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.·. · ._ Tlle CHAIR!§!. (tran~lated from French): 
of the C6miiti:ttee on ~Disa.J,:'!Iiairlent. , · · .· · 

I declar~ open the 209th plenary meeting 
. . _,· - ~ ;· 

.. ·· Th~ . ;f~~st . t~ek_: o'( a. ~ew Chai:r;ma,h, and undo~btedly ~he pl-9a8antest} ·is•-that. 6f 
tha:nki.ng his :Pre:d.epe~f50'r • .. Ih the present ii'l$.tance: there ~s S:ll the mol!e reason· for · 
doing so because Ris :Excellency~ Ambassador Ali Skalli, fUlfil ted · hiB' >'duties·· as .. ... ·· 
Cha.i;t'Dlall of t}le . Comm.:j_ttee on Disarmament so brilliantly and in the interests, at all 
tiines~ .n,ot"' only o.i~;~he-'-do~ttee but , also, arid _ perhaps pr~ily' of the causes it 

.. sa.Ff~:~~ .! : t~J · t)i~refore~ '- that I can speak 6n behalf of· 'all' memhers ; of· the 
. -~G9-~te.e, .to ~chever group th~y 'belong; in offerin~ Ambassador 'Ali: ·Sk811i ·the ~ warm 

and· very sincere 'thaillcs of the c6Imnittee on Dislirmament. Ambassador Skali·t ·.discha.rged 
his tasks with a skill we all recognize, with a mastery of language, the-prime 
inst;rumen:~ of. Q.iploma.~y which aga,tn we all recognize, and with exceptional dedication 
and. e.:ne:i-~~ l sh~;mld therefor~ l~e t9 offer ·~ba.Ss'ador Skalii once a.ga.:in:, on my own 
b.eha:lf at;td ;. l'~~*-. 9n that of _all members of the Committee~ . our most' sincere thanks{ and . as the n.ew Ch.airpla.il :t ·should like to reaffirm my• feelings of admiration and . · · 
frieri~hip . t!)wa.ras. · him. · · · · · 

. . . 

. . !n ac¢oriance' ¥it:h it's Programme of Work·, the CoJ;II!Ilittee starts today the . 
cop..~i,de~_ati0n ,o£ item 3 of its B,gend.a, ''Effective internatiOnal arrangements to asSUre 
n,O .. ~;.nuC?iea.r.:.w~~pon Stat'es ~st. :the use or threat of use of nuclear ~eaponsn. ·· As 
ui:ruai, me~pe,~~ ;ri.E:Jhing to make: _s-p'S.te~ntl:l on any other subject ~levant ' to the work of 
the CoiJliDitt.~e ."~ do so,' ~ri cop!:brmity with rule 30 of the i-ules of• procedure. You _ 
wil} . ~'call th~~- , • at _ our 207th ;P~~nary meeting, · my predecessor a.nilbUnd8tl11hat it had 
been, ~~~9- ~U¥-ing ihlo:rmal co:q.sU.ltations that the' question of the li18!m1Ate :Of the ; 
Ad... Hoc' Working Group on ·a NucH~ar Test Ban -would alao be diactissed at ·bur, plenary. 
meeting today. . . : .. . . . . . . 

To~' s speakers 1 list is a long one. I have on my list the United States of 
Ame~~p~, . ~9~lia, roland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Bulgaria, 
Cze~os1ovaid.a, Cubia., ·· Australia, Belgium, Ar~ntiha., Algeria;' Pakistan, India~ . Mexico, 
Bxi#l ~ _the. United Kirigd.om, Bu:tma.·, Sweden ·an-d Italy. · 

· · ·1:· .now give the h~or to the represent-ative of. the United States ~!.· Ameriba., 
. M_r· .~us by. ·, . ·· .·. 

• ;( . . ;~~ BUSBY .. (Uni~ed _stat-es of .America): . Mr. ChairUJan, it is· ~ ~at ho~our to. be 
· . . 'the. i;i'l:st. speaker to have. the opportunity to welcome you 1io the Chair. <:!1' o:ur . 

Committee ... · ~erso~ly, and on behalf of the .entire United States delegati~:m,_ . ,l~t ~e · 
o.f:f'e~ ;you, our co~plete · co-operation .a,nd exp.r,e~s our. pleasure at having th.~ ._ qppo;;t~ty 
td <;:c:mtd.nue · our ·work unQ.er your experien,CE!d and able guidance.. :Let me .. al.~;~o .. th~ . 
yo-u,, e:x;press · ou.:r admiration and .a,ppreo~tion to Ambassador SkS.lli fo;r: ':the ~l.fu.l and 
imaginative matlAe:t: Jn. which he .discharged hi"': :responsibilities as Chai~ durlrig a 
particularly difficult. period in. the woxk of our Commi tt.ee .• 

My d~lega:t;ion has asked for the f'loor t .oday to briefly outJine our positio.n 
. rega.rding tll.e Working G:roup_ o~. a .Nuclear T~t· Ban • . In p¢ic~~t . we would lllc.e . to 

give olm:: :v:ie.WlLas to- how that Working Group migh,t p~o~ed. in ,ord,er to .j.Ul . .fi,l _ th~ · 
mandat·a :upon Mhi.ch we .a11 . agreed last year~ ·:I . do- not .. ii!-t .~nd to -~-~ a )orig ~hetor,ical 
sta-tement ;as .:to · .. the adequacy or su.f~iciency of, :the ~da-;e.. That _qu~.st~_q:n w~z;J debate.d 
at len:gth last year and. it i.a for eacll·del•ega.t·;ton tQ decid~ .for itself)Alethel: it is · 
willing to .begin wol:k under the eJC;i.sting ·J~~an.ds.te. · · .. · 

•. ' 

.. , 
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(Mr. Busby, United States) 

Rather, I would like to explain fully thEf position of my delegation regardi.ng the 
mandate and what it requires; offer our views as to the relationship of the 
verification and compliance issues to other aspects of a.ny future treaty banning nuclear 
explosions; discuss briefly the verificat.ion and compliance issues themae~ves; and 
finally make some suggestions as to how the Working Group might proceed. · 

First, let me speak about the .mandate. It calls on the Working Group to "discuss 
and define • • • issues relating to verification and compliance". This is clear and 
upambigu.ous language. It does not. call for the negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty. Rather, it requires the W.o:rld.ng Group to bring issues relating to verification 
and compliance into sharper focus. 

What do we mean by "issues relating to verification and compliance"? Last year 
concerns. were expressed by some delegations that our proposal was too restrictive to 
allow substantive work to be done .. But from the outset my delegation has viewed this 
language rather broadly. Clearly, any information relevant to the verification and 
compliance problem is within the mandate and is pertinent to our wo:rk. Altholl€;h we 
would not like to see the Working Group diverted from its main task, in so far as any 
delegation holds a national position on a particular issue which affects its own view 
of verification and compliance, then it .. should bring these views forward and discuss 
that relationship. We will have no objection. I hope one thing is clear in the minds 
of all delegations. When the United States proposed last spring a mandate on 
verification and compliance, it was out .of a genuine desire to have the Committee on 
Disarmament undertake discussions on these issues. And while it is true, as we have 
often stated, that we are not prepared to negotiate a CTBT now, we did not then, nor 
do we now, have any ulterior motives of avoiding reference to or discussion of other 
aspects of a test ban. So in all respects the mandate is broad enough for a fUll 
examination of the problem. 

Perhaps I could share. with you our own view of the relationship of verification 
and compliance to other aspects of a.ny future treaty. We clearly see a relationship 
between verification and compliance questions and the scope of, the objectives of and 
participation in any comprehensive test ban. But does that mean that we must -first 
decide on the scope of a fUture treaty before we can engage in meaningful work 
regarding verification and compliance? We do not believe that to be the case. The very 
term comprehensive test ban is self-defining when considered in a multilateral context. 
A CTB'r is an agreement not to carry out any nuclear explosions, and therefore th~ . 
problem is to verify the absence of nuclear explosions on a world-wide basis. By taking 
this broadest possible view of scope, the Working Group can begin d.i$cussing the 
problema surrounding the creation of a verification system in which a.ny and all States 
parties can participate and in which all States parties will share both benefits and 
obligations. It has always been a United S.tates objective tha,t any future CTBT should 
be designed so as to attract universal adherence, and we need a verification and 
compliance system which will be effective on a world-wide basis. 

Viewed in this context, it is clear what direction our discussions in the Working 
Group should take. The Group should undertake a serious examination of issues relating 
to the multilateral verification of compliance with a total ban on nuclear explosions 
on a world-wide basis. We envision a system that all States parties will be able to 
participate in, both in terms of the right to share in the system as well as the 
obligation to make it worl<:. By its very ·nature, such a system will accomplish two 
purposes: first, it will verify the cessation of testing by all who have tested 
nuclear explosives, and, secondly, it will verify the absence of commencement of 
testing by those who have not done so. That is what we have in mind. 
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~et . . ll18::now be a bit more specific as to what the Working Group mi.~~- 9-~ _g.~!ng this 
session . of the Coanittee on Disarmament.. T.here are two broad cateeet'ies of issti.es. 
First; . the degree of verifiability and how it might be raised to a le'9'el that each 
State party might consider to be acceptable; and, secondly, mechaniSJBs :for ensuring 
compliance. In the area of seismic means of verification, we would suggest a focus on 
four gene.ral topic~: 

·firt'ernational. monl.to:d.ng networks a.nd .how to fill gaps in existing syst.ems; 

The problem of identifying - as opposed to detecting - the origin ~f seismic 
si~ls; . 

Fl,l.rther needS ·r'9ga.rcling the detection of nuclear explosive. signals i.ri areas . of 
· ·. higih ·seismic a ctivity; and, 

Seisniic da.ta exchange and analysis mechaiu.sms • 

. . · Iti ~ t~e ·second ·'category of issues, compliance, the purpose of a:ni COD.IJ>liance 
mechanfam' is to emsure . oonfidence in a le'ga.l regi.Dle by establishing a wc)tieable means 
to res?i ve disputes and eliminat'e· misunderstandingS. 

Some elements of compliance which we believe should be examined are: 

_Obligations to ensure compliance with data-exchange prov:t.sions; 

The role of fact-finding bodies or corianissions; 

The handling of allegations of violations; and, 

·T~e possible role of exjjerts groups as advi~ers. 
( ·· . . 

· An. ·additional issue which th~· ·conimittee should address relates to the role of 
on-site inspection. This is an: issue WhiCh cuts across bOth verification and 
compliance. Obviously, particular attention will have to be paid to the role of 
on-site inspection in any future CTBT. 

My 'delegat,ion has never argued that the mandate, to which we all agreed last · 
spring,' was sufficient to a.l.low negotiation of a. CTBT. In fact, we have repea.tedl.~ 
stated ·that this was not our purpose in proposing the creation of this Worki.hg Group. 
We have even gone further and stated that axry future decision of the United States 
Government to negotiate a CTBT would have to take account o:f a broad range of :factors 
relating to our ·national security and that no delegation should consider our 
willirigness to participate in a · working Group here as indicating a.n· intent to begin 
immediately the negotiation of a CTM. It remains a long-term goal. 

Given the nature of our debates last· spring and the negotiations which led to the 
creation, by consensus, of the Ad. Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test-Ban, surely no 
one i'ei under a:nY illusion regarding our' pdsition.. For this reason, we :find the · 
position of some delegations which argue 'that the mandate luis been fulfil'led as simply 
a. politically expedient way of attempting to return this Committee to the stalemated 
situation of· l981 and 1982. This ·may sui-t their polttical purposes. But, if t'hose 
delegations did not intend to do serious work Un.der the Iliandate, why did they agree 
to i~ . \ve urge those delegations to sit down with uer· ·and begin what my delegation 
believes will be useful, productive work~·· · · 
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of the United States of America for his 
contribution, for his kind words addressed to the Chaiman, and even more for the kind · 
words addressed to the outgoing Chairman. I now give the floor to the representative 
of Mongolia, .Ambassador Erdembileg. 

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Ru.ssian): Mr. Chairman, allow me to 
congratulate you on your accession to the chairmanship of the Committee on Disarmament 
for the month of April. 

I· should iike to express our sincere gratitude to Ambassador Skalli of Moroe:co, 
the Chairman for the month of March. During the period of his chairmanship the 
Committee succeeded in resolving a number of organizational problems • . I should like 
to say in this connection that a timely decision on these questions in the Committee 
"'as prevented by the opposition of the group of Western countries. It should be said 
frankly that it was the constru.cti ve efforts and flexible approach of the group of 
socialist States and the Group of 21 countries which enabled the Committee on 
Disarmament, in the last days of March, under the guidance of Ambassador Skalli, . to 
adqpt i~a agenda and prograzmne of work, to re-establish the ad hoc working groups ~d 
to settle certain other organizational matters. However, a number of other impoxtant 
issues, the solution of which would help to increase the Committee's effectiveness, · 
remain unresolved. 

Today's plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament is to be devoted to a 
discussion of a very important subject relating to one of the key issues on the agenda, 
the question of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, namely, what mandate should 
be given to the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban so that headway can be made 
in this matter. 

The problem of the prohibitiop of nucle~weapon tests has been under discussion 
in the Committee on Disarmament for some two and a half decades now. But reai re'sults 
have yet to be achieved, in spite of the fact 'J;hat the overwhelming majot'i.ty of States 
are in favour of the speediest possible solution of this vital probl~m. : 

In present conditions of the exacerbation of the international .situation, there 
is an ever greater need for the achievement of an international agreement which would 
effectively halt the further improvement of nuclear weapons and the development of new 
types and: systems of such weapons. Such a measure would contribute to the limit~tion 
of. the ~· race and the reduction of the threat of the o~tbreak of nuclear war. 

But the efforts of peace-loving States are frustrated by the dangerous activ·ities 
of the States. opposed to the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, which are :makillg .. 
vast military preparations and carrying out military prograzmnes for the moderniza.tion . 
of nuclear armaments and the dev;elopment of ne"r tY}Ies of nuclear weapons. The 
United States administration is now allocating trillions of dollars for the purpose 
of ac}lieving military superiority and in order to have even more weapons on land, at 
sea, in the air and in outer space. The President of the United States recent1.y 
announced plans for a sharp build-up of: all ty-pes of nuclear weapons, the development 
of a large-scale and effective anti-missile defence, the adoption of measures for .the 
deployme:P,t of medium-range missiles in western Europe and the creation of qualita.ti vely 
new systems of conventional weapons. The United States is using its so-called 
defensive concept as an excuse for the relentless continuation of the development and 
improvement of its offensive strategic forces in order to acquire a nuclear first­
strike potential. These pretensions have provoked violent indignation and a widespread 
wave of protest on the part of the world community, including the peoples of west 
European countries whom the United States is trying to use as its nuclear hostages. 
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._. The persistent demanQ:s ·~r the overwhelllling ma.jor~ty'of the xriem'ber.s of ~he . · . ~· :; , 
Cpmmitt&e on Dis&rmament finally l-ed, l·~eft-'jea.r, to the setti~ up o.f ~ ad hoc wor~ 
group on a nuclear test ban~ However, for reasons you all know, it. was given.~l~ted 
mandate which did not refer clearly and precisely to the need to conduct negOtiations · 
with a view to the drafting of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon. test·s. · 

'l'he wo-rk ot the-Ad: Ho-c Working Group on a Nuclear Teat Ban confi:rDJ,9d thefe~s 
exp:ressed·b;y·.IIIJ' delegation and many "other delega.t.iohs in c~nnection 'With its :limfbed 
mandate which was unjustifiably confined to questions relating to "verification and 
compliance". 

The history of the negotiations on this quest.ion is replete' with ~I>les o:( t,he 
use of this matter of verification in order to delay the attafriment of agreement or to 
avoid settling the issue altogether. This was clearly ;e...q.d.ent in the a.tt~t.ud.~ of·. the 
United State& with respeot to ~ . .A.d Hoc Work:i.ng Group ''on .a N:uclear Test :B~. In 
this con:D:ect1on the •United Sta.t'~s resorted to the tyPical, ·ae..f.t.ce,, which we have B!3e~ 
before, of.~t~ to- give ·thfi'"di's~cussions ·in the Group a purely "te_cbnical~' Qba.racter. 
At the:~ otatf it·l$.s arg'ited -that progress towa.rd.s a soJ.ution of the probl,em, o.f , · 
nu.clear-weapoo. t6ets coW.-d.;be achieved only if there were preliminary consideration of 
and agreement ·on the "technical" aspects of verification •. This was affi~~ad :even 
by the Yic~ei&en:tVbf :'bhe United States, Mr. Bu~, wheJl he spoke to our Co~ttee . 
and called th~f?pr<S"deeiif'ot''drarting treaty ·te;xts a ''f:r'Uitl;.ess· ~i'ci~=Je" if. v~fication 
questions wer~ oot·: settled ·first. whil;e t]:.yirtg to show that the United States is. 
approaching .the negotiations• in a business-like ma.nlier and :proposing tbat ~eiilent 
should be -reached -on various' "teclullcal"· ·aspects of verif;ication solely as a baSi~ for 
an agreement· on th~ substazice or' the issu~, the United States is ·iii fact. :prtventing 
the attainment of agreement. What· 'happEmed in the Ad Hoc Working Group during the 
last session is clear evide~ce of what I have said. c •. 

.'!: ' .. ~ : 

Furthermore";,·after. agreeing to the establi~hment of all .. _ad hoc wo~g ire~~~:·~~ a 
nuclear test ban, \the Uni:ted States declared that it consid.ered the d.ra.i't~JC?i'·. a_. 
treavon the eomplEite and.'· general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests not as an urgent 
matter but rather as a. ''long--term goal". We hav~ . just heard the st~t~t ,of the , 
distinguished representativ~ of the United States of America, in whi~, he, ~e vario~ 
observations with respect>to questions of verification. We shall ·stuoy Ais ~ks , .. 
carefully and give our views on them in due course. · 

The comp1ete and general prohibition of nuclea,r-wea.pon tests j,s one. of _the ~S:t 
impo~ant problemsL'ill the-·broad·domplex of meastli~s_ needed to.avert the,J,?.uct.ear 
threat. The"'Uni.t&dr(}fa.tiorts General Assembly has made this clear ~n inniiJ:nerable 
recomme:rida.ti'Otls,l · ·, . 

With a view to the creation of more favourable conditions for the dXarti~ of a 
treaty, the United Nations General Assembly also appealed .to all nu.~ear-~~apo:p. 
States:, as aidemon}rtration of. goodwill, to refrain f~m carry:i.ng p~ ·J:iucle~ explosio~-
of any kind from .a· ·date to be agreed on between ·them 'lintil the coricl,}ision o'£ tbe . 
treaty. · · 

The General Assembly has repeatedly called upon the Geneva Committee on 
Disarmament, which ought now to be concentrating particular attention on the drafting 
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of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, urgently 
to start practical negotiations on the elaboration of such a treaty. In resolution 37/74 
for examp}.•~-..:the General Assembly urged all States members of the Collllllittee on 
Disa.mament · · 

·. "''To assien to the Ad Hoc Wo:rld.ng Group on item 1 of the Committee Is agenda 
{nuclear test ban) a mandate which should provide for the multilateral 
negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all mclea.r-weapon tests, to be 
initiated immediately after the beginning of the session of the COJ!imi.ttee to be 
held in 1983". 

Clearly, it will only be possible to implement this decision of the General Assembly 
if the mandate of the Ad Hoc Wo:tking Group is broadened and the Group is able to 
proceed to practical negotiations on this question. 

We therefore consider that the mandate of the Ad Hoc Wo:rldng Gmup should be 
revised so as to pe•t the discussion in substanc~ of the problem as a whole for the 
purpose of drafting the text of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclea.xo-weapon tests. Only a broad and clear mandate will enable the Committee to 
fUlfil the: relevant ,recommendations of the United Nations General Assembly. 

The solution of this problem will be greatly helped by the document submitted to 
the Committee on Disarmament by the Soviet Union containing the ·~asic provisions of a 
treat-y on the complete · and general prohibition of nuclea:r-weapon tests". This 
document takes into account everything positive that has been achieved during the 
many years of discussion of the question of a nuclear test ban in various forums and 
also reflects the further views of many States, in particular on questions relating to 
the verification of compliance with the future treaty. 

T~' s discussion in the Committee on the question of the prohibition of .· 
nuclear-weapon tests and the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group has convinced us that 
it .is time :at last to P4.SS from words to actions and embark urgently on ·negotiations 
on the dxa.fting of the t 'erl· of the future treaty under a broadened mandate. 

We should like once more to emphasize that the extreme · importance and urgency of 
this question necessitates the participation in the negotiations of all nuclear-weapon 
States without exception. ·· 

The Mongolian delegation considers that questions relating to the verification 
of 09Jnpliance with the future treaty should be considered in close connection with the 
treaty itself, w!li.ch should prohibit all nuclear-weapon test explosions in all 
environments, be of unlimited duration, provide · for a generally acceptable solution 
to the problem of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes and include 
among its parties all nuclear-weapon States. 

We feel compelled to point out that the draft of a very appropriate mandate was 
prop.osed .by the socialist countries and is contained· in document CD/259· And as we 
observed earlier, the wording for a mandate put forward by the Group of 21 in 
document CD/181 also merits attention. 
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Lastly, the Mongolian delegation wishes, on behalf of the group of socialist 
countrie.s., to .put fo~ard the following new draft text of · a mand.S.te for the Ad Hoc 
Worldn.g Grc)up .on a N11clear Test Ban, which is fully in accordance with the . ·· ·· · 
recODIIleildations made by the United Nations General Assembly at its 
thirty-seventh .e~ssion~ The text is as follows: 

''The Coumiittee on Disarmament decides to assign to · the Ad Hoc Wo~ Group 
on item 1 of its agenda, 'Nuclear test ban', a mandate providing for · 
ne,goti~tions on a treaty for the prohibition of all :nucle~w~apon tests. 

''The Ad Hoc Working Group will take into . account in its work all existing 
proposals and fUtUre initiatives on this matter and will report to the Comttee 
on Dis~nt on the progress of its work befo~e the end of t~e 1983 session" • 

In accordance with the decision adopted by the'-Committee at its 207th plenary 
meeting on 29 March 1983, wbi<;:h .'$tates, inter alia, that the mandate of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban for 1983 will be agreed upon not later than by 
7 April 1983, r. · sho:W.d like. to a.Sk you, on behalf of the socialist countries, 
immedi&tely t .o copduct the· necessar,y consultations in the Committee on the draft 
mandate so that the Committee can take a decision on it as soon as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the representative of Mongolia for his statement 
and for the kind words addressed to the outgoing and incoming chairmen. I now give 
the floor to the representative of Poland, Mr. Za.walonka. 

... Mr. zAWALONKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, it is with ~ea.t pleasure that ~ welcome 
· you o.n. behalf' of' the Polish delegation in the Chair of the Committee on Disemement. 

I am conVinced thB.t under yeur a.ble and skilful guidance this Committee '!'fill use all · 
the opportunities in the fulfilment of its responsible tasks which the whole ·. 
international community is closely f()llowing. · 

I sincerely thank your predecessor, A,lnba.ssador Ska.lli of Morocco, for his 
valuable contribution to the work done by the Committee under his Chaizmanship in the 
m6nth of March. · · 

Taking the floor today, I would like to express my delegation's views on one of 
the most urgent questions at the present stage of the Committee's discussion on a 
nuclear test ban; the mandate of the relevant Ad Hoc Worldng Group. In accordance 
with the decision taken on 29 March .last, the Ad Hoc Wo:tid.ng Group on a Nuclear 
Test: Ban h$S ~een re-established on the assumption tha.t its mandate "•·. may' 
therea.:f'ter be revised, as decided by the Committee ••• ". I quote from the 'decision 
contained in Working Paper No. 81/Rev.l dated 29 March 1983. I understand that it 
is with .this in mind that toda,y's plenary meeting is being largely devoted to a 
debate · on a possible revision of the ma.rl4a.te of the Working Group on a. Nuclear Test 
~~. . . . 
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Last ye¥''~ discussions, both in the framework of the said Working Group, 
during··tire iilfprmal conSultations and in the statements in· plenary, clearly -revealed 
the limited character ofthis Group:s present mandate. The subject of a nuclear 
test ban or a comprehensive nuclea:t- test ban, which ha:J- •been actively discussed for 
more than 20 ;y-ears in many diplomat i c r"o:;:vms, is tdday 'one ·of the subjects most 
ripe, politically and teclmica1ly, for finalization -- for negotiation and the 
conclusio""l of q-- -eo~prehensive test'-:ban treaty. . 

Y.tariy speaker<:, · cit.iring this pre'Jent session Of the Co!riliittee on Disarmament 
alone, hc.ve 3tate.d that tiree end conditions are propitious and all premises exist 
fo1; such ·n.eg:>tiatior.s no"t. HO\vever, the rc.a:1.dabe · adopted last ye~_,_ _ ~s is well known, 
does not per::ri.t the cond.uct of full-scale negotiatlons. In other words, the Working 
G~oup h['..d. to limit Us discussions J..,o the issues relating to the ·verification and 
compliance. Tl:e d0lega.tions of socia.list countries agreed to last year 1 s mandate 
in order not t:) d.elay th8 esta,blishment of the vlorking Group any ·longer and to 
faci.titate its taking off after ye~Q.£. ·i~ensive efforts in: this 'Committee and its 
pred3cessors. A"j; . J;;ha end o:t the 198 2' session, however, they stated clearly that . the 
vloJ:king G:r::mp hc:.d 9omplE:r~ed its examination of is::mes related to verification aild . 
CO::l:pliance, a8 envisaged in it~ manclate. Th'ey fUJ:t::ierm'ore expressed th-eir view: that . 
the Cornnri.ttee zhcul(l_ reviee tbe mandate bf the Worldng G:r.oup without' delaY so as to 
enable it "to negotiate on a tref'_ty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests, having in 
mind that this . is a que·stion of the highet;!t priority, •• ", as was state9. in the report 
of the }lTB 'ltlorkih6 Croup to ·the Committee (document. CD/332). · 

One of the zr..cst complex and controversial problems which impedes disarmament 
negotiat~_ons, and not only .in the field o:!: ~- nuclear test ban, is that of an adequate 
verificatio:1 system. The. delegations . ,af socialist States have never unQ.~restimated the 
rol_e of verification. Like all the rc.emoe~s of this Committee, my delegation, too, 
is for negotiating -- for elabor.?.ting in the process of neg<)tiations - an adequate 
verification syE:·~em for the nuclear test-ban treaty. · :Sut I would like to reiterate 
that the negotiation cf any verification: procedures should not and cannot be an end 
in ::.. tsc'!f. In other. ""ords, entering into negotiations on the assumption that they 
mu.st . be con.centrated on . verification procedures· because they are the most important 
part of c.~·1.y dir,armameir~ treaty may i·reU mean deliberately blocking the possibility of 
mc:'.cing en~r real progrGss i n n~gotiations. It is only legitimate to question the 
intentions c:.cpressed. in ouch an attitude towards t:!:J.e negotiations of a nuclear test 
ban. · L.et ID9 state in this connection that my delegation Mou.ld like to see the llTB 
Ad Hoc Working Group on .J. nuclear Te::;r~ Ban tal::e up as soon as possible its nsgo1;iating 
task, i.e. negotiate on a treatJ":.-pr.ohibiting all nucTear-weapon tests, having a sound 
and balo.nced verification sy::?deJI+r· :for which all the ·necessary technical prerequisites 
e:v.ist. Due account should. be tclcen 'of all existing proposals and future initiai:;ives 
in ~his connec~?-on~ · · · 

vlta are realistic; we do v.ot thipk that such a treaty will be ready overni1~t. 
But \'That ua want and what \ie appeal for is to start the process now ..,... the procE~ss of 
time-consuming but IJainstc:J:ing negoii iations. It is indeed high time for that. 

1J.lhe CJTAI:Rl·:A&."'f: The Chair thanks the representative of Poland, Mr. Zawalonka, 
for his sto£ement c:.nd for t~.1e kind >Vords addresse::d to the outgoing and incoming 
chairm~n. I no'l gi,re the floor t;o the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Rspui)lic-=:, .A;.ub"' E:Sc-,dor Issrc..elyc>.n. 
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~.-· issWLYAN (Unibn of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated · from Rtissianh 
Mr. Chairman, allow me first of all to express our profound 'gratitu.Q.e to the '· 
Ambassador of Morocco, our friend Mr. Ali Skalli, for his successful conduct .. ·of 
the meetings of the Commi. ttee on Disarmament during the month of 11arch, and for the 
tact that under his guidance the Committee was able to take deci~ions on ce~tain 
impo~ant or88Zlizations.l matters, first and foremost the adoptio:n of its .. agenda., 
with the inclusion in it ·or· the extremely i.mpo;tant question or the prev~~tion of 
nuclear war• and also the , ~..:.establishment ·6f' the working grOUps~ · ·Wh-iCh :wl.ll; we 
hoper,;_ Uhdertake very active work during the month of April. I - Should like to wiSh · 
you, Mr·. Chairman, the representative of the Netherlands, all success in ;your work 
during April' in the hope that this month \-Till prove no less satisfactory than .,the 
month of Marcl;l which has ju.St' e!lded. . .: . 

· -··. 

In view of the Commi tt.ee' s decision on 29 l·iarch that we should, at this meeting, 
consider the question of the lxialidate of . the Ad Hoc Working Group · on. a Nuclear Test 
Ban, I should like · today to e:Xpress the views of the ·Soviet delegation on this 
matter. · 

Tbe questio~ of a rtucie~' test ban has the highest priority among ~L the items 
on the Co~ttee' s a.eenda. This question has been under · discussion for :riear:ly 
30 years in various internationa.l .. forums - in the United Nations, at the tripartite 
negotiatioiiS,; at meetings of exp~s and in the Commi. ttee on Disai'ma.ment. Consequently, 
all aspectp of it ha.ve been ver:f · <;:a.refully studied. Furthermore, they }lave ·'bE!eri 
studied, pQt ~c·ademically but ·iri a strictly practical manner, with :a view· to· dealing 
with them within .. : th~ framework of an appropriate ·_ trecl,ty • . ·, The tripa;.tite negotiations 
between the Soviet Union, ;.the United States and the United. Kingdom came veey close to 
the COUJPletion ,Qf wo:~7k on such a treaty; however, a~ you _ kriow~. these negotiations 
were broken off :in ·l980by the UnitedStates; ' Which .has refused to res:umethem. 
The pr~ibi tion of ·. nuclear-weapon tests would be a practical mea~;~~.e towa.I,!ds the 
limi ta-t; ion of i;he' nuclear arms race·, which has . assumed unpreqedented' proportions at 
the present 't~ ·and broUBht the world to the•: brink of nu6lea$ catastrOphe • . This is 
why the Soviet Union, . like the .overwhelming majority of the other members of the 
Committee on DiSa:t"'llaineht:., 'attaches particUlar importsnce to the speediest possible 
conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests. The Soviet Union has alweys advocated and continues to advocate the fullest 
possible use of _the op,portuni ties offered by the Comm.i ttee on Disarmament for ·the 
successful conduct of multilateral negotia tiona ~i th a view ·to the h;al ting of 
nuclear tests ~ ~1], :enviro~nts and bY all those who are careying th~m out. . It 
was for this reason .:that the 'delegation of the Soviet Union last year supported the 
proposal for the :establish'!Qent in the .Committee . of an ad hoc working group on this 
matter, and gave its agreement to a compromise formula for the mandate of such a 
group. In so agreeing, we acted on the belief that the discussion of questions 
of verification ougbt not to be used in order to put off the elaboration of an 
agreement as a whole, as has unfortunately happened in the past, and that such 
discussion can be useful only if it is not arti£icial~ isolated from the specific 
content of the arms limi~ation measure in question but is considered in var.y close 
connection with that measUre. 

Last year, the Ad Hoc Working Group held an exchange of views on basic aspects 
of verification. .The delegations of many States interested in the speediest -
possible conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general proh~bition of nuclear­
weapon tests made a useful contribution to the Group 1 s work. At the sa.m.e time, -· .· 
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. ~ . . .. 

it has .~egr.e.t~..;.:t;o-be said that the United States delegation and the delegations 
of some of its close allies tried to drag the \'larking Group into organizational ana ·· 
procedural debates, and to drown the solution of the question of verification in 
a sea of abstract arguments about the importance of tpe technical aspects of control. 
Last year, when we agreed to the compromise formula fpr the mandate of the Ad Hoc 
vlork:i.ng GroUp on a Nuclear Test Ban, it was on the understanding that that mandate 
,.,as of a provisional character and would be revised the following year, This · 
understanding was shared by ma.rzy- other delegations, ~ is clear from the fact that 
the following provision was ' specifical~ included in the relevant decision of the 
Committeea · 

"The ad hoc working group , • , will report . to the Committee on the progress 
of its .work before the conclusion of the 1982 session. The Committee will 
thereafter take a decision on subseq~ent courses of action with a view to 
fulfilling its responsibilities iii-·this rega.rd, 1

l 

On the basis of this provision, efforts have been made in the Committee frou1 
the very beginning of this session to l'Tork out a new mandate, However, they have 
been blocked, primari~ by the United States del,egation. In order not to hold up 
the work of the Committee and its subsidiar,r bodies, l'Te agreed that the Ad Hoc 
\lforldng Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should resume its work on the basis. of· the 

· old mandate, At the same time, in the decision it adopted on 29 1-la.rch, the 
Committee particular~ emphasized that the mandate of that Group might th~reafter 
be revised, 

i-Te believe that this should be done immediately, as a matter of urgency, a.S 
indeed is stated in the decision of the Committee to which I have ret'erted, . We 
consider that the wording for the mandate of the Ad Hoc Wo;rking Group on a Nuclear 
Test Ban which was put forward to~ on behalf of the delegations of th~ socialist 
countries, including that of the Soviet Union, by Ambassador Erdembileg of l'l6~l.ia, 
conforms most closely to the recommendation of · the General Assembly. We appeal t;o 
other delegations to support that proposal. 

The Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should begin its work in the next few 
d~s. It is the Soviet delegation's intention to take an active part in that work, 
with the aim of the speediest possible drafting, and I repeat, drafting, of aP 
appropriate treat.y, including, of course, provisions on verification. All the 
necessary prerequisites exist for the vlorking Group to proceed to practical 
negotiations on a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear~ 
weapon tests. 

We put before the Committee for its consideration not long ago a document 
containing the "Basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and geperal 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests" which in our view otfers a practical ba.sis for . 
multilateral negotiations on this matter, a basis, moreover, which takes into 
account the views of a large number of . States and the elements agt"eed on · ip the 
course of the tripartite negotiations. 11aQy delegations have alrea~, at the 
present session, spoken in favour of practical negotiations on the question of 
the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and the broadening of the mandate of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group. We note with satisfaction that delegations interested in 
the spee~ conclusion of a test-ban treaty have made and will evidently continue 
to .~e constructive proposals in this connection. 
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We have also taken note of the statement , by the Swedish delegation of its 
intention to submit the text .of a draft treaty on this question in the near fut~e 
and we sh~l await this. document with interest. 

Thus, there are more than enoUBh concrete proposals in the .. Committee, both 
of a general and of a specific character, for the conduct of business-like 
negotiations with a view to the speeey completion of the drafting of a treaty on 
the co~lete an~ generai prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and the submission of 
the draft text. of such a treaty to the United Nations General Assembly at its next 
session, as indeed .iS · called for by General Assembly resolution 37/72. We are 
eagerly awaiting the . start of .the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group under the 
experienced guidance ' of . Ambassador Herder, the.· representative of tJ;le German 
Democratic Republic~ so that all questions coi'lrtected with the draftirig of the 
tre~ty, including., of course, questions of verification, can be considered in their 
entirety in the Working Group. 

'· . Before I conclude 11\Y ·statement, I shoUld like to make one or two ccmuiients 
on the remarks of the United States delegation. We shall, of course, have an 
opportunity to give our ~views i.p ·substance on the topics he proposed for 
consideration by the Working Group. For the moment I should like to pick out 
tWo thoughts, two themes from the United States statement. The first concerns 
nature of the aqti vi ty of tl)e Committee arid its .working groups. 

the 

The United States representative in his ,admittedly short statement nevertheless 
frequently stressed the word ·"discussions". · The holding of discussions in .the 
Committee can ind~ed sometimes be tiseful, but as· we have had occasion to point out 
once aga.iil only recently at a plenary meeting, this international boey has a · 
specific ch~aqteristic distingli.i.shingit from all other international bodies in 
which discussions are held. This Colllinittee · is not a debating club. It is a 
negotiati;.ng boey. This applies particularly to the working groups, which were . set 
up not ·~rely to conduct negotiations but to conduct negotiations leading to the 
draftin.g and conclusion of appropriate international agreements. Does this mean that · 
we are opposed to discussions? No, of course not. Sometimes, I repeat, discussions 
are necessary. This applies to problems that have not been discussed before, to 
problems that are new and ·that have not been studied. But what is there to discuss, 
gentlemen, on the subjec-t of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests? For 30 years 
various bodies, consistil:lg of 157 States, of three States and even of tw;o . States, 
have discussed and studiEld the matter and, more than that, have even put on paper 
the greater part of a treaty on the complete. and general prohibition of nuclear~ 

.weapon tests. And the United States delegation itself, at the tripartite 
negotiations, had a hand in this formulation of a treaty. B"Q.t suddenly we are .told 
that all this must be scrapped - none of it happened - forget about it, gentlemen, 
this problem has appeared only tod.py and it is a long-term one. We could discuss 
it for another 30 years or even another 300 years. This iB why we believe that the 
substance of our differences lies precisely in this word. Although we are not 
opposed to discussions in general, we object to discussions on this issue. There 
have been enough of them; it is now time to go on to the formulation, the ., .. drafting 
of a text. 

t·t,r secol1d comment concerns the very broad and important problem of the national 
interests of States. The distinguished representative of the United States referred 
repeatedly to the national interests of his country. He said, for example, the 
fol.lowing: 
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''We have even gone further a,nd stated that aif3 future decision of the 
tJni ted States Government to negotiat·e a CTBT would have to take account .of a 
broad range of factors related to our national securi 1;y and that no deleg'at:lon 
should consider our willingness to participate in a Working Group as indicating 
an intent to begin innnediately the negotiation of a CTBT." 

Of course; every State has its national interests, and naturally, every delegation 
rep~senting its State takes great care to safeguard the national security iriterests 
of that couni;ry. But surely the whole question, distinguished representative of the 
United State~, ;re~~des in the fact that the national .security interests of the 
United State'~ i.ri this matter are a;t ·variar,lce .'dth -the interests of all other S.tates. 
That is the problem. No one can tell the· United St~te:S delegation, or aiJ3' other 
c~~le;r.ttion 1 hO":t t o protect the national. sectirity interests of its ·country. That is a 
illat t er of . th;;;' SOV8J:Oi,:71 l'is.l'.:; oi: er~ch ' S J~C;.tc and the duty of each . delegation. But the 
problem arises that there is a divergence between the interests of the United States 
and the inte.rests, I can sa:y without ai13' ris.]{, of all other members of the 
internatiortal community. · To substantiate this I would recall that even on ~e draft 
resolution submitted by the group of western countries - I repeat, the western 
countries - at the thi:i'ty-seventh ses~ion of the General Assembly on the question of 
a nuclear test ban, . there were 1.11 votes in favour and one vote .~t, and that was 
the vote of the United S.tates of America. And again, on the draft resolution on a 
nuclear test ban submitted by the group of non-aligned States, which was supported by 
124 votes, the United States onqe more voted ~gainst. That is the essence of thet 
problem, and we would there'£ore .·ask the United States delegation to take due 'account 
of this absolutely unique·; unp~ecedented and, to sa:y the least, extremely regrettable 
situation in which one State 'places its national security interests above the national 
securi 1;y interests of the whole of the rest of the world. This is the crux of the 
matter with respect to the mandate of the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. 

The Committee has an important decision to take. In the last analysis, what we 
are concerned with is not mel;e worO.s but whether the Committee is simply going to 
continue hoiding abstract disc~si6ns -- and for how maqy more years -- or whether it 
is going at last to do what the world conmruni ty expects of it and ·draft a treaty on 
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks Ambassador Issraelyan for his · statement and for 
the kind words addressed to the outgoing and . incoming chairmen. The Chair would, 
however, request the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union in future to 
address himself to the Chair rather than make remarks direct to individual delegations, 
as is customary in this body. I now give the floor to Ambassador Issraelyan. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Vnion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian): 
I did not quite understand the advice you gave me. 

The CHAIRMAN: Then I shall be pleased to enlighten Ambassador Issraelyan. When 
you discussed after your prepared statement some remarks made by the distinguished 
representative of the United States, Ambassador, you addressed yourself directly to 
the representative of the United States. I think this is not customary in this boey. 
Remarks are addressed to the Chair and not to individual delegations. Thank you. 

~Ir. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian): 
I have taken note of your helpful observation, but I do not see that I in aqy way 
violated the rules of precedure or the "customs" of the Connnittee. 

The CHAIRl·Wl: Thank you Ambassador Issraelyan. I now give the floor to the 
distinguished representative of Bulgaria, Ambassador Grinberg. 
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Mr. GRJ:N:BEliG (BUlgaria): Since this is the first time I am taking the floor in 
the month 6f April, allow me on behalf _of my delegation to congratulate you as the · 
new Chairman of this Committee, I can · pledge to you the full co-operation of riry 
de1eeation in the efforts following the many important issues on our agenda, ·· I also 
take this opportunity to express our satisfaction with the efficient manner in which 
your predecessor, Ambassador Ali Skalli from Morocco, conducted our business in ~Larch, 

My delegation has already put _forward its views on the substantive aspects of 
nuclear test-ban problems on a previous _occasion, Now, I would -like to explain 
briefly our position regarding the · question of the mandate of the Working Group on a 
Nuclear Test Ban, . 

·.-.· 

Last year the Bulgarian delegation was directly involved in the ; nt9g0tia tiona on 
the mandate of the nuclear test-ban Working Group. Now, after the passage of almost 
one full year, we are surprised that this Committee has to face up to the same type 
of situation with which it was confronted in 1982. 

For a long time now, the overwhelming majority of States here and in the 
General Assembly have been of the opinion that a working group on a nuclear test~ban 
should have an unrestrieted mandats~ it is to elaborate and negotiate a treaty on 
this matte~• One of the nu~lear great Powers, however, with the support of a few 
other States, did everything poss~ble. to block such an arrangements the results are 
well known. Having no ot~er alternative, we had no choice but to agree on a 
temporary compromise solution, as _formulated in the Con:anittee's decision of 
21 April 1982 (document CD/291). · That decision, however, was taken with the clear 
understanding that the limited mandate was of a transitional nature, Even those who 
were responsible for singling out verification and compliance for special treatment 
did not deny that members of the Committee would be entitled to disctiss any other 
~aspects because verification could not be meaningfully considered in a vacuum• ·To 
confirm that the Committee's action was but a first step in a process of subsequent 
enlargement of the Working Group's responsibility, the mandate itself contained a ·· 
provision that the Working Group would report to the Committee on the progress of its 
work before the conclusion of the 1982 session and that the Committee would thereafter 
take a decision on subsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling its 
responsibilities in this regard, 

Today we have an opportunity to arrive at an agreement on the enlargement of the 
Working Group's mandate. 

Some representatives who argue against a change in the status quo maintain that 
in 1982 the Working Group did not resolve various issues relating to ·verification and 
compliance because, inter alia, the Working Group was not able to work on the basis of 
a structured programme. To this one could object in many respects, . For one thing, 
the mandate of the Working Group did not confer on it the task of "liesolving'' · issues, 
'but merely of "discussing" and "defining" such issues. Apart from this, in spite of 
the absence of a formal work programme, the report of the Working Group is in itself 
proof that the Group was able, under the guidance of its Chairman, to undertake a 
wide-ranging, informative and useful consideration of the basic issues related to 
verification and compliance in a t!.J!'el!rly on a comprehensive test ban. :Bu:t .•. . ~egardless 
of all this, coUld someone think that a wider mandate would in any way reduce the 
importance of the issues of verification and compliance? We believe that this would 
in no way be the case. A working group under a mandate which would enable it to 
reach a common understanding on the scope of the treaty, for instance, would no doubt 
be better equipped to solve the problems of verification and compliance, 

. : ···." . 
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In the light of the;se considerations, the Bulgarian delegation would, lik,e to 
express its stro):lg support for the enlargement of the mandate .of the··~Aa· ·na·c ·worlq.ng 
Group on a Nuclear Test Ban as of the beginning of itq work at the current session. 
As a co-sponsor of \vorking Paper No. 95 submitted today by the distinguished 
representative of Mongolia on behaJ.f of a group of socialist States, ·Iey delegation 
would like to commend the formula contained therein as a good basis for reaching a 
consensus decision. 

We can, however, go along with.the draft decision contained in document CD/181 
submitted on a previous occasion by the Group of 21. 

The decision we could take as a result of the consultations which are to be 
conducted is far from ·being one of a procedural or technical nature. The choi,ce is 
between two clear alternatives: 

(1) To start at long last a pr~cess ·of serious and businesslike work and 
negotiation on the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty at an early date, or 

(2) To provide furthe-r opportunities for promoting an endless discussion which 
could only delay or preclude a conclusion an ·a nuclear test ban. Today, we heard 
from the distinguished representative of the United States a reiteration .of his 
Government's declaration that it regarded .a nuclear test-ban treaty as a long-term 
goal. The same position was previously put .forward in this Committee by . 
Vice-President George Bush. Taking into account all the options which the Committee 
has before it we should always keep in mind that on lj'l.ci.ny occasions the General Assembly 
has assigned the .highest priority to the question of a nuclear test ban because its 
solution is of key importance in the struggle to put an end to the qualitative 
development of nuclear weapons and to their proliferation. It is almost universally 
recognized also that the solution of all scientific and technical issues related to 
the verification of the future treaty has for a long time been at hand and that what 
has been lacking is a political decision by the . leading vies tern nuclear Pov1ers. 
There can be no doubt, therefore, that if this Committee is to give effect to the . 
resolutions of the General Assembly and live up to its responsibilities, v1e have to 
opt today for thefirst alternative and secure proper conditions for the attainment 
of one of the most important and pressing objectives in the field of disarmament. 

As a practical basis for the elaboration of a comprehensive test-ban treaty, the 
Working Group would have before it a number of papers, including the basic elements 
of a treaty on a comprehensive test ban submitted by the USSR at the 
thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly. Ny delegation is looking forward to 
practical participation in the work of the \'larking Group in the future • 

.r' 
The CHAIRMAN: _711e Chair thanks the representative of Bulgaria, 

Ambassador Grinberg, for his contribution and for the kind 1'lords addressed to the 
outgoing and incoming Chairmen~ · I now give the floor to the representative of 
Czechoslovakia, lunbassador Vejvoda. 

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia); Mr. Chairman, my delegation would like to join 
those who have wished you good luck on your assumption of the chairmanship of the 
Committee on Disarmament for · the inonth of April and express our hope that this 
month will be very fruitful for the closing of the spring session. We would, 
Mr. Chairman, also like to express our >·Jarmest thanks to your predecessor, 
.Ambassador Ali . Skalli of Morocco, whose efforts contributed to the creation of 
possibilities for carrying out businesslike negotiations. Let us hope that 1ve US<9 

these possibilities to the full. May I add how much I personally appreciated the 
fine words of Ambassador Skalli at the conclusion of our last meeting "\vhich showed 
clearly his wisdom and objectivity. 
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Today's plenary meeting of the Committee on Disa.rmani.ent ie dedicated to the 
discussion of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on the prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests, which has been re-established in accordance with the Committee's 
decision of 29 March 1983. 

Let me stress at the outset that it is the considered view of the Czechoslovak 
delegation that the mandate adopted by the Committee for the relevant Working Group 
last year has been exhausted, since it was too narrow and restrictive. In fact, it 
could become an obstacle to the elaboration of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the adoption of \vhich is urgently demanded by 
the majority of States. 

The consideration of "verification and compliance" which took place last year 
in the Working Group convinced the majority of delegations here that the problem of 
the verification provisions of the future treaty, agreed on a multilateral basis, 
is basically solved, and that it is only political will that is necessary for the 
achievement of agreement. 

The Czechoslovak delegation expressed serious reservations with respect to the 
mandate adopted last year. These reservations have been fully justified by the 
result, or more precisely by the lack of it, of the Working Group's deliberations 
last year. The restrictive mandate permitted the Group no more than a general 
exchange of views. The reason for this was that the consideration of "verification 
and compliance" was carried out in isolation from the specific treaty banning all 
experimental nuclear-weapon tests in all environments, that would be unlimited in 
time, that would envisage a generally acceptable solution to the problem of 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes and that would be adhered to by 
all nuclear-weapon States. 

We maintain, however, that last year's deliberations· of the Working Group gave 
us one good experience, namely, that the·y should not be repeated this year. 

In order not to go once more through v1hat has already been done the 
Working Group should be accorded terms of reference which would allow it to undertake 
specific negotiations aimed at the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. 

Last year my delegation, and, I feel, many other delegations as well~ missed . 
a sort of · comprehensive document which would draw on the experience gained ·through· 
more than 20 years of negotiations on a nuclear test ban. We note with satisfaction 
that we have that kind of document now. I mean the Soviet "Basic provisions of a 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-,.,reapon tests". \ve 
reiterate our view that this document contains formulations which could well be used 
in the elaboration of the relevant treaty. vie should bear in mind that the 
'"Basic provisions" were recommended for consideration by the Committee on 
Disarmament by a decision of the United Nations General Assembly at its 
thirty-seventh session, which was supported by 115 States. 

Moreover, .United Nations General Assembly resolution 37/72 urges all States 
members of the Committee on Disarmament "To aE:sign to the .Ad Hoc_Working Group 
on item 1 of the Committee's agenda (Nuclear test ban) a mandate which should provide 
for the multilateral negotiation of a treat~ for the prohibition of all 
nuclear-weapon tests, to be initiated immediately after the beginning of the session 
of the Committee to be held in 1983''. The same resolution further urges the 
member States of the Committee on Disarmament 11To exert their best endeavours in 
order that the Committee may transmit to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-eighth session the multilaterally negotisted text of such a treaty''~ · 

Thus, a number of positive developments give us a fair chance to undertake 
specific, streamlined negotiations on the matter. 
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Firstly, we have a clear recommendation by the most authoritative international 
body -- the United Nations General Assembly -- to elaborate a nuclear test-ban treaty. 

Secondly, we have the Soviet document on the basic provisions of a nuclear 
test-ban treaty which can contribute to overcome the existing stalemate. 

Thirdly, we have the Ad Hoc Working Group, which has been re-established in 
order to fulfil this task. But the. Group can only do it with an appropriate mandate, . 
not only allowing for but in fact requesting specific negotiations aimed at the 
conclusion of a nuclear test-ban treaty. 

The Czechoslovak delegation has on numerous occasions expressed its firm belief 
that verification provisions, if they arc to be taken seriously and be meaningful, 
can only be considered inseparably with other basic provisions of a given treaty. 
Some delegation~ speak against the elaboration of a nuclear test-ban treaty in the 
Working Group, saying that the envisaged verification provisions ar~ insufficient. 
My delegation fails tO understand this approach since, as I said last time in my 
statement on this subject, the tripartite report on this subject matter addressed to 
the Committee on Disarmament in 1980 contains a verification system elaborated to a 
great extent. And the representatives of two of the countries ivhich signed the 
tripartite report lament today over the insufficiency of verification procedures. 
To be more ·~pecific I mean paragraph 19 of the report which stc:,terc.: 

"The three negotiating parties believe that the verification measures 
being negatiated - particularly the provisions regarding the International 
Exchange of Seismic Data, the Committee of Experts, and on-site inspections 
break significant new ground in international arms limitation efforts and will 
give all treaty parties the opportunity to participate in a substantial and 
constructive way in the process of verifying compliance with the treaty". 

The Soviet "Basic provisions" show rather clearly that the understandings 
achieved at the tripartite negotiations are taken into account. In this connection 
we would like to ask whether the delegations of the United States and the 
United Kingdom continue to adhere to the conclusion contained in the tripartite 
report. 

Before concluding, I would like to stress the importance we a ttach to the 
United Nations General Assembly's call addressed to all nuclear-weapon States, as a 
gesture of goodwill, _not to carry out any nuclear explosions, starting from a elate 
to be agreed among them and until a nuclear test-ban treaty is concluded. 

The discussion on the subject-matter in the Committee on Disarmament showed 
clearly that the majority of delegations urge the early achievement of a treaty and 
are ready to actively contribute thereto. Those delegations speak firmly in favour 
of the expansion of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, 
which is about to stcxt its work. To speak more clearly, and the urgency of the 
matter compels us t o do so, 1~e maintain that it is high time that ·the United StateP 
delegation listened to the demands of the international community, showed respect 
for the recommendations of the United Nations General Assembly and stopped blocking 
the enlargement of the JIB.ndate of the Ad Hoc lvorking Group on a Nuclear Test Ban 
along the lines of the draft presented by the distinguished representa tive of 
Nongolia, Ambassador Erdembileg, on behalf of the group of socialist States. vlc3 
also hope that during this morith the good atmosphere which has until now prevailed 
iL this Committee will remain. 

The CHAIW!AN: I thank AmbassaC.or Vejvoda for his statement and for the kind 
words addressed to the outgoing and incoming Chairmen. I now give the floor to _the 
representative of Cuba, Hr. Nunez Mosquera. 
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Mr. NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): MY statement will be brief 
and I shall refer only to the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear 
Test Ban, but I should like first, Acbassador van Dongen, to offer you the greetings 
of the Cuban delegation on your assumption of the chcirmanship of the Committee on 
Disarmament. We hope that under your guidance this body will be able to adopt 
decisions of substance during the last month of the spring part of its session. 

I should also like to congratulate your predecessor in that office, 
Ambassador Skalli, on 'his accomplishments in the sphere of the organization of our 
work during the month of 1-iarch. 

A number of documents, both official and unofficial, have been submitted to the 
Committee on Disarmament on the subject of the mandate of the Working Group on a 
Nuclear Test Ban. In fact, we have just received such a document, 
Working Paper No, 95, presented by the group of socialist countries. In 
document CD/181, submitted to the Committee on 24 April 1981, almost two years ago, 
the Group of 21 suggested a form of wording for the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
which leaves no doubt as to the functions of this Committee and the urgency with which 
we should embark on negotiations on the cessation of nuclea+-weapon tests, In that . . 
document, the Group of 21 sug~sted the establishment of an ad hoc working group 
on this subject to negotiate ~and that is very important) -- to negotiate on · 
provisions relating to the scope, verification of compliance and the final clauses of 
a draft treaty relating to item 1 of the Committee's agenda. 

No one can be unaware of the conciliatory character and the flexibility of this 
form of wording. Nevertheless it was rejected, in fact by a small group of count:des 
which justified their attitude, as they are still doing, by the usual argument~' 
about verification, in spite of the fact that that is no longer a problem as .. 
regards the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. 

There is, too, in document CD/259, submitted to the Committee by the delegation 
of the German Democratic Republic on 12 March 1982, a considerable element of 
flexibility. That document states that the ad hoc working group will be responsible 
for negotiating on a treaty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests, taking into account 
all existing proposals and future initiatives. That draft mandate also was rejected, 
by the same small group of countries. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that the element that is collllllon to those 
tvo proposals, and which was the main reason for their being rejected, is the 
reference to the fact that the ad hoc working group will be responsible for · 
negotiating (and I stress this) - negotiating on a treaty for the prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests. 

I should like to recall that when we were discussing the possibility of convening 
a special plenary meeting of the Committee to discuss the question of the mandate of · 
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, some delegations questioned whether 
it would not be ·a violation of the Committee's rules of procedure to limit 
statements by delegations to a specific subject, 

Along the same line of thinking, it is legitimate to ask whether it is not a 
vi0lation of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in three environments, of the 
Final Document of the 1978 special session of the General Assembly, of those same 
rules of procedure of the Committee on Disarrnc~ent and of the resolutions on the 
subject of the United Nations General Assembly, to impose, with a "take it or leave 
it" attitude, a mandate precluding the starting of serious negotiations on the 
prohibition of nuc!ear-weapon tests. · 

In the 1963 Treaty those same States which are now opposing nego.tiations in this 
Committee undertook t o pursue them in good faith, whereas in fact they have suspended 
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even those negotiations that "'ere being conducted with the Soviet Union on ;this 
subject outside the framework of this Coiiii1ii ttee·, -in' spite of the fact that they· had 
achieved considerable progress, ·as is clear from the reports submitted to this body. 
The Final Document of 1978 recognized the priority and urgency of the need to achieve 
a prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, and this ,.;as reaffirmed in the Concluding _ 
Document of the second special -session of the General Assembly devoted to disai'niament. 

Lastly, the rules of procedure of the Committee on Disarmament state that the 
Committee is a disarmament negotiating forum, and that when there is a basis for 
negotiating a draft treaty, tho Committee may establish subsidiary bodies and shou.ld 
provide them with appropriate support f er their work. 

In the light of all these facts, and in the judgement of many delegations, 
there can be no doubt as to the motives that led a small nwriber of States to impose 
on the Committee OJ:l Disarmament a limited mandate f or the Worlr..ing Group on the first 
item on its agenda. 

It is enough to recall that throughout 1982 many States pointed out how and by 
whom the Committee was being prevented from fulfilling its negotiating function, and 
that the present :mandate of the Working Group, an unsatisfactoryhybrid of previous 
proposals, which has, moreover, already been exhausted, was proposed and adopted only 
a few weeks before the convening of the General Assembly 1 s second special session on 
disarmament, which was to make an assessment of the work done since 191-8. 

Now, when there does not appear to be anything in the near future involving a 
review of our work, the delegations which should be changing their attitude as regaxds 
the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests seem to be unconcerned about what may happen 
and are reverting to avoiding the starting of concrete negotiations on this subject 
in the Committee. 

The word ''negotiate" appears to be taboo in this connection, as it is with 
respect to many other items on our agenda, regardless of what the General Assembly 
asks of us. It is only necessary to look at what is happening in connection with 
item 2, or to remember that it took seven weeks to include a reference to the 
prevention of nuclear war in our agenda t o see that we are right. 

This is the reality confronting us every day, and we should let the international 
community know this if we want to fulfil the mandate that has been entrusted to us. 
Furthermore, it is inconceivable that negotiations of substance cannot be started 
in the Committee on specific subjects. There are General Assembly resolutions 
clearly indicating the activities we should undertake, and stating that the rule of 
consensus should not be used to prevent the adoption of a.ppropriate mandates for 
subsidiary bodies. In our report t o the General Assembly we are 'under an obligation 
to respond to these directives and we ought to dCJ so. \!lith a limited mandate for 
the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, the 1983 session is already doomed to 
failure, unless a flexible attitude is adopted by those who are obstructing our work 
so as to permit the initiation of concrete negotiations on this matter. It should be 
borne in mind that this is a subject of great priority, which also affects the 
adoption of the comprehensive programme of disarmament that we have been asked to 
submit by the end of this year, s omething we cannot possibly do in present conditions. 

We hope that this situation will be corrected very quickly so that the Committee 
on Disarmament may begin without further delay actual negotiations on all aspects of 
a test ban treaty. There is a sufficient basis and sui'ficient experience for that 
purpose in this Committee, and all that is needed is to give the 'ltlorkine Group a 
mandate allowing it to start negotiations. 

The CHAI:ffi-U\N: I thank the :t·cp~·t::H:J ~ntative of Cuba, Mr. Nunez l'-1osquera, for his 
contribution and for the kind words addrqR s~d t o the outgoing and income Chairmen. 
I now recognize the next speaker on rrry list, 1;1 1r· T"l''-' '<nP.rJ.tative of Australia, , 
Ambassador Sadleir. / 
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Mr. SADLEIR (Australia): Mr. Chairman, I congratulate you on your asewnption of 
the chairmanship of this Committee for the important conclud,i.ng month of our spring 
session. Your long experience, many diplomatic skills and firm reputation for clear 
thinking will stand us in good stead in coping with the difficult issue-s of substance 
that lie ahead. May :t, through you, Mr. · Chairman, convey the thanks of the Australian 
delegation for the we;y in which your predecessor, the distinguished Ambassador of 
Morocco, Mr. Skalli, discharged his heavy responsibilities. In ·particular, I should 
like to thank him for the agility with which he cut the Gordian knot of procedural 
difficulties which had brought the Committee to a standstill for eight weeks. 

In I113' statemen't today I shaH address myself to item 1 of the Commi. ttee 1s agenda, 
namely, 8. nuclear test ban. For Australia, the achievement of a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban remains a priority objective. On 4 April the Australian Foreign Minister, 
Mr. Bill Hayden, in the context of reports t}la.t nuclear testing would soon resume in 
the South Pacific, recalled that A11Btralia was opposed to all forma of nuclear 
explosions by all States in all environments. The Australian Government intends to 
support international efforts to bring about an end to all such nuclear testing through, 
for example, a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty. 

In 1980 the Australian delegation was the first to propose a way of moving forward 
the work of the Comm.i. ttee on Disarmament on a comprehensive test ban by examining the 
institutional arrangements for the verification aspects of a treaty. In introducing a 
paper on this proposal (document CD/95), thP. then head of the Australian delegation, · 
Sir James Plimsoll, called on the Committee on Disarmament to avoid a situation where, 
after .tpere is poll tical agreement on a comprehensive test-ban treaty, there would be 
a dela¥."of one . or two years because no work had been done on an institutional structure 
to support the implementation a.'l'ld :..n particular the verification of such a treaty. 

Can it be fairly said that the Committee has even begun to make a start on matters 
of verification, as tr~ Australian delegation proposed? The answer, I am sorry to say, 
is in the negative. And yet some delegations suggest tha.t we have somehow arrived at 
the end of the work we need to do under the heading of verification. They even go so far 
as to suggest tha.t, by some miraculous process, the mandate so recently agreed on, and 
since barely applied, has been "fulfilled" ~ How IIlal'lY meetings, in practice, have been 
devoted to the hard-won mandate? Of those that were held, what proportion focused on 
substantive issues rather than on th~ procedural, administrative and report-writing 
activities which tend to consllllle time in our working groups and, recently, in the 
Committee as · a whole • 

Those who have taken part in the Working Group will know that much of its energy 
during the short SUDDiler session last year was spent discussing a prog:ranme of work. The 
initial draft of the programme, prepared by the Acting Chairman of the Group, 
Mr. Hyltenius of Sweden, was balanced and fair, and prejudiced no-one 1s position as 
regards the Group's work -- much lees with regard to the eventual text of a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty. Yet the Working Group, thanks to a group of countries apparently 
unprepared to move forward towards an eventual test-ban treaty, ended up without My 

programme of work at all for the session. 

It was o:r.\ly on 27 August that the Chair was allowed to present an "oral" work 
programme to the Group. Only three meetings remained in the session to give effect to 
this progr8llllle. If there has been a miracle, it lies in the fact that the Group 
accomplished as much as it did. Ironically, it is the same group of countries which 
blocked agreement on a programme of work that noW suggest that the mandate has been 
exhausted. Such a claim is simply implausible. 



\rLr. Sadleir 1 At:ts tralia.) 

Ha.ving:.said that., ·I should ru;ld tl:..e.t too A~~eJ.ill..!"'l delegation welcomes the decision 
of t:t.~e CQmmittee la.at· week to re-esta.bli~h the,· Worki~. Group on a Nuclea!'. Test :&.n under 
its existing manda.'ie. In this connection I wish to p~ce on record our satisfaot:ion. 
tba.t a new Chairman. the ·OJ_etinguiehed Amba;;;3ador of the German Democratic Republic, 
Mr. Gerhardt Herder, has.,. by the same de cieion cf the Commi ttse, been ·appointed t:o lead 
the Group's w-ork. · l-!y delegation will give him our fuil co-operation in seeking progress 
at t~ ,fs.stest rate possible towards a com:prehensi•;e nlldear teat-ban treaty. · · 

Auatral,.ia. ia amr.ioUB, indeed imP4ltient for progress in this . area. We re0081li.ze 
that, in tha.t respect, we a.r-e by nc means unique, but we make an important point:" 
tbtl ra:te ·<>f ·progress is not ahla.y;a proportion&.l to the . degree of _claJpOur for 1 t, the 
presspre exerted .for it or tr~& gill:e of. the t{tepa a-dvocated. R~c.ent weeks have shown 
that ~he op~ei te propoai tion is equally .true~· in F'ebruary and .~Ch this y~ar, the 
Co~.ttee was a sound.i.ng 'br.as.e :for fin~ . eeri-t.{roonts e<.:nd. strong apesch.es in favour of 
big stepe, and at the end of thOse , moritha what, aa an outcome of a.ll that, is t}}e.re 
to Shaw the world? By coritra.St, .the Comm.i. ttaa ~. made a lot of progreea at' other 
times .and in other circumstances. - · 

~ . • • ,; t ' . . ' . ' 

Since we a.re now disc,.lSsL"'lg th& mandatee of working groupe, I need only mention 
the progre~s made eo fa:r if• the o:P.emical weapons '.Vorkil".g Groufit w~n we ~t on faster 
as soon as we s_topped arguing abou.i,; ,\(N:ther or not cur existing mandate liiould per:ali t 
us to 'dri &9• Thus. my 4~leeation . ur~s . _speed~ and .it urges speed within the present 
mandate~:. Any o.ther course 'would condemr.l us t;o JliOVe slm!ly, if a.t all•' That is t :he 
lesson tO be drawn :from the Comrrdt:tee's .:Past history. ·. 

:! 

. . In ·~ny s't;~tementa of. 8 ~d 22 Fel;ruUy I d:welt at aome length on· E)l1 .i.mportan:f;.· ·are& .. · 
of nuclear test-b$n veri!iccrliori., namely, se.:Lsmic moni:torlng. In parti..eular, I dre1r . 
attention to the staar...y and very relevant teobr.dr...aJ. work beir.-g -done by the Ad HOo ).roup. 
of Sci.onti.fic R.lCp'ilrt.s.. hi Amba.aaador He:rd.e:r ~ i:n hls ats:tement of 3 March, pointed 
outi · · 

"There ie ell,o~h m~terial for settlng up the L11·ternationa.l da.t& excha.rlge eye·tam 
.. wit¥n the f:r&r!et4'ork of a treaty on th; c.om:pJ.e t e and gena"'al prel-.J:bi tion of 
miqle~aa.pon ttr tat and I uriderlin~ a ~ reaty 1 ~ The G-ri)U]) of S~ientific 
:E~~?rts 'sb~ul,d eont:ri'bute to· auch a treaty .. I t dose not 'if'ork in an· ti'Vory 
tower.• , ne;i ther should its work be · :rAgs.:rded as an exercise in 'art foo:- art 1 a 
sEJcet '. ·rt ~s .. tr.le :purjX)se that coun·tsi'• · .. · 

I can agree with much of this. tofhile l d.o :not ooneide:x.~ that the intamationAiLl · 
seismic mpni torillg netMork can be swiftly sGt ur on ·th.e ba.a:ie o:t present material, I 
am .(".A:mvin<".ed that work. to that ~md must be l:i..nkr:ul w tr..e objectives or the Committee 
as a whole. Thie inM'ed wa.S tm essence· of my rema.rks on 22 Februar;Y, when ·tbe ~~port 
of the Group of Scienti.:f)c Experts was tabled: I s aid then trtat· nthe Commi. ttea should 
beg.i,n to focus more acutely on the work done by trJ.a Grot.rp, 8li.d to con:aide:r ita 
medit,m;- a.nd l or..g-tnrm releva..'"lce to the C.ommi ttee I a O'i>'T. ·wot·k" 0 Thus' 1 'Nf'li( fo:rmal.:ty" ' 
propo~e, l'...r. Chairrna.n, that the Working Gro~p on t1. Nuclear 'l'est Ban debat& the fu"t\u"e 
of too· Group of S<:"..ientific Ex!)erta before tbe e:>:parts meet aga..L'1 in .July, under the · ·· 
eriating NTB mandate. 

, There is much more to be done under tb.e eriatir€ mar;;date. La.at year, as othE!rs 
have pointed out, :numerous i tema were put forwe.-""d. in the Working Group and were not 
fully addressed. At the aame time tr.e Worid . .ng Gro11.p wi·ioneaaed several interesting 
interventions an~ exchanges on matters which ·f'ell within ita Illalldate. M3r delegation 
for &Yaple is ready, as no doubt is the Indi.a.n delegation~ to investigate further 
the verification problema of pea.r..eful nuclear exploeion.<J " More can bs said, a loi:; 
of it technical, about low-yield detection. 
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I have already mentioned that Australia . submitted a working paper. in .1980 setting 
Ollt some ins~tutional, financiai and legal questions tha.t the Committee onDisarmament 
should address • . Much of that paper remains relevant. However, developments since 
then, pa.rticularlt the presenta.'tion of the trilateral report to the Committee and the 
tabling of a <iraft treaty by the Soviet Union, have raised new and different · questions. 
M;y delegation is looking, therefore, towards issuing a revised version of .. 
document CD/95. Some of the major new questions that come to mind are preciseljr ... 
tho~e which have to do with the inati tutional arrangements .for a verifiCation ' system • ... 
Both the :trilateral report and the Soviet draft treaty mention a committee of' · · · 
experts • Will : this committee . concern itself only with the seismic system? .Would it 
also deal with other me~ of detecting nuclear tests? . Would a separate grc;>up be 
required, say, for atmospheric detection? And what l:l,bout alleged violations . and 
complaints? Would they be channelled through the· expert group, if only in the first 
instance? Or would it be a purely scientific body? Would a eonsul tative committee 
be established .. to handle. compliance matters? Who, then, w:o.uld organize on-site 
ins.ptJ.ctions?, · What rolf3 would the . Security Council , or other United. ,Nations bodies or . 
the ~olbaiu. tte-e on· Disarmament .itself have in all this? Would a sepa.i-ate CTB secretariat 
be :req\li,red?· And bow would it be established? There is a rich ffeld ~here for further 
expl()~tation. · · · 

On the other band, my delegation is not willing, although we are prepared, if 
necessary, to. participate in a tedious political. discussion which revolves around the 
question of "will". The matter before us is quite a simple one • Adequate or not, 
rich ~r poor, the . mandate of the· NTB Wor.king Group is the only one we haVe, by :, · . 
unanimous agreement? and it is one which offers us a chance to do so~e real work.' . 
Some ·~ we will probably feel its limitations, and wish .to .have bro~er terms of 
reference. We can hasten that day by getting down to work or we oan. ,put it off by 
choosing another approach. ~ ,:: • 

The CHAIRMAN: . . The Chair thanks Ambassador Sadleir for his · contribution and for 
the kind l(Ords ·addressed to the outgoing Chairman and to the' Chai:ruiS.ii for the month 
of ·April • . · Before giving the floor to the next speaker, the Chair wollld like to 
rectify an omission in not having properly tha.riked the distinguished representative 
of Cuba for the kind words he addressed to the Chair and to the outgoing Chairman. 
This omission of thanks was more regrettable since the thanks addressed to 
Ambassador, SkaJ.li .are so generally recognized as being well deserved, I hope the 
distinguishe\1 :r;epreseritative of Cuba will accept these belated thanks. ' · · · 

I now recognize 'the distinguished representative of Belgium, Mr. Noirfalisse. 
You have the floor. 

Mr. NOIRFALISSE (Belgium) (translated from French): Mr. C~rman, , I think. that 
Ambassadbr Onkelinx will have ample _opportunity to congratulate you op~, ;Your accession 
to the chairmanship of the Committee . and .also .to express the .Be.lgian del~gation's · 
gratitude . for the contribution made to the , Copmd ttee 1s work ;tast month by .; 
Ambassador Skalli • . In the meantime, :. I will associate myself wi;th those;· 
congra~ulations. 

We are glad that the Committee on Disarmament has at last decided, after unduly 
lengtey hesitations and deliberations, finally to resume its work of substance where 
that was left at the end of the 1982 session. · 

The five working groups that have been establish.ed offer the best way of making 
progress on a number of well-identified topics, We ought not any longer .to waste the 
possibilities which these tools afford us. 
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One of the items for this plenary meeting is a consideration of the mandate c'f the 
.Ad Hoc\'{orki~ Gr~up on a Nuclear Test Ban • . We are approaching this co~ideration 
withe;> tit prejUdice, for it . is in accordance with the mandate of the Working Group, which 
requests the Couilni ttee to ''take a decision on subsequent cou:cses of action with a \l"iew 
to fulfilling its responsibilities in this regard 1

' • 

. T.he Committee was wise in. deciding last week to re-establish the Working Group 
with its 1982 mandate. vTe believe that at the presen-t; time that mandate offers ua the 
best ,.,ay of approaching the objective of the prohi'l:li~ion of n1,1clear testa, and Belgium 
attaches the utmost importance to the attainment of that goaL It hopes that the 
\·forking . Gro~p, will e~tablish . the necessary basis for negotiations to be conducted, 'at ·· 
the B;PPro':P~iate time, with a view to the conclusion of an agreement prohibi t:tng al:J. , 
nucle'ar tesJs •. We believe that the present mandate of the Working Group is entir~!ly 
adequate for that purp6se ~ · · 

. r-i; is_ imJ?O·;r~~t, however, .in order that we should draw closer to the time w;hen 
~nliine .. neg~tia~ioljl.S are poss~ble, that we should ensure the maximum chances of. success 
for the WorKing" Group ·from the present moment. To proceed otherwise would, in :thEt . 
present circumstances, run counter to the objective, because the entire process oould 
thereby be disrupted. ;I:n establishi:og the Working Group last year, we indicated -the 
first step to be taken. Our goal_ this year should be to take that step. 

We OL'Ight to recognj:ze that ' our work in 1982 was very limited as,, to ti~e, and I 
can reply to 'the question put by .Ambassador Sadleir: first, we lim.i, ted our eff<>rts; 
we devo'ted only' lo' 'meetings to the Working Group; of those 10 mE;~_e.tings, seven we.~ . 
concerned with prooodura,l questions. And the consequence of that is that,· as .conoerns · 
substance, we were not even able ·to · agree on a programme of work which would have 
allowed us systematically to discuss and define the issues relating to verification and 
to comp],iance with a prohibition. The results of our work last year are thus very 
limited~ It is enough to read the report of the Working Group to be eonvinced of this. 
If we. compare that report· with those whieh were drawn up within the framework of the 
first mandate of the· Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, ".<Te can se'e that ·th!:!re is ' 
still much work to be done in the way of exJ>loration, clarifica:tioh and harinonization 
with l~e-spec:t rto the verification of a prohibition on nuclear tests' be'fore we go on ~ 
a more ambitious phase of our work. 

Verification proved to be the stumbling-block in the negotiations· that have been 
held in the past on the subject of a nuclear test ban~ and in that connection I el~uld 
like to . say .that I entirely agree with what our colleague: from Poland said a few minutes 
ago when he stated that "one of the most complex and controversial problems which impede 
disarmament negotiations, and not only in the field of a nuclear test ban, is an adequate 
verification system". It i~ in fact . gpod praqtice i:p. a negotiating process to . 
concentrate ' on the problems. To dci·~o-ther<,riae· w·ou:Ld be t~ put up a smoke-Screen, 'for we 
should be giving an ill'usion of progress w:Q,ile no~ ta,lking about what is the essential 
elemGnt in tbS matter pf a , nuc'lear test ban,, namely, the question of v~rification... If 
,.,e read the variolis docUJil!3nts that have be.en submitted on this question, in partieular -
the tripartite repOrt and, most recently,· the Soviet. Union's proposals i;n , 
document CD/ 346, we shall see that the greater part of the suggestions made, particularly 
by the S.oviet Union delegation - 28 paragr,aphs out of 35· - , concern verification ·and 
the prov~sions designed to ensure respect for ' the prohibition. 

The States which in the Working Group last year felt it necessary-- as was only 
natural -- to refer to qther matters conne cted with verification, and in. particular 
the scope .of the prohib). tion, had no difficulty in doing so from the outset of our·. 
work in 1982. Thus the 'present mandate is sufficiently flexible in that respect. · It 
in no ~ray prevents delegations expressing their particular concerns. 
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In concl~ion, we consider that. the mandate hB.s. not been exhausted. It is fa."t' 
from having been exhausted. :· ;rn fact .it ~ barely been l:)roached • . . We trust that the 
Working Group will be able, as soon as it resumes ita activities, to agree on a method 
which ~ill enable it to car;cy- Ollt its task in a rational manner. 

The CHAIRMAN: ·The Chair thail.ka the distinguished representative of Belgium 'for · · 
his contribution and fo~ the kind words addressed to the outgoing and incoming cbaimeti; 
and now recognizes the distinguished representative of Argentina, Ambassador Carasalee: 
You have the floor, Sir. 

Mr. CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): I should like first of .all 
to offer you t.M moat E1inee~ congratulations .-of the delegation of .. the ~entinf3 . Republic 
on your assumption of th~ chairmanship of this Qommi ttee fo~ thS month of April. I .wiah 
you every suecees in yogr efforts - I a,m confider,rt that they will be sticc:essful - ~d ·. 
towards that end I s:.bould .like here a,.rid now to prorilise you the fullest support of my .. · ..• 
delegation. At the same time I should like to express the appreciation of my delegation 
for the brilliant work done by your distinguished predecessor, Ambe,ssador Skalli of 
Morocco, who made prolongeq. and. intensive efforts to ' solve the problems of .the · · . ,, . . 
organizatioiJ.. of the work of this .. Conuri tiee for the ctirrent year - wi t{l success, as .we 
all know. ' · · · . ,'.: . .. , :. · 

• - • ' ; • f , ' I ~ ... · , 

The . position . of the .G11>UP of 21 wi:th r~~~ct ~to the mandate of t;he Ad H.c2..£ Working . 
Group on a Nuclear Test Ban is well knowri, and I shall therefore be very- brief. I should 
like to point .out in this conneetion t~t J alw83's speak of the prohibition of :nuclear-­
weapon teatfi 1 whj.cli is .""the 1a.ngriBge ·apE;i'cif:ically. used in the Final Document, with al:j.. 
that that means • The pqints-.made .by ~he G:r:.qu:p ':of . 2i in the statement Jt sub~{ted ·ofi . 
24 April 1981, almost. wo years ago, in coruiection with item 1 of our agenda, remain 
entirely valid. That statement contained. a dra.ft mandate for the Ad Hoc Working .G-roup 
and we stili think that a mandate of ,such a kind offers the only possibi·li ty for ·the, 
Group to accomplish truly effective work. 

It is a secret to no one that th:e mandate given to the Ad .Hoc Working Group when 
it was ·set 'up last year was far from ·:satiiffactory to a large number of :delegations. 
They , c()nsidere~ that the Group would be able to make little headway towards the objective 
set in paragraph 51 of the Final Document when its work was confined within such narrow · 
limits that it was empowered to deal with only one aspect, an important aspect, certainly ). 
but oi:lly ·part of what should be Cl. ·whole, and when at the same time it did not have the 
poasibili ty of· conductin~(-negotfations ·but was merely, to use the words of the J>T9Sent 
mandAte, to "discuss and d$fine'i•. . .;· 

The experience of the .meetings held by the Group last year proved that these fears 
were not unfounded. 

We ought not to deceive ourselves. The mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a 
Nuclear Test Ban and tlle. Mve:rgencies ·af ' viewa:.in this: .. oonnectioti:are . really only ·a 
symptom of the differences that exist in the degree of priority which countries at 
present attach to the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. Until a few years ago it could 
be said that there was a consensus on the urgency of the need to put an end to such 
testa, a consensus clearly reflected in, among other documents, the preamble to the 
Moscow Treaty adopted in 1963, that is, ~xactly 20 years ago. 

I do not intend to go into the reasons justifying the need for a total prohibition 
of nuclear-weapon teats. They are too well lalown and need no repetition. It is, 
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therefore, to be regretted tha·~ two nuclear-weapon Powers have radically modlf.:i.ed 
their positions in this coTh1ection and now see the attainment of this goal, so 
ardently desired by virtually everyone, as a long-term objective. 

In addition, two other nuclear-weapon countries, also adopting an attitude that 
is to be regretted, have decided to dissociate themselv~.s from :the multilateral 
effort towar,d~ . this end which has been initiated inAhis C~ttee in spi t~J~c)f all 
the difficulties and restrictions. The reasons they have given to explain their 
attitude, although worthy, are nevertheless not sufficient, at least in my 
delegation's view, for their not participating usefully in the activity of a working 
group whose purpose is thereby directly affected. 

Such a situation, in which four of the five nuclear-weapon Powers are maintaining 
what might be called a negative attitude with respect to ·such a matter as the 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, about which the international commuriit,y as a 
whole has no doubts, certainly does not encourage any :·optiri:iism as regards the 
immediate future of the discussions being held in the 'Ad Hoc Working Group. 

No one can guarantee the success of the efforts of a working group, nor can 
anyone deny the right of each delegation to express;-in the group, its -.Jiews, its 
perceptions of the problem and even its assessment of the priorities with respect to 
the item in question. However, it is neither just nor appropriate to subject the 
work of the group to such narrow and partial limits that the ··t>ossibilities 'for its 
achieving anything worthwhile a.re thereby d.rasti~cally curtailed. · 

•'(•. 

If the Committee· is fully to fulfi 1 its responsibilities, it must give ·the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban a ·mandate that is adequate to that ·:purpoee, 
which obviously means the broadening ofi the present mandate. 

That is the position of th~ Argentine delegation on this matter; a position that 
is obviously well known) but we wished it to be briefly reflected in too record of 
this meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of Arge;ntj_n~, 
Ambassador Carasales, for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the Chair 
and to the outgoing Chairman. 

Distinguished delegates, it is now close to 'l p.m. and there re~n six. spe~'e,rs 
on the list; it will therefore be necessary to suspend the meeting rather· tha;.(to .: · 
adjourn. The Chair would propose then, that we suspend the meeting now and reconvene 
at 3.15 p.m. sharp this afternoon, if that is agreed. 

If there are no objections, the meeting is suspended until 3.15 p.m. this ' 
afternoon. 

The meeting was suspended at 12.55 p.m. and resumed at 3.15 p.m. 
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The· CHAIRMAN: The 209th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament is now 
resumed, and I give the floor to the _distinguished representative of Algeria, Mr. Taffar. 
You have the floor. 

Mr. TAFFAR (Algeria) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Disarmament has decided to place .the question of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on a Nuclear Test Ban on the agenda for today's meeting. My delegation is pleased· at 
this decision and would like to make some comments on the subject. 

Allow me first of all, however, Mr. Chairman, to perform the pleasant task of 
congratulating you on your accession to the chairmanship of our Committee for the month 
of April, and to assure you of the entire co-operation of my delegation in the fulfilment 
of yout• duties. 

We should also like to express our gratitude to Ambassador Skalli who, with the 
skill with which we are all familiar, presided over the work of the Committee on 
Disarmament at a critical moment in its history. 

For more than a quarter of a century, the international community has been trying 
to achieve the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, rightly considered to be an essential 
measure towards the halting of the nuclear arms race. Unfortunately, the efforts inade · 
towards that end havenot yet brought about the results hoped ·for. The tripartite 
negotiations, in which the international community placed great hopes, have been suspended. 
The Committee on Disarmament has still not been able to undertake negotiations on this 
question, which has the highest priority on its agenda. 

It is, moreover, undeniable that the lack of agreement . on the question of the 
prohibition of nuclear tests was one of · the principal obstacles to the adoption of a 
comprehensive programme of dis'armament at the second special session of the 
General Assembly ·devoted to disarmament. 

Meanwhile, the pace of nuclear-weapon tests is constantly increasing, thus 
contfib.!.lting to the .acceleration of the nuclear ~rms race by making possible in 
oart cu1ar, the deve1opment or new generations or· ever more sophis~icated and ~ore tlaad y weapons. · 

All these facts compel us to seek the reason for this absence of resuits, which is 
in stark contrast with the degree of priority attached to the question. 

We are unfortunately obliged to recognize that the principal obstacle preventing 
the attainment of this objective is indubitably the lack of political will on the part 
of certain nuclear-weapon States. 

The argument about technical difficulties put forward to explain the absence of 
results in this sphere does not appear to us to be very convincing. For while it is 
entirely understandable that certain technical difficulties might explain the lack of 
progress in a negotiating process already under way, the existence of differences of 
views on technical questions cannot justify the absence of negotiations on such an 
important matter as the prohibition of nuclear tests. 
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All members of the Committee on Disarmament are agreed in recognizing that the 
mandate of the P.d Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban that was set up during the 
spring part of the Committee's l~st session is limited. 

My delegation ·-:as among those which· :Jx·prcssed serious r8servations regarding the 
adoption ot such a narro~ mandate, which in fact confines the Committee on Disarmament 
to "discussing and defining" issues relating to one particular question, that of 
verification. 

vle nevertheless agreed to join in tho consensus that em.::lrged on that mandat<~, 
considering it as a first step towards the negotiation of a treaty on the prohibition 
of nuclear-weapon tests. This in no way affected our reservations as regards the: 
mandate itself, Hhich arbitrarily isolates one aspect of the future treaty from the 
whole complex of elements that should comprise it. 

He see tod~y thc:-.t our apprehensions 1·1ere fully justified. During the surnmer part 
of the Committee's last session, the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban found 
itself indeed confronted by the difficulty of discussing questions of verifi~ation 
witho1,1t k~owing the natu.re and the scope of the prohibition. The impossibility Of. 
reaching a consensus, if only on a working hypothesis concerning the nature . <md the 
scope of the treaty, prevented the adpption of a programme of work. Nevertheless the 
meetings held then had the merit of clarifying the respective positions of del~gations 
on questions concerning verification. 

!'1y delegation considers that the time h3.s come for the Committee on Disarmament 
to begin negotiating a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests. ~~ 

believe that th~ mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group set up under item 1 of the agenda 
must be broadened in order to permit the Com:nittec on Disarmament to carry out its task 
as the sole multilateral disarmament negotiating body. It is pertinent here to J•ecall 
that tho Group of 21 submitted a dr•aft mandate which mo.y be found in document CD/181 
and which, in our vimv, offers a sound basis for the formulation of a new manda t<:! for 
the Ad fbc Working Group. We believe that the broadening of tho Group's mandate would 
be in no way detrimental to tho i~tereAts of the delegations which stress the primary 
importance of questions concerning the verification of compliance with the treaty. 
Those delegations would in fact be entirely free to give these questions all the 
importance they merit during the negotiating proc8ss. 

In stressing the need to broaden the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a 
Nuclear Test Ban, we howe no intention whJ.tever of minimizing the importance of 
verifica~fon issues. We perfectly well understand the concern of delegations to devise 
a verification system which will assure them that their partners are respecting all the 
provisions of the treaty. In any ease, it is surely in thG interests of all parties to 
the future treaty to make provision for reliable verification m8asures that will 
guarantee the strict 6bservanc(; of all the treaty's provisions. We are, however• 
convinced that these questions should be examined, not in the abstract, but in close 
connection with the other aspeCt3 of the treaty. 

At its thirty~seventh session the GenerJ.l Assembly adopted three resolutions on 
the subject of nuclear tests. All throe stressed the importance and urgency of this 
question. One of them, resolution 37172, urges the Com~aittee on Disarmament to assign 
to the Ad Hoc Horking Group on a Nuclear· Test Ban !fa mandate lvhich should provide for 
the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests, 
to be initiated immediately after the beginning of the session of th0 Committee to be 
held in 1983n. 
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We earnestly hope that the delegations which have in the past shown reluctance 
regard~ng the initiation of a: process of negotiation on this subject in the Committee 
on Disarmament will show sufficient flexibility to enable the Committee to respond to 
the appeal of the General Assembly through a broadening of the mandate of the Ad Hoc 
\-.'or king Group. · · 

It is in large part the attitude they adopt to the question of the prohibition 
of nuclear tests that will indicate the degree of political will of the nuclear~weapon 
States with respect to the goal of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished delegate of Algeria for his 
contribution and for the kind words addressed both to the outgoing Chairman and the 
incoming Chairman. The Chair now calls upon the distinguished· representative of 
P3kistan 1 Mr~ Altar. 

Mr. ALTAF . (Pakistan) : Mr. Chairman, Ambassador Mansur Ahmad will surely take a 
suitable opportunity to ·congratulate you on behalf of our delegation. In his absence, . 
~llow me to express my great pleasure on your assumption of the chairmanship of the · 
Committee on Disarmament. I believe that at this important juncture, when the Committee 
is finally starting the substantive \oJOrk of its 1983 session, you, Mr. Chairman, a 
composite personality well regarded for your erudition, diplomatic skill, geniality and 
wit, will make an outstanding contribution to our important task. 

I also wish to thank your predecessor, Alnbassador Skalli, for the skilful manner 
in which he was able to settle the problems facing the Committee regarding the agenda 
and the programme of work. 

I have requested the floor to express some views on the question of a nuclear 
test ban. In doing so, I have a foreboding sense of history. Countless United Nations 
resolutions and innumerable .statements in the last quarter of a century urging the 
cessation of nuclear testing have not brought us any closer to this highest-priority 
goal. On the other hand, technological developments and feverish stockpiling have in 
the meantime imparted an awesome dimension to the consequences of any u3e of nuclear 
weapons. The hitherto metaphoric references to a nuclear holocaust have been invested 
by the actions of a handful of States -- and primarily, two of them -- with a literal 
and real possibility of an apocalypse. Continued opposition to the banning or · 
nuclear-\-mapon tests by this Superpower today, by the othar tomorrow, is a double-edged 
miscalculation which eventually· we may never have time to look back and rectify. 
Conversely, in time, its value may diminish to a level of insignificance. 

Our agreement last year to a limited mandate for the Working Group on a Nuclear 
Test Ban was in the nature of a gesture indicative of the importance we attached to 
the commencement at long last by the Committee on Disarmament of the process for the 
conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty. We also had in mind the undertaking 
contained in the mandate that after the conclusion of its 1982 session the Committee 
would "take a decision on subsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling its 
responsibilities". Our delegation understands the responsibility of this Committee 
solely in terms of negotiations, in this instance, on a CTBT. It would therefore be 
entirely justified that the Committee should be called upon to revise the mandate of 
the Working Group accordingly. 
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.The .\~orking Group is at present mandated to discuss and define issues relating to 
verification and compliance. These issues have two dimensions, technical and political. 

The technical aspects of ::..t nucleor· we1.pcms te:3t hsn have :J.lrcady boen adequately 
explored and examined by the seismological vlorking Group. The contours of an 
international ve.rifico.tion system based on fully modern techniques of data _collection 
and its proper evaluation have been very Hell defined. Of course we can. endlessly 
nPgue on .its capabilities. Each new day that dm-1ns outdates the preceding day·. The 
other option is to seize the hour and relate our present knowledge to the problems of 
the day. As a precaution, the CTBT could include ~revisions for an updating of its 
verific~tion and compliance procedures in the light of later teehnological developments 
through.review conferences or any other agreed universally non~discriminatory.procedures. 

other aspects of verification and compliance issues !'elating to a· cop1prehensive 
test ban cannot be fully defined, af:', called foP in our cxistin[!; mandate, let alone 
negotiated, without a prior agreement on the scope of the ban. That is the political 
aspect which indeed falls squarely within the competence of the Working Group. Nuclear 
t1~chnology has its peaceful uses and military application. Co1:1trary to the r:ecent 
Dutch suggestion, a·fair agreement on the scope and purpose of theban, keeping in view 
the requirements of the developing countries in taking full advantage of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy to narrow the immense technological ga~ between them and the 
rest of the world will quickly pave the way to and help in theevolving of a mutually 
satisfactory verification and compliance regime for the CTBT. 

These technical and political considerations apart, the existing mandate suffers 
from an internal contradiction. The \.Jerking Group has been asked to substantially 
examine issues which relate to the governance of the implementation of an agreement 
which itself is not envisaged except in the context of an unspecified long-range policy 
goal. It is obvious, first, that a truly substantial and in-depth examination of related 
iss~es, even psychologically, is not possible unless the negotiators are convinced that 
an agreement is actually intended. Such a work programme may be suitable to an academic, 
intellectual exercise; it is hardly fit for a serious negotiating effort. Secondly, 
even if a determined effort were to result in a consensus, its elements would surely 
become obsolete by the timG, . if ever, tho issues dGfinecl by the \{or king Group are in 
practice related to a comprehensive test-ban treaty. Unless, therefore, this internal 
contradiction is resolved, our work cannot assume the character of a genuine negotiating 
endeavour. 

It follows, then, that the problem is a lack of political will; its rationale is 
unclear, perhaps incompr-ehensible. It is frequently said thi:lt systems performance 
could not be guaranteed without recourso to testing. Notwithstanding the fact that it 
is predicated on the actual usc of vmapons, the argument has been discounted by eminent 
scientists on the grounds that a variety of methods were available to detect and remedy 
perfor~ance deviations. I need only refer to the Bradbury-~~rk~Garwin letter of 
15 August 1978 addressed to President Jimmy Carter. 
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Notwithstanding also our manifest doubts about the theory of deterrence, one.may 
ask: will the test ban in any way restrict or diminish the value of deterrence? 
Clearly not. A nuclear-weapon test ban will do no more than prevent qualitative 
improvements of existing nuclear weapons and preclude the development of new types 
of such weapons. That, too, if we ignore the possibilities afforded by advanced 
simulation techniquee and laborato~y tests. The nuclear arsenals, consisting of tens 
of thousands of nuclear weapons, will continue to exist, perhaps multiply, even after 
the conclusion of a test ban. A mere 5 per cent of. the existing weapons are said to 
be sufficient to eradicate all life on earth. The requirements of deterrence, or for 
that matter of equal security, will thus continue.to be fully underwritten. Why, then, 
the reluctance to negotiate the ban? 

A conceivable answer perhaps lies in the desire for the retention of technological 
superiority. Historic experience indicates too few compromises, at least as far as 
this question impinges on qualitative parity in weapons. The inevitable result of such 
an illusory pursuit is the continuation of the arms race. No particular subtlety of 
mind is required to conclude, then, that the opposition to the banning of nuclear-weapon 
tests is an indication of unwillingness to terminate the arms race and proceed to genuine 
and meaningful disarmament. Ch the other hand, even at this stage, a nuclear-weapon 
test ban will provide concrete evidence of the determination to contain, and perhaps 
eventually eliminate, the danger that these infernal weapons pose to the survival of 
mankind. 

At the outset I referred to the history of the issue. No efforts have been spared 
in negotiations to achieve a nuclear-weapon test ban. The partial test-ban Treaty and 
the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty raised hopes, either by what had been achieved or 
by the commitments that were held out "to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time 11 • Over a decade ago the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations himself declared that all the technical and scientific aspects 
of a nuclear test ban had been fully explored; there even came a time when the negotiating 
parties were on the verge of an agreement. Although this may now be a part of history, 
its relevance is undeniable. We cannot but continue to urge the fulfilment of commitments, 
whether these e~anate from existing treaties such as those I have recalled or from a 
strongly held belief in a moral approach to issues of disarmament and security such as 
that recently affirmed by President Reagan. 

Two of the most pressing issues in the world today are, first, the appalling economic 
conditions in the majority of the third world countries, and secondly, the nuclear threat 
to the survival of mankind. While the former unfortunately evokes little more than 
compassion and concern, the solution to the latter has been fortunately agreed upon by 
consensus in the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly 
on disarmament. In the disarmament field a nuclear test ban, we are all agreed, is.a 
matter of the hlghest priority. But that is not all. Along the path to real-disarmament, 
it is the first step. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of Pakistan for 
his contribution and for the generous words addressed both to the present Chairman and 
his predecessor. \fuile his predecessor is concerned' of course' this is now a fact; 
the present Chairman can only hope to be c'apable of living up to these generous 
expressions of goodwill. The next speaker on my list is the distinguished representative 
of India, -Mr •. saran, to whom I now give the floor. 
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l:Jr. SA.."R.AN (India): l.:Jr.. Cbairman, on bebalf of tbe delegation of India; I' -v10uld 
like to weJ,come you as.Cbairman of tbe Committee for the month of April. Familiar 
as vJe are >lith your diplomatic acumen, professional experience as well as personal 
qualities,. vJe are assured of an intensive and productive period of negotiations 
during the month. lrBy I pledge to you on behalf of the delegation of India our full 
support and co~peration in the discharge of ;your duties as Chairman. 

Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, under 11hose leadership we Here :finally able to 
ad.opt both the agenda and tbe programme of vJOrk for the current session, des.erv€l,s our 
sincere gratitude and utmost admiration. Under his gentle and persuasive 
ehairmanship, cJe v1ere able to :C"esol ve several difficult and controversial procedural 
questions. He has thu,s laid tlle basis. for frtl.i tful negotiations in the Comrni tt,:;e 
during the rest of the session. 

}'\y delegation ·would like to of.fer its Vle,~s on the question of a nuclear test ban. 
Ai; .the .outset, I would like to put forward India's position concerning tbe natur9 of a 
f-uture treaty on a nuclear test ban. In our vie1-J, such a treaty should aim at the 
general and complete cessation of nuclear-weapon tests by all ·states in all 
environments for all time. It should be able to attract universal adherence and 
:3bould include a verificotion system that is universal in its application and 
non-discriminatory in character and. ~~bicb provides for ec1ual access to· all States. 

Tl)is is also tbe position adopted by the Group of 21, and in doc1.ment Cil/223 
wbicb contains a draft comprebi:msive programme of disarmament, foT example; this is 
tbe nature of tbe treaty that is clearly spelt out. 

HovJever, tb€l delegB;tion of tbe United States this morning put forward ideas 
concerning the scope of tbe treaty on a nuclear test ban 11bicb are not in consonanc-e 
vii tb tbe position adopted by t:1e international community on tbis tJuestiort for mBcy 
years• In this connection, I ,.;ould. like to drai•J tlle attention of tlle distinguished 
delegate of the United States, lit. Chairman, to the preamble of tbe partial test--ban 
Treaty of 1963, wbicb says: 

"Seeking to achieve tbe discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear 
vJeapons for all time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, ••••·"· 

- . ' 

lt is"~lso quite obvious from tbe passage I have just quoted that tbe ~osition 
taken by tbe United States that it does not intend to engage in negotiations on a 
treaty on a nuclear test ban is not in keeping vii tb tbe obligations it undertook in tbe 
partial test-ban Treaty of 1963. Tbe position is also at variance with the Final 
:Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
the provisions of Hll;Lcb 1wre unanimously reaffirmed in June/July last year at tbe 
General Assembly's second special session on disarmament. PDragrapb 51 calls for 
tbe urgent conclusion of a treaty on a nuclear test l1an. 

So far,·we have not beard one good reason for retaining the present m~ndate of 
th& Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. There 2re those v1ho argue· tha-t 
during its ~~ork last year, the Working Group vws unable to fulfil its mandate ,be,cause .. 
we could not get agreoment on a 1wrk programme. Tbat is a rather formal and · 
unconvincing objection. Hy delegation, along •4i tb several otber.s, 11as prepared .to , 
engage in a substantive discussion of verification and compliance issues reJ,.ating to a 
nuclear test ban, despite our conviction that tbe available means of verificati'on, · 
both national and international, were already sufficient to ensure compliance with 
such a ban. Hm-J(:~ver, to our dismay, vJe found that those very delegations wbicb 
insist that tbe Working Group sbould first examine issues of verification and 
compliance v1ere not prepared for a serious exchange even on these issues. Arguments 
that the mandate given to tbe Group bas not been exhausted is merely a camouflage for 
tbe lack of political enthusiasm to deal with tbe real issues involved. 
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In the vlorking Group, lie asked the delegations concerned, particularly those of 
tlw United States and the United Kingdom to elaborate for us what they regarded as 
"auequate" verification for a nuclear test ban. We also pointed out that the 
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on Seismic Events has been operating so far on the 
assumption that the global seismic monitoring netv10rk they had been mandated to 
ela"borate should. be able to detect with 90 per cent probability events of bodywave 
ma gnitude 4 or greater in the northern hemisphere and bodywave magnitude 4.3 or 
greater in the southern hemisphere. We asked these delegations whether this 
capability and the probability of detection, which lies at the base of the viork of 
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, is considered sufficient by them in 
conjunction vJi th national technical measures to ensure compliance >vi th a treaty on a 
nuclear test ban. 

These questions, as \vill be recalled by those who participated in the \Wrk of the 
Ad Hoc Working .Group, went unansviered. Instead, the Group vias told that the 
"adequacy" or "sufficiency" of verification was a complex question involving a whole 
host of political and technical factors. Despite repeated questioning, no attempt 
\Vas made to clarify \vhat this 11vihole host of political and technical factors" 
consisted of. 

It may also be noted in this connection that the delegation of India attempted to 
elicit from the ershihile trilateral negotiators information concerning the progress 
achieved by them in their negotiations on issues relating to verification·of 
c o~pliance with a nuclear test ban. The Soviet Union stated that all aspects of 
ve~ification and compliance relating to a multilateral treaty on a nuclear test ban 
had been agreed upon among the three negotiators, and that only certain additional 
measures that would be applicable only to the three parties remained unresolved. 
Tbe delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom challenged the Soviet 
contention but did not deem it fit to inform the Working Group of the specific 
aspects on vihich agreement could not be reached among the trilateral negotiators in 
tho field of verification of a multilateral convention on a nuclear test ban. 

In tho absence of such clarification from the United States and the 
United Kingdom, the vlorking Group was naturally denied an opportunity substantively 
t o explore unresolved issues relating to verification and compliance. · 

Given this experience of the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban last year, 
v1hich has nothing to do at all 'di th our inability to agree upon a sui table work 
programme, we are entitled to ask those who insist on retaining the old m~mdate 
.vhat they wish the \-larking Group to undertake under the old mandate. vie have heard 
vii th interest the statement made by the representative of the United States this 
morning on the subject. He suggested that the Working Group should, in the area of 
verification, focus attention on four general topics. However, the four topics . 
tbat he listed in his stntement have already been dealt with exhaustively in the 
earlier consideration of the nuclear test-ban issue in the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament during most of the decade of the 1970s. The same areas have also 
been Gxplored in great detail by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, which has 
be en \-JOrking on the issue of verification through a global seismic monitoring network 
s ince 1976. The r esults of thGse considerations are available to the Committee in 
the form of the various regular reports submitted by the Group of Scientific Experts 
to the Committee. 
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One may also dra\v attention to the detailed working documents put forvJsrd before 
the CCD by severCJl delegations, including those of the United States and the: 
United Kingdom. Not least, one may also take into consid 0ration tbe rc:ports 
submitted on the trilateral negotiations among the Unit ed StCJtes, the United Kingdom 
and the USSR between 1977 and 1980. · 

It is quite obvious that a vast amount of vlork has 8lrec:dy boen done :precisely 
on tbe topics outlined this morning by the United States delegation. · Unless vJG have 
:3ome clear idea as to what the unresolved or pending problems are in this orca, ·;1e 
cannot hope to proceed beyond a repetitive and academic e:xercise. It is precis ely 
the refusal on th8 part of cGrtain delegations clearly to specify ,,Jhat tbc pending 
problems are as far as they are concerned, vJhich stands in the: \·Jay of our making ­
substantive progress. The same observation applies to tlw issues 11hich have been 
raised by the United. States representative with respect to compli<:mco. · 

I would now like to take up some of the issues raised by .Ambassador Sadleir of 
Australia this morning. The distinguished Ambass.ndor of Australia stated that the 
Working Group ought to consider the institutional, administrative -3nd financial · 
arrangements necessary to sustain a multilateral· verification regime for a future 
nuclear test-ban treaty. As vJe have had occasion to point out before, this is like 
putting the cart b8fore the horse. The international community has recognized that 
questions relating to verification and compliance can only be considered in tandem 
with other aspects of a treaty. For example, paragraph 31 of the Final Document 
clearly states: 

"Pisarmament and arms limitation agreements· should provide for adequate 
measures of verification satisfactory to all parties concerned in order to 
create the necessary confidence and ensure that they are being observed by all 
parties. The form and modalities of the verification to be provided for in 
any specific agreement depend upon and should be determined by tho purposes, 
scope and nature of the agreement". 

In line with this generally accepted principl e enshrined in the Final DoclLrnent, 
we cannot agree to the vlorking Group getting bogged do\m in a ratl1er peripheral 
exercise while the central issue of negotiating a treaty on 2 nuclesr test ban 
remains unresolved. 

The subject may be a rich area for fruitful exploration, as suggested by the 
Australian .Ambassador, but the Committee on Disarm2ment is not the place for such 
exploration, since it is not an academic institution but a negotiating body. 

We are also skeptical of the suggestions made by the distinguished .AmbassEidor 
of Australia that the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should debate tbe relevance 
of tho Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to the 'viork of the vlorkinG Group. vle 
believe that the question of whether or not the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Exports 
should continue its work is for the Cornmi ttee to debate end. not tho Ad Hoc 
Working Group. It is in the interests of all delegations in this Committee to permit 
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban :to d.eal only ~o1 ith substantive 
questions. 
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The Ambassador of Australia also referred to the question of exploring 
verification problems as related. to peaceful nuclear explosions. I am sure 
Ambassad.or Sadleir is fully aware of the very detailed exposition that my delegation 
mad.e in response to queries from his delegation concerning this question in the 
Working Group last year. Our views remain unchanged that attempts to raise 
peripheral issues such as those relating to peaceful nuclear explosions seem 
designed to sid.e-track· the Committee from its aim of achieving a treaty on a nuclear 
test ban at the earliest possible date. 

The above consideration has encouraged us once again to propose to the Committee 
that it ought to adopt a mandate for the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban on the 
lines recommended by the G:;-oup of 21 in its wo:rking paper CD/181 of 24 April 1981. 
Tho formulation, suitably mod.ifiod, could read as follows: 

"Tho Committee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration of 
the 1983 session, an ad hoc vJorking group of the Committee to negotiate on 
proVJ.SJ.ons relating to the scope, verification of compliance and the final 
clauses of a draft treaty relating to item l of its agenda, entitled 'Nuclear 
test ban 1 • The Ad Hoc Working Group w~ll report to the Committee on 
Disarmament on the progress of its work at an appropriate time and in any case 
before the conclusion of its 1983 session". 

It is our conviction that such a draft mandate would permit the Wqrking Group 
to explore all the relevant aspects of a future treaty on a nuclear test ban 
includ.ing, of course, questions of verification and compliance. As sev~:r:al speakers 
have pointed out this morning, questions of verification and compliance are 
inevitably interreiated \>lith aspects concerning scope as \-Jell as other parts of a 
future treaty on a nuclear test ban. This mandate vlill permit a more logical 
consideration of the entire issue, Those who claim that the Working Group was 
unable last year to fulfil its mand.ate are the ones who refuse to answer specific 
questions directed. to them. If, as they claim, the questions of verification and 
compliance must take into account a whole host of political and technical factors, 
then it stands to reason that we should have a mandate for the Working Group which 
enables it to do so. The best way this can be done is to charge the Working Group 
with the task of negotiating a treaty on a nuclear test ban in all its· aspects. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of India for 
his statement and for the well-deserved. word of thanks to the outgoing Chairman and 
his generous wishes of goodwill to the present Chairman. The next speaker on my 
list is the distinguished. representative of Hexico, Mrs. Gonzalez y Reynero. 

Mrs. GONZALEZ Y REYNERO (:f\fexico) (translated from Spanish): Since this is. the 
first time that my delegation is taking the floor in the month of April, Mr. Chairman, 
I should like to begin by saying how pleased my delegation is to see you presiding 
over our work. We should like to express our conviction that your great knowledge 
of the subject and your diplomatic experience will enable you to bring the work of 
our Committee during the spring part of its session to a successful conclusion • . At 
the same time I should like to reiterate our congratulations to Ambassador Skalli of 
Morocco on the brilliant and effective way in which he guided our 11ork during the 
month of r1arch. 
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The position of the delegation of Mexico on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon 
tests is well kno\m. . We have been stating it for many years, both in the 
First Corruni ttee of the General .Assembly and. in the negotiating bodies which preceded 
the Committee on Disarmament, as well as in the Committee itself. 

I shall confine myself to saying that our position has not changed and that it 
will be that position which will inspire the "proposalsn and "initiatives" which the 
Mexican delegation may present to the Ad Hoc Working Group, as suggested in the last 
paragraph of the mandate adopted for 1982. 

Itr delegation's position regarding the question of "verification", which is 
given priority in the Group's mandate, is also well known. That position in essence 
coincides vii th the vieviS expressed by no less a person that the United Nations 
Secretary-General a s long ago as in 1972 when, speaking to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, he said the follmving: 

"I believe that nll the t •? chnical and scientific aspects of the problem have 
been so fully explored that only a political decision is now necessary in 
order to achieve final agreemn.nt 

1'W'oen one talces into occount· the existing means of verification ••• , it is 
difficult t o understand further delay in achieving agreement on en underground 
test ban. 

"• •• the potential risks of continuing underground nuclear v1eapon tests 
\</Ould far outv1eigh any possible risks from ending such tests. 11 

It is thus obvious that my delegation made a huge concession in agreeing to that 
mandate, and this we only d.id, as the head of my delegation said in the ste.tement he 
made at the Corrunittee 1 s 173rd meeting on 21 April 1982, because the mandate itself 
states: "The ad. hoc working group will take into account all existing proposals and 
future initiatives, and will report to the Committee on the progress of its work 
before the conclusion of the 1982 session", and "The Corrunittee will thereafter take a 
decision on subsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling its responsibilities 
in this regard 11

• 

The Ad. Hoc Working Group \Vas given a very limited mandate 11hich did not allow it 
to draft a treaty. vle consid.er that that mandate has been exhausted and my delegation 
has therefore urged. and. will continue to urge that it should be revised so that the 
vJorking Group can conduct negotiations towards the elaboration of a treaty on the~ 
prohibition of nucl ear-\veapon ·tests. 

Lsstly, I should like to express the hope . that the Superpower whose future 
atti tud.e on thi s question \·J ill, in our view, be decisive, will shmv the necessary 
flexibility and adopt a position on the substance of the matter that is in accordance 
vii th the undertakings it assumed in the 1963 and 1968 Troa t i us and vii th the provisions 
of General Assembly resolutions on the subject which were adopted \lith its affirmative 
vote, a.s for exampl e , resolutions 32/78 of 12 December 1977, 33/60 of 14 December 1978 
cmd. 34/73 of ll December 1979 . . 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank tho distinguished representative of Mexico for her 
statement end for the kind \-lOrds add.ressed to the outgoing and incoming Ci1aiiT.1en. I 
now call upon the distinguished representative of Brazil, Nr. Duarte, to take the 
floor. 
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Mr. DUARTE (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, . tne nead of my de~ega~ion will have the 
occasion to ':leloome you to ~h.e Chair of . the Commi tt:ee. Let me . on this occasion 
simply pledge to you the ~omple~e co-operaticm .9f the delegation of Brazil and I 
would ~il_<!' alsq, . tttro~gh you~ to thank Ambassador Skalli for the untir.ing ~nd ' 
very: s'ucc'esarul.' effo.r~s th~t)le '. displayed during his tenure of the chaP'manahip~ 

The posit~on qf the Br~·ziliah del.~gation on the question of a nuclear t~st , 
ban and. · par~~hularly_ ·on the need for. ' urg~nt multilat,eral negotia.tions on a .~reaty 
to pro~lbi~ ' ~Il nuolear weapon test eJ~:plosions is well known to this Commit~e. I 
shall the~lfore refrain from a detailed. statement. and simply make a few remarks 
relevant : .tl)'. tJlt! : o.u.rrent debate on the mandate of the Worki'ng Group established under 

• • .,. ' .. f . • ,,. : · : !. . 

item 1 of our agenda. · 
' I I • . ... I ; ' ' • ~ ' l ' I 

Brazil entirely agrees with the stand taken by the Group of 21 on this' 
issue. The group position has been set forth on several occasions in a number of 
offic~al .. dqcuments .. of: the .Committee. My delegation intends to continue w!)Fking. 
oonstruot;ive~y to aoht.eve .. the start·.of multilateral negotiations .on . a · comprehensive 
test-ban tr••tY• :) .' This en<ieavour includes, naturally; ·the establishment of adequate 
and ·effecti~' ~chtn•rY for the co~duct of suoh negotiations within the CQmmittee­
The mandate proposed' by the Group of 21 would, in our view, enable the Collllllittee on 
Disarmament to discharge fully its responsibilities in this regard. 

We consider the present mandate of .the Working Group on a ·Nuclear Teet Ban as 
too · ~rrow aftd as too short a step in tt\e ·direction of the' solutiQn 'or a quest~qn 
that ~ilaa tt)een thoroughly discussed by the international comuiunity as well as in 
closed quarters for more than 25 yea·rs now. But we do not shar~ the view that · tfie 
present mandate of the Working Group completely precludes the subsidiary body from 
undertald:~· any useful :work. ·It is obvious that the Working Group could be 
immensely- uk,re product-i:ve ·tiere · it alloW'ed ·to begin forthwith ·. negotiations on a 
treaty· telit·• . There is more 'than enough materi'al available, including the "Basic 
provisions11• ·recently submitted by the Soviet Union. We look forward to the 
presentation by the Swedish delegation of' the revised version of' the draft treaty 
it submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. We also note, in 
thia 'connection, the statement made this morning by the representativeof :the . 
Unithed States•; Mr. Busby, that his delegation ·does not have 1'any Jul~rior motives 
of avotding 'ref'erence to or d'iscusaion of other 'aspects of a · ·test · ·ban". All · · 
delegationa ' thwt Cbncur that the Working Group's activities .nee'd not be contined in 
a straitj~ket. · · 

·~ i . t i. :t '; 
MY'·;,aelegation· still hopes, however, that those who insist on treating ·a nuclear 

test· bli:ri aa: a l'Ohg-.t.erm goal .llill abide by the 'formal c~nsenstiS· in whlch : they 
part.iotpilted .togetttar with all Members of the United Nations~ · 'and which ·tney 
reaffirmed last July, on the utmost urgency and priority of this issue. We also 
urge these countries to reflect more profoundly on the binding commitments they have 
'freely .undertaken in international instruments towards the speedy negotiation . of a . 
comprehenatv&: teat .ban, and ·to give mOre serious thougttt to the ct>nsequerioes th,at · -: ~' 
their heajttiltton and ·reluctan·ce in fulfill.ing such couimitments may have upon t:tie · · 
future of multilateral· disarmament negotiations, particularly in the nuclear field.' 

: ' ! . . · ~ ! ) .... 

. . The .rUWIIption -of .the activity of the Working Group, under the· leadership or 
Amba,.aclor··.Jtlerd'ar bf· the Genuan Democratic Republic, should in no way hamper the 
effort .toward· tha 'revision of its mandate, as contained 1n the deoiaton taken by 
the Comittee' ·last :week • . My delegation trusts that under your own g\lfdance, Sir, 
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this effort will be strongly pu.rsued, in accordance ·with. the stated wish of the 
a::sjority of the members of this Committee, both this morning and now in the 
afternoon. Some· suggestions have been made at this meeting that my 
delegation is sure will be pursued and taken up later. By the same token, howeve.r, 
the revision process entrusted to you should not serve as a pretext for preventing 
the Working Group from getting on immediately with the, substantive task at hand, 
in all its aspects, even with its present mandate. My; delegation believes that 
speedy progress in the Working'Group's discuss~ons cah at least be conducive to 
progress towards what is this Committee's almost'unanimous desire, theachievement 
of;~ comprehensive test-ban treaty as a matter of priority. We earnestly call upon 
those who still stand in the way of that goal to join all other members of the 
Committee on Disarmament, and for that matter the remainder of the international 
community, in that endeavour. 

The' CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of Brazil, 
Mr. Duarte, for his statement and for the kind word~addressed to the outgoing 
and ir'lcOming Chairmen .. There are three more speakers on the Chairman's list and I 
am.!'low'p:J_eased to call on Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom to take the 
floor:· · Ydu have the floor. 

Mr •. CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, I should like to begin by 
welcoming you warmly to the Chair of the Committee for the month of April. At the 
same time·I should like to pay tribute to your predecessor~ Ambassador Skalli, for 
whose hard work in solving our procedural problems we are all grateful. 

I welcome this opportunity to put the views of my delegation on the mandate 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban on record. In doing so I shall 
only go· into the substance of the matter in so far as it is necessary in relation 
to the question of whether the mandate should be changed. But my delegation will 
be ready to enter into substance once the Working Group reconvenes. 

In a statement on 14 September 1982 my predecessor, Mr. Summerhayes, summarized 
the view we took of the work which had been done in the nuclear test-ban Working Group 
during the summer s.ession. Since that time my delegation has made further references 
to the nuclear test ban, in my statement of 8 February and in that made by the 
Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Mr. Hurd, on 10 March. 
In his statement, Mr. Summerhayes said that the British delegation believed that 
the mandate of the Group was clear and precise, and that it would enable us "to 
discuss and define, through substantive examination, issues relating to verification 
and compliance with a view to making further progress towards a nuclear test ban''. 

The British delegation was fully' aware that the mandate represented a compromise 
between differing viewpoints as to the possibility of' beginning negotiations on this 
subject at that time, and that it was not considered satisfactory .by a number of 
delegations. Nevertheless, it seemed to offer a chance of prt\Sl"eSB, because it 
concentrated on that issue which had always proved a stumbling-block to the 
successful completion of negotiations in this field, the question of verification. 
It had been our hope that delegations would,' 'in spite of the limitations that they 
saw in the mandate, be prepared to co-operate during the summer session of 1982 
in a detailed examination of the issues described in it. This hope remained 
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unfulfilled, not le'C:at ~f tt\ • .. unwil~_itl#less of ~OdfEf; .del ega tiona to agree t 
for reasons which \~'~ ,;still undler&tartd"t' .to the si~p-ltt( .lfork programme which 
the Chairman propojfif. N . · -~· ~r{.~~~f~f this p:roe~dural, and largely 
artificial difficul-ty, the ·: ses·~: ~as· · 1'ot wasted~,- · If nothing else, it 
showed us how different woc.v•· ·A~Irv . vi~~~ or· many members of the Committee and 
the amount of work which to be': c:fdrrif to harmonize them. 

It seems to my delegation that it would be difficult for anyone who has 
read the Working Group's report to claim that the mandate has been exhausted; 
the differences of view exposed irt the report are only too clear. If further 
illustration is needed, it has been given today by delegations which have 
repeated familiar substantive arguments which we do not accept. Nor is it 
correct to suggest that there was any understanding between delegations that 
the mandate: WG)ulq - be revis.ed this year. 

·.i 

Let me mention a few of the differences of view that became apparent in 
the Working Group. It has been claimed that the mandate is too restrictive. 
My delegation have never believed that this is so. It has been claimed that the 
mandate must be enlarged to allow us to consider the scope of the treaty. We 
would say that if we are to discuss verification, we must begin by deciding 
what it is we are going to verify. If some delegations want to say that is 
discussing the scop~, we have no objection; but we do not need to change the 
mandate to do it. We suggested last year that we avoid getting bogged down on 
this point by making an assumption that we should verify the absence of all 
nuclear explosions. But it quickly became apparent that a fundamental 
difference. or view existed between delegations on this subject. T.hese differences 
have again beco.~~, apparent in our debate today. We believe that to try to 
reconcilEktdlese ' v.:1e.wpoints is a matter of primary importance~ It is one thing if 
we ha.ve .tQ:.,ec.nstruet for ourselves a verification mechanism to ensure that no 
nuclear ~~pl~ions are occurring anywhere. But it is quite another problem to 
ensu.-e:' that nuclear explosions described by their authors as peaceful do not 
in fa~t provide a military advantage to those carrying them out. This does not 
seem to my delegation to be a peripheral issue. If other delegations have ideas 
how such verification might be possible, let them tell us. We see no problem in 
discussing this issue within the framework of the present mandate. 

There was also discussion in the Working Group of verification using seismic 
methods. There was a general agreement on the need for a world-wide system of 
seismic stations with an international exchange of data, but not on many points 
of detail. The Working Group did not complete its examination of the characteristics 
of the system and its technical capabilities. It did not agree on the need for the 
use of modern methods of data exchange, nor on whether such a system should be set · 
up before or after a treaty enters into force. My delegation had hoped that the 
spring meeting of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts would help us to resolve 
some of these problems, · but we are all aware of the attitude taken by some 
delegations at that meeting and of the procedural problems that hampered the 
Group's work. Other aspects of verification, for example, the need for more 
systematic measurement.· ofr airborne radioactivity, were hardly touched upon in the 
Working Group; nor were· questions relating to on-site inspection, nor was the 
role of a consultative committee considered in detail. This is by no means to say 
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that ._we ·~ish .; ·to ··· ec)rittne -·the ' Gfiou~ to ~·; technfoal''dUbussion, ·as :'has · b~Eim . adeged 
by some del ega tiOI'fs } bti1f w~ ··c8!nnot ·:sei!Jhot.i ' 'we'''·cari ' 'Mai(e · ~progr;~~s ''·witi1.bUt ·a '· ' 
clear agreement .· on the·:,te'dHnicar' toundatrdr\s •·O:f j;our t1t:r~N<.: - ~~'-"· ·· ' · · '·· · · 

. .. ~ .... ~\~ · -... ~·. ( . ~ - i : i: .j: ¢~ •. ' . . ;:i .l:j ·· .·. ::'].:. .. :~~ :_··: i;~·i. •!}·;: .. ~1·:.:~:~ ~.~ (:, "'; '~~;i :: ~ - ,::. ~-~ : · ~ · ; ~ ·: · ~-- :. 

Given !the ':evt(ien'Ce ~6f' r .£fie ; ;W'6rkifig<": 'Group: -:!~tyot-~J·. vwe ' 'eanii'ot· see how ~ it 'can 
reasonably be argued that>t:ne c\Wrkffl!g ' 1ir~p ~b'as ftilffll'ed Zit'S mandate~~ (. W~ ; . 
also fail to see how _widening the mandate would help in resolving outstanding 

. .. ~ : t" 

issues. The· manc;late a-&eady eovt!~a · thoS'e' key:·: issues ''011 Which w·e ·:must a~rf!:e ..- c 
if we are to :makel· progres~-'towardl!: •a.' nuclear •test'..;ban';tr~ty'~< ' we·-are: not ·; ::.\ cO ' ' 

convinced ... When · :_d-~lf!.gat4dri's :.:'CIS.-it!J ~ha·t ·all jte~hrilc·al~ pr-'oblelhS~· ~3.Vii 1b·e~· ove:rot)Rie·/ ·;: ~ :· ;. 
whatever authority they m~Y' ·quot&f' and lit '=ts dif:ficli1't to 'avoid the:·eondlusi:on' : ' ' .. · ~. : 
that the objectlbf ' 'Borne :de'i:egati'ons in making 'such ''61aims •is t() ·avtild any ·,, c ···: ;~ 'cl" 

detailed dl~t~ust!:t·e>ri<dr .~tters 'wnich ·maY 'riot :support their · thesis~ ·r rF ~ somi:f ·· '· ' 
delegations fear that the mandate might be used -t-o··exclude i"oori&fderatfori rof · •:. ' 
proposals they have made or might make, let me assure them this is not the 
intention e>f iuyLcte'legat:1on .. · · We ,are ·ru·lly"· prepal"ecl'.t6 oo·iis!der ·•all'' proposals ··: 
and t() interpr&t th~ .mandate . as · fle:Jdbl:y as posS-i-ble -to 'meet tffe wishefVahd <·. ·· · 
concerriS:.·:or 11'l:l··:dei6gatioris• ..,;· . ::•' ·. 1 · ·. ·; :, ·_,.,_ 1' > ,, ( ,··, ) :;,_: ·: .,., . 

~ · .:::· r·.:·. ; : · :·· J . : :J : , ·.J~ . · -:,; ·:·.~ . • Jo .... !:·:· : ·"- t·<·· ·: . . : .- · · 1 . ~· ··· .. . -• • · ··,·,;.:: • 

. . . :, .-__ ' .. \ -~ ~ • , ... . ... .. , . .. } \} · .. l: ... ·._;· j ;.:;r ~ ·:<: ~ ... - ... : .' : . . ·· . . · 
The CHAIRM ; T.b.e Cha,~r than,ks .· Atnpas.sa.!;fpr , cromar.t.ie . f.o~. his , pont~it)~tion ; . '· il. 

and for th~.', · nd~ worct.'a· ap~res~e.d ~P .~;tu!~ ·o).ltgol,nS:: ~.n.d . ,~~e, : incogli.p$ Cha,~ea,<; a~d ; <'.' , ,, 
is now pl~~sed tO calL on tn~ dist.inguis'heti represen.t~ti;ve_. of Burm.a, . , . . . . . J . 
Ambassado:i-,. M~'uhg . ~a~ng}i.r(~ _)'0 whom :l no~··. ~j, ·v~ th$, ~i~.~r,; : . ;,· , , , .. :::·· - :, .. :n ::,.· :: . . ·.·· ., 

. '- 11 · 

• i • ~--.- • : . ... ... . .. : -_, ~:.. \ f 

Ml!':-.d1-AUNCLMAUNG .'GYI . (Burma): :: Mr. Chairman, my: ·de-legation,·· wishes to' take ·; ":·· , ' .:: 
this opportunity ' .~to exproess our ' felicltations to.:you',on ·your assumption .,or~· the :" ' .,. · · ~· 
chairmansh.1~:-i !or • . this montb :and .:it..ts our.· ·ear:nest· hope:' that .i we :: wU:l · be ··abJ.e ' :to :· :· .' ~- ., : · .· ' '··· 
settle the\:1reJR&ining,_:issues of i a - pr-ocedural:;r'latul'?e under · y.our :.able goidanee~ I -. ·.' 
should al&o lJike r)to express otiro -appreoiati•on to·;Ambassador ,s~alli ,;of. Morocco ··· · .-: •· 
for the important contribution .• he has made;:in <ov.eraoming stgriifioant :issues of'.: a , , . 
procedura~ :na:t.ure .:which .hav.e .·a :bearing on the substa·nttve ,part of ·our work~ . .-which : ' ' · · 
have pro-:ved:.~tQ. <Ilile: lllOre dif.fieult to t!.esolve•• :this.•-year :than ;has ueually •~e~· : the '" 
case. Today, .,Jey.· <;J-elegation ; prop:oses t'O . join other :.del1!8QtiQtls :lri .. the idiaou4s•1ons> ' ·, ::: 
concerning considel"ation ·o.f\,::the mandate r.or. the -Ad , Ho.o Working ~ GI'oup· ... ori a: ~ .: ·· · . . 
Nuclear Test Ban, an issue which is crucial to the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race · anQ: ··llUCl;e;;lr~ idi.sa~mament : .and Whioh:.theref'ct-e deserves ·foremost: 'pridrit-y: 'aS' ' · ' l' 
its solution ·1a· inextricably-: linked to·:the~ · consideratt-orvof ~item• 2 of:. our agenda-. :;, •" ·· 
It may be re;oalled .that .the majority. of':. delegat-±ona,· •. ·inCluding my, de1egatt.on·,-,-.; , , ' ' .~­
ha~-e: dufi.n& ·tbe· rpast: se.veral: ·years proposed' theAset.ting·, Up cof·,· an 'ad :hoc working. ~Up ·;.r 
and 1:t: was· i.:>nly,, du-ring last•:· -year's sess:ion tha't7 _;the .ColDirlittee · was.' able ito . se:t ' .up a: ,., · :.:· 
Workinff~~P· .w.noa:e -mandate-; we ' feel·;Jii&lls far · short;;,o,f, :what iis>reqiui'red, ·wh·tch is ·· •:: . 
to cond~ct: ' il.egotia-tions · on a comprehensive . . test ban. ~··. ,; .· ,:1 .,:, ~ - ·; - ' ; o;., ·;,, 

· '.· ·. 
... c; : 

In accept~ng this .limited : mandate,.: and despite its : s~rtooinio~s; my ·. delegaticm, :· ·· ., 
like manyotl'l.ef' .del~gation:.j .i entertained the hope that' -this:·.;woalcbpermit:f the ;: , .':: , .. J. ': 
beginning of:. a .. process towu.ds , the . initia'tion ·01'.- substantive:-·negotiations on a -.. ,. , ., 
compreh~ll.l1i'-!~ test-.ban~, tt-.eaty.; ,bearing in:. mind:.tbat this·: COmlilittee :.ts.:a ·' · ·. F · ;; , . ,· ~ ! ~ ': · 
multilater~l negotiating .body :and that, whatever work .. we.:dcb here, -:, particularly· ' ·. ·· · .: · c ~; 
in the-. ~o..rktng groups, .should :<r.efleet .-its n~gotiat~ng·· character~ :· - ., .:. : .. ·.: .i. · .: . • .< ~= •, · · 
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(Mr. Maung Maung 011, Burma) 

Therefore in our consideration of the mandate it would be pert·inent :to ask 
ourselves Whether it would permit the COC!Iliittee t9 fulfil its ~saential' functions. 
The first queation ia, does the mandate cont;ain elements·. that would make . it 
Pc;aaible for the Ad Hoo Working Group to :conaider this .issue in a substantive 
manner in ·order to facilitate negotiations on a test ban? In my delepti,ora's · 
view, the discussions in the Ad Hoc Working ·Group during ._ last year -on the · .s"'~ject 
of verification and compliance were of a general ·and unstructured charac~r, for 
the element of negotiation is missing from the mandate. Secondly, in drawing up a 
mandate we should ask ourselves whether we are dealing with it in a way that .will · 
not ;restrict or circWisoribe consideration of the subject by confining r i~ . to 
certain aspects of the issue only or preclude consideration of other equa~ly 
important and related matters. If we take a~count of these essential principles, 
I think we should be able to draw up a mandate that will not inhibit the effective 
functioning of the Ad Hoc Working Group. . _ 

In the text -ofthe decision adopted last year by the Colllmittee , relatiMto 
the eatablietlment :of an ad hoe working group on a nuclear test b8n _ ( doc~nt CD /291) , 
due·· aeoount. · ~~. ·. taken of tbe need to review the ruanda te, for :the ·.third palragraph of 
the decision, inter · alia.. states: "The Committee .will thereafter take .. a . decision 
on ·aubsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling ita reeponaibili:ties in 
thia , regard". It is obvious to IIJY delegation .from this sentence that th~ JDBndate 

·we ·adOpted last. yMr clearly recognized the need for a revUIW' ·of that mandate 
before the_: Ad . Hoc Working Group begins its work this year • . > · .: · 

~· . ·. 
.· • 

· ' - In untiertaktng such a review we do nQt need to search very far,. . for 
Un1.ted NatiOns· General Assembly reaolut.ion 37/73 entitled, "Urgent need for · a 
comprehensive nuclear-teat-ban treaty", and in particular its par&graph 7. should 
serve us as guidelines. The text of paragraph 7 reads as follows: 

"Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue the consideration of 
these iasuu and to take the necessary a.teps to iz:ti.t~l!lte ·aubatant~:ve . . 
negotiati~ns in order that the draft of a comprehensi~e nuclea~test~bap 
treaty may be submitted to the General Assembly at the earliest possible date". 

:_";" · . . J : · ' . 

There ·is an interrelationship between the work we do in this COIIIIIi-ttee and the 
delibera'tions in· the Ger.teral Assembly which together form an inttlsrated process of 

·disa~t negotiationso. ·The decisions reached by the General Assembly in its· 
resolutions should serve aa a mandate to guide us in our work, and J..t is with this 
thought iW mind that .I have referred to the General Assembly re.alution quoted above. 

• I . : • ·~ : 

At this IIIO,;ning' 8 ·plenary meeting some delegations expressed ·,oonoern •:that 
consideration of a IIOI'e effective mandate for ·the Ad Hoc Working .GI'Oup woul'd ··bamper 
our work and that · the Ad Hoe Working Group should continue ita ·work·;under 1its former 
mandate. In this COMectidn, we might recall that many delegations, in ~cepting 
last year's mandate, showed a flexibility of approach despite .the · fact that they 
considered that mandate to be inadequate for the purpose of negotiations. It 
~herefof"e appears to my delegation that what is now required of all .or ·tua ' is to: 
recognize ·the !need tor the formulation ·ot ·an effective mandate that !Will ··enable 
us to conduct real negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty;.o : ··:;. f. : 

. ~ ! . . ~ ··: ; ' t 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair .thanks Ambassador Maung Maung . Gyi tor ~~~. ;cen~rib\lti~n 
· · and for. the kind word' addressed to the Chairmen for th1!' months or ~rQ)i _ ~nd ·" April~ . 

I now call on the ·distiag¢shed represe.ntative of Sweden, Ambassador Lidgard, to .. 
take the floor·• ·: You have the floor. · 

'' 
.. ;} ~ · t 
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Mr.' LID.GARD ( Swedeh) : Mr ~- Chairman, I had not intended to make a -statement today on 
the subje·ot of' a nuclea'r test ban, but the 'discussion has to a large extent centred ·. 
around the experience of the Ad Hoc Working Group of which I had the hortojlr of ·being the 
Chairman last year. Before I start my comments, which necessar:i.ly are of an impromptu 
character; t \Hsh · to express my best wishes to you, Mr. · Chairman, . on your a-ssumption of 
the chai'Mriariship f'-or this month. I hope this will be a very busy month, busy ln a 
product! ve · se'tise, ··and I am confident that you wi 11 use your experi'ence and skills to 
make it "possible for .us to accomplish a maximum of results~ 

Likewi~e I wish most warmly to congratulate your predecEissor, Ambassador· Skal:li ·o.f 
Horocco, on 'hi's success' in leading ' us, . through his unrel'entimg efforts as well as . ., . 
admirable tact · and ingenuity, out of the morass ·of · procedural issues. · ·;,· .. , ': 

As to the question of a nuclear test ban, I . assume · that th.~ ... P.<?.Si·tioli of my · 
Government is well known. At the previous session of the United Nations General Assembly 
we went as far as to co•operate iri the elaboration of both .the major resolutions em a 
comprehensive test ban, because we wanted to use the opinion-building resources of the 
world Organization to the maximum extent possible. ·The Swedish delegation has already 
this year expressed its· great disappointment that a comprehensive test ban treaty 
seemingly is out ·of reach for ·the foreseeable future. It is, or' course, the prerogative 
of each Government to bUild its policy ·. upon · its own national security consideraticms. 
Still, my Government·· regr·ets· that the nuclear~weapon Powers do not sufficiently see the 
danger that the rest of the world i$expo&ed to, because of the ongoing senseless nuclear 
arms race. The peace demonstrations in the past few days in countries where the right 
of free expression of one's opinion· exists and where such public manifestations take 
place freely and' Without Government direction bear witness to the fact that this concern 
is very widely felt. ' :;· 

As to the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group, my delegation already last year 
exprel!rsed its dissatisfaction. My delegation will give· strong support to proposals 
which aim at pN>V'ii:ling the Ad Hoc Working Gl"'oup with full power to negotiate a . 
comprehens-ive t~St".l.ban treaty, such as the mandate proposed by the Group of 21. . 

• • ; -· ... ..:~ .;-; • t; • 

As regards the accomplishments of the Ad Hoc Working Group last year, it is not for 
me, 'as i ·ts Chairman; to .make an assessment. I have with· i ·nte.rest listened to what 
others have · said on tha'tr su•bject. However~ I want to ·state :th.at of the short tirn~ that 
the Workitlg Group ·had\ a.t·· 'i~t'* ' disposal, too ·much was devoted t.o the procedural discussion. 
I arri bl~arly· disappdinte(!·'·tnat .. the work plan · proposed , by the Chair could not be·. ac~-pted, 
althotl~lv:!J...t> •was·: reJ;M>bra.ted . .in order to meet all demands wi tn equity. I cannot hide my 
conviction that insistence on procedural points is hardly compatible with a true sense of 
urgency ,t'O'h~~Ett'1 ':t·o•:.grips :, witn · the substantive issues. · As ; .to this year's work of the 
Ad Hoo·~r:worldn~r Group; Ji".wim:t to assure :.the Committee of: my delegation's profound interest 
in · se-aihg:---it "devote ·all its time to the substantive issues. I am confident that my 
success()tt:·,: Alnba·ssador ; Herder· ·of the German Democratic }lept.iblic, with his skill and 
experien~ ,·, ·wi·ll :accomplish tlis task successfullY·· 

My delegation's preference· :clearly goes .. to. a widened mandate ... '.: Until that ·can be 
achieved; 'l have noted with ;: i;nter.e:st· ·the statement of Mr. Busby thifl .morning .to the . effect 
that his delegation ·views the ltmguage of. the ·present mandate rather broadly .and ;!;hat 
"in so far as any delegation holds a national position on particular issues which affects 
it~ .own v_iew of verification and compliance, then it should bring these views for ward am 
disc~s that relationship. We ~~it ha\;·~ rio·'objection". Indeed, my ·delegation will 
take that opportunit'y and present it$ tdl~'i.Js on the entirety of the issues corlnect-ed': with 
a CTBT. I can cohfirm that it is tn{·Gov'e.r 'rinien·t 's intention to ·submit>a draf·t tr.e·aty on 
the subject, most probably at the beginning of the summer part of our session. We:·r{ope 
it will be considered as a useful contribution to the work of the Committee and 
consequently speed up the achievement of a CTBT, whether the mandate of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group this year remains the same as last year or, as my delegation hopes, it is 
widened. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Sweden, 
Ambas·sador ~idgard, for his statement and for the kind words addreSsed both to 
Ambassador Ali Skalli and to myself. I now· call upon the last speaker on today' s 
list, the distinguished Ambassador of ~taly, Arilbassador Alessi, whom I now invite 
to take the floor. 

Mr. ALESSI (Italy.) (translated from French):. ~· Chairman, it is with particular 
pleasure that I greet the . accession to the chairmanship of the eminent representative 
of a friendly country. I am certain that under the guidance of a skilled and 
experienced diplomat like yourself the Committee will be able to resume its work 
~n ques~:l.ons c;>f _substance with vigour and achieve the progress we ·all hope for • 

.. . 
I ·should ~lao like to associate myself with the sincere expressions of thahks 

which you yot.Waelf, Mr. Chairman, and the speakers who have preceded me have 
addressed to your predecessor, Ambassador Skalli·, .for the tireless, ~ntelligent and . 
effeoti:ve ways_. in which he guided the Committee with such success through the 
dif.ficult problems of procedure. 

As a party to the non-proliferation Treaty since 1969, Italy is anxious to see 
the conclusion of an agreement which will prohibit nuclear tests for all time and in 
all environments. 

We believe that such a treaty would be a key element in international efforts 
designed to bring under control the proliferation, both vertical and horizontal, of 
nuclear weapons. Italy, which voted for resolution 37(73 adopted by the 
General 'Assembiy at its thirty-seventh session, is also aware of the urgency of the 
need to -negotiate a test-ban treaty likely to win the widest possible adherence 
atriorig the me"mbers of the international community. . ·. 

We are aware of the link that exis.ts between a comprehensive test ban and the 
process of negotiation on the reduction of strategic and intermediate-range nuclear 
for·ces. The former would acquire its full importance within the framework of a . 
genuine process of nuclear disarmament, and given a real prospect of a substantial 
reduction in nuclear arsenals. However, its unique value as a measure designed to 
prevent proliferation, as well as the special political significance it has acquired 
in the eyes of the international community in the course of the years, commend it 
for_priority action. 

'lhe decision adopted last year to establish an Ad Hoc Working Group onitem 1 of 
our agenda "provided the Committee with an appropriate framework for a consideration 
of the substance of this issue. That was an important achievement which had iong been 
sought • . It was accompanied by the adoption of a mandate whose content, while .not 
satisfying everyone, was the fruit of difficult negotiations. For the purposes of the 
examination of substance we are called upon to· undertake in the Working Group, the 
limits of that mandate ought not to be exaggerated. A broad interpretation of' its . 
terms-- an interpretation which was accepted by all delegations participating ' in the 
work and which .was reiterated at the beginning of today's meeting-- in practice ·anows 
a meaningful . discussion of all aspects of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. In any 
case, questions relating to verification and compliance are of crucial importance. 
It was not without reason that a large part of the statement of Ambassador Issraelyan 
on 17 February last, on the subject of a comprehensive test ban, was devoted to 
questions of verification. The same applies to the statement made on 22 March 
last by the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia. 
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(Mr. Alessi, It~) 

The discussion·: w~ have had at this meeting proves that. the mandate agreed on l~st 
year still today constitutes a realistic reflection of the 1owest common denominat<>r . 
existing among the members of the Co~ittee. The mandate -- it is true -- is not a 
mandate to negotiate . While it is to be regretted that the political conditions do not 
at present exist for such a mandate, we ought n~verthel~ss not to underestimate the 
importance of the work that can be done under the present mandate. This work will in 
any case have to be done. And we earnestly hope ~ha~ .. J1nder the chairmanship of 
Ambassador Herder of the German ;Democratic Republic, which we welcome~ and with the 
co-operation. of all delegations, · it \-lill be possible to achieve progress. 

In conclusion I should like .to say that although I understand the reasons why 
some delegations say that they are not satisfied with the present mandate and want it to 
be broadened, I . do not, on the other hand, see the fore~ of the arguments of those who 
base their demand for a .broader mandate on the claim that the present mandate was 
exhausted during the 1982 session. The fact is that, despite the laudable and 
tenacious efforts of Ambas,sador Lidgard I the Chairman of the \-larking Group last year I no 
real start was made on fulfilling that mandate. We earnestly hope that that can be 
done as soon as possible and that the present session will give us an opportunity for 
useful and .constructive work. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thank~ Al:lbaeaador Alessi for his statement and for the kind. 
words addressed both to the outgoing and the incoming Chairmen. Does any other 
delegation wish to' take the floor at this meeting? 

Then, as Chairman, I can only gather from the statements made .today that the main 
subject of discussion, that is, the mandate of the Ad ·Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear 
Test Ban, has not led to "l consensus for a revision of t.hemandate of' that working group. 
However, we have now received a new draft mandate from the 'kbbi.alist group of countries 
and that, as well as the draft mandate proposed by t _he Group of 21, will be the subject 
of informal consultations. There are a numbdr of ot.her subjects which lend themselves 
particularly to informal consultations. The ' Chair ~1ould, however, pr~fer to give an 
opportunity to the various groups to meet among thems.elves before taking up contacts . 
with the co~·ordiriators to come to an agreement on the dates and form of informal 
consultations. · 

Many speakers have· underlined rightly th:1t my: distinguished colleagu~ 
Ambassador Skalli has, by solving a number of procedur~l problems, laid the foundation 
for this Committee now to start work on the substance of its mandate and tpe Chair will, 
of course, d·o its utmost to make tbi's possible, being. only too well aware '.of the f'lct . 
that it owes c. vote: of thcmks to tne outgoing Chairman for h;)ving provi<i~d · ,t.his , 
opportunity • It · is also obvious_ th.:at ·since we have spent nearly two · months .. largely . 
on procedural matters, although not ;entirely, the month of April is l'ikely to _be a busy 
one, and I think today 1 s proceect·i.ngs have a.mp~y borne out ttat \·le do need, a f~ir amount 
of time to get · somEJthing suostantive donE:. I would thcrcf6re likiJ to 1'1ppE3al t9 all 
delegations to obsGrve , as · far as is reasonably possible, th'o hours set for fnE:~~tings, so 
that particu).cirly thOSG delegates WhO not only have functions ·to fulfil in the sphere Of 
disarmament btlt also have obligations of another character are not too much hampered in 
fixing the'irdaily ·schedule of work. If there arc no further remarks to the Chair, the 
next meeting, the 210th plenary m8eting, will tak~ place on Thursday, 1 April at 
10.30 a.m. · The mectirig stands adjourned. 

The meeting rose at 4-45 p.m. 




