on item 1 of our agenda. The group has
stated repeatedly its belief that such an ad hoc committee should be
established in order to carry out the practical work that would be required
before a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty could be brought into
existence. It was for this reason that on 20 July 1984, the group placed
before the Conference a mandate for such an ad hoc committee, the text of
which is given in document CD/521. As was made clear then, the terms of
CD/521 represented a compromise proposal by our group.

That draft mandate was then supplemented by a suggested programme of work
for an ad hoc committee, the terms of which were given in document CD/621, and
by numerous working papers submitted by members of the group both to the
Conference and to the Group of Scientific Experts.

We have indicated repeatedly that we would welcome discussion of our
draft mandate and our draft programme of work in order to determine where they
may be misunderstood or where other difficulties with their terms might Pie.
This offer has never been accepted. It remains open today.
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In the face of these disappointing realities, but because we continue to
attach very great importance to the establishment of an ad hoc committee under
item 1, we indicated a year ago that we would be prepared to discuss with
others, as a possible basis for developing a consensus, the draft mandate
which had been drawn up by Ambassador Vejvoda in his capacity of President of
the Conference for the month of April 1987. That offer was met by the claim,
made by some member States of the Conference, that it would not be possible to
consider Ambassador Vejvoda's draft unless it were first tabled in the
Conference. That action has now been taken by Ambassador Vejvoda, who tabled
his draft proposal on 25 August 1988 - document CD/863.

Accordinqly, the group of Western States for which I am speaking wishes
to record, again, that while its preferred approach would be for an ad hoc
committee to be established on the basis of the mandate given in
document CD/521, if this proposal cannot find consensus then it is prepared
to enter into discussions of the Vejvoda proposal with other groups and
delegations as a possible basis for reachinq agreement on the establishment of
an ad hoc committee under item 1 of the agenda.

The group for which I am speaking, notes that the same willinqness has
been expressed by the Group of Socialist States and by China and regrets that,
to date, a similar indication has not been given by the Group of 21. Indeed,
no reply has been given by the Group of 21 to requests that it agree simply to
beqin discussions of the Vejvoda proposal.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of ~ustralia for his
statement, and I now give the floor to the representative of Mexico.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): What the
distinguished representative of Australia has just said impels me to take the
floor very briefly since I think that would be sufficient. It is not a matter
here - at least that is the interpretation of my delegation - of our referring
to proposals that have been made by a group of delegations or a delegation
several years ago and proposals that are being made this year. It is a matter
of comparing them, and seeing whether there have beeen any substantive changes
in these proposals. The distinquished representative of Australia has
referred to the proposal that was distributed in document CD/521 of
20 July 1984. Prior to that, on 28 March 1984, the Group of 21 had
submitted proposal CD/492. What we would like is a comparison between the
1984 proposals and the 1988 proposals.

What did we say in 1984? In 1984 we said, and I quote:

"The Conference on Disarmament decides to re-establish for the
duration of its 1984 session the ad hoc subsidiary body on a nuclear test
ban to initiate immediately the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for
the prohibiton of all nuclear weapon tests and to exert its best
endeavours in order that the Conference may transmit to the
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session the complete draft of such a
treaty.

I think that what the Group of 21 was asking for in 1984 was quite clear,
Since then we have said that we were ready to display flexibility, to try to
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understand the point of view of other delegations, and in a proposal that was
ultimately reproduced in document CD/829 of 15 April this year - What does the
Group of 21 say? The Group of 21 says:

"The Conference on Disarmament decides to establish an ad hoc
committee on item l of its agenda with the objective of carrying out the
multilateral negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty."

"The ad hoc committee will set up two workinq qroups which will
deal, respectively, with the following interrelated questions:

"(a) Working group I - Contents and scope of the treaty;

"Working group 11 - Compliance and verification."

I think that this text is clear, but if there were a need for an
explanation, then I would venture to recall what I said when I introduced this
text to the Conference on Disarmament. I said that the words "with the
objectiven are open to many interpretations, but that each participant could,
at the time the mandate was adopted, place on record his interpretation of
these words "with the objectiven.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico. I see no
other speaker.

I am sure that all members are aware by now that we are well behind
schedule in the preparation of the annual report to the General ~ssembly of
the United Nations, so much so that we will not be able to close the annual
session on Thursday, as originally planned. In principle, it might be
possible to conclude the session with a plenary meeting on Friday at 5 p.m.,
if consideration of the draft substantive paragraphs is completed at midday
today or immediately after the open-ended consultations on the substantive
paragraphs of item 1 to take place at 3.15 p,m. in room 302. unfortunately,
there is a large amount of documentation to be processed during the last
stages of our work, as some subsidiary bodies were not able to conclude their
work as originally planned. Accordingly, the technical processing of the
revision of the technical parts of the report, plus the substantive paragraphs
for certain agenda items, will take a bit longer than on previous occasions.
I do hope that we can finish on Friday, but I would prefer to formalize any
decision concerning the closing date at our next plenary meeting, when we will
have a better idea of where we stand concerning documentation. Of course it
is understood that, if we are able to conclude on Friday at 5 p.m., the
plenary meeting will be devoted only to adoption of the report. Any statement
on substance should therefore be made at the plenary meeting next Thursday.

I have no other business to consider today. I now intend to adjourn this
plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament
will be held on Thursday 15 September at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 482nd plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament. At the outset, I wish on behalf of the Conference
to extend a warm welcome in our midst to the new representative of India,
Ambassador Sharma, and in doing so I would like to assure him of the
co-operation of my delegation and wish him success in the important task ahead
of him.

In conformity with i ts programne of work, the Conference continues i t s
consideration of the reports of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies as well as of the
annual report to the General Assenbly of the United Nations.

I have on my l i s t of speakers for today the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical Weapons, the representatives of Czechoslovakia
and the United States of America, the Chairman of the Ad hoc Comnittee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space, as well as the representatives of
the Federal Republic of Germany, Pakistan and Australia.

I now give the floor to the f i rs t speaker, the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical Weapons which has been circulated today under
the synbol CD/8 74.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Before introducing to the Conference the report of
the Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical Weapons, which I have had the honour to chair
during this session, l e t me congratulate you, Mr. President, on .the effective
way you are performing your duties as President of the Conference in the
usually difficult las t month of the session. In seeing you, representative of
Iran, in the Chair of the President, I cannot but use this opportunity to
express my delegation's sincere hope that the talks on stopping the armed
conflict in the ~ersian Gulf, which have started at Geneva, will soon bring
the favourable solution awaited by the whole world.

I have the pleasure today to present to the Conference the report of the
Ad hoc Comittee on Chemical Weapons as contained in document CD/874. This
report was adopted in i t s entirety by the Ad hoc Committee at i t s 21st meeting
on 12 Septen-ber. During this year'S session the Committee has worked again on
the basis of the same mandate which was given to the Committee for the f i r s t
time in 1984. This mandate is indicated in paragraph 1 of the report.

As agreed at the beginning of the session, the Committee dealt with a l l
the ar t ic les of the draft convention, as indicated in i t s preliminary
structure. The work was carried on in three working groups chaired by
Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Macedo of Mexico and Mr. Numata of Japan. In
addition I held a number of open-ended consultations on articles XI1 to XVI of
the draft convention.

Under the auspices of the Ad hoc Committee, and at my request,
AnJ3assador Rolf Ekeus of Sweden held informal, open-ended consultations
to prepare the ground for multilateral t r i a l inspections in the chemical
industry. The results of these consultations are included in working
paper CD/CW/WP.213. I wish to express to Ambassador EkGus my deep gratitude
for his efforts and efficiency in performing these duties.
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In July, a meeting of chemical industry experts from many countries was
held. Let me again turn to the Swedish delegation and thank Dr. Santesson,
who put a lot of effort into chairing this useful meeting.

If we turn to the report we can see that, in general, it maintains the
stcucture and follows the pattern of previous sessions. ~t consists of
several parts on which I would like to comnent briefly.

In the so-called technical part I would like to draw your attention to
the conclusions and recomnendations, especially the recomnendations on
inter-sessional work to be held in two phases before the beginning of
the 1989 session. The session of limited duration in January is to be
preceded by open-ended consultations. Both are needed more than ever as we
are at a decisive and very specific stage of the negotiations. The
inter-sessional work corresponds well with the often reiterated wish of public
opinion for the early conclusion of a global, comprehensive draft convention
on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

As I have already touched upon the inter-sessional work, let me take this
opportunity to inform the delegations that as a result of my consultations, I
propose that during the open-ended consultations in Novenher, Decenber and
during the resumed session in January we should concentrate our efforts on the
following main issues: confidentiality with regard to verification of
non-production of chemical weapons in the chemical industry; undiminished
security during the destruction period; guidelines on the international
inspectorate; and article X on assistance.

Turning to the report, m y I draw your attention to appendix I, which
represents the updated version of the "rolling textn of the draft convention,
thus reflecting the present stage of elaboration of the provisions of the
draft convention. That is why it can be considered as a fundamental part of
the report. As you will see, progress has been made in many inportant areas.
Changes of various kinds, from very substantive improvements to rather
editorial corrections, have been introduced in a majority of the articles and
annexes. I assume that these changes are well known to the delegations and
that there is no need to go into detailed identification and evaluation of
them.

Let me, however, point out some of the achievements which I would place
among the most important during this session. In article I1 the term
"chemical weapons production facility" has been largely agreed upon.
Article V, and especially the annex to this article, have been further
developed and rectified. A new part of the guidelines on the international
inspectorate concerning general rules governing inspections under article IX
has been developed and agreed upon. I wish to stress, however, that despite
hard and intensive work by all of us during the whole session, the results
achieved, though important, are not - at least in my view - fully satisfactory.

Appendix I1 represents negotiating material at a less advanced stage. It
contains papers reflecting the results of work undertaken so far on issues
under the convention. ~ts content illustrates its transitional character.
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New material has been added; other material has been further developed or
moved into appendix I . I have, however, a feeling that in som areas we could
have achieved more.

It is therefore necessary to look at appendix I and appendix I1 as
two parts of one ent i ty . Only using this approach can the work of the
Comittee be seen in the proper perspective. Each delegation wil l , on i t s
own, and in the l ight of i t s own expectations, analyse and evaluate the
progress achieved. For my part , I will only say that we have worked hard,
with devotion, in a good business-like atmosphere, and credit for that goes to
a l l delegations, item co-ordinators and individual delegates who did not spare
their time and good will to help us move forward.

I warmly thank my collaborators Mr. Cima, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Numata,
whose strenuous efforts have been crucial to what we have achieved in the
"rolling text", I am convinced that we will continue our excellent
co-operation during the inter-sessional consultations and the resumed session
next January. My special thanks go to the Secretary of our Ad hoc Committee,
Mr. .Bensnail, and his assistant Ms. Darby, for their constant devotion and
t i re less hard work. I wish also to express my gratitude to the interpreters
and a l l the technical staff who have helped the work of the Ad hoc Committee
to proceed smothly and effectively.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the Chairman of the Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical
Weapons for introducing the report of the Ad hoc Comittee contained in
docun-ent CD/874, and I also thank him for the kind words addressed to me and
pray to the Almighty that his wishes for peace in our region will be answered
soon. I also wish to congratulate Ambassador Sujka for the successful
completion of the work of that subsidiary body. I shall invite the Conference
to take action on documnt CD/874 at our last plenary meeting. I now give the
floor to the representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslwakia) : First of a l l , Mr. president, allow me as
head of the Czechoslovak delegation to welcome you to the Chair of the
Conference. You have already proven your abi l i ty to guide us successfully
with wisdom and diplomatic sk i l l through the difficult concluding period of
our Conference. Allow me also to take this opportunity to welcon-e the
newcomers to our Conference - Ambassador Varga from Hungary, with whom, as a
representative of a country with which we maintain brotherly, close relations,
my delegation will certainly work as closely as with his predecessor,
Ambassador Meiszter. I also wish the best in our midst to Ambassador Thant of
Burma and Massador Sharma of India. My delegation i s looking forward to
having close relations with both of them also.

Mr. president, allow me now to read the statement by the Group of
Socialist Countries on the results of the 1988 CD session.

The session of the Conference on Disarmament this year coincided with an
important event amng the multilateral efforts aimd at disarmament - the
third special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. The delegations of socialist countries expected that the
two events would influence each other in a positive way. First ly, that the
Conference on Disarmamnt wuld intensify i ts work during the spring session
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and present to SSOD-111 if not finalized agreements, then at least
substantially advanced work on its individual items with an appropriate, both
flexible and efficient, organizational framework. Secondly, that SSOD-I11
would duly assess results achieved by the CD as well as at other disarmament
forums, con£irm the General Assembly's conclusions of 1978 and 1982 and
provide a new impetus for further multilateral negotiations on disarmamnt.

Unfortunately, the CD failed to accomplish the first step of this
mutually interdependent action. Our report to SSOD-111, sumarizing the CD's
work and results for the period between 1982 and April 1988, was far from
encouraging. 'Nhile some important results were reported to SSOD-111, in the
first place the conclusion of the Soviet-American INF Treaty, the report from
our Conference, apart from registering further progress on the elaboration of
the chemical weapons convention and a substantial increase in openness and
transparency in work on it, otherwise had little to of£er. Undoubtedly, that
contributed to the fact that SSOD-111 was not in a position either to
elaborate specific reconmendations for further multilateral negotiations on
disarmament or to increase the effectiveness of the negotiating machinery.
The socialist countries consider that the course of SSOD-I11 and the proposals
advanced there con£irm the important role that multilateral negotiations on
disarmament should play.

It is not encouraging to realize that during this year our Conference has
yet again failed to achieve specific results which are long overdue. What is
even m r e disquieting is the fact that another year has passed without the CD
taking substantive action on priority items of nuclear disarmament. This also
applies to the nuclear test ban, in spite of the fact that a number of
positive developments have taken place with regard to this important issue.
The socialist States continue to regard the early elaboration of a treaty on
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests as among the most
urgent and significant measures for halting the nuclear arms race and
preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. All avenues should be
pursued to achieve progress on that priority issue.

While expressing their support for the ongoing full-scale stage-by-stage
negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States, members of the
Group have reaffirmed their strong interest in the parallel work within the
Conference on Disarmament aimed at early achievement of an NTB. In that
connection, they considered the draft mandate of the Group of 21 (CD/829) as a
good basis for starting practical work on the item. At the same time, the
Group of Socialist Countries lent their support to the draft proposal made
initially on an informal basis by the President of the CD in April 1987 and
formally tabled as Czechoslovak working paper CD/863. The Group of Socialist
Countries views with understanding the proposal by Mexico, Indonesia, Peru,
Sri Lanka, Yugoslavia and Venezuela for amending the 1963 partial nuclear
test-ban Treaty. They have already stated that in principle they supprt the
idea of broadening the scope of the Moscow Treaty by incorporating into it a
ban on underground tests. This approach was also reflected during the last
United Nations General Assembly session in their support for
resolution 4 2/26 B on this issue.
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Positive developnents have taken place in the field of nuclear
disarmament. The Soviet-American INF Treaty represents a first real measure
of nuclear disarmament, providing for the destruction of two whole categories
of nuclear weapons. Delegates to the CD had a unique opprtunity to witness
the destruction of the first Soviet medium-range missiles in the area of
Volgograd. This was a demnstration of high political inportance. The
socialist countries consider that the time is ripe for our Conference to
contribute to efforts aimd at nuclear disarmamnt in i ts multilateral
dimension. his will become even more imperative when, as they hope,
agreement is reached between the Soviet Union and the United States on the
substantial reduction of their strategic nuclear weapons. The delegations of
socialist countries welcomed the action plan for a nuclear-weapon-free and
non-violent world presented by India.

The Group of Socialist Countries regrets that meagre progress has been
achieved in the elaboration of measures to prevent an arms race in outer
space. The Ad hoc Comnittee on this item, which has been working since 1985,
is not in a position to move forward in working out measures to prevent an
arms race in outer space, which should be used only for peaceful purposes,
since i t has been functioning for four years on the basis of the same mandate,
which does not provide for negotiations. The delegations of socialist
countries made an effort to render work within the framework of the existing
mandate and programne of work as fruitful and intensive as possible. The best
way to achieve this goal was to focus attention on the discussion of proposals
made by various delegations. Thus the main result of this year'S session was
the concentration of discussion on item 3 of the programne of work. This
debate was useful, and made i t possible to demnstrate the positive potential
of the proposals introduced as well as a positive stock of initiatives
accumlated by the Ad hoc Committee. The discussion further confirmed the
need for the substance of sutmitted proposals to be examined by experts and
subjected to in-depth and thorough analysis, taking into account their complex
scientific and technological character. It confirmed once again the
timeliness of the Swedish proposal for the establishment of a group of
governmental experts. The Group of Socialist States is in favour of giving
the Ad hoc Committee a full-fledged negotiating mandate next year and enabling
i t to fulfil i ts primary role in the negotiation of a multilateral agreement
or agreemnts on the prevention of an arms race in outer space in a l l its
aspects.

The socialist countries deeply regret that once again the Conference
was not in a position to comence practical work on item 3 of i t s
agenda - Prevention of nuclear war. Socialist countries, while open to any
procedural arrangement, supported the draft mandate proposed by the
Group of 21, for i t was goal-oriented and flexible enough to allow the
consideration of both the prevention of nuclear war and all related matters.
Six annual sessions of deadlock on item 3 are irrefutable proof that no
procedural arrangement can be a substitute for the political will lacking in
som delegations to start practical work aimd at lessening 3rd finally
completely removing the threat of nuclear war.

The prohibition of chemical weapons continued to be the only CD item
where real negotiations on an international convention were under way. Some
positive results were achieved this year. The Ad hoc Comnittee has reached
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agreement on the definition of CW production fac i l i t i e s , and the relevant text
has been included in the main body of the future convention. The social ist
countries welcome this development as a substantive contribution to the
important process of identifying and completely destroying CW production
fac i l i t i e s . They also welcome the fact that ar t ic le XI, on which practical
work was ini t iated only at the end of las t year's session, has been
substantially developed. In the view of the social is t countries, economic and
technological development and co-operation in the field of peaceful chemistry
should have i t s due place in a convention prohibiting CW, taking chemical
industry under control and thus objectively inposing certain restr ict ions on
those involved in i t . They regret that the present text of a r t ic le XI could
not be included in appendix I of the I 'rolling text".

More c lar i ty has been achieved with regard to the functions of and
interrelationship between the organs to be set up under the future convention,
including the enumeration of the specific functions of the technical
secretar ia t . Active consultations on the cortposition, procedure and
decision-making of the executive council have revealed possibi l i t ies for
convergence of views in some areas. With regard to on-site inspection on
challenge, possible building-blocks for the process after the submission of
the report have been discussed and are now reflected in appendix 11. Further
development of ar t ic le X as well as practical work undertaken on the final
clauses also represent positive results of this year's session. Another
positive element in the negotiations was furnished by f i r s t steps in the
process of multilateral data exchange, to which social is t States made tkrzir
contribution both by presenting relevant data and by putting forward ideas on
the scope of the exchange. This process should be continued and further
developed. Future negotiations can also be assisted by the carrying out and
appropriate evaluation of the multilateral experiment involving t r i a l
inspections of chemical industry f ac i l i t i e s , as suggested at the beginning of
this session by the Soviet Union. The Group of Socialist Countries expresses
i t s hope that the experiment is going to be carried out as expeditiously as
possible, a t both national and international levels, so that i t will influence
our work positively at an early stage of the next CD session. It would be
helpful if the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons were asked at the
beginning of next year's session to s ta r t the final drafting of the chemical
weapons convention.

Non-production of chemical weapons has emerged as one of the most
important unsettled areas. The social is t countries consider that a s t r i c t
verification r6gime is required in order to ensure that chemical weapons are
not developed and produced in the future under the guise of peaceful chemical
ac t iv i t i es . Appropriate forms of monitoring and verification should be
applied to various kinds of such ac t iv i t ies , depending on the risks to the
convention. I t would be p t e n t i a l l y harmful to the convention if verification
were applied only to some areas, while sane other fields of act ivi ty were lef t
without any monitoring and verification. The Group of Socialist Countries
hopes that the verification of non-production of chemical weapons will be
treated in a l l i t s dimensions. There is also a need for a more goal-oriented
approach to work on ar t ic le 11, on-site challenge inspection and sane other
important questions.
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What is needed now is a much more acute sense of urgency in the upcoming
inter-sessional work and at next year's session of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons. We must not forget that while we are "successfully"
developing the "rolling textq' of the chemical weapons convention, new chemical
weapons are being produced and stockpiled and chemical weapons are being used
on an unprecedented scale. The overall sophistication of chemical weapons
will make i t more and more difficult to trace them in the wide network of
chemical industry fac i l i t i e s ; their further proliferation is contrary to the
basic objectives of the convention we are negotiating. In this connection the
Group of Socialist Countries considerS the continued production, mdernization
or acquisition of chemical weapons after the chemical weapons convention
enters into force to be unacceptable, since that could lead to further
proliferation of chemical weapons and would thus be contrary to the objectives
of the convention. The security of the States parties can be ensured
immediately after i t s entry into force through the implementation of a number
of measures which would freeze chemical weapon stocks at current levels and
would lead to their gradual, balanced and complete destruction.

The delegations of socialist countries welcome the modest substantive
progress reached on the prohibition of radiological weapons in relation to
both subject-matters. However, they consider that given the nature of the
problem under consideration, more substantial results were warranted. The
Group continues to be interested in more efficient* more goal-oriented work on
the issue, and supports the recommendation of the Ad hoc Committee that i t
should draw upon the annexes to i t s 19 88 report as a basis for i t s future work.

The delegations of socialist States note a growing new interest in
developing legally binding assurances to strengthen the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States. Fresh approaches are urgently needed to overcome
the difficulties encountered in the Ad hoc Comittee on item 6. The proposals
submitted to this Committee offer a way out of the present deadlock. The
delegations of the socialist countries favour continuation of the search for a
"common approach", in particular a "cormon formula", on the substance of the
security assurances, and are ready to be fully co-operative in the search for
an agreement.

The Group of Socialist Countries is definitely prepared to continue work
on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, leading to general and complete
disarmament. In the f i rs t place, this programne should do away with nuclear
and other weapons of mass destruction. The Group regrets that this objective
is not shared by a l l delegations in the Ad hoc Comittee, which makes i t
impossible to finalize the draft CPD and submit i t to the United Nations
General Assembly. The Group expresses i t s hope that the CD will continue the
effort to improve i ts effectiveness. The relevant proposals of the social is t
countries were submitted in the Prague Declaration of the ministers for
foreign affairs of thc Warsaw Treaty Organization.

The Group of Socialist Countries expresses the hope that the forty-third
United Nations General Assembly session will properly assess the work of
the CD in 1988. It should, in the f i rs t place, cal l for further inpetus to be
given to i ts consideration of individual items and further progress in i t s
work. Such a course of action would undoubtedly reinforce the iwge of the CD
as a unique multilateral negotiating body on disarmament.
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In conclusion, I would like to express the thanks of my Group to the
Secretary-General of our Conference, Ambassador Komtina, his deputy,
Anbassador Berasategui, and a l l their staff as well as the Secretariat staff
providing us with a l l the services.

The PRESIDENT-. I thank the representative of Czechoslwakia for his
statement as well as for the kind words addressed to me. I now give the floor
to the representative of the united States of America, Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEEERSDORF (United States of America)-. Before I begin my prepared
sta temnt r please allow me to extend a warm welcom to the new representative
of India, Wassador Sharma. Our delegation looks forward to working with him
in future months.

At the close of the sumner part of the 1988 session of the Conference on
Disarmament, our delegation believes i t important to single out for special
attention what is clearly the most active and urgent item on our agenda.
Accordingly, I would like to provide my delegation's assessment of this
sumer Is s r k on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Overall, the results of the negotiations this summer present a mixed
picture. Ironically, this does not stem from the lack of a comnon purpose.
The members of the Conference share a common objective - a complete,
effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical weapons. The Chairman
of the Ad hoc Cornittee, Ambassador Sujka, and the chairmen of the three
working groups, Mr. Numata, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Cima, have worked in a serious
and dedicated way to bring such a convention into being. We appreciate their
comnitmnt and their hard work. Furthermore, we are pleased that , despite
some differences, the Ad hoc Cornittee was finally able to find campromises
that allowed i t to reach agreemnt on i t s report. In part icular, the
Cornittee has recommended that a new procedure be established that should end
the repeated disputes over l is t ing of documnts in i t s reports, reduce
unnecessary duplication, and pramote the principle of fiscal responsibility.
The united States delegation will continue to seek ways to make economies in
the work of the Cornnittee, while not harming the substantive negotiations. I
might add that this effort, in line with the overall need to economise, should
extend across the board to other areas of the Conference's work.

However, the fact remins that the terrpo of progress has slowd down when
i t should be maintained at a pace reflecting the continuing urgency of our
work. An ewnple is the work on the so-called "final clauses1', where there
has even been backward movement. I would like to offer this morning some
constructive suggestions for moving ahead. These suggestions can be grouped
into three categories: f i r s t , greater participation and openness; second, a
focus on the hard problem; a d third, an ef£ort to find creative
approaches. I would like to outline our awn ideas on each of these categories.

With regard to greater participation, the United States is encouraged by
the fact that the importance of achieving a truly global ban is increasingly
recognized. For exarrple, the delegations of the German Democratic Republic
and EQypt have made constructive suggestions for consulting countries who are
not currently represented in the negotiations. We welcom these ideas.
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Attracting the attention of non-member States is very important. But i t
should not be forgotten that active participation by members of the Conference
is even more important. If a truly global convention i s to be achieved,
negotiators must hear and take into account the views of a wide variety of
States. Toward this end, there needs to be more vigorous discussion a t a l l
levels . We would encourage other delegations, particularly those neutral and
non-aligned delegations who have not done so recently, to present their views
both in the plenary sessions and in the negotiating working groups. Active
par t i c ip t ion in the negotiations is seen as an important expression of
comnitmnt.

Another inportant form of comitmnt is support for the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. That agreement provides the foundation for negotiation of a
conplete ban on chemical weapons. All of us must do everything possible to
prevent further erosion of the norm i t contains. For States that are parties
to the Geneva Protocol that means taking action to stop the continuing
violations that have been found. In this connection, I wish to inform the
Conference that the United States is gravely concerned over the reports of
Iraqi use of chemical weapons against i t s Kurdish population. We have
stressed this concern, and the potential inpact on United States-Iraqi
relations, to the Government of Iraq at a very high level . The United States
has been consulting with United Nations off icials , Security Council members,
and others on the need for an impartial investigation by a team of experts.

States that are not party to the Protocol should accede to i t - as
suggested by the Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom, Sir Geoffrey Hwe,
during the third special session of the United Nations devoted to
disarmament. Regrettably, as noted by Ambassador Solesby in her plenary
statemnt on 16 August, some members of the Conference have s t i l l to become
parties to the protocol.

Greater openness is also a form of comnitmnt. We welcome the data that
have been presented this sumer with the aim of facil i tat ing the
negotiations. I am referring particularly to the data provided in the
statement by Wassador Loeis of Indonesia on 17 July, and in the working
papers from the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of
Germany and the German Democratic Republic. The United States delegation also
presented new data to the Conference. None the less , much more information is
needed, particularly ftom socia l is t and neutral/non-aligned delegations. For
exanple, nearly one fourth of the mehers of the Conference have apprent ly
not yet even indicated whether or not they possess chemical weapons. A number
of countries with known significant chemical industries have not yet indicated
whether they have industrial fac i l i t ies subject to the convention's monitoring
provisions. We urge countries that have not yet provided these kinds of
general information to do so in the near future.

I t is probably humn nature to want to avoid difficuEt and sensitive
issues. But avoiding the hard isues in the negotiations wil l only prolong
efforts to complete the draft convention. Instead, the Conference needs to
identify the real obstacles to an agreement and to deal with them. To
stirmlate this process, I would like to highlight three issues that the
United States delegation believes are central to the success of the
negotiations.
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One of the most difficult and sensitive issues is certainly the problem
of ensuring undiminished security during the transition period, that i s ,
during the 10-year period in which chemical weapons and their production
faci l i t ies are being destroyed. Bs a country that has maintained a deterrent
chemical weapons capability as an important aspect of i t s overall security,
the united States considers i t essential that, as this capability is phased
out, our security, and that of our a l l i e s , remain undiminished. We certainly
share the concerns expressed by others on this subject. We believe that i t is
high time to deal directly with these matters, in order to determine the
nature and extent of the problem and to exchange views on how the issue may be
resolved to the satisfaction of a l l . We welcome the plan to discuss these
concerns, which could affect several artic9es of the convention, in the
inter-sessional discussions.

Another issue that the Comnittee needs to corn to grips with is how to
deal with the possible developnent of new agents. This issue has been raised
recently by the delegations of the Soviet Union, Italy, the United Kingdom and
Czechoslavakia. We share the view that the provisions of the draft convention
need to be scrutinized carefully to make sure that they deal as effectively as
possible with the potential threat from new agents. Let us look at the real
issue, though, not at a shadow of i t . Our inpression is that the concern
expressed by some delegations about laboratory synthesis of small quantities
of schedule [l] chemicals is really a concern about development of new
agents. The Ad hoc Comnittee has had months of fruitless debate over
proposals for declaration of such laboratories. We share the concerns
expressed by the Swedish delegation on 13 September about these proposals. So
far the Comnittee has not tackled the underlying problem, the new agent issue,
which has been allowed to block progress on other issues related to
schedule [ l ] . Our delegation believes that those issues should be settled
prcmptly and that the Comnittee should then focus on the new agent issue
separately.

The third key issue I want to raise today is what approach to take to
challenge inspection. Intensive consultations held by Anbassador ~k6us during
the 1987 session demnstrated clearly that, although there is broad support
for a mandatory re'gime, serious reservations s t i l l exist on the part of some
delegations. Recognizing that a continued head-on approach would not be
productive and that other aspects of the challenge inspection r6gime have an
important role in shaping views of delegations, the Chairman of Working
Group C, Mr. Numata, perceptively has focused work this year in these other
areas. Under his patient and skilful leadership the discussions have been
very productive, and have led to important additions to the "rolling text".
We believe that this successful work will faci l i ta te resolution of the central
issue of the mandatory nature of challenge inspections when the discussions
focus on i t again. In this connection, I would also like to express
appreciation for the recent working paper on challenge inspection procedures
by the German Democratic Republic. This very useful paper i s the latest in a
series of significant contributions from the German Democratic Republic, and I
might add, on a personal note, that our delegation regrets very sincerely the
departure of Anbassador Harald Rose of the German Democratic Republic and his
important contributions to the Conference will be long remembered.
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Clearly, the issues I have mentioned are not the only difficult ones
remaining. Ambassador ~kdus listed other issues in his inportant statement on
Tuesday. Other delegations may want to highlight other issues as well. We
urge them to do so in order that everyone may have a clear picture of where
the real problems lie. A convention will only be achieved with a better sense
of priofities and the scope of the work remaining.

I want to emphasize the need for creative approaches to the unique
challenges posed by a chemical weapons ban. This year a nunber of imginative
ideas have been put forward, for example, suggestions for promoting a truly
g1obal convention; for building confidence during the negotiations; for
creating a badly needed data base; for testing inspection procedures; and
for increasing the effectiveness of the rdgime for monitoring the chemical
industry. Open-ended consultations on trial inspections, under the
chairmanship of Ambassador Eke'us, have produced a valuable cortpilation of
suggestions. In each case the authors of these ideas have each made an
important contribution. They have given us new, potentially fruitful
approaches to the cmplex and difficult problems that must be resolved.

In addition, Norway has presented further results of its very useful
studies on investigation of alleged use of chemical weapons. Finland has also
presented additional findings of its uniquely thorough research. We consider
these research efforts on verification methods to be important contributions
to the progress of the negotiations. These contributions enrich the
negotiations and provide the intellectual capital needed to construct a sound
agreement. In short, they are part of our comon effort to move forward
together toward the achievement of a convention that truly meets the security
needs of the world comnunity.

Many more new ideas are needed - and from more delegations. Those who
wish to see further progress in the negotiations have an obligation to
contribute the new ideas that will m k e this progress a reality. We hope that
when the negotiations resume, such additional proposals will be forthcoming
and that further progress will be the result.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United States of
America for his statement. I now give the floor to the Chairman of the
Ad hoe Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,
Ambassador Taylhardat, for the introduction of the report of the Ad hoc
Committee appearing in document CD/870.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): Thank you
Mr. President. Since I am taking the floor for the first time under your
presidency, I would like as representative of Venezuela to express our
pleasure at seeing you guiding our work during this month of September. Our
two countries are not only linked by solid ties of friendship, but also have a
long tradition of rec-procal co-operation in the organization whose main aim
is to ensure the protection of the resource that is the principal natural
asset of our countries, where you have personally played a very active role.
We offer you our co-operation and wish you success in your delicate task. My
delegation adds its voice to those of other delegations in the hope that the
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current negotiations wil l lead to a final solution of the conflict in the
Gulf. I would also like to take this opportunity to extend a welcome to our
new colleagues, Anbassador Varga of Hungary, Anbassador Aung Thant of Burma
and also Ambassador Sharma of India, to whom we offer our broadest
collaboration and wish them success in their new functions. I would also l ike
to say to Ambassador Harald Rose, or to say to him through his colleague, that
we sincerely regret that he wil l be leaving Geneva for good. He has offered
us his agreeable company and his always balanced and constructive
participation in the Conference. We are sure that the new functions to be
assigned to him by his Government will furnish us with an op~ortunity to meet
him from time to time so that we can continue to benefit from his always
invaluable collaboration and his warm friendship.

I now have the honour to present to the Conference on Disarmament the
report of the Ad hoc Comrnittee on the prevention of an Arms Race in
Outer Space, which I have been privileged to chair during the current year.
The report of the Committee appa r s , as you indicated, in document CD/8 70 and
consists of four chapters - the introduction, a description of the
organization of work, an account of the substantive work done during the
1988 session and the conclusions. Although a clear idea of the ac t iv i t ies
carried out may be obtained from the report i t se l f , I would like in addition
to offer the Conference a few thoughts on the work done.

First I would like to express well-deserved appreciation to my three
distinguished predecessors as chairmen of the Comnittee, Massadors Alfarargi
of Egypt, Bayart of Mongolia and Pugliese of I ta ly, who in their respective
terms as chairman laid the foundations which underpinned the work accomplished
by the Comnittee in 19 88. Each of them in turn gave a new and vigorous
stimulus to the work, and that made my task even more challenging.

I do not think I am exaggerating when I say that this year agenda item 5
of the Conference had some very special characteris t ics , because two dminant
trends vied for influence in the handling of this item in multinational
forums. On the one hand the vast majority of countries want specific measures
to be adopted that will forestal l the spread of the arms race to outer space.
On the other hand this issue i s a particularly sensitive and delicate one for
some countries, prompting them to adopt a very cautious position which leads
them to prevent the Conference from playing a significant role in this area,
by subordinating action at the m l t i l a t e r a l level to the development of
efforts being carried out b i la te ra l ly . Nevertheless, I think that the report
I am presenting to the Conference today will make i t possible to see that this
year the topic has been the subject of graving at tention. More delegations
spoke, both in the plenary of the Conference and in the Committee, to express
their opinions and to make specific proposals. That in my opinion i s a
reflection of the increasing pr ior i ty that the topic has been enjoying within
the overall disarmament agenda. My main concern as Chairman of the Comnittee
was to try to ensure that, on the basis of the work acconplished in previous
years, the discussion this year would be organized in such a way that we could
take a step forward in the efforts of the international comnunity to prevent
an arms race in outer space.
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When we started our work I said that to do this we would have to work in
the most effective and pract ical way possible, and a t the time1 echoed an
expression that had recently been used by Wassador More1 of France when he
stressed that i t was necessary to tackle the question of preventing an arms
race in outer space "in a specific, concrete and r e a l i s t i c manner". I think
that th is approach to the Committee's work produced a favourable inpact, since
this year, although same people are s t i l l reluctant to recognize i t , there has
been a quali tat ive chawe in the consideration of the topic. This change can
be clearly seen in chapter I11 of the report, which shows that in 1988 we went
into much greater de ta i l in the substantive consideration of the questions
covered by the programne of work. This led to better awareness of the
del icate po l i t i c a l and technical implications of the topic. At the sam time,
the important differences between the fundamental positions of the main
participants in this corrplex of problems were brought out. Rather than being
a step backwards, in my opinion this marks a step forward because un t i l we
have a clear idea of what i t i s that separates us from each other, i t wil l be
impossible to try to resolve the differences and close the gap between the
extremes.

Another aspect that chapter I11 of the report brings out clearly i s that
during the current year, most of the discussions have revolved around the
various proposals that have been presented during the debates on the topic.

his made the work action-oriented, and also highlighted the fact that
although a l l the menbers of the Comnittee recognize that the three topics
covered by the programne of work are of equal importance, and that discussion
cannot be considered to have been completed on any of them individually, a t
the same time there i s an important segment of the Comnittee that does not
wish the work programne to turn into a kind of s t r a i t - j acke t that would
prevent any progress in the work of the Comnittee. The discussion on the
proposals was helped considerably by an informal paper that I took the l iber ty
of preparing, gutting forward a cmpilat ion of the p ropsa l s presented by the
various delegations during the four years in which the Comnittee has been in
existence. In brief, the fact that we concentrated at tention on the item of
the programne of work relating to existing proposals and future in i t i a t ives
served to bring out further what has been called the "organic l ink" between
the three points covered by the programne of work, At the sane t i m , i t
showed that i f we want to make progress, we have to focus on identifying
specific measures that the international community can take to prevent an arms
race in outer space.

I must confess that throughout my term as Chairman of the Ad hoc
Comnittee, I have often fe l t as if I was driving a four-wheel-drive vehicle
with one of the wheels jarnned - sometines i t was even going in the wrong
direction - with the resul t that the vehicle moved only with d i f f icul ty . That
is why, as far as conclusions are concerned, the Comnittee has simply
reproduced in the report that is now before the Conference the same
conclusions as those that appeared in the special report submitted to the
third special session of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament. Since
this is the part of the report that brings together the ideas and concepts on
which i t was possible to achieve consensus, we were unable to go beyond what
you read here. The decision to reproduce the conclusions of the special
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report was the result of a cmprmise which shows the sp i r i t of f lexibi l i ty of
the member States of the Conference and their desire to ensure continuity into
the future of the work of the Ad hoc Comnittee. To conclude my presentation
of the report of the Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in
Cuter Space, I would like to cornend i t to the Conference for approval and at
the same time express my sincere hope that next year the work of the Committee
will be given the stimulus demanded by the importance of the topic so that i t s
results faithfully ref lect the profound concern of the international comnunity
over the grawing danger that outer space will becme another arena for the
arms race.

Finally, I would like to express my gratitude to the representatives of
Wypt, Mongolia and Italy, the item co-ordinators for the various groups, and
also the representative of China, for their invaluable support for the work of
the Comnittee and their ever appropriate and relevant words of guidance which
helped me considerably in my task. I would like to address special words of
thanks to Miss Aida Levin, the Secretary of the Cornittee, for her invaluable
co-operation at a l l t i m s and her t i re less work for the Connnittee. I would
like to extend my thanks to a l l the other members of the Secretariat staff who
directly or indirectly made our work possible and helped to provide a l l the
services needed so that the meetings of the Comnittee ran smoothly and without
interference. A well-deserved word of thanks, too, to the interpreters, and
our great admiration and profound respect for the professional sk i l l and
devotion with which they did their job.

The PFtESIDE NT: I thank Ambassadar Taylhardat, the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Comnittee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Cuter Space, for his statement
introducing the report of that subsidiary body contained in document CD/870,
as well as for the kind words expressed to me and to my country. I extend to
the Ambassador congratulations on the conpletion of the work of the Ad hoc
Comnittee. We shall also adopt the report a t our las t plenary meeting. I now
give the floor to the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany,
Anbassador von Stiilpnagel.

Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): With your permission,
Mr. President, I would like to extend a warm welcome to our new colleague, the
Ambassador of India, Mr. Sharma, and wish him success in our work. I would
also like to extend a friendly farewell to Anbassador Rose, my neighbour, who
has made many valuable contributions to the work of the Conference, and wish
him well in his new functions.

Today I want to take the flocx only briefly to fulf i l a promise I made to
the Conference on 18 August 1988, the day after the f i r s t joint verification
experiment test explosion conducted on the Nevada test s i t e in the
United States of America.

One month ago, when the nuclear explosion of the f i r s t experiment was
detonated, the seismic recordings of the Grafenberg array in the Federal
Republic of Germany were presented to the CD. The plrpose was to demnstrate
the advantages of "open" seismic stations that provide imnediate and
unhindered access to seismic wave-form data. As elernents within a global
seismic monitoring system, open stations are considered to faci l i ta te the
procedures for wave-form data exchange amng national data centres and
international data centres.
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Now, on the occasion of the second experiment, which took place yesterday
at 0400 hours UT (universal tine) on the USSR tes t s i t e at Semipalatinsk in
Eastern Kazakhstan, the capability of the "open station" concept has been
dermnstrated again. This time, homver, the plots of seismogram which are
being distributed to you together with the text of my statement show the
recordings of two "open" stat ions. The f i r s t one i s , as for the previous
experiment, from the seismic stations of the Grafenberg array. At a distance
of 4,000 km from Semipalatinsk, the seismic signals arrived in the Federal
Replblic nearly eight minutes after the explosion. The seismograms of the
second plot show the signals as recorded a t the CTB (Charters Towers)
three-component station located in Queensland, Australia. Owing to the
distance of 10,000 km from Semipalatinsk, the signals arrived at this s i t e
five minutes later a t 0413:07 hours UT. Right after the expected time, the
open Australian system was accessed via the high-speed comnunication lines of
the international packet switched data network in order to in i t ia te
transmission of the recorded wave-forms to the Federal Republic of Germany's
national data centre. From there we received the plots of the seisnograms in
Geneva by telefax yesterday morning.

Although this experiment on wave-form data exchange was conducted on a
bilateral basis, other stations of this type could easily have been included
because the "open station" concept does not require either special
arrangements for the organization of the data transfer or sophisticated
technical procedures. In any case, this small-scale test again proves the
efficiency of this concept and documents the advantages of free and unhindered
data access.

As far as the explosion of the second experimnt is concerned, the
magnitude of this event turned out to be mb=6.0 at both stat ions. The seismic
data from the Australian station confirm this result . Assuming the explosion
was conducted in wet hard rock, the Grafenberg magnitude corresponds to a
yield of just below 150 kT of TNT. This assun@tion certainly corresponds to
the geological conditions of the USSR tes t s i t e in Eastern Kazakhstan much
better than those of the United States test area in Nevada. Therefore, the
degree of confidence of this result should be higher than that for the
explosion of the f i rs t experimnt, which was estimated to be only 75 kT. If
both explosions had the same yield, the strength of the United States nuclear
test is underestimated as long as the unique geological conditions of this
area are not taken into account. The uncertainties in yield estimation by
seismlogical means are expected to becorn smaller if data on the experiments
as well as on previous nuclear tes ts are made plblicly available as indicated
by the United States and the USSR.

Likewise we continue to hope that the Conference will soon find i tself in
a position to comnence practical work on the issue of a future NTB in a
properly mandated subsidiary body. As the results of the experimnt have
demonstrated, sune problems remain to be solved in the context of the
effective verification of a globally enforced test ban - problems that , using
the expertise of the members of the Group of Scientific Experts, could well be
tackled in this Conference. The bi la teral United States-Soviet talks on
questions related to nuclear testing and the joint verification experiment
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have, after a long period of virtual s tands t i l l , significantly altered the
pol i t ica l landscape. The menbers of this Conference should react to this
developnent by displaying the necessary flexibili ty to render p s s i b l e
constructive parallelism between bi lateral and multilateral efforts in the
field of disarmament.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Federal ~epublic of
Germany for his statement. I am now giving the floor to the representative of
Pakistan, Mr. Ezdi.

Mr. AS IF EZDI (Pakistan): Mr president, as I am speaking for the f i r s t
time this month, I would like to begin by congratulating you warmly on your
assunption of the presidency of the Conference for Septenber. As two
brotherly Islamic neighbouring countries, Pakistan and Iran enjoy the closest
of relations and have a long tradition of co-operation with each other in
international forums. My delegation would like to assure you of our f i l l
suppr t in the fulfi lmnt of your inportant r e s p n s i b i l i t i e s this month and
during the inter-sessional period. You have already amply demonstrated your
skilfulness in guiding our work, and we are confident that under your
stewardship this year'S session of the Conference will be brought to a
conclusion smothly and efficiently. May I also express the appreciation of
my delegation to your distinguished predecessor, Anbassador meis of
Indonesia, for the capable manner in which he handled the work of the
Conference l a s t month?

I should like to take this opprtuni ty to welcom Ambassador Varga of
Hungary, Anbassador Aung Thant of Burma and Wassador Sharma of India, who
have joined the Conference since my delegation last took the flocc. We look
forward to working in co-operation with them in the accomplishment of the many
difficult tasks with which we are faced in the Conference. May I also extend
the best wishes of our delegation to Anbassador Rose of the German Democratic
Republic in his new assignment, and express our appreciation for the valuable
contribution he made to our work?

In his address on the opening day of the Conference this month, the
Foreign Minister of your country, His Bscellency Mr. Ali-Akbar Velayati,
reminded us of the urgency of concluding a convention prohibiting the
developnent, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. I t i s this
subject that I propose to take up in my statemnt today.

The importance of a caprehensive, effective, verifiable and equitable
ban on chemical weapons is more evident today than i t has ever been before.
Independent investigations by the United Nations have made repeated findings
of the a lmst routine use of these weapons in the Iran-Iraq war. Among the
victims have been not only military personnel but also innocent c ivi l ians .
The world-wide outrage and dis tress at this flagrant violation of the Geneva
protocol was not, hcxruever, sufficient to deter the use of these abhorrent
weapons. On the contrary, their use was intensified and becam more frequent
in later months. We view these developnents with grave concern. The
Iran-Iraq war has demonstrated the military u t i l i t y of chemical weapons.
These weapons have helped the users in winning successes on the bat t lef ield.
The prohibition on the use of chemical weapons seem to have been weakened.
These are lessons which will have to be borne in mind in our task of drafting
an effective chemical weapons convention.
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At the third special session of the United Nations General Assembly
dwoted to disarmamnt, there was general recognition of the inprtame of the
early achievement of a convention banning chemical weapons and of pursuing
this matter as one of continuing urgency. We would like to place on record
our appreciation for the dynamism and skill with which the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Comittee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka of ~oland, and the
three group chairmen, Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Macedo of Mexico and
Mr. Numata of Japan, have guided our work. However, despite their
resourcefulness and hard work, the results achieved this sumer have fallen
short of expectations. It seem that our negotiations are losing mmentum.

We are mindful of the difficult problems which still remain, some of
which are essentially of a technical nature, while others are political in
character. In tackling these issues, and as we work through the details of
the draft convention, we should never lose sight of our goal - a convention
which ensures that no significant violation goes undetected and which
guarantees undiminished security to all States parties. Only such a
convention would be viable and capable of attracting wide adherence.

Our discussions in Working Group A on mnitoring non-production in the
chemical industry have not been encouraging. The texts of article V1 and its
annex which were handed down to us at the beginning of the session have not
been developed to any significant extent. On sane of the issues, we have seen
a restatement of old positions rather than a serious effort to find
solutions. We do not underestimate the complexity of the task of elaborating
an effective verification re'gime for a vast industry producing all kinds of
chemicals for a variety of purposes and posing different levels of risk to the
convention. we also acknowledge that no undue inpediments should be p1aced in
the way of legitimate industrial activities. However, the paramount
consideration should be to evolve mechanism which create confidence in the
observance of the convention and, where such be the case, bring non-compliance
to light. If we have to err, we should err on the side of greater, not less,
intrusiveness.

Although no concrete progress was registered under article VI,
considerable useful work was done nevertheless. Our dialogue with
representatives of the chemical industry this surnner was a useful experience.
The concept of ad hoc checks was given a further airing, and the problem of
con£identiality of information was taken up in a focused mnner for the first
time. Both these questions address legitimate concerns and will need further
detailed study. As my delegation stated earlier this year, the problem of
clandestine production in facilities not subject to routine inspections is a
real one. In trying to solve it, we should be careful not to give the
technical secretariat any powers which could compromise its non-political
character. We understand the inportame which industry attaches to the
protection of sensitive information vis-a-vis commercial competitors. These
concerns should not, however, be allowed to override the need for effective
verification. Considerations of comercial advantage, we feel, should here
yield to those of national security.



CD/PV.482
19

(Mr. As if k d i , Pakistan)

We welcome the readiness sham by several countries producing chemicals
relevant to the convention to conduct experiments at the national level to
t e s t verification procedures under the convention and to pool their experience
for evaluation in the Ad hoc Comnittee. This exercise should be followd by
multilateral t r i a l experiments a t an early date. We have no doubt that the
results of these experiments would be helpful in dwelcping and refining
inspection procedures. In this context, I should like to express appreciation
for the valuable work done by Ambassador ~ke'us of Sweden as Chairman of the
open-ended consultations on t r i a l inspections.

My delegation as well as ms t of the other members of the Group of 21
attach special importance to ar t ic le XI, concerning economic and technological
development. This subject was discussed intensively in Group A, and a text
which is very largely free of brackets was evolved. My delegation had
expected that , l ike other texts which have received in-depth consideration and
on which a wide measure of agreement has been achieved, the language
negotiated on a r t ic le XI would be placed in appendix I. Regrettably, some
delegations have seen f i t to oppose i t s inclusion in the "rolling text" on
grounds which we find total ly unconvincing.

The agreement reached in working Group B on a definition of production
fac i l i t i e s , on the principle that a l l such fac i l i t i es would be destroyed and
on the consequent changes in ar t icles I1 and V of the "rolling text" is one of
the maja achievements of this year's session. The question of the order of
destruction of chemical weapon stocks and production faci l i t ies remains a
majcr problem area. As we have said in the past, any concerns about security
in the destruction period should be addressed by appropriate adjustments in
the order of destruction. The maintenaxe of secret stocks or continued
production during this period would however be in conflict with the basic
purposes of the convention.

The importance of a r t i d e X for a viable convention which ensures
undiminished security for a l l participants can hardly be over-emphasized. I t
would be unrealist ic to imagine that the chemical weapons threat would vanish
with the signature or entry into force of the convention. Before becoming a
party to i t , each State would have to satisfy itsel£ that by doing so i t did
not become more vulnerable to a chemical weapons attack by a potential
adversary. These weapons have in the past been used against those who did not
possess the abi l i ty to re ta l ia te in kind and to protect themselves against
these weapons. With a ban on the production and possession of chemical
weapons, the importance of possessing a protective capacity would becane even
more irrportant for parties to the convention. A sizeable nunber of countries
possess this capability, but a larger number do not. I t i s , therefore, of
v i t a l inportaxe that the convention should contain effective and rel iable
provisions on assistance in protective measures. I t i s only in this
perspective that this question can rea l is t ica l ly be addressed. The issues are
not academic or theoretical in character, as one delegation suggested at our
last meeting. They have a direct bearing on the national security of many
countries and cannot be l ightly dismissed.
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My delegation made some proposals this summer in Group B to make
article X truly meaningful, including a proposal that States parties should
conclude agreements with the Organization, on the basis of a model agreement,
on the provision of assistance in protective measures. Certain delegations,
however, would prefer to keep the provisions of article X nebulous and
ill-defined. Such an approach is not likely to enhance the credibility or
viability of the convention or to attract wide adherence to it. I should like
here to express our appreciation for the statemnt made by Ambassador ~azarkin
of the Soviet Union on 11 August 1988, in which he expressed support for
provisions on collective measures by States parties under article X and for
special agreements between States parties and the technical secretariat on
this subject.

In Working Group C tangible progress was made in two specific areas
connected with challenge inspection, i.e. the procedure after the sutmission
of the report and guidelines for the conduct of challenge inspections. Many
of the key problems in article IX remain, however. These should be resolved
on the basis of a rmltilateral approach which recognizes the interest of each
State party in the clarification of doubts which have given rise to a
challenge inspection. For this purpose, the executive council should be given
the power to resolve contentious issues.

Discussions on the final clauses of the convention under the guidance of
the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee have served to clarify different aspects
of the issues involved. We hope this will be a first step towards a solution
of the problems. In our view, the convention should contain explicit
provisions to preclude any reservations. Furthermore, any reservations made
under the Geneva Protocol with regard to the prohibition of use would clearly
be inconsistent with article I, and would therefore stand annulled for States
parties to the convention.

We would like to express appreciation to those delegations which have
provided information to the Conference on their chemical weapons stockpiles
and production facilities, as well as on other chemicals of relevance to the
convention produced by them. This information will enhance mutual confidence
and facilitate the task of developing effective procedures for verification.

Ambassador Elaraby of Egypt in his statement last week drew our attention
to an irrportant issue which has so far not been considered fully in our
deliberations. I refer to the question of measures to be taken by States
parties collectively against another country, whether a party to the
convention or not, which uses chemical weapons or otherwise poses a chemical
weapons threat to a State party. As recent instances of the use of chemical
weapons have shown, a reprimand or condemnation by the international coxmnunity
is not an effective deterrent against their use. It is essential in addition
that the international community should have a mechanism at its disposal to
make the recalcitrant State desist from its acts, or at least to raise the
costs for that State of pursuing such a course. The present "rolling text"
already envisages the establishment of a multilateral institutional structure
for the implementation of the convention. The question of which one or more
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of its organs should be entrusted with responsibility for initiating measures
to be taken against the offending State should now be taken up. While this
organizational question falls essentially under article VIII, we also
recognize that it has a bearing on other parts of the convention. It might
therefore be worth while to deal with this issue in a separate article and to
take it up during the inter-sessional period along with other subjects
mentioned by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Consnittee a short while ago.

The importance of the universality of the chemical weapons convention has
been emphasized by several delegations. We agree with this view.
Universality can best be achieved if the provisions of the convention are such
that each State finds that its security interests are better served by being a
party to it than by staying out. In this context, we would like to underline
that effective provisions on assistance and on action to be taken in cases of
violation can serve as significant incentives for acceding to the Convention.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Pakistan for his statement
as well as for the kind words he addressed to me and to my country, for the
recognition of the speech of my Minister before this august body, as well as
for the kind words he rendered to ny predecessor, Ambassador Loeis. I now
give the floor to the representative of Australia, Ambassador Butler.

Mr. BUTLER (Australia): Before making my statmnt today, I would like to
invite the attention of the Conference to document CD/872 which I have asked
to be circulated today. This provides the text of a statement m d e on
9 September by the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade,
Senator Gareth Evans, on the reported use of chemical weapons against Kurdish
tribes in northern Iraq,

This plenary meeting of the Conference brings to an end, five years of
service by me as leader of the Australian delegation to the Conference on
Disarmament. Under these circumstances I thought it might be appropriate and,
hopefully useful, if I made a few personal observations. I emphasize the word
observations. I pretend to offer nothing more.

When I took up my duties at the Conference in February 1984 I did so as
the first Australian Ambassador for disarmament. The decision by the
Australian Government in 1983, to allocate resources dedicated solely to the
task of disarmament was a direct reflection of at least two very specific
Australian concerns. First, Our steadfast belief in the multilateral
institutions that had been established following the terrible events of the
Second World War. Australia played a leading role at the San Francisco
Conference on the Charter of the the united Nations, and was an original
Member of that Organization. We Australians were convinced then of the need
for a world comnunity shaped by a new set of values and rules, at the heart of
which was the determination - and I quote the Charter - to "save succeeding
generations from the scourge of warn. We hold the sam view today. Indeed,
if anything that view has strengthened as the cornunity of nations has grown,
following the great m v e m n t of decolonization, which brought with it the
reality of the interdependence of our modern world.
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Second, the depth of belief that existed in ~ustralia five years ago, and
remins today, that the mintenance of international peace and security
demands the negotiation of concrete, pratical and enduring measures of arms
control and disarmament. I took my place at this conference table
strengthened in the knowledge of those distinctly Australian points of view,
but not a l i t t l e awed by the knowledge that, throughout this century, the
various forms of the Conference on Disarmament that have worked in Geneva had
been attended by persons of great stature who had always faced tasks of both
immense complexity and importance.

My personal experience of the work that has taken place during the last
five years, that i s , for half of the l ife of the modern Conference on
isaarmament, has done nothing to alter my view of the importance of and the

necessity for the work that we conduct in this body. Yet, like a l l of us who
work here my experience has been a mixed one. There have been moments when
depression or frustration over the difficulty of our work and the slowness of
progress has seemed to predominate. On other occasions the light at the end
of the tunnel has more than flickered. Perhaps such a mixed experience is
inevitable because work on disarmamnt can be described as a good exanple of
philosophy in action. On a philosophical level we a l l face questions about
the nature of human life and humn relationships.

For example, we are ccmpelled to ask, is i t inevitable that there will be
conflict between people? ~n the sense that there will be differing points of
view the answer is probably, "yesw. But must i t be inevitable that those who
differ with each other will then take up arms and wage war? Surely not.
There is the related question - does the possession of arms make violent
conflict inevitable? Or is i t the perception of differences which leads
people and States to take up arms? I cannot pretend to have any oracular
answerS to such questions. But I will make one simple assertion relevant to
them and to our time.

The period in which we live has become the ms t heavily armed age of a l l
time. his is true in absolute terms, that i s , in terms of the proportion of
resources devoted to arms, but also in relative terms, that i s , defined by the
degree of the technological sophistication and destructive power of modern
weapon system. I believe this asserkion is fact and that i t provides a
single inaperative. We need disarmament and arms control more urgently, more
thoroughly, than ever before in recorded history. This fact imposes an
irreducible significance upon the work of the Conference on Disarmament.

It is because I hold this view of the importame of our work that I
propose now, to offer some constructive criticism of the way in which we
conduct our work. I do this as a friend of the Conference and I do i t with
optimism. Because we are charged with such a vi tal task distractions of an
ideological, indeed of an almst theological character, have no place in our
Conference. Too much of our time is wasted in what are merely linguistic
disputes about whose doctrinaire orthodoxy on disarmament is the superior or
holiest one.
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The work of the Conference would be greatly improved if i t s focus were to
be shifted from such disputes and turned, sharply, upon practical proposals
related to the real world of: expenditure on arms; the elimination of
weapons of mass destruction; the elimination of chemical weapons) the
prevention of an arms race in outer space.

I think there is too much diplomatic nicety in the conduct of the mrk of
this Conference. A disproportionate amount of time is spent on our
congratulating each other on taking up offices to which either our Governments
have appointed us, in the normal course of events, or when through the mere
sequence of the alphapet we have taken up jobs sinply because i t has become
our turn to do so. The rules of procedure of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, in rule 110, seek to prevent the waste of time that is
involved in formal speeches of congratulation. We should follow the same rule
in our Conference, as I have done today. If we do not do this we will run the
risk of appearing to the public as a nice club rather than a work place.

Too often in my experience at this Conference, we have spent time arguing
about mandates for the establishment of ad hoc committees - committees which
should form the boiler room of our serious work on disarmament. This shadow
play, this substitution of form for substance is not only stupefying, but I
earnestly submit, is probably in contravention of our rules of procedure,
rules which we adopted and wrote ourselves. The relevant rule of procedure -
rule 23 - recognizes that our consideration of and our work on the various
subjects on our agenda may take a variety of forms. A distinction is drawn,
in rule 23, between subjects on which there may be "a basis to negotiate a
draft treaty or other draft texts" and other subjects on which the most
appropriate way for us to conduct our work may be in working groups, or
technical groups, or groups of governmental experts.

Now, this brings me back to the concept of theology and I must recall
that in Christian theology there was once an argument, 500 or 600 years ago,
about how many angels could f i t on the head of a pin. The argument was never
resolved, but thankfully seems to have been consigned to the dustbin of
history. We should do the sam with regard to arguments about mandates and
thus reject any further preference for a diplomatic minuet as against the
harder and more crucial work of bringing about arms control and disarmament.

At the end of each of our annual sessions we produce a report to the
General Assenbly of the United Nations on what we have done during the year.
In that report we seek to give an account of our stewardship of the crucial
tasks with which we have been entrusted. The report writing sessions are
conducted in private. I suggest that we should be grateful for at least this
fact, because I do not believe that the people who send us here, ultimately
the people of a l l of our countries, could believe their eyes if they were to
see what happens in those private meetings.

The Lemming-like rush to aportion blame for lack of progress is as blind
as those poor creatures. The point surely is not who was at fault but what
the problems were and how we may be able to solve them, next time around.



CD/PV.482
24

(Mr. Butler, Australia)

During my time at this Conference there has been a sea change in what is
usually called East/West relat ions. That change has brought significant
progress in disarmament and, beyond disarmament, in the potential or actual
resolution of serious conflict in a nuher of regions of the world. I
congratulate those in both East and West who have forged this change and I
have the temri ty to ask them for more.

We are on the right track. Progress should and must continue. But i t is
of central importance to recognize that the Conference on Disarmament is a
universal body. I t represents the whole community of nations and is thus also
a body within which so-called North/South relations are worked out, as well as
those of the East and the West. I am deeply concerned that North/South
development in our field of disarmament is now lagging behind that of
Eastpest development. What is required is a new and major effort on both the
armaments and the arms control and disarmament issues which so beset a number
of the countries of this world which are not a part of the East or the West.
The absence from our agenda of such issues, particularly, conventional arms
issues, is wrong and needs correction urgently.

Having said this I would want to be clear that I do not deny the global
character of the threat posed by nuclear weapons. In this sense i t i s right
that the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament includes major nuclear
weapons issues. But i t is puzzling, to say the very least , that a number of
member States of this Conference who are not nuclear-weapon States and who
speak ms t stridently against those weapons, and against nuclear testing,
refuse consensus on our starting practical work on these issues. This seems
to represent a preference for ideological protest as against practical
progress, and when in sane cases there is added to this stance a just if iable
concern about the doroestic nuclear programnes of such countries, i t appears
that ideology runs the risk of being identified as hyprocrisy.

On the other hand if I were asked to identify what I thought was the
major problem we presently face in this Conference, I would say that i t is the
problem of the potential conflict between what is being done bilateral ly
between the two major military States, and what is happening or scnnetimes not
happening in this Conference. It is a matter of suprem irony that three
years ago the most poplar reason advanced for lack of progress in this
Conference was that the bi lateral relationship between the United States and
the Soviet Union was not going well. It was said, how could i t be expected of
us - a mere 38 countries - that we could do well if those other two * r e in a
stand-off. Interesting arithmetic.

Well those two are now not doing badly so according to the logic enployed
previously, we should also be doing rather bet ter . But this logic has not
proven to be the case. So what can we make of the logic? One answer would
say that what has been revealed was that the earlier claim that we could not
move unless the two great Powers moved was false. I am not sure that this was
or i s true. Another answer could be that the prior logic had simply been
deployed as an argument to mask other agendas.

Cne could analyse this phenomenon at greater length, but I suspect
fruit lessly. Surely the central reali ty should be that those of us who are
not so-called super-~mers should insist upon co-operation and interdependence
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in actions on disarmament. We should insist not only on bilateral progress
between those who hold the overwhelming quantity of weapons but that such
progress should lead them to a more co-operative attitude towards our
multilateral efforts and lead us to seize the opportunity provided by their
bi lateral efforts to ensure that the world comnunity moves ahead, together,
towards the measures or arms control and disarmament that are essential .

I think we should a l l recognize that progress in arms control and
disarmamnt will necessarily be tortuous and, that i t is a linear process.
Quantum leaps are rarely available and indeed, if not measured, could even
cause anxiety. Because I believe that we are dealing with such a process I
reject any suggestion that this Conference has failed. I mention this
suggestion merely because i t is heard frequently. I wish to give i t no
currency. As the chemical weapons negotiations indicate we are involved in a
process which is broadly characterized by progress.

The narrow view of the work of this Conference during the las t 10 years
is necessarily a c r i t i ca l one. I t states sinply - that the task of the
Conference is to produce agreements, i t has produced none, therefore i t has
failed. To say this is like taking a snapshot of a long journey and then
saying that the one photograph is the whole picture of the whole journey. I
prefer the broader view which recognizes that we were involved in a linear
process and attempts to show the whole picture, a picture of a continuing
process.

I have attempted to suggest ways in which the whole picture can be
improved. Any such journey rel ies to a good extent upon those who take part
in i t . In this context, we do face an issue about the menhership of our
Conference. I t is not an easy one but the one main conunent I would make is
that i t is clear that there are a nunber of States working as observers a t
this Conference who are making truly substantial contributions to our work on
disarmament, even though they are not menhers. We must find a way to allow
these States to s i t a t the table. In principle, while I do not believe that
the Conference would work well with a greatly expanded membership, i t also
must surely be the case that we should faci l i tate our being joined by any
State which is willing and able to make a real contribution to our work.

I do not believe in change for i t s own sake but I certainly reject a
s ta t i c view of l ife or history. I firmly believe in the saying that - those
who refuse to learn from history will be condemned to repeat i t . Our
Conference is v i t a l . I£ by some means i t were to disappear tomrrow
individuals would earn the t i t l e of "statesman1' through propsals to reinvent
i t , instantly. Our Conference needs to change and grow. I have tr ied to
suggest today some ways in which this might occur.

In conclusion, I do believe fervently that we are involved in this
Conference in a great endeavour. Perhaps we should be guided in this
endeavour by one of the conclusions dram by Jacob Bronowski, who, writing in
his remarkable book The Ascent of Man, said:

"All knowledge, a l l information between humn beings can only be
exchanged within a play of tolerance. And that i s true whether the
exchange is in science, or in literature, or in religion or in politics".
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I want to thank my colleagues at this Conference for the friendship they
have shown to me and to my wife. I am deeply grateful to the Secretariat for
i t s work and dedication. I wish you a l l well in the future, and above a l l ,
that your work will prosper.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Australia for his
statement. As Wassador Butler will be leaving us and the Conference, I
would like to re i tera te here that his outstanding contribution to the work of
the Conference, and his conviction and valuable commitment tmards a safer
world, wil l be with us and with a l l those who render their services in this
field. Anbassador Butler well represented a country which has a responsible
approach towards matters affecting international peace and security. A vivid
example of this valuable approach is manifested, as we have seen, in today's
paper by Australia and the strong position adopted by that country vis-S-vis
the repeated and verified use of chemical weapons. On behalf of the
Conference, I wish him well in his new functions and in his personal l i f e .

I now give the floor to Ambassador meis of ~ndonesia.

Mr. LOEIS (Indonesia): As I am taking the floor for the f i r s t tim under
your presidency, may I at the outset express the pleasure of my delegation a t
seeing you, Sir, the representative of an ~slamic country with which ~ndonesia
enjoys friendly relations, assuming the highest office of this Conference?
May I also take this opportunity to warmly welcome the distinguished
anbassadors of Burma and India, Ambassador Aung Thant and Ambassador Sharma,
and pledge the co-operation of my delegation? We have learned that our
distinguished colleague Ambassador Harald Wse of the German Democratic
Republic will be leaving us soon. I t has also just been made known to us that
Ambassador Richard Elutler of Australia i s to end his service as leader of the
Australian delegation to the CD. We wish Ambassador Rose and Ambassador Butler
a l l the best in their future assignments.

As the co-ordinator of the Group of 21 for the month of Septenber, I wish
to comment on the references to the Group of 21 concerning item 1 made by the
distinguished co-ordinator of the Western group and Ambassador van Schaik
during the plenary session on Tuesday, 13 September 1988.

I would like to s tar t by recalling that the Conference on Disarmament is
not a deliberative but a negotiating body. In the context of item 1 of the
Conference agenda, i t is only natural that the Conference on Disarmamnt
should imnediately negotiate and conclude a comprehensive nuclear test-ban
treaty. The Group of 21 firmly believes that by doing so the Conference would
make a concrete and meaningful contribution to disarmament. Throughout i t s
existence, however, the Conference has been prevented from undertaking such
negotiations. Most unfortunately, the Conference has succumbed to procedural
debates over these las t few years.

During those debates the Group of 21 has demnstrated i t s f lexibi l i ty in
the search for a consensus so that an ad hoc comnittee on item 1 could be
established. As evidence, the Group of 21 in the course of these last
five years has p t forward three concrete and dis t inct proposals, namely
CD/492, CD/520 and CD/829. The lat ter was tabled just this year on
21 April 1988, and was acceptable to the social is t group and a nuclear-weapon
State not belonging to any group. Furthermore, the Group of 21 would like to
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point out that CD/829 also incorporates the main elements of the proposal made
by a menher of the Western group during i ts presidency in February 1986.
Accordingly, the Group of 21 maintains that CD/829 is best suited to
accomnodate the positions of a l l States represented in the Conference. To our
regret, this f lexibi l i ty on the part of our Group, supported by the majority
of the Conference, was not reciprocated by the Western group. On the
contrary, the Western group has kept on insisting on CD/521 for more than four
years, and to date this is s t i l l considered as i t s official position.

The proposal contained in CD/863 was officially tabled by the
distinguished Ambassador of Czechoslwakia on 25 August 1988, when the
Conference was a t i t s busiest preparing the report of i t s 1988 session. Even
then, the Group of 21 apparently was the group which spent more time than any
other group in discussing the proposal and analysing i t in depth because of
the highest irrportance i t attaches to this item The reason is clear: we
want to t reat the proposal in a constructive and responsible way. Indeed, we
also wish to prevent the Conference from being plunged into an unnecessary
round of procedural debates in the final days of i t s 1988 session, which would
cowlicate the work of the Conference.

The Group of 21 will live up to i t s comnitmnt in the most appropriate
manner and a t the most appropriate time, and wil l be prepared to give i t s
response to and discuss the proposal as well as other proposals at our next
session.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Loeis of ~ndonesia for his statement
and for his kind words addressed to me. I now give the floor to the
Ambassador of India, Ambassador Sharma.

Mr. SHARMA (India): Mr. president, I have sought the floor briefly to
thank you and the many colleagues who have spoken today for their words of
welcome to me. Ambassador Butler suggested in his address that we seem to be
expending too much time in congratulating each other on our appointments, but
I must say that I feel quite corrdortable at being made welcome with so much
warmth. I would like to assure you, Mr. president, that I and my delegation
will work t i re less ly towards the fulfilment of the crucial goals and
objectives of this Conference.

The PRESIDE NT : I thank Ambassador Sharma for his statemnt and I assure
him, as I said a t the beginning on behalf of the Conference, of the full
co-operation of the Conference during his work. I now give the floor to
Ambassador Vejvoda of Czechoslovakia.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Excuse me for taking the floor again,
Mr. President, but this time I shall be very brief. I only wanted to express
in a mre formal way, and independently of my longer statement, how myself, my
delegation and my group regret that Ambassador Fbse of the German Democratic
Republic is leaving us. Yes, i t is the rule of diplomatic l i f e , that
merry-go-round of colleagues and friends, to which there i s no exception and
which sooner or later affects a l l of us. But anyway, I deem i t quite proper
to express good wishes, congratulations and appreciation for the work of our
colleagues, and especially, in my case, for the work of Ambassador Rose, one
of my closest friends in the Conference, and my close friend for many years
before, who has been representing his country, with which my country has
excellent brotherly relat ions, so well.



CD/PV.482
28

(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

Allow me also, Mr. president, to say goodbye to Ambassador Butler, who
just announced that he is leaving us too. He also was one of the outstanding
figures of this body, and I wish him a l l the best in his future career. In
doing this , I hope that he will forgive me for the fact that I have probably
breached rule 110 of the General Asse&lyqs rules of procedure, which
Ambassador Butler just called us to observe s t r i c t ly .

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Vejvoda for his statement, and now I
certainly have to give the floor to Ambassador Butler.

Mr. BUTLER (Australia): As everyone is breaking rule 110, l e t me express
my pleasure in seeing at this table my old friend Mr. Sharma from India. I
really took the floor to speak as Western co-ordinator on item 1 of the agenda
in response to what the distinguished Ambassador of Indonesia has just said on
behalf of the Group of 21. First , a p i n t of clarification: the official
position of Western group on this subject was as expressed in the statemnt
made by my delegation at our l a s t plenary meeting. Secondly, I want to
express our appreciation to Ambassador Loeis for the assurance that he gave us
in the statement that he made on behalf of the Group of 21.

The PRESIDENT: I thank Ambassador Butler for his s ta temnt, and with
this I think that concludes my l i s t of speakers for today. Does any other
member wish to take the floor? I see none.

As announced at our l a s t plenary meeting, I now intend to invite the
Conference to take action on the reports of the Ad hoc Committee on Effective
International Arrangements to Assure Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use
of Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons and the Ad hoc Comnittee on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament. The relevant documents, CD/868 and
CD/867 respectively, were circulated at the last plenary meeting.

my I suggest that we t.urn now to the report of the Ad hoc Committee on
Effective International Arrangerents to Assure on-nuclear-weapons States
against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons? I put before the
Conference for adoption document CD/8 68. If there is no objection, I shall
take i t that the Conference adopts the report of the Ad hoc Committee,

It was ss decided.

The PRESIDE W:; We shali now turn to the report of the Ad hoc Committee
on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, I p t before the Conference
for adoption document CD/8 67 containing the report of that Ad hoc Committee.
If there is no objection, I shall consider that the Conference adopts i t .

I t was so decided.

The PRES IDE NT : I now turn to another subject. You will recall that, at
our l a s t plenary meeting, I drew attention to the fact that we were well
behind in the preparation of the annual report to the General Assenbly of the
United Nations. I noted then that there was a large amount of documentation
to be processed during the last stages of our work, and pointed to the
possibility that we might not even be able to conclude the 1988 session cn
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Friday at 5 p.m., as I tentatively indicated. Unfortunately, my doubts have
been confirmed. I am informed by the Secretariat that i t will not be possible
for the technical Services to process the documentation required for adoption
of the report in a l l languages, as is the rule in this Conference.

his morning I informed the group co-ordinators of the situation and, on
the basis of the needs of the technical services, suggested to them as the new
closing date Tuesday, 20 September at 10 a.m., a possibility that I had
already mentioned on 7 Septenber. As documnts will be issued imnediately
after processing, we should be able to receive some of them before that date.
The translated versions of the report of the Ad hoc Comnittee on Chemical
Weapons wil l be available between tonight and tomorrow morning, and document
CD/WP.348/Rev.l, containing the technical parts as well as the substantive
paragraphs of the draft report, will be ready in English in the delegations'
pigeon-holes on Monday at 11 a.m. , followed in the afternoon by some of the
other languages.

I therefore propose that we adjourn the 1988 session of the Conference on
Tuesday, 20 September and that, for that purpose, we hold a plenary meeting
devoted exclusively to adoption of the report. I see no objection.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I have no other business for today. I shall now adjourn
this plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament will be held on Tuesday, 20 Septenber at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 483rd plenary meeting on the
Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with the programne of work, the Conference is to adopt
today the reports of two subsidiary bodies, as well as its annual report to
the forty-third session of the General Assenbly of the United Nations. As I
announced at our plenary meeting last Thursday, we shall first take up for
adoption the report of the ad hoc comnittees on the prevention of an arms race
in outer space and chemical weapons. We shall now deal with the report of
the Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,
contained in document CD/870. That document was circulated at our previous
plenary meeting. If there is no objection, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts the report of the Ad hoc Cornittee.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: The report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is
contained in document CD/874, which was also circulated at our last plenary
meeting. I put before the Conference for decision the report of the Ad hoc
Cornnittee. If there is no objection, I shall consider that the Conference
adopts the report of the Ad hoc Committee.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: We shall now turn to the draft report of the Conference
to the forty-third session of the General Assembly of the United Nations.
The secretariat distributed the relevant document, CD/WP.348/Rev.l, in the
delegations' pigeon-holes yesterday, and a second distribution has been made
today in the conference room. The document issued by the secretariat
contains the technical parts of the annual report, as well as the substantive
paragraphs relating to agenda item on which no subsidiary bodies were
established during the 1988 session of the Conference. The reports of the
ad hoc comnittees will be included in the text once this document has been
adopted by the Conference and issued later as an official document.

The blank spaces appearing in the draft report will be filled in by the
secretariat at the time of processing the relevant CD document. As usual,
members finding any errors of an editorial or technical nature in the various
languages should transmit the observations directly to the secretariat, as
there is no need for us to take up these minor questions. This also applies
to slight corrections to maintain harmony in the text in the various official
languages. In connection with the annual report, I should also like to
inform you that the secretariat will circulate at the end of this week the
index of the verbatim records of the Conference for the 1988 session which
must be attached to the report of the Conference to the General Assembly in
accordance with rule 45, paragraph (e), of the rules of procedure. The index
to be circulated by the secretariat covers the period up to and including the
480th plenary meeting, since it had to be submitted at that stage to the
technical services for processing. The final text will also include the
remaining plenary meetings, in particular the last plenary devoted to
substantive questions, which was held last Thursday. The secretariat would
be grateful to receive any corrections to the index not later than Thursday
29 September at noon, so that the annex may be submitted for translation and
processing imnediately afterwards.
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I now turn to the text of the draft annual report, contained in document
CIDflp.34 8/Rev.l. As I mentioned ear l ier , there is no need for us to deal
with minor editorial p i n t s . In fact, the secretariat has already noted some
technical errors which will be corrected. There i s , however, a minor
addition to be made in paragraph 7 of the document, which could not be
included earlier as the question of the closing date of the 1988 session was
s t i l l open when this document was being processed. That addition would read
a s fo l lom;

"At i ts 482nd plenary meeting, the Conference also decided to close i t s
annual session on 20 September 1988."

I trust that this is acceptable. I see no objection.

We shall now proceed to the adoption of the annual report to the
forty-third session of the General Assenbly of the United Nations, as
contained in document CD/WP.348/Rev.l and as orally amended by me by the
addition made in paragraph 7. If there is no objection, I shall take i t that
the Conference adopts i t s annual report to the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: May I now make my closing statemnt as president of the
Conference during the month of September?

I would like to thank you a l l for giving me the honour of co-operation in
bringing this year's work of the Conference to a conclusion. Special thanks
are due to our ad hoc comnittees, sub-cornittees and working groups a d those
who chaired them, as well as their members. I should specially name
His Excellency Mr. Miljan Komatina, the Secretary-General of the Conference on
Disarmament and Personal Representative of the Secretary-General of the
United Nations, as well as the Deputy Secretary-General of the Conference,
His Excellency Mr. Vicente Berasategui, notwithstanding the great appreciation
we a l l have for the work of the secretariat , the staff and the interpreting
team.

My country is proud to be a menber of the Conference on Disarmament and
takes great interest in the work of this august body. Regular appearances of
our Foreign Minister before this Conference to share his views and those of
our Government a t t es t to th i s . We think that in a world which s t i l l
accomnodates aggressors, ideals of disarmament raise hope for hurmnity. My
country, which has been the victim of the bloodiest aggression of modern time,
stands as a manifestation of the need for the inplemntation of these
ideals. However, we are glad that disarmament's traditional hall was
designated for the peace talks. We hope that a l l efforts to achieve a
comprehensive, jus t , honourable and durable peace will bear fruit and that the
chance denied to our nation during many years of foreign domination, followed
by years of imposed war, will be restored so that our nation can play i t s
deserved role in prormting international peace and security.
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I t is most unfortunate that we have been victim of the most vicious and
barbaric forms of weapons, i . e . chemical weapons. We have seen the extent of
genocide by Iraqi forces not only against Iranian military and civi l ian
targets but also against the Kurdish population of Iraq as well. More
unfortunate than the crime is the inabil i ty of the international cornunity to
move against those who are comnitting these crimes. As my president in his
message to the Conference has mentioned, we hope that shortcomings in
international regulations governing the use of chemical weapons, genocide and
a l l crimes against humanity and peace will be worked out so as to contribute
to our resolve to finalize the convention concerning a ban on the production,
storage, transport, transfer and use of chemical weapons.

As my President said in his message of 2 Septerrber 1988, "the Islamic
Republic of Iran assesses the new developnents in bi lateral talks to eliminate
intermediate-range nuclear missiles positively and hopes that this step will
lead to new and concrete measures for general and comprehensive disarmament."
his is to say we welcome the INF Treaty of 7 Decenber 1987, hoping i t will be

implemented fully by the signatory part ies.

Even though the third special session of the General Assenbly of the
United Nations devoted to disarmament, a significant step in the direction of
disarmament, did not succeed in formulating a workable final document, i t was
however able to address the areas of divergence of views impeding i t s
successful conclusion. These efforts keep a l l of us hopeful that our ideals
and goals are achievable, thus enabling us and a l l other soldiers of peace to
work for a better world, free from threats of mass destruction and genocide.
Any further delay in creating ad hoc conanittees on the f i r s t three priority
item on the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament will not be considered a
step "not taken" by the Conference, but a backward step.

I hope our shortcomings will not lead us to face other grim rea l i t i e s in
the same way as in the case of the use of chemical weapons, where even the
recognition and condemation of the crime, l e t alone i ts punishment, is
hostage to short-sighted and self-serving petty economic and poli t ical
concerns. This inaction remained even after special technical team
dispatched by the Secretary-General of the united Nations verified the
extensive and frequent use of chemical weapons. To prevent a repetition of
such horrors, the Conference as the sole international body responsible for
multilateral negotiations on disarmament should be errpoered to finalize
expeditiously a comprehensive convention. A world free from threats of
nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological weapons, and the threat of war
in general. May future generations remember us as those who chose and
achieved real progress in this area over and above exchanges of diplomtic
niceties ! Insha-Allah (God will ing).

I thank a l l of you again.

That concludes my statement. I have no other questions to consider
during this annual session of the Conference on Disarmament. Before
adjourning this plenary meeting, I wish to announce that the next plenary
meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 7 February 1989 at 10 a.m.,
in conformity with rule 7 of the rules of procedure.
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As agreed by the Conference today in adopting the report of the Ad hoc
Comni t tee on Chemical Weapons contained in docuent CD/874, and in accordance
with paragraph 11 (d) of that report, the Ad hoc Comittee will hold a session
of limited duration during the period 17 January to 3 February 1989 and, in
preparation for the resumed session, open-ended consultations of the Ad hoc
Comittee will be held between 29 Noverrber and 15 Decenber 1988.

This plenary meeting stands adjourned and the 1988 session of the
Conference on Disarmamnt is closed.

The meeting rose a t 10.40 a.m.




