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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The 523rd plenary meeting of the 
Conference on Disarmament is called to order.

First of all I should like on behalf of the Conference to welcome His 
Excellency the Secretary of State in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs 
of Switzerland, Mr. Klaus Jacobi. Our host country, which is not a member of 
the Conference, takes an active part in our work, I am sure that all 
representatives will be very interested to hear what he has to say. It is 
also my pleasure to welcome to the Conference the new representative from 
Sri Lanka, Ambassador Rasaputram. I am sure that his experience as a diplomat 
will make a major contribution to our work.

Today the Conference continues its consideration of agenda item 6, 
entitled "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons", and agenda 
item 7, entitled "New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons; radiological weapons". However, in accordance with rule 30 of 
the rules of procedure, any representative who so wishes may raise any matter 
relating to the work of the Conference.

As I told you at the last plenary meeting, the Group of 21 has asked me 
to submit to the Conference for decision today the draft mandate that appears 
in document CD/819/Rev.1, concerning the establishment of an ad hoc committee 
to deal with agenda item 3, entitled "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament". You will also remember at the same plenary meeting I 
informed you of how I would proceed today. First we shall hear the 
representatives on today's list of speakers. Immediately thereafter, we shall 
meet informally to consider document CD/819/Rev.l. We shall then resume the 
plenary meeting to continue consideration of that paper and hear any 
representatives who wish to take the floor on the subject. On my list of 
speakers today, I have the representatives of Switzerland, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United States of America and Pakistan. I now call on 
the Secretary of State in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs of 
Switzerland, His Excellency Mr. Klaus Jacobi.

Mr. JACOBI (Switzerland) (translated from French): Allow me to begin, 
Mr. President, by congratulating you on taking up the Presidency of the 
Conference on Disarmament for the month of August. I wish you every success 
in your task of leading the business of this summer session to a constructive 
conclusion. I am sure that as a representative of a country that values and 
practises compromise, you will be perfectly placed to cope with this heavy 
responsibility.

In the field of arms control and disarmament, unprecedented changes and 
transformations are taking place. The Soviet-American Treaty on the 
elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range nuclear forces, which 
marked the beginning of this new era, is historic and symbolic at one and the 
same time. Clearly, these developments constitute a good sign. It would, 
however, be a mistake to expect a rapid reduction in military potentials. 
This can only come about through a sustained effort over several years. Yet 
this should not discourage us from making a start on the forthcoming stages as 
quickly as possible. Hence, we hope that the Vienna negotiations on a 
reduction in conventional forces in Europe, the aim of which is to achieve 
equilibrium at a lower level, will be successful, that an agreement on the
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reduction of strategic forces will be concluded, and that, within this 
Conference here in Geneva, a convention on the comprehensive and total 
prohibition of chemical weapons will be drawn up.

All these agreements will help to strengthen security and stability in 
Europe and around the world. Switzerland properly'values this process of arms 
control and disarmament and its importance for strengthening mutual trust 
internationally. However, no one can expect a small neutral State whose armed 
forces are purely defensive in nature to give up its defence capability as 
long as huge imbalances in conventional weapons, and particularly offensive 
forces, remain. Furthermore, I should like to inform you that Switzerland is 
ready to host international conferences and negotiations as well as 
international organizations that intend to play their part in the monitoring 
and verification of arms control and disarmament agreements.

It is a privilege and honour for me to address this multilateral 
disarmament forum. Although our status as non-member of the Conference 
necessarily restricts our role, we have endeavoured to take up the 
opportunities to make a contribution repeatedly made available to observer 
States in recent years. This, together with the strengthening of our 
delegation, has enabled us to make a concrete contribution to the work and 
better follow the demanding and technically highly complex negotiations on a 
total ban on chemical weapons, as well as the work of the Group of Experts on 
detection and identification of seismic events. We have also sought to 
co-operate with other observer States in the Conference, and thus in recent 
months have been able to make a contribution, though a modest one, to the 
Finnish draft on verification of chemical weapons. We are resolved to step up 
this co-operation and to have closer contacts.

It is the hope of Switzerland that the Paris Conference on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons will have led all countries totally to 
renounce the use of these weapons against civilians and military personnel. 
The 149 countries which met at Paris unanimously recognized "the necessity of 
concluding, at an early date, a convention on the" total and comprehensive 
prohibition of chemical weapons and called on the Conference on Disarmament 
"to redouble its efforts" to that end. Hence this convention should be 
concluded as soon as possible. It is true that attaining this objective is no 
simple matter given the technical and political complexity of the problem. 
Although we are aware of the long road that still has to be covered, we 
welcome the fact that the negotiations have been stepped up this year. And we 
should like to pay tribute to the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical 
Weapons, Ambassador Morel and his delegation for their untiring efforts, 
energy and personal dedication to see that the work goes forward.

Switzerland rejects chemical weapons in every form and manifestation and 
condemns any use of them. That is why we are highly concerned at the fact 
that they are proliferating. This is not only a growing threat to 
international security and stability but might also seriously hamper the work 
being done here in Geneva, by calling its value and timeliness into question. 
This danger led the Federal Council and the Swiss chemical industry to place 
export controls on products associated with the manufacture of chemical 
weapons and to study the possibility of applying the same controls to chemical 
plants and some equipment that can potentially be used to manufacture such 
weapons. But these unilateral and temporary measures do not lead to the 
elimination of the CW arsenals that are still in existence, nor can they give
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a certain guarantee that chemicals and equipment supplied for inoffensive 
purposes will not be directed to other purposes. Such measures are meaningful 
only if they lead to the conclusion of a convention on the comprehensive and 
total prohibition of chemical weapons and on their destruction. In the same 
line of thinking, and for the same reasons, we consider all regional 
disarmament and arms control measures in this sphere as inadequate and 
ineffective given the fact that CW arsenals are highly mobile.

Verification of the non-production of chemical weapons is without a doubt 
one of the most thorny problems still to be resolved. The provisions 
necessary to settle this problem should rule out any possibility of cheating, 
should be technically appropriate and should fit perfectly with the existing 
structures in the chemical industry. Finally, such provisions should strictly 
protect the confidentiality of the information provided during inspections. 
The guarantee of confidentiality is the essential prerequisite for the vital 
co-operation we must maintain with the chemical industry. And in this regard 
we welcome the efforts made by the Conference on Disarmament in recent years 
to maintain constructive dialogue with the industry. We also welcome the 
initiative taken by the Government of Australia in convening an international 
conference in Canberra to bring together governments and industry 
representatives.

Early, this year, further to a proposal made by the Ad hoc Committee, we 
carried out a national trial inspection in a facility belonging to our 
chemical industry. What we were seeking to do in particular was to determine 
what were the commercial documents, technical data and software of a 
confidential nature that would have to be communicated to the inspectors so 
that they could carry out their job properly. Furthermore, we wanted to know 
whether a modern multipurpose facility could be checked under the existing 
provisions. Our trial inspection clearly demonstrated that the inspectors 
must have extensive access to confidential data in the company being inspected 
if the inspection is to be effective. The results of the experiment also 
confirmed that the provisions which appear in the "rolling text" are not yet 
sufficiently developed for the verification of a modern multipurpose 
facility. In particular they do not take into account the technical 
sophistication flexibility of use of such facilities, which mean that not only 
can production be changed in very short order but also that it can be 
transferred from one facility to another. In order to take account of such a 
possibility, a régime will have to be devised that will make it possible to 
verify multi-purpose facilities which might pose a threat to the convention.

Our trial inspection had been designed as a routine inspection. None the 
less we consider that the future convention should also provide for spot 
checks such as challenge inspections and ad hoc inspections. These two types 
of inspection should constitute an effective tool to dissipate any doubt as to 
compliance with the convention. The resumption of Soviet-American 
consultations on this issue seems to us to be a good sign.

Is it desirable to draw up a convention that covers the slightest detail 
and every eventuality? In seeking to do our work too well we might hamper the 
conclusion of an agreement or arrive at a very rigid treaty setting out 
burdensome and complicated procedures. Such a text would have to be 
constantly updated to take account of technological developments and 
scientific evolution. The drafting of detailed rules for this purpose should 
be left to the preparatory commission, which would thus have a most important 
job to do.
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Lastly, I wish to say that we are willing to make a special effort to 
support the work of this commission, and to make the necessary infrastructure 
available to it in Switzerland.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank His Excellency the 
Secretary of State in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs of Switzerland 
for his important statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. 
I give the floor to the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Mr. Batsanov.

Mr. BATSANOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from 
Russian): First of all. Sir, I should like to congratulate you warmly on 
taking up the post of President of our Conference. We are convinced that 
during this very important period of its work, a period during which the 
session's results will be reviewed and a report prepared for the 
United Nations General Assembly, success will go with you. The Soviet 
delegation for its part, will do everything to help you. I should also like 
to express our deep gratitude to Ambassador Bayart, your predecessor, for his 
skilled guidance of the work of the Conference during the month of July.

The Soviet delegation sincerely welcomes among us today the Secretary of 
State in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs of Switzerland, 
Mr. Klaus Jacobi. We listened most attentively to his important statement. 
Switzerland though not a member of the Conference on Disarmament, has made a 
major and concrete contribution to its work, particularly in the field of a 
chemical weapons ban. The statement by Mr. Jacobi, and the specific 
considerations it contained, once again prove this point. We also value the 
hospitality of the Swiss, on whose territory the work of the Conference on 
Disarmament takes place.

We also would like to welcome our new colleague, the Ambassador of 
Sri Lanka, Dr. Rasaputram, and we hope that we will enjoy relations of 
co-operation with him as close as those the Soviet delegation had with his 
predecessor. Ambassador Rodrigo.

We were sad to hear that two of our outstanding colleagues are leaving - 
the Ambassador of the Netherlands, Mr. van Schaik and the Ambassador of 
Japan, Mr. Yamada. This sadness may be selfish in a way, because we are 
losing very highly qualified colleagues and good friends, but nevertheless we 
wish them every success in the future.

As the distinguished delegates know, along with the work of the 
Conference on Disarmament, Geneva is the venue for Soviet-American talks on a 
number of key disarmament issues. Bearing in mind the great interest of the 
members of the Conference and the entire world community in these 
negotiations - as evidenced in particular in a number of resolutions adopted 
by the General Assembly of the United Nations - the Soviet side would like to 
outline the state of affairs in the talks on nuclear and space weapons. The 
Soviet delegation at the negotiations is headed by Ambassador Yuri Nazarkin, 
who is well known to the distinguished delegates, since for two years he 
headed the Soviet delegation at the Conference on Disarmament. With your 
permission, Mr. President, I should now like to turn the microphone over to 
Ambassador Nazarkin.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from 
Russian); First of all. Sir, I should like to express my satisfaction at once 
again having an opportunity to address the Conference on Disarmament, and to 
do so under your presidency. I should like to wish you every success in your 
very important post at this final stage of the Conference on Disarmament 
session.

I listened with interest today to the statement by the Secretary of State 
in the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs of Switzerland, Mr. Klaus Jacobi, 
the representative of the country whose hospitality we enjoy. I am pleased to 
see the familiar faces of my old colleagues and friends in this room, and I am 
happy also to welcome the representative of Sri Lanka, Ambassador Rasaputram, 
who has been appointed since the time when I left the post of representative 
of the USSR at the Conference on Disarmament. I would ask the delegations of 
Cuba, Argentina, Sri Lanka and Italy to extend to their former heads who have 
left Geneva - Ambassadors Carlos Lechuga, Mario Campora, Nihal Rodrigo and 
Aldo Pugliese - my best wishes for their future life and work. In view of the 
forthcoming departure the distinguished representative of the Netherlands, 
Ambassador Robert van Schaik, and the distinguished representative of Japan, 
Ambassador Chusei Yamada, I should like to express my gratitude to them for 
the friendly contacts and business-like co-operation that became established 
among us. I wish them every success in their new and important posts. I was 
distressed to hear of the illness of the dean of the diplomatic corps in the 
field of disarmament, that outstanding political figure and diplomat, 
Alfonso Garcia Robles. I wish him a speedy recovery.

You will recall that on 15 January 1986 the Soviet Union put forward a 
programme for ensuring security through disarmament, whose pivotal element is 
a plan for a stage-by-stage transition to a non-nuclear world, the complete 
elimination of weapons of mass destruction and a drastic lowering of the 
levels of military confrontation in the world as a whole. The reaction to 
that programme was not unequivocal: some people supported it, while others 
were sceptical. We were also accused of saying one thing and doing another. 
It is not my intention now to take stock of the implementation of this 
programme. Yet already we can safely say that humanity has succeeded in 
overcoming a major psychological barrier: nuclear disarmament has ceased to 
be just a slogan, and has become a reality of today*s world.

Less than two years separate 15 January 1986 from the date of signature 
of the Soviet-American INF Treaty. For the first time in the entire history 
of nuclear weapons the Soviet Union and the United States of America were able 
to agree on the elimination of two categories of their nuclear missiles. This 
first and therefore particularly significant step towards building a 
nuclear-free world created preconditions for further, still more profound and 
comprehensive cuts, both in nuclear and in other types of armaments. The 
conclusion of the INF Treaty established a methodological as well as a 
political basis for settling the difficult problems that arise in the course 
of the Soviet-American nuclear and space talks.

The question of 50 per cent reductions in the Soviet and American 
arsenals of strategic offensive arms continues to top the agenda in our 
relations with the United States. On the other hand, such reductions are not 
only of interest to these two countries. The nuclear and space talks which 
are bilateral in terms of the participants and the arms they cover, are of 
vital importance to mankind as a whole since they involve elimination of huge
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amounts of nuclear weaponry with a vast destructive potential which represents 
a danger for the whole world. Indeed, it would be hard now to divide the 
disarmament process into "bilateral" and "multilateral" disarmament; this is a 
single process which touches on the interests of all and everyone and requires 
joint purposeful efforts by the world community as a whole. The nuclear and 
space talks and the activities of the Conference on Disarmament and other 
international forums are integral parts of that process. One manifestation of 
this approach is to be seen in the now traditional statements with which the 
heads of the Soviet delegation to the nuclear space talks make to the 
Conference on Disarmament to brief its participants on progress in the talks. 
We note with satisfaction that this time the head of the American delegation 
has also joined in this useful and indispensable exercise. We view this as a 
positive sign.

In recent years we have seen the situation in the world gradually but 
steadily improving. New horizons are opening up; real opportunities are 
emerging for the establishment of a comprehensive system of international 
security through the construction of a nuclear-free and non-violent world. 
Many obstacles along that road remain but our progress has already been marked 
by many milestones. The Delhi Declaration, in which India and the 
Soviet Union proclaimed the principles of a nuclear-weapon-free and 
non-violent world, is of great significance. In his address to the 
United Nations on 7 December 1988, M.S. Gorbachev said: "We are present at 
the birth of a new model of ensuring security, not through the build-up of 
arms, as was almost always the case in the past, but on the contrary through 
their reduction on the basis of compromise". The favourable changes that are 
currently taking place in the world soon had a positive impact in the field of 
disarmament. The Vienna talks on conventional arms reductions in Europe have 
got off to a promising start. Prospects are bright for the early conclusion 
of an international convention on the general and complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons. The new political thinking is clearly asserting itself and 
has already yielded its first fruits.

The eleventh round of the nuclear and space talks, which were resumed 
after a lengthy seven-month recess, comes to an end in three days' time. This 
round was preceded by a change of Administration in the United States and the 
subsequent "strategic review". It was naturally important, then, to find out 
what ideas the American delegation brought along to this round and how the 
"strategic review" affected the United States position at the nuclear and 
space talks. I can tell you that work at the talks resumed on the basis of 
the texts that were on the negotiating table on the last day of the previous 
round, which recessed last November. Of course, the starting-point for work 
to resolve the outstanding issues remains the understandings reached and 
reflected in the joint statements adopted at the summit meetings held in 
Washington (1987) and Moscow (1988). In this way continuity has been ensured 
in the talks, which is a positive factor since it allows the negotiators to 
draw on all that has already been accomplished, and on the understandings and 
formulations that were tentatively agreed to by the sides in the past. In 
this respect the talks which took place in May this year during United States 
Secretary of State J. Baker's visit to Moscow were highly significant. This 
enabled us to embark without wasting time, practically from the outset of this 
round, on the main tasks, namely the search for solutions to major outstanding 
issues and continued drafting work on the texts of the documents being 
prepared.
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The current status of that effort is as follows: agreement to observe 
the ABM Treaty as signed in 1972 and not to withdraw from it for a specified 
period of time certainly remains the key issue, which has continued to be the 
focus of keen attention throughout this round. Regrettably I am unable to 
note any significant progress towards its resolution. The positions of the 
two sides remain far apart. The Soviet side bases its position on the fact 
that the parameters for agreement on this issue were laid down in Washington 
in December 1987. This is what is known as the Washington formula, which 
appears in the joint Soviet-American summit statement. As the Washington 
statement indicates, the leaders of the two countries instructed their 
delegations in Geneva, taking into account the preparation of a treaty on 
strategic offensive arms, to work out an agreement that would commit the sides 
to observe the ABM Treaty, as signed in 1972, while conducting their research, 
development and testing as required, which are permitted by the ABM Treaty, 
and not to withdraw from the ABM Treaty for a specified period of time. It 
was also agreed that intensive discussions of strategic stability should begin 
not later than three years before the end of the specified period, after 
which, in the event the sides have not agreed otherwise, each side will be 
free to decide its course of action. In line with that understanding, we view 
our task at the nuclear and space talks as being to prepare an agreement on 
observance of the ABM Treaty as signed in 1972 and non-withdrawal from it for 
a specified period of time. We do not suggest any artificial linkages, but in 
view of the fact that there is an objective interrelationship between 
defensive and offensive strategic arms, 50 per cent reductions in strategic 
offensive arms are possible only in the context of non-emplacement of weapons 
in outer space and observance of the ABM Treaty. The task is to give treaty 
status to the Washington formula and couch it in appropriate legal language.

It is our view that the provision on observance of the ABM Treaty as 
signed in 1972 is sufficiently clear in itself. At the same time, to avoid 
disputes over the interpretation of the Treaty, we have proposed a pragmatic 
solution that calls for agreement on a list of devices whose launching into 
outer space would be prohibited if their specifications exceeded an agreed 
threshold limit. At the same time the parties could draw up appropriate 
confidence-building and verification measures, including exchanges of data and 
on-site inspections to be carried out prior to the launch of certain devices 
into outer space, so as to rule out any unclear situations which arouse 
concern on either side as regards compliance with obligations under the 
ABM Treaty.

Another outstanding issue concerns possible actions by the parties after 
the period of non-withdrawal. Our position is that the agreement to be worked 
out in the current negotiations should not include a provision authorizing the 
deployment of large-scale ABM systems, including space-based systems, 
immediately after the period of non-withdrawal. In our view, such an approach 
would prejudge the outcome of the future talks on strategic stability which, 
in accordance with the Washington agreement, are to start three years before 
the end of the period of non-withdrawal. There is an understanding that an 
agreement regarding ABM defences should include a protocol that would provide 
for predictability and confidence-building measures. And despite the 
fundamental differences which still exist regarding the substance of the 
agreement proper, there is a certain measure of proximity in the parties' 
approaches to the nature of certain measures that would be included in the
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protocol. These are predictability measures with respect to ABM activities 
carried out by the parties (data exchange on activities, regular meetings of 
experts, visits to test ranges).

Work continued during this round to produce agreed language for this 
protocol on predictability measures. At the same time I wish to recall that 
the Soviet side continues to hold that in addition to predictability measures, 
the protocol should also provide for measures to verify compliance, including 
inspections of facilities that arouse concern on either side. Moreover, the 
protocol should certainly make provision for consultations to discuss 
situations which either side considers as jeopardizing its overriding 
interests. In the course of the consultations the sides would make use of all 
the measures at their disposal to settle situations on a mutually acceptable 
basis. This would realistically ensure compliance with the obligations 
regarding non-withdrawal from the Treaty for a specified period.

In order to reflect the objective interrelationship between reductions in 
strategic offensive arms and limitations on ABM systems, we propose that the 
text of the treaty on 50 per cent reductions in strategic offensive arms 
should include a provision that the treaty can be terminated in the event of a 
breach of the ABM Treaty or of the agreement to observe that Treaty. 
Unfortunately, we have not been able so far to achieve mutual understanding on 
that subject.

Since I have already turned to the contents of the Treaty on strategic 
offensive arms, I would like to mention limitations on long-range SLCMs as one 
of the most complicated problems involved in this treaty. Regrettably, we 
have not succeeded so far in breaking the deadlock on this issue. The Soviet 
side bases its efforts to identify possible ways of doing so on the Washington 
agreement, which provides for a mutually acceptable solution to the question 
of limiting the deployment of long-range nuclear-armed SLCMs. Although such 
limitations would not involve counting those SLCMs against the 6,000 limit on 
the number of warheads and the 1,600 limit on strategic offensive arms 
delivery vehicles, the parties committed themselves to ceilings on such 
missiles and to a search for.mutually acceptable and effective measures to 
verify compliance with such limitations that could include the use of national 
technical means, co-operative measures and on-site inspections.

It is our view that long-range nuclear SLCMs constitute an important 
component of strategic offensive arms. Of course, the problem of verifying 
limitations on them does exist. It is related, among other things, to the 
need to distinguish between nuclear and non-nuclear SLCMs. Yet we feel this 
problem can be overcome. We have submitted proposals concerning a set of 
measures which would ensure the necessary verification of long-range SLCMs. 
The process would look like this: a specially equipped permanent monitoring 
post would be set up at a production facility to verify the number of missiles 
being produced, so that treaty constraints are not exceeded. Unique 
tamper-proof identifiers scanned by special devices ruling out their use for 
treaty-unrelated purposes would be tagged on the finished product. Special 
facilities would be set up to verify whether a given missile is nuclear-armed 
or conventionally armed as it is transported to a port for installation on a 
naval vessel. Installation of SLCMs would be restricted, subject to 
appropriate verification, to agreed and strictly limited types of submarines 
and surface ships. The installation of such missiles on other surface ships 
or submarines would be banned. This would facilitate verification, and the
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entire process, including the possibility of inspections on board submarines 
and surface ships, would in our view offer a full assurance that dodging or 
circumventing verification procedures would be impossible.

To meet the objections levelled against the system, related primarily to 
the feasibility of visits to naval vessels, we have proposed the use of a 
remote-contact verification method to ascertain the presence of nuclear 
weapons on board a particular vessel and thus lessen the need for on-site 
inspections. In order to develop such a method we suggested an 
intergovernmental experiment; as the United States turned down the suggestion, 
we recently conducted the experiment on a non-governmental basis - under an 
agreement between our Academy of Sciences and the United States Natural 
Resources Defense Council. The experiment was carried out on the Black Sea on 
board the missile cruiser Slava. One of its missile launchers contained a 
missile with a nuclear charge, while the others stood empty. Instruments 
measuring neutron and gamma radiation of the passive type, sensing but not 
emitting radiation, were used. All the data registered by Soviet and American 
instruments proved virtually identical down to minor details. The presence of 
a nuclear warhead in one launcher, and the absence of such warheads in the 
others, were clearly established.

Essentially the experiment confirmed the viability and efficacy of both the 
Soviet and the American contact methods to verify the presence of nuclear 
weapons. In addition, our devices carried on a helicopter clearly 
demonstrated the feasibility of reliable remote verification from a distance 
of 60 to 70 m from a vessel. Both the American and the Soviet experts 
concurred that even employing currently available technologies, the methods 
used during the experiment offer good prospects for the development of 
instruments for the remote verification of the presence of nuclear weapons at 
sea.

Although work is still in its initial stage, it is proceeding in the 
right direction. The sensitivity of the instrument may be enhanced or the 
processing of the data speeded up, thus making the process more reliable. 
Sceptics point out that there was no nuclear propulsion unit on the cruiser 
Slava, so that there was no background radiation that could hamper radiation 
detection. In addition, the launcher was on deck and lacked any shielding. 
Of course, if a launcher were placed below decks and shielded with lead, say, 
detecting it would be more difficult. However, in the view of our experts a 
more sensitive device could be developed on the basis of the existing method 
which would detect the presence of nuclear weapons in any environment. It is 
a matter of technological improvement. We feel that the problem of verifying 
SLCMs can be resolved, but that this will require businesslike and detailed 
discussion. We hope that at the next round the two sides will find it 
possible to get down to this task in earnest.

The discussions at the current round on counting rules for long-range 
ALCMs on heavy bombers proved more encouraging. We have submitted new ideas 
which in our view should pave the way for a solution to this question. The 
basic proposition underlying these ideas is the desire to ensure that the 
agreed overall limits in future agreements - in this particular instance the 
ceiling of 6,000 warheads - include everything that should be included, no 
more and no less. In accordance with the approach we propose, the entire 
quantity of long-range nuclear ALCMs for which heavy bombers are actually 
equipped would be subject to counting. Of course, appropriate verification
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would also be arranged. Our view is that there are no reasons at all to 
abandon the agreement reached earlier between the United States and the 
Soviet Union on a 600-km threshold, above which cruise missiles would be 
classed as long-range missiles and be considered as strategic offensive 
weapons. We look forward to a constructive response from the American side 
one it has properly studied the approach we propose.

Continuing its active search for mutually acceptable solutions to the 
problem of mobile ICBMs, the Soviet delegation has submitted several fresh 
ideas which, in our view, could help resolve the issue of verification of 
limitations on this type of strategic offensive arms. These ideas are based 
on the relevant understandings included in the 1988 Moscow "areas of 
agreement". We look forward to a productive dialogue on this issue.

A few words now on heavy ICBMs. As a result of the 1987 Washington 
summit, the two sides agreed to cap heavy ICBMs at 154 and their warheads 
at 1,540. This agreement was reaffirmed at the Moscow summit meeting in 1988 
and is not open to question. To meet certain United States concerns on the 
subject of heavy ICBMs, we have however taken a number of steps bearing in 
mind these concerns. Work has continued on provisions in the future treaty 
and the accompanying documents related to the verification issue. The Soviet 
side calls for the broadest and most effective possible verification of 
compliance with limitations and prohibitions covering all types of strategic 
offensive arms that will be covered by the treaty. In particular, in this 
round, we have considered in detail the issue of "suspect site inspections" 
(these are more or less the same as challenge inspections under the chemical 
weapons convention). Indeed, the difficulties we have encountered in this 
area are similar to those existing in the area of a chemical weapons ban. 
Similar, but not identical. Here too the Soviet side has taken steps to 
narrow down the differences separating the two delegations.

So much for the outline of the situation regarding the major issues that 
remain pending at the nuclear and space talks. Concurrently with the effort 
to find a solution to those problems, work went ahead throughout the round on 
drafts of the treaty on strategic offensive arms, the data base memorandum, 
the inspections protocol and the protocol on the conversion or elimination of 
strategic offensive arms. I have in mind the drafting and formalizing of 
treaty provisions that do not require a political decision. This involves 
editorial improvements, agreement on details which in many cases are technical 
or stylistic in nature. Nevertheless this constitutes an essential and very 
laborious part of the overall process of drafting the future instruments. I 
am happy to note that in the course of this round we have made significant 
progress on all these instruments, especially on verification provisions and 
the inspections protocol, since the two sides have shown willingness to seek 
mutually acceptable language, as a result of the constructive and businesslike 
atmosphere at the talks.

I wish to mention yet another issue, which is not directly related to the 
content of the documents being negotiated at the talks. This is a proposal we 
have received from the United States side for the devising and implementation 
of certain verification and stability measures prior to the conclusion of the 
treaty on strategic offensive arms. Essentially the proposal deals with trial 
measures, and in some instances trial inspections, which would facilitate the 
preparation of the treaty. In the course of this round we sought 
clarification on the details of these American proposals, and we are now
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studying the clarifications. Generally speaking, the idea of test-running 
verification methods is a useful one, and it is for that reason that in the 
course of deliberations on a chemical weapons ban at the Conference on 
Disarmament, the Soviet Union proposed a series of trial inspections to be 
carried out at facilities producing certain chemicals. I should like to 
recall that in the past we have made similar proposals with regard to 
strategic offensive arms.

Earlier I mentioned our proposal for a joint experiment dealing with 
verification of long-range SLCMs. In addition, we have proposed trial 
inspections to check on the number of ALCMs that should be attributed to heavy 
bombers. Essentially, the proposal would make it possible, prior to the 
conclusion of the treaty, for Soviet inspectors on American heavy bombers, and 
American inspectors on ours, to test-run verification methods designed to 
determine the actual number of Cruise missiles a given heavy bomber is capable 
of carrying. Regrettably, neither proposal has been accepted by the American 
side. I should mention that as part of the implementation of the INF Treaty, 
what amounts to test runs of continuous monitoring methods are being conducted 
at the missile production facilities at Votkinsk in the USSR and in the 
United States at Magna, with the American inspectors checking not just the 
medium-range SS-20 missiles but also the strategic SS-25 ICBMs manufactured at 
the Votkinsk plant.

Returning to the American proposal, I wish to state that we are currently 
carefully analysing all of its aspects. First and foremost we wish to draw 
attention to the fact that the elaboration and implementation of such trial 
measures should not hold up progress in efforts to complete drafting work and 
conclude the treaty on strategic offensive arms, a view we believe is shared 
by the American side. We feel that we can move ahead on parallel tracks, 
elaborating on the provisions of the treaty while test-running those of them 
that have to do with verification systems. It is important that the testing 
of verification methods should not be used by either side for the purpose of 
collecting information on the weaponry of the other side. In other words, the 
principle of reciprocity must be observed. If trial verification measures are 
to be applied to some Soviet weapons, then similar measures should be applied 
to American weapons. On the whole, it would be useful to apply the idea of 
trial inspections to all the provisions that will form part of the future 
agreements.

Tomorrow the final plenary meeting at the nuclear and space talks will be 
held. The exchange of the updated texts of the documents being negotiated 
will take place on 7 August, marking the conclusion of the round. No precise 
date has yet been set for the start of the next round, but it is understood 
that it will start immediately after the meeting of the foreign ministers of 
the USSR and the United States in September this year. We look forward to 
taking full advantage of the coming recess so as to make the next round of 
talks as productive as possible.

In conclusion, I should like to express our satisfaction at the fact that 
there is a good businesslike atmosphere at the nuclear and space talks, and 
that close working contacts have been established between the delegations of 
the United States and the Soviet Union, both at the level of heads of 
delegation and at other levels, which is one of the preconditions for 
successful negotiations.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the head of the Soviet 
delegation to the bilateral negotiations on nuclear and space arms. 
Ambassador Yuri Nazarkin, for the information he has given us on the state of 
the negotiations. I should also like to thank Mr. Batsanov for his 
introductory statement and for the kind words that he addressed to the Chair. 
I now to call on the representative of the United States of America, 
Ambassador Friedersdorf.

Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Mr. President, the 
United States delegation would like to join those who have already 
congratulated you upon your assumption of the presidency of the Conference on 
Disarmament for August. Under your wise and capable guidance, we can 
certainly expect a productive session which will further our work in the 
various areas of the Conference’s endeavours. It is particularly gratifying 
that the Conference will have such experienced leadership during the important 
period of report-writing. It goes without saying that you will have the full 
co-operation of my delegation in every respect.

I would also like to take this opportunity to express appreciation to 
Ambassador Bayart for his efficient leadership of the Conference during his 
presidency in July. During your tenure, Mr. Ambassador, you elicited many 
useful contributions to our work and provided insights of great interest for 
the development of our agenda. And I would also like to thank the first 
speaker at our plenary today, Mr. Klaus Jacobi, for his thoughtful 
intervention. A highly regarded former ambassador to our country and now the 
honourable Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Switzerland, Mr. Jacobi 
is the host for all of us at the Conference. I and my delegation very much 
appreciate the great efforts which the Swiss Government makes to facilitate 
the work of this Conference both physically and administratively. And 
Mr. Secretary, as your intervention demonstrates, you and your Government are 
also greatly interested in making a substantive contribution as well. We have 
listened carefully to your words and will consider them in the most thoughtful 
way regarding the Conference's work. I would also like to join the others in 
welcoming our new colleague from Sri Lanka, wish him well and pledge our 
co-operation to him and to his delegation. Also to take note of the departure 
of our good friends and colleagues. Ambassadors van Schaik and Chusei Yamada.

We have just heard the report of our friend and former colleague, 
Ambassador Nazarkin, concerning the Soviet view of developments in the latest 
round of talks in the bilateral negotiations between the United States and the 
USSR on nuclear arms reductions, and on defence and space issues. At this 
time, I would like to introduce to you and to our colleagues 
Ambassadors Richard Burt and Henry Cooper. Ambassador Burt, the head of the 
United States delegation to the nuclear and space talks, is just completing 
his first round as chief United States negotiator. He comes to Geneva 
following a distinguished foreign policy career at the senior levels of our 
Government, most recently as Ambassador to the Federal Republic of Germany. 
Ambassador Cooper, the United States negotiator at the bilateral talks on 
defence and space issues, has had lengthy experience in dealing with these 
matters at high levels in the Air Force and in the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. A veteran of these negotiations since they began in 1985, 
he brings to his work a profound understanding of the political and technical 
ramifications of this complex subject.
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The first speaker will be Ambassador Burt, who will present the 
United States views of the about-to-be-completed round of talks on reductions 
in strategic nuclear weapons. Ambassador Cooper will then discuss our view of 
the latest developments in the defence and space negotiations, with your 
permission, Mr. President, I would first like to introduce Ambassador Burt.

Mr. BURT (United States of America): I would like to thank 
Ambassador Friedersdorf for his introduction, and to say how pleased I am to 
be here today to review with the members and non-member participants of the 
Conference on Disarmament the latest developments regarding our bilateral 
nuclear and space talks. President Benhima, I gather you have just assumed 
the role of President of the Conference for the month of August. You have my 
hopes and best wishes for a successful and productive session during your 
tenure. I am also pleased to see some old friends around the table, including 
State Secretary Jacobi, who served as a brilliant Swiss Ambassador to the 
United States. I would also like to add a personal note. Unlike my Soviet 
counterpart, this is only the second time in my life that I have been in this 
room - the first time was accompanying then Vice-President George Bush 
in 1984, when he laid down the United States proposal for a world-wide ban on 
chemical weapons, and speaking personally, I am sure that George Bush would 
like to return to this room some day to hail the conclusion of such an 
important agreement.

Round XI of the START negotiations between the United States and 
Soviet Union has been a useful and constructive endeavour. The United States 
approached this round as a reconnaissance mission and sought to clarify the 
policy positions of both parties and to reaffirm the central structure of our 
joint draft treaty. In fact we feel we have accomplished more than that in 
many areas, including the very important area of providing for effective 
verification.

I have conducted a thorough review of key treaty provisions and 
outstanding issues with my Soviet counterpart. He is an experienced 
negotiator and leads a professional team, characterized by well-grounded 
expertise. I believe we have established a solid, working relationship, 
despite the fact that he has decisively demonstrated during this round that he 
is a far more accomplished tennis player than I. There has also been a good 
give and take at the working group level related to the treaty and protocols 
which together comprise the START joint draft text. The two sides have held 
worthwhile discussions and debates of various alternatives. Together, we have 
improved the text and cleared brackets and narrowed our differences in small 
but significant ways.

The process in my view has been business-like, non-polemical and oriented 
to substance not rhetoric. Useful exchanges have taken place in all areas. 
While some significant differences continue to separate the United States and 
the Soviet Union in these negotiations, I believe after this round the two 
sides more clearly understand and better appreciate the rationale underpinning 
each other's negotiating posture. I thus believe that my Soviet colleague and 
I have been able to lay the groundwork for what I hope will be a productive 
discussion on START between Secretary of State Baker and Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze next month in the United States.

Before I address some of the issues which were the focus of my 
discussions with Ambassador Nazarkin, I would like to comment on the
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overriding principles which guided the United States negotiating team in 
round XI and which will be of equal importance in future rounds. The 
United States returned to the Geneva talks with President Bush's firm pledge 
that "we will work vigorously to achieve fair and far-reaching agreements that 
strenghten peace. Nothing has higher priority".

In its early days, the Bush administration conducted a comprehensive 
review of American security and arms control policies. As a result of this 
review, the President concluded that the primary objective for strategic arms 
control is to achieve verifiable agreements that reduce the risk of war. The 
risk of nuclear war can be reduced by creating a more stable nuclear balance, 
in which deterrence is strengthened and a condition of crisis stability 
prevails. Such a condition exists when each side is dissuaded from a first 
strike because the costs and risks associated with such an attack clearly 
outweigh any conceivable benefit. Therefore, an essential ingredient to 
maintaining crisis stability is having survivable, retaliatory forces. In 
this sense, it is important to remember that arms control can only complement, 
not replace, unilateral measures that must be taken to maintain effective 
deterrence.

We believe deep reductions in strategic forces can enhance stability if 
they are properly applied. Provisions that could produce greater stability 
are those that would: first of all, reduce force vulnerability, since, as I 
have just said, survivable forces reduce the incentives to strike first; 
secondly, enhance transparency, since stability is enhaced by greater openness 
about the size and nature of each other's strategic forces and activities; and 
thirdly, foster predictability, since stability is enhanced by reducing 
uncertainties about the future evolution of the forces of both sides.

The START negotiations to date have produced a lengthy joint draft treaty 
text that reflects the areas of agreement and disagreement. At the beginning 
of this round, we reaffirmed our intent to proceed on the basis of the 
existing joint draft text. In particular, we reaffirmed our continued 
acceptance of the structure of limits and sublimits that have already been 
agreed. That is, 1,600 strategic offensive delivery systems;
6,000 accountable warheads; 4,900 warheads on intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and submarine-launched ballistic missiles; 1,540 warheads on 
154 heavy ballistic missiles; and a reduction of approximately 50 per cent in 
Soviet ballistic missile throw weight. While we reaffirm our support of the 
basic agreed numerical limits and other United States positions in the joint 
draft text, we have reserved the right to suggest new ideas and other changes 
that we believe would contribute to force survivability and stability.

To ensure that improvements in force survivability remain valid over the 
long term, they must be balanced with the requirement that the size and nature 
of current and evolving strategic forces be transparent and predictable, and 
that agreements be effectively verifiable. Mobile intercontinental ballistic 
missiles provide a case in point: the same aspect of mobile ICBMs that makes 
them more survivable - the fact that they move - clearly also complicates 
effective verification.

The United States position on banning mobile ICBMs remains unchanged for 
now. Our decision on mobile missiles depends in part, of course, on support 
in the United States Congress for the President's ICBM modernization 
programme. Nonetheless, we have indicated to the Soviet side that we are
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willing to reconsider our position on seeking a ban, in light of the 100-plus 
mobile ICBMs that the Soviets have deployed over the past several years, if 
the sides can agree upon a régime that would allow the effective verification 
of numerical limits on mobile ICBM systems. Though much remains to be done, 
round XI has produced significant clarifications of the requirements and 
restraints to be placed on both road and rail mobile systems.

As part of our overall negotiating effort, and a prominent example of the 
new ideas the United States brought to round XI, the United States has 
proposed that the United States and Soviet sides make a special effort to 
agree on, and begin implementing as soon as possible, certain verification and 
stability measures drawn from proposals previously advanced by both sides. I 
do not need to underscore to this group the central role verification plays in 
modern aims control agreements. Our verification and stabilty initiative is a 
recognition of that fact.

Specifically, at the direction of the President, I proposed to the 
Soviets that the START negotiators focus now on the following verification and 
stability measures, which would be reflected in one form or another in the 
ultimate START treaty. First, we would want to see the immediate, reciprocal 
establishment of perimeter and portal continuous monitoring of certain 
ballistic missile production facilities in the United States and the 
Soviet Union to improve our confidence in the accuracy of declared mobile 
ballistic missile inventories. Second, prompt, reciprocal exchange of 
selected data on each country's nuclear forces to help us design appropriate 
inspection procedures to assist verification of the START treaty. Third, 
cessation of ballistic missile telemetry encryption and data .denial of certain 
ICBM and submarine-launched ballistic missile launches, so that each country 
has a better understanding of new developments in the forces of the other. 
Fourth, reciprocal practice inspections to demonstrate procedures for 
verifying that the number of re-entry vehicles on specific existing ballistic 
missiles does not exceed the number that the United States and Soviet Union 
have agreed to attribute to that type of missile. A mutual demonstration, in 
our view, could help the negotiators to develop sound inspection provisions 
for these unprecedented intrusive inspections. Fifth, reciprocal 
demonstration of technologies for unique identifiers on ballistic missiles, a 
process often referred to as "tagging" in order to facilitate technical 
exchanges on promising approaches.

In addition to these five measures, the United States believes that both 
countries can benefit by agreeing to two additional measures that, while they 
have not been previously discussed in our negotiations and would not 
themselves be part of the START treaty, would enhance strategic stability as 
separately agreed measures. First, following the Soviet Union's suggestion to 
Secretary of State James Baker last spring, we are prepared to address the 
problem of submarine-launched ballistic missiles with short times of flight, 
which would include what some refer to as depressed trajectory flights. 
Second, we also suggest the two countries implement a proposal, discussed in a 
previous exchange of letters, in which the United States and the Soviet Union 
would notify each other of one major strategic exercise each year.

The President's verification and stability initiative complements the 
work done to date in Geneva. This initiative is designed to expedite, not 
delay, the START negotiations. The START treaty will contain unprecedented 
verification provisions. It is important to understand early on what the
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problems are, so that the negotiations are not prolonged by unresolved 
technical verification issues. Early implementation of these measures will 
help the two countries to gain experience in verification procedures so we can 
draft realistic provisions in Geneva.

The United States does not intend our initiative to be a take-it or 
leave-it package. While we would like to reach agreement on every measure, we 
are prepared to address only those that the Soviets are ready to discuss. 
Furthermore, the United States intends that each measure be fully reciprocal 
and therefore apply equally to both countries. To date we have held 
exploratory discussions with the Soviet side which have allowed us to describe 
our initiative in greater detail. We expect the initiative to figure 
prominently in the meetings next month between the Secretary of State and the 
Foreign Minister.

I have had detailed discussions with my Soviet counterpart on prominent 
areas where the sides differ - an ICBM warhead sublimit, heavy ICBMs, 
air-launched cruise missiles and heavy bombers, sea-launched cruise missiles 
and the linkage of START to the ABM Treaty. These discussions have been 
candid and substantive rather than stale, rhetorical recitations of familiar 
themes.

We continue to believe that the START agreement should be reached on a 
sublimit of between 3,000 and 3,300 warheads on deployed ICBMs. Both 
countries would benefit from the added predictability such a limit would 
provide since ICBM systems will remain uniquely suited for use in a 
pre-emptive attack and, thus, more destabilizing than other types of offensive 
strategic arms.

Heavy ballistic missiles are particularly destabilizing. Therefore, the 
United States continues to maintain its position that the START treaty should 
ban the production, flight-testing, or deployment of new or modernized types 
of heavy ICBMs, as well as the production or deployment of additional heavy 
ICBMs of existing types. Both countries should also undertake not to conduct 
flights of existing types of heavy ICBMs and not to produce, flight-test, or 
deploy heavy SLBMs. The United States position on heavy missiles would 
effectively provide for equality by resultig eventually in the phasing out of 
the Soviet SS-18 force, the single most destabilizing weapons system in the 
world today.

Regarding bomber weapons, the United States has reaffirmed our past 
positions on air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), that is, air positions on 
counting, on range and on distinguishability. Thus, we continue to propose 
that these ALCMs be counted under an attribution rule that would credit each 
heavy bomber equipped for ALCMs with an agreed number of warheads against the 
6,000 limit, regardless of the number actually carried. The United States 
also continues to maintain the position that only air-to-surface cruise 
missiles which are nuclear-armed and capable of a range over 1,500 kilometres 
should be subject to START limits.

The United States position on sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) 
remains sound. Conventional SLCMs are not an element of the 
United States-Soviet strategic nuclear balance and therefore should not be 
part of this agreement. After considerable review, the United States has 
concluded that the Soviet proposals for sea-launched cruise missile
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verification would not provide for effective verification. Available 
technologies allegedly suitable for detecting nuclear SLCM warheads remotely 
and distinguishing them from other nuclear sources cannot do either reliably. 
The recent Soviet demonstration in the Black Sea has not altered this 
conclusion. Consequently, circumvention of provisions based on these 
technologies would be easy. Even if the technologies could detect and 
distinguish nuclear sea-launched cruise missiles reliably, however, it still 
appears highly doubtful that a régime of effective verification could be 
designed. The United States still knows of no way to verify effectively 
limits on the production and storage of SLCMs, arguably the core of the SLCM 
verification problem.

Consequently, the United States envisions a non-binding declaration of 
plans for nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles by both countries. 
Because nuclear sea-launched cruise missiles are neither suitable for, not 
vulnerable to, a first strike, the United States believes that our proposal 
provides both countries with the most practical means to build confidence that 
nuclear sea-launched cruise missiles will not circumvent treaty limits.

I would like to conclude by addressing the relationship between START and 
other negotiations. Some have recently questioned whether the conclusion of a 
START treaty is a lower priority for the Bush Administration than the 
conclusion of a conventional force treaty, or whether we want to delay START 
pending progress in CFE negotiations in Vienna. Let me say that neither is 
true. Both the START and CFE negotiations are high, but independent, 
priorities for the Bush Administration. Although President Bush has expressed 
his hope that a CFE agreement can be finalized in 6 to 12 months, he has not 
linked progress in START to progress in CFE.

Because stabilizing reductions are in the interest of both countries, we 
also believe that completion of a START agreement should not await resolution 
of difficult defence and space issues. Since 1972 when the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Treaty entered into force, the magnitude and power of the 
offensive nuclear threat has grown several fold. Yet a key premise of that 
Treaty was that strategic offensive arms reductions would soon follow. Thus 
we believe the Soviet Union should join with us in concluding a START treaty, 
when it is ready, without any preconditions. A separate defence and space 
treaty, a subject that Ambassador Cooper will address in more detail in a 
moment, should likewise be negotiated on its own merits and at its own pace.

The conclusions of our strategic review and the history of negotiations 
on these issues have convinced the United States that the task ahead is 
large. Much has been accomplished already - and I know my Soviet colleague 
would agree with me - yet a great deal of work lies ahead. I believe that 
through serious, constructive negotiations we will be able to make significant 
progress. The United States is committed to building on our achievements thus 
far to reach agreements that fulfil our objectives of reducing the risk of 
war, moving beyond containment and enhancing global security and stability.

Mr. COOPER (United States of America): I am pleased to appear before the 
Conference on Disarmament to discuss the status of the defence and space 
talks. Let me begin with some background material.

Since our talks began in March 1985, the United States has sought to 
facilitate a possible future co-operative transition to a stabilizing balance
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of offensive and defensive forces, should effective defences against strategic 
ballistic missiles prove feasible. President Bush has directed us to preserve 
United States options to develop and deploy advanced defences when they are 
ready. We believe that stability and the security of all nations can be 
enhanced by such defences, especially if they are introduced at a measured 
pace and in a co-operative way.

There is clearly a growing likelihood of effective, non-nuclear defences 
against ballistic missiles. Great advances in data processing, sensors, 
micro-electronics, materials, propulsion, and directed energy have opened a 
window to a potentially new and safer era. Over the past six years the 
creative talents of our scientists and engineers have extended these 
advances. Now, innovative non-nuclear defensive concepts are emerging from 
laboratories and will undergo testing. If our hopes are realized, the 
nuclear- or chemically-armed ballistic missile, by far the most dangerous 
instrument of war to use the medium of space, will no longer be an 
"absolute weapon".

Our Soviet colleagues and others suggest there should be great concern 
regarding these developments. I want to address their arguments head-on. In 
effect, various spokesmen suggest that publics should believe that responsible 
leaders ought not use technological advances to defend against ballistic 
missiles. In other words, advancing technology should be used only to enhance 
the effectiveness of the threat posed by offensive ballistic missiles - even 
if it were technically possible to defend against and devalue that threat, and 
thereby make deterrence more stable. Of course, Soviet spokesmen do not make 
their arguments in these terms. Rather they divert attention into misleading 
disputes about the ABM Treaty.

For example, the Soviets inaccurately charge that our SDI programme, 
because of its openly declared purpose, violates the ABM Treaty. They, of 
course, know better - and have known better since the ABM Treaty was signed 
in 1972. Marshal Grechko, then the Soviet Defence Minister, told the 
Supreme Soviet during its ratification process that the ABM Treaty "imposes no 
limitations on the performance of research and experimental work aimed at 
resolving the problem of defending the country against nuclear missile attack".

So we and the Soviets both understand that there are no limitations on 
ABM research and experimental work to determine if effective defences are 
feasible. And the Soviets are, themselves, very interested in strategic 
defences and are conducting their own related research and experimental work. 
In November 1987, General Secretary Gorbachev, on American television in 
answer to a direct question about Soviet activities in this field, said that 
"practically, the Soviet Union is doing all that the United States is doing". 
Although he also said that the Soviet Union would not build or deploy its SDI, 
it is capabilities rather than declared intentions that count.

In fact, the Soviets are already doing far more than the United States on 
strategic defences. The magnitude of their civil and air defences is 
unequalled anywhere else in the world. They also have the world's only 
deployed ABM system, which they are modernizing - as is their right under the 
ABM Treaty. And certain of their activities clearly go beyond the limits of 
the ABM Treaty. So Soviet actions make clear they do not oppose all defences, 
only United States defences.



CD/PV.523
page 20

Beyond their attack on SDI, the Soviets argue that the ABM Treaty 
specified, for all time, the only possible stable strategic régime: one which 
severely limits the deployment of strategic ballistic missile defences. They 
cannot explain why effective defences against the most threatening offensive 
weapon, the strategic ballistic missile, would be destabilizing - whereas 
their defences in other areas, such as air defences, are stabilizing. 
Furthermore, it is simply not true that the ABM Treaty politically 
established, for all time, a particular strategic régime. To the contrary, 
the ABV Treaty explicitly acknowledged that the future strategic situation 
could change. Accordingly, its provisions provide for discussions and 
amendment.

The ABM Treaty also provides an explicit mechanism that makes clear that 
neither side can veto the other's decision to withdraw for its own stated 
reasons of supreme interest and deploy defences beyond its terms. The 
United States made clear in 1972 that such a reason might be failure to 
achieve agreement, within five years, to significantly limit strategic 
offensive arms. Such an agreement was not achieved. Now, 17 years later, the 
Soviets are seeking to apply reverse linkage to this fundamental premise of 
the ABM Treaty. They say there must be strict compliance with the ABM Treaty 
or there cannot be a START Treaty. Meanwhile, since 1972 Soviet strategic 
offensive nuclear weapons have quadrupled and ours have doubled. So, even the 
significant reductions anticipated in START will leave more strategic weapons 
than existed in 1972. It is long past time to conclude a START treaty, as 
promised in 1972, without further restrictions on strategic defences.

At the same time, we do understand the Soviet interest in assuring 
predictability as both sides' research and experimental work proceeds and as 
reductions in strategic offensive arms take place. We, too, wish to assure 
predictability - not only now, and in the near future, but also into the more 
distant future when advancing technologies may enable effective defences to 
play an increased role in the strategic forces of both sides. Therein lies a 
basis for agreement on a defence and space treaty. And although key 
differences remain, and the pace has been slower than we would wish, there has 
been some progress toward such an agreement.

Specific United States proposals have indicated how such predictability 
measures might be assured. In part, at Prime Minister Thatcher's suggestion, 
we began in 1986 proposing "predictability measures". Then, in 1988, the 
United States formally proposed a predictability measures protocol to a 
defence and space treaty. While there is not yet agreement on the specific 
purpose for the protocol, both sides are constructively drafting a joint draft 
text. Notably, both sides agree that, under this protocol, they would use the 
Nuclear Risk Reduction Centres to exchange data each year on their activities 
regarding the development, testing, deployment, modernization and replacement 
of strategic ballistic missile defences. The United States also wishes to 
exchange data on research activities conducted prior to the commencement of 
the formal development stage.

In working on this protocol, the sides have also agreed to have experts 
meet and, on the basis of the data exchanged each year, plan subsequent 
activities that could include visits to each other's test ranges to observe 
certain tests where the inviting party determines the agenda. Again, the 
United States would go further and include in the exchange visits to 
laboratories not necessarily at test ranges, the observation of tests not
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necessarily at test ranges, and activities not necessarily observable by 
national technical means. The United States believes these measures are 
practical only if they are carried out on a voluntary, reciprocal, and 
comparable basis.

While accepting the idea of such confidence-building measures, the 
Soviets also emphasize developing new verification measures, including on-site 
inspections unacceptable to the United States. Of course, the United States 
supports co-operative means of verification when they can be effective without 
compromising United States and Allied security interests, when they are 
necessary and tailored to the circumstances, and when they are appropriate to 
the systems being negotiated. But, in this instance, verification of the ABM 
Treaty, as signed in 1972, is provided by national technical means. While the 
United States-proposed predictability measures would provide more transparency 
into activities of the sides and thereby enhance some verification goals, they 
are primarily confidence-building measures.

In any case, the significant progress on this protocol has not received 
much public attention. Rather, the emphasis has been on Soviet threats that 
there can be no START treaty without an agreement not to withdraw from the ABM 
Treaty for a specified period of time.

The fact is that, since 1986, the United States has made clear that it 
would agree to conclude a separate treaty of unlimited duration, including 
such a non-withdrawal period - but not as payment for a START treaty that 
should be concluded on its own merits. Rather, the United States is prepared 
to meet the Soviet demand for a non-withdrawal period provided the 
Soviet Union meets three United States conditions. First, after the 
non-withdrawal period, the United States will be free to deploy defences 
without further reference to the ABM Treaty, after giving six months’ notice. 
Second, withdrawal and termination rights under international law, other than 
those associated with deployment per se. will be retained. And third, there 
must be no disputes during the non-withdrawal period about research, 
development, and testing - including in space. In this regard, I would 
reiterate that the United States is conducting, and will continue conducting, 
the SDI programme in compliance with all international agreements, including 
the ABM Treaty.

Two of these three United States conditions were dealt with in the 
10 December 1987 Washington sunnnit joint statement, an important benchmark in 
our negotiations, which directed us in Geneva to work out an agreement with 
the same legal status as the ABM and START treaties.

First, it was agreed in Washington that "intensive discussions of 
strategic stability shall begin not later than three years before the end of 
the specified non-withdrawal period, after which, in the event the sides have 
not agreed otherwise, each side will be free to decide its course of action". 
Thus was acknowledged a new régime after the non-withdrawal period in which 
either side could decide to deploy ballistic millile defences without further 
reference to the ABM Treaty. The United States position is that, unless and 
until a party exercises this "right to deploy", ABM Treaty restrictions will 
remain in force.

Second, it was also agreed that the sides would "observe the ABM Treaty, 
as signed in 1972, while conducting their research, development and testing as
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required, which are permitted by the ABM Treaty". General Secretary Gorbachev 
accepted this United States language which, over the preceding 18 months, the 
Soviets had rejected in Geneva because they said they understood the 
United States meant it to mean that space-based ABM systems based on other 
physical principles and their components could be tested in space.

The Soviets here in Geneva have sought to discount these Washington 
summit understandings. In the first case, they have sought to terminate the 
defence and space treaty at the end of the non-withdrawal period, nullifying 
the agreed new régime after the non-withdrawal period. The 
United States-proposed defence and space treaty is of unlimited duration and 
preserves the agreed "right to deploy" along with appropriate notification 
procedures. In the second case, the Soviets have argued that they did not 
agree to the "broad interpretation" of the ABM Treaty even though the Geneva 
negotiating record clearly shows they understood that the United States meant 
the "broad interpretation" by the language the General Secretary accepted at 
the Washington summit.

Consequently, the United States has made clear that concluding a defence 
and space treaty is contingent upon clarifying this language from the 
Washington summit joint statement to assure an unambiguous mutual 
understanding of the permitted testing activities. To accomplish this, and to 
move the discussion beyond disputes about ABM Treaty interpretation, the 
United States has taken three initiatives. First, we proposed the 
predictability measures I cited above. Second, taking into account unsolvable 
verification problems and the importance of developing new, stabilizing 
space-based sensors, the United States proposed that the sides agree not to 
object, on the basis of the ABM treaty, to the development, testing or 
deployment of each other's space-based sensors. Third, taking into account 
Soviet-stated concerns about deployment of ABM systems in space, or the 
preparation of a base for such deployment, we provided last October a 
"space testing assurance". In that assurance, the United States pledged that 
it will test only from a limited number of designated ABM test satellites 
components of space-based ABM systems based on other physical principles and 
capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles to counter ballistic 
missiles or their elements in flight trajectory. The number of 
United States-designated ABM test satellites in orbit simultaneously will not 
exceed a number well short of that associated with any realistic deployed 
capabilty. In conjunction with this assurance, we proposed notification 
procedures relating to testing activities of ABM test satellites.

While the Soviets do not yet accept them, we are satisfied that these 
United States initiatives build on solid technical and political foundations, 
and deal fairly with the concerns of both sides. They will provide 
predictability to both sides concerning all strategic ballistic missile 
defence activities. They assure that there will be no deployment of advanced 
defences beyond the terms of the ABM Treaty for a specified period of time, 
and even then assure that there will have been extensive prior discussions of 
strategic stability in the United States-Soviet strategic relationship.

But these United States initiatives are also designed to achieve a safer, 
more secure, and more stable future régime in which the security of both 
sides, and the whole world, is based upon an ever increasing role for 
effective non-nuclear defences against the most threatening weapon of modern 
technology, the offensive ballistic missile - whether armed with nuclear,
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conventional, or chemical warheads. This future seems entirely consistent 
with recent Soviet statements that the USSR is altering its overall military 
strategy to be defensive in nature. And this future is entirely consistent 
with the well-known Soviet interest in defences, generally speaking. Thus, we 
will be patient and wait for a positive Soviet response.

In this regard, I want to observe that we are concluding a useful round 
in our negotiations. The United States side has emphasized the continuity of 
the United States position on defence and space, and provided some new 
material related to the protocol. Although the Soviets have provided no new 
material and have refused to incorporate both sides' positions in the joint 
draft text of the defence and space treaty, they have worked constructively on 
the protocol joint draft text.

There also seemed to be a modest shift in this round toward more 
discussion of the offence-defence relationship, based upon a mutual 
recognition that there is no absolute weapon - offensive or defensive. Where 
such a discussion will lead, in view of the advancing technical possibilities, 
is unclear, but it would seem most unlikely to conclude that effective 
defences, should they prove feasible, should not be deployed. The 
United States believes it makes sense to develop effective defences if 
advancing technology makes this feasible, and to deploy them when they are 
ready - preferably at a measured pace and in a co-operative way.

Before I close let me take note of the work of the outer space Committee 
here at the Conference on Disarmament. As you can tell from my description of 
the defence and space talks, work in this area is exceptionally complicated. 
Building understanding in this area is not an easy process, and I congratulate 
the outer space committee for its work in developing greater understanding on 
this subject. While a fundamental framework must be first established on a 
bilateral level, the United States remains interested in and willing to 
continue examining issues associated with space arms control at the Conference 
on Disarmament. But the United States has not yet identified any practical 
outer space arms control measures that can be dealt with in a multilateral 
environment.

Let me conclude by stating that I am honoured to have had the opportunity 
to address this Conference. I follow your work attentively and I wish the 
Conference every success.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I would also like to thank 
the head of the delegation of the United States of America to the bilateral 
talks on nuclear and space weapons, Ambassador Richard Burt, as well as 
Ambassador Henry Cooper, for the information they have provided to us on those 
negotiations. Finally, I would like to thank Ambassador Friedersdorf for his 
introduction, and for the wishes he addressed to the Chair. Let me also 
emphasize how I appreciate the fact that the ambassadors involved in the 
bilateral negotiations have come to outline to the Conference, as the single 
multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament, the views of their 
Governments on issues of vital importance for the international community.

I give the floor to the representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Kamal.
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Mr. KAMAL (Pakistan): Mr. President, allow me first of all to 
congratulate you on your assumption of the office of President of the 
Conference on Disarmament, and to express our appreciation for the manner in 
which your predecessor, our distinguished colleague from Mongolia, fulfilled 
his onerous duties during the previous month. Allow me also to welcome 
Ambassador Batsanov of the Soviet Union and Ambassador Rasaputram of Sri Lanka 
in our midst.

I take the floor today to deliver the following statement on behalf of 
the Group of 21 on the question of the improved and effective functioning of 
the Conference on Disarmament.

The Conference on Disarmament, which is the single multilateral 
negotiating forum in this field, has the potential to make a significant 
contribution in promoting international security and in arresting and 
reversing the arms race, leading towards our goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control. This potential has not 
been exploited to the fullest; hence there is a need to make the Conference on 
Disarmament more responsive to our present requirements.

This year marks the tenth anniversary of the establishment of the 
Conference on Disarmament. We feel that this provides us with additional 
justification to continue to explore and identify measures which would 
contribute to its improved and effective functioning in the future.

In the past, the task of suggesting measures relating to the improved and 
effective functioning of the Conference on Disarmament was entrusted to the 
informal group of seven members established in 1987. The Group of Seven, 
whose members were appointed in their personal capacities, submitted two 
reports (CD/WP.286 and CD/WP.341) which contained some important suggestions 
and ideas on the subject. Unfortunately, the consideration of these reports 
at last year’s session of the Conference on Disarmament could not be finally 
concluded.

The Group of 21 is of the opinion that, in view of the commendable work 
done by the Group of Seven in the past, it should be re-established and 
re-constituted at next year's session of the Conference on Disarmament, and, 
as a follow-up to the two reports already submitted by it, charged anew with 
the task of identifying and suggesting measures relating to the improved and 
effective functioning of the Conference on Disarmament.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of 
Pakistan for his statement and for his kind words addressed to the Chair. 
We have now come to the end of the list of speakers for today. Do any other 
delegations wish to speak at this stage? I seems not. I now intend to 
suspend the plenary meeting and, in keeping with the practice followed by the 
Conference, to convene an informal meeting to examine the draft mandate 
contained in document CD/819/Rev.l, submitted by the Group of 21. On the 
basis of the outcome of the informal meeting, the Conference will resume the 
plenary meeting in order to continue consideration of this draft mandate and 
hear any representatives who may wish to make statements on this subject. 
Consequently I now suspend the plenary meeting; we shall meet in informal 
session in approximately five minutes.

The meeting was suspended at 12.10 p.m. and resumed at 12.25 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French); The 523rd plenary meeting of the 
Conference on Disarmament is resumed. The Conference now continues its 
consideration of the draft decision submitted by the Group of 21, as contained 
in document CD/819/Rev.1. Are there any delegations wishing to take the floor 
before I put this document before the Conference? I call on Ambassador Fan of 
China.

Mr. FAN (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. President, the Chinese 
delegation would like to extend its warm congratulations to you on your 
assumption of the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the month of 
August. August will be a busy month for the Conference; I am confident that 
with your rich diplomatic experience and talent you will guide the proceedings 
to a successful conclusion. The Chinese delegation for its part would like to 
assure you of its close co-operation.

I would also like to thank the distinguished Ambassador of Mexico, 
Mr. Garcia Robles, and the distinguished Ambassador of Mongolia, Mr. Bayart, 
for their excellent performance in guiding the work of the Conference in June 
and July respectively. I would also like to take this opportunity to welcome 
our new colleague, Ambassador Rasaputram of Sri Lanka, with whom I offer to 
maintain and develop close co-operation. I was sorry to learn of the 
departure of Ambassador Yamada 
of Japan and Ambassador van Schaik of the Netherlands, and wish them success 
in their new posts.

Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament is an item to 
which the Chinese delegation has consistently attached great importance. We 
have systematically expounded our position and ideas on this item and have 
tabled relevant working documents. The Group of 21 has all along shown great 
interest in this item and has made great efforts to promote progress on this 
issue. This year the Group of 21 has once again put forward a document on 
this issue, namely CD/819/Rev.l. This document does not pose any problem for 
the Chinese delegation, nor do we take exception to it. At the same time we 
are ready to consider other formulae which would enable the Conference to play 
its role on this matter.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Fan of China 
for his kind words addressed to the Chair. Now I put before the Conference 
for decision document CD/819/Rev.1, submitted by the Group of 21 and entitled 
"Draft mandate for an ad hoc committee on item 2 of the agenda of the 
Conference on Disarmament - Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament". Are there any objections to this draft decision?

Mr. HOULLEZ (Belgium) (translated from French): At the beginning of my 
statement I too would like to congratulate you warmly on taking up the 
presidency of the Conference, and to assure you of my delegation's full 
co-operation. I should also like to take the opportunity of thanking your 
predecessor. Ambassador Bayart, for the efficient way he accomplished his 
duties as President in July, to welcome our new colleague from Sri Lanka, 
Ambassador Rasaputram, and to express special regret at the departure of 
two Ambassadors and friends, Messrs, van Schaik and Yamada.

On the matter under discussion, the delegations of the Western countries, 
on whose behalf I have the honour to speak, wish to express their surprise
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that the Group of 21 has distributed document CD/819/Rev.l containing a draft 
mandate for an ad hoc committee on item 2 of the agenda, "Cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament". They are sure that the tabling of 
this text at this stage of the session is not conducive to progress in the 
consideration of this item. For the reasons set out in detail in the 
statement I made on behalf of the Western Group on 20 July, in which I 
stressed the importance the Group attaches to the "nuclear" items on our 
agenda, I wish to reiterate here that as far as our Group is concerned, the 
most appropriate instrument for dealing with the problems under item 2 is a 
plenary debate where delegations' views are set forth in a final verbatim 
record. The countries of the Western Group are not convinced that in present 
circumstances the establishment of a subsidiary body would serve the cause of 
nuclear disarmament, and therefore are not in a position to associate 
themselves with a consensus concerning the proposed mandate.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Houllez for 
the kind words he addressed to the Chair. After hearing the statement which 
has just been made by the representative of Belgium, I note that at present 
there is no consensus on the draft decision contained in document CD/819/Rev.l. 
Do any other delegations wish to take the floor at this stage? I give the 
floor to Mr. Sood of the delegation of India.

Mr♦ SOOD (India): Mr. President, let me first take this opportunity of 
joining others in congratulating you on your assumption of the presidency of 
the Conference for this month of August, which, as we all know, is a difficult 
month. My delegation assures you of its full support and co-operation in the 
effective discharge of your responsibility.

I have asked for the floor today to make a statement on behalf of the 
Group of 21. The significance which the Group of 21 attaches to agenda 
item 2 - Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament - is well 
known, and its views are already reflected in documents CD/64, CD/116, CD/180, 
CD/526 and CD/819. In keeping with its consistent position, the Group of 21 
presented to the Conference the draft mandate contained in CD/819/Rev.1. It 
is a mandate that reflects the two crucial aspects of this issue - the urgency 
attached to it by the Group of 21 and the need to deal with it in the 
multilateral negotiating framework of the Conference on Disarmament. The 
Group regrets that despite the preliminary work carried out on this subject 
during previous years, it has still not been found possible to set up an 
ad hoc committee on this item. In fact, prolonged discussions on procedural 
details have prevented us from carrying forward our work in the most 
appropriate manner possible.

In keeping with the discussions that took place on this item last year, 
and as reflected in the report of the CD contained in document CD/875, the 
Group of 21 is convinced that the need for urgent multilateral action on the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, leading to the 
adoption of concrete measures, has been amply demonstrated. In its opinion, 
multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament are long overdue. It welcomes 
the progress achieved in the bilateral negotiations, but reiterates that 
because of their limited scope and the number of parties involved, these can 
never replace or nullify the genuine multilateral search for universally 
applicable nuclear disarmament measures. The Group of 21 believes that all 
nations have a vital interest in negotiations on nuclear disarmament. The 
existence of nuclear weapons and their quantitative and qualitative
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development directly and fundamentally jeopardize the vital security interests 
of both nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States alike. It is an accepted fact 
that nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and the survival of 
civilization. It is essential, therefore, to halt and reverse the nuclear 
arms race in all its aspects in order to avoid the danger of nuclear war. As 
was stated in the Harare Declaration adopted at the eighth Non-Aligned summit, 
"since annihilation needs to happen only once, removing the threat of nuclear 
catastrophe is not one issue among many, but the most acute and urgent task of 
the present day".

It is clear that global security cannot be based on doctrines of nuclear 
deterrence. On the contrary, the advent of nuclear weapons obliges us to 
undertake a re-examination of the basic relationship between armaments and 
security. The belief that security can be enhanced through possession of 
nuclear weapons must be challenged because accumulation of nuclear weaponry 
constitutes a threat to the very security that it seeks to protect. In the 
nuclear age, the only valid doctrine is the achievement of collective security 
through nuclear disarmament. The INF Treaty, as the first disarmament 
agreement which eliminates an entire class of nuclear weaponry, is a further 
vindication of the fact that reduction of nuclear arsenals leads to an 
enhancement of global security.

The Group of 21 is convinced that the doctrines of nuclear deterrence, 
far from being responsible for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, lie at the root of the ongoing arms race and lead to greater 
insecurity and instability in international relations. Moreover, such 
doctrines, which in the ultimate analysis are predicated upon a willingness to 
use nuclear weapons, cannot be the basis for preventing the outbreak of a 
nuclear war, a war which would affect participants and innocent bystanders 
alike. The Group of 21 rejects as politically and morally unjustifiable the 
idea that the security of the whole world should be made to depend on the 
state of relations existing among nuclear-weapon States.

In the task of achieving the goal of nuclear disarmament, the 
nuclear-weapon States bear a special responsibility. In keeping with respect 
for the security concerns of the non-nuclear nations, and refraining from 
action leading to intensification of the nuclear aims race, the nuclear-weapon 
States must accept the obligation to take positive and practical steps towards 
the adoption and implementation of concrete measures towards nuclear 
disarmament.

The realization that nuclear war cannot be won and must not be fought is 
a significant step forward, which must be translated into practical measures. 
Paragraph 50 of the Final Document of SSOD-I sets out guidelines for the 
Conference on Disarmament to provide an effective and complementary process 
within the multilateral framework. The Group of 21 remains firmly committed 
to the implementation of this paragraph, and considers that the establishment 
of an ad hoc committee provides us with the best means to achieve this 
objective.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the distinguished 
representative of India for the kihd words he addressed to the Chair. Does 
anyone else wish to take the floor? I recognize the representative of the 
German Democratic Republic, Ambassador Dietze.
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Mr. DIETZE (German Democratic Republic): Mr. President, like previous 
speakers, I should like to congratulate you warmly upon the assumption of your 
high and responsible office. We have confidence in your great diplomatic 
experience and skill to bring this year's session of the CD to a conclusion 
bearing positive results. I wish you much success in the performance of your 
duties, and can assure you of my delegation's support in all endeavours in the 
search for a solution to the still pending issues. I should also like to 
express our appreciation to Ambassador Bayart for his efficient stewardship as 
the President of the Conference in the month of July.

In the light of this morning's informal plenary session, I feel induced, 
as Co-ordinator of the Group of Socialist Countries for agenda item 2 of the 
Conference, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament", to 
say a few words. The socialist countries on behalf of which I am speaking 
have repeatedly expressed their will and readiness to finally press ahead with 
the issue of nuclear disarmament. Which forum would be better suited than the 
Conference on Disarmament to mould the idea of a nuclear-weapon-free world 
into shape, the more so since all nuclear-weapon States are represented here?

Any measure aimed towards the discussion of this issue in terms of 
substance at the CD deserves our support. This can be gathered from the 
consent given by the socialist countries to the proposed mandate of the 
Group of 21 for an ad hoc committee to be established on agenda item 2 of the 
Conference. It can also be gathered from our preparedness to resume the 
informal meetings of the plenary on nuclear disarmament and to conduct a 
structured debate on this cardinal subject of the CD. Furthermore, it is 
borne out by the joint proposals advanced by delegations of socialist 
countries for a serious and substantive dialogue on questions of nuclear 
disarmament. Only recently the Warsaw Treaty member countries, at their 
meeting in Bucharest, underscored their readiness "to continue to seek, 
together with all interested countries, understandings leading to the staged 
reduction and subsequent complete elimination of nuclear weapons". Details in 
this regard are set forth in document CD/934.

All this is in agreement with the Final Document of the first special 
session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament 
(para. 50). This document was adopted by consensus.

Of course, everybody is looking at things in his own way. Opinions can 
also differ as to how the disarmament process'should be set in motion. 
However, what is needed is a joint resolve to deliberate seriously on these 
issues within the CD. Anyhow, this is the way we are looking at things. We 
believe that the time is ripe to take practical steps on the road towards 
establishing an ad hoc committee on agenda item 2. This would constitute a 
genuine contribution to translating the improved political conditions into 
concrete action. We too regret very much that we were unable to reach 
agreement to establish an ad hoc committee, and we hope that these will not be 
the last words of the group concerned.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Dietze for 
the kind words he addressed to the Chair. Are there any other delegations 
wishing to speak? It would seem not.

I now wish to turn to another matter. At my request, the secretariat has 
distributed a timetable of meetings to be held by the Conference and its
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subsidiary bodies during the coining week. This timetable was drawn up in 
consultation with the chairmen of the ad hoc committees. As usual, the 
timetable is purely indicative and subject to change if necessary. If I hear 
no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the timetable. I give 
the floor to the distinguished representative of Canada.

Mr. ROBERTSON (Canada): As Co-ordinator for the Western Group, I would 
like to question the secretariat on the inclusion of the proposed meeting of 
the Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space for 
Friday, 11 August. Our understanding was that now that we will have completed 
this Friday substantive work on the subject, this date would be too early for 
us to begin to take up consideration of the report.

Mr. BERASATEGUI (Deputy Secretary-General of the Conference): As you 
rightly pointed out, Mr. President, the informal paper circulated today is 
merely indicative and we can change it as we go along. The reason for 
including this meeting of the Ad hoc Committee on the Prevention of an Arms 
Race in Outer Space is very simple. We might have the draft report ready 
earlier than we thought at the beginning. In that case, the report might be 
circulated in time so that its consideration could start at that particular 
meeting on 11 August. If, for any technical reason, this is not possible and 
the report is not ready with some advance notice, then we would cancel that 
meeting.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Berasategui 
for the clarification. Does anyone else wish to take the floor? It would 
seem not. Consequently I shall take it that the Conference adopts the 
proposed timetable.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): As we have come to the end of 
the agenda for this plenary meeting, I now intend to close the meeting. The 
next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on Tuesday, 
8 August at 10 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.


