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-+ The QHQ%RM&H (translated from French) I declem_a open the 209th plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disamament._ . . . ik

The f:l.rat taek of a new Chairmah, and andmbtedly the plea.santeat, is that of
thanking his prpdecessor. In the present ingtance there is all the more reason for.
doing so because His Excelléncy, Ambassador Ali Skalli, fulfilled his duties’ as :
Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament so brilliantly and in the interests, at all
'!:i.mes, not’ ‘only of the Committee but also, and perhaps primarily, of the causes it

.serves. I think, therefore,” that I can speak on behalf of all membérs of-the

_;Qomt‘bee, to whichever group 'Ehéy belong, in offering Ambassador Ali Skalli:the’ uarm
and very sincere tharks of the Cémmittee on Disarmament. Ambassador Skalli discharged
his tasks with a skill we all recognize, with a mastery of language, the prime -
instrument of diplomacy which again we all recognize, and with exceptional dedication
and energy. I should therefore like to offer Ambassador Skalli once again, on my own
behalf and:I think on that of all members of the Committee, our most sincere thanks,
and as the new Chairman I should like to reaffirm uur feelings of admim‘l:ion and - -
frlend.sh.l.p towards him. ;

In accordance with its Programme of Work, the Committee starts today the
consideration of item 3 of its ¢ da, "Effectiveé international arrangements to assure
non-—nuclea.r—weapon States again ‘the use or threat of use¢ of nuclear weapons". - As
usual, membeg:s uahing to make Bta.tementb on any other subject relevant'to the work of
the Comittee ‘may do 80, in coni‘ormity with rule 30 of the rules of: pmcedure. You
will recall tha,’c, at our 207th plenary meeting, my predecessor announced that it had
been agreed ﬁiu::.ng informal consultations that the' question of the mandate 4f the
Ad_Hoc' korklng Group on a Nuclear Test Ban would also ‘be discussed at dur plena.ry
meetlng today.’

Today's speakers' list is a long one. I have on my list t‘-he United Statea of
America, Mongolia, Poland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Bulgaria,
Czechoalo‘vakla., Cuba, Auatral:.s., Belgium, Argentina, Algwerla., Paluata.n, India;, Mexico,
Bra,z:l.l 3 the United Kingdom, Burma;, Sweden ‘and Italy.

I now glve the ﬂoor to the repreaentatlve of the United Sta:l:ea of America., '
.Mr Busby.
M. BUSBY: (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, it is a great honour to.be
he first, speaker to have the opportunity to welcome you to the Chair of our .
Commitftee. Personally, and on behalf of the entire United States delaga.tion, let me
offer you our complete co-operation and express our pleasure at having the opportum.ty
to continue our work under your experienced and able guidance. Let me also thirough
you, express our admiration and.appreciation to Ambassador Skalli for the skilful and
imaginative menner in which he discharged hig responsibilities as Chairman during a
particularly difficult period in the work of our Committee.

My delegation has asked for the floor today to briefly outline our position
. regarding the Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. In part:.cula.r, we would like to .
give our.views .as to how that Working Group might proc.ee& in order to fulfil the '
mandate upoh mMhich we all agreed last year. I do not intend to make a ;I.ong rhetorical
statement :as 4o -the adequacy or sufficiency of the ma.nda.te. That quaatlon wag. debated
at length last year and it is for each -delegation to declde for itself ‘whether it is
m.ll:.ng to beg:.n work under the anstlng msnda.te. .

2 J o . . ¢ . 1
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(Mx. Busby, United States)

Rather, I would like to explain fully the position of my delegation regarding the
mandate and what it requires; offer our views as to the relationship of the
verification and compliance issues to other aspects of any future treaty banning nuclear
explosions; discuss briefly the verification and compliance issues themselves; 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
unambiguous language. It does not call for the negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban
treaty. Rather, it requires the Working 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 work. Although 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 any 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 CTBT is an agreement not to carry out any nuclear explosions, and therefore the
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 discussing the
problems surrounding the creation of a verification system in which any and all States
parties can participate and in which all States parties will share both benefits and
obligations. It has always been a United States objective that 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 work. 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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Let me.now be a bit more specific as to what the Working Group might do during this
session of the Committee on Disarmament. There are two broad categories of issues.
First; the degree of verifiability and how it might be raised to a level that each
State party might consider to be acceptable; and, secondly, mechanisms for ensuring
compliance. In the area of seismic means of verification, we would suggest a focus on
four ganeral topics: :

"International mom.toring networks a.nd how to :E'J.ll gaps in ensting ayatema,

The problem of identifying — as opposed to detecting — the origin of seismic
signals;

Further needs’ regarding the detection of nucleéar explosive signals J.n areas of
high seismic actlvlty, and,

Seismic da.ta. exchange and analysis mechailisms.

" Int the second’ categow of issues, compliance, the purpose of any compliance
mechaniam is to ensure. confidence in a legal regime by establishing a workable means
to reaolve disputes and eliminate misunderstandings.

Some elements of compliance which we believe should be examined are:
‘Obligations to ensure compliance with data-exchange provisions;

The role of fact-finding bodiea or commissions;

T.:ne handllng ofla.llegations of violations; and,

-The possible role of experts groups as advisers.

- An -additional issue which thé Committee should address relates to the role of
on-gite inspection. This is an issue which cute across both verification and
compliance. Obviously, particular attention w111 have to be paid to the role of

on-gife mapectlon in any future CTET.

My delegation hdas never argued that the mandate, to which we all agreed last
spring, was sufficient to allow negotiation of a CTBP. In fact, we have repeatedly
stated that this was not our purpose in proposing the creation of this Working Group.:
We have even gone further and stated that any future decision of the United States
Government to negotiate a CTBT would have to take account of a broad range of factors
relating to our national security end that no delegation should consider our
willingness to participate in a Working Group here as indicating an intent to beg:Ln
immediately the negotiation of a CTBT. 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 is under any illusion regarding our position. For this reason, we find the
position of some delegations which argue that the mandate has been fulfilled as simply
a politically expedient way of attempting to return this Committee to the stalemated
situation of 1981 and 1982. This may suit their political purposes. But, if those
delegations did not intend to do serious work under the mandate, why did they agree
to it? - We urge those delegations to sit down with us and begin what my delegation
believes \-n.ll be useful, product:l.ve 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 Chairman, and even more for the kind
words addressed to the outgoing Chairman. I mow give the floor to the representative
of Mongolia, Ambassador Erdembileg.

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

I should like to express our sincere gratitude to Ambassador Skalli of Morocco,
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
was prevented by the opposition of the group of Western countries. It should be said
frankly that it was the constructive 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 Maxch, under the guidance of Ambassador Skalli, to
adgpt its agenda and programme of work, to re-establish the ad hoc working groups and
to settle certain other organizational matters. However, a number of other importanﬁ
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 prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests has been under discussion
in the Committee on Disarmament for some two and a half decades now. But real results
have yet to be achieved, in spite of the fact that the overwhelming majority of States
are in favour of the speediest possible solution of this vital problem.:

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 muclear weapons and the development of new
types and systems of such weapons. Such a measure would contribute to the limitation
of the arms race and the reduction of the threat of the outbreak of nuclear war.

But the efforts of peace-loving States are frustrated by the dangerous activities
of the States opposed to the prohibition of muclear-weapon tests, which are making =
vast military preparations and carrying out military programmes for the modermization
of nuclear armaments and the development of new types of muclear weapons. The
United States administration is now allocating trillions of dollars for the purpose
of achieving 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 recently
announced plans for a sharp build-up of all types of nuclear weapons, the development
of a large-scale and effective anti-missile defence, the adoption of measures for the
deployment of medium-range missiles in western Europe and the creation of qualitatively
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
wvave of protest on the part of the world community, including the peoples of west
Furopean countries whom the United States is trying to use as its nuclear hostages.
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- The persistent demands of the overwhelming majority of the me,m'he;-a of the g
Committee on Disarmement finally led, last Jear, to the setting up of an E hoc worklng
group on a miclear test ban. - However, for reasons you all know, it was given.a limited
mandate which did not refer clearly and precisely to the need to conduct negotiat:.ons
with a view to the drafting of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon. tes‘b‘s. : o

The work of tha Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban confirmed the fears
expressed by my delegation and many other de’legationa in connection with its:limited
mandate which was unjustifiably confined to questions relating to "verification and
compliance", . 5

The h:l.story of the negotlatlons on this question is repiete with axamples of the
use of this matter of verification in order to delay the attainment of agreement or to
avoid settling the issue altogether. This was clearly evident in the attitude of.the
United States with respect to the Ad Hoc Working Group on & Nuclear Test Ban. In . -
this connection the United Statds resorted to the typical aevice, which we have seen .
before, of trying to give-the" discussions in the Group a purely "technical" character.
At the ‘game tiHi6 it whs a.rgued that progress towards a solution of the problem of .
miclear-weapon. tésts could ‘be achieved only if there were preliminary consideration of
and agreement on the "technical" aspects of verification. This was affirmed even
by the Vice<Presileiit’ ’bi‘ “the United States, Mr. Bush, when he spoke to our Committee
and called the prodéda ‘of dra.fting ‘I::r:ea.ty ‘texts a "fruitless exercise" if verification -
questions were not: settled first. While trying to show that the United States is
approaching the negotiations in a business-like manner and proposing that a.greamelrls
should be reached -on various "technical™ aspects of verification 8qlely as a basis for
an agreement on the substance of the issue, the United States is in fact preventing
the attainment of agreement. What" happened in the Ad Hoc Working Group dnring the
last session is clear endence of what I have aaid.”

I‘url:hermore, after agreeing to the establishment of an ad hoc woﬂr.ing y:onp on a j
nnclea.r test ban, ithe United States declared that it considered the drafting of a ;
treatyon the compléte and’ general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests not as an u.rgent
matter but rather as a "long-term goal". We have just heard the statement of the .
distinguished representativé of the United States of America, in which he ma.de vmous
observations with respect: to questions of verification. We shall sftudy his remarks ..
carefully and give our views on them in due course.

The complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests is ome of th.e most
important problems: in the broad complex of measures needed to avert the puclear
threat. The,Urﬁ,thCNatmns Geharal Assembly has ma.de this clear in inmmera.'ble
recomenda.tmnsd ’ . .

w:.th a view to the creation of more favourable conditions for the drafting of a
treaty, the United Nations General Assembly also appealed to all nmuclear-wyeapon
States; as a:demonstration of goodwill, to refrain from carrying outb muclear explosions.
of any kind from a-date to be agreed on between them until the concl,usion of the
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 muclear weapon tests, urgently

to start practical negotiations on the elaboration of such a treaty. In resolution 37/72
for example, the General Aasembly urged all States members of the Committee on
Diaamament

"Po assign to the Ad Hoc Working Group on item 1 of the Committee's agenda
(mclear test ban) a mandate which should provide for the multilateral
negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all muclear-weapon tests, to be
initiated immediately after the beginning of the session of the Committee to be
held in 1983",

Clearly, it will only be possible to implement this decision of the General .&asembly
if the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working 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 Working Group should be
revised s0 as to permit the discussion in substance of the problem as a whole for the
purpose of drafting the text of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of
miclear-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 "Basic provisions of a
treaty on the complete and general prchibition of miclear-weapon tests". This
document takes into account everything positive that has been achieved during the
many years of discussion of the question of a muclear 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.

Today's discussion in the Committee on the question of the prohibition of
miclear-weapon tests and the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group has convinced us that
it is time at last to pass from words to actions and embark urgently on negotiatioms
on the drafting of the text 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 participa.t:.on in the negotiations of all muclear-weapon
States without exception,

The Mongolian delegation considers that questions relating to the verification
of compliance with the future treaty should be considered in close connection with the
treaty iteelf, which should prohibit all muclear-weapon test explosions in all
environmente, 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 muclear-weapon States.

We feel compelled to point out that the draft of a very appropriate mandate was
proposed 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
countries, to put forward the following new draft text of a mandate for the Ad Hoa
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, which is fully in accordance with the
recommendations made by the United Nations General Assembly at its
thirty-seventh session. The text is as follows:

"The Committee on Disarmament decides to assign to the Ad Hoc Working Group
on item 1 of its agenda, 'Nuclear test ban', a mandate providing for
negotiations on a treaty for the prohibition of all muclear-weapon tests.

"The Ad Hoc Working Group will take into ‘account in its work all existing
proposals and future initigtives on this matter and will report to the Committee
on Disarmament on the progress of its work before the end of the 1983 session".

In accordance with the deéision adopted by the Committee at its 207th plenary
meeting on 29 March 1983, which states, inter alia, that the mandate of the Ad Hoc
wOrking Group on & Nuclear Test Ban for 1983 will be agreed upon not later than by
7 April 1983, I should like to ask you, on behalf of the socialist countries,
immediately to conduct the necessary 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. Zawalonka.

Mr. ZAWALONKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, it is with great pleasure that I welcome
“you on. b f of the Polish delegation in the Chair of the Committee on Disarmament.

I am convinced that under your able and skilful guidance this Committee will use all
the opportunities in the fulfilment of ite responsible taske which the whole
international community is closely ifgllowing.

I sincerely thank your predecessor, Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, for his
valuable contribution to the work done by the Committee under his chairmanship in the
month 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
miclear test ban: the mandate of the relevant Ad Hoc Working Group. In accordance
with the decision taken on 29 March last, the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear
Test Ban has been re-established on the a.ammptlon that its mandate "... may
thereafter 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 today's plenary meeting is being largely devoted to a
debate on a pcaaible revision of the mandate of the Working Group on a Nuclear Test
Ban.
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Last year's discussions, both in the framework of the said Working Group,
during the informal consultations and in the statements in plenary, clearly revealed
the limited character of this Groupis present mandate. The subject of a nuclear
test ban or a comprehensive nuclear test ban, which has- been actively discussed for
more than 20 years in weny diplomatic forums, is today one of the sub jects most
ripe, politically and technically, for finalization -- for negotiation and the
conclusion of a-comprehen51ve test—ban treaty.

Many speakcre, during this prezent session of the Cormittee on Disarmament
alone, heve slated that time end conditions are propitious and all premises exist
for such negotiabions now. However,'the_mandabe'adopbéd'last year, as is well known,
does not permit the conduct of full-scalé megotiations. In other words, the Working
Group had to limit its discussions 1o the issues relating to the verification and
compliance. The delegations of socislist countries agreed to last year's mandate
in order not to delay th:z establishment of the Working Group any longer and to
facilitate its teking off after years-of. maten31ve éfforts in this Committee and its
predzcessors. At the end of the 1982 session, however, they stated clearly that the
Wo*klng Group had completed its examination of issues related to verification and
compliance, ag envisaged in its mandate. They furthermore expréssed their view that
the Committee shculd reviee the mandate of the Working Group without'delay so as to
enable it "to negotiate on a treaty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests, having in
mird that this is a question of the highest priority...", as was stated ln the report
of the NIB Workinz Group to the Comnittee (document CD/332).

One of the mecst oomple:c a.nd cantroversial problems which impedes disarmament
negotiations, end not only in the field of a nuclear test ban, is that of an adequate
verification system. The delegations. of socialist States have never underestimated the
role of verification. Like all the members of this Committee, my delegation, too,
is for negotiating —- for elaborating in the process of negotiations — an adequate
verification system for the ruclear test-ban treaty. But I would like to reiterate
that the negotiation cf any verification procedures should not and cannot be an end
in itscelfi. In other words, entering into negotiations on the assumption that they
must. be concentrated on verification procedures because they are the most important
part of zay disarmamens treaty may well mean deliberately blocking the possibility of
moking eny real progress in negotiations. It is only legitimate to question the
intentions expressed in such an attitude towards the negotiations of a nuclear test
ban. Let me state in this connection thai my delegation would like to see the NTB
Ad Hoc Working Group on o Luclear Tess Ban talte up as soon as possible its negotiating
task, i.e. negotiate on a treaty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests, having:a sound
and balanced verification system, for which all the necessary technical prerequisites
exist. Due account shculd be tgkeu of all emiatlng proposals and future lnltiatives
in th*a conneciion.

- We are realistic; we do not think that such a treaty will be ready overnight.
But wvhat wz want and what we appeal for is to start the process now — the process of
time-consuming but painstaking negotiations. It is indeed high time for that.

The CUATRMAN: The Chair thanks the representative of Poland, Mr. Zawalonka,
for his stotement end for the kind words addressed to the outgoing and incoming
chairmen, I now give the floor to the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Rapu‘-.ﬂ:i.m, Aabassedor Issraslyen.
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Mr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, allow me first of all to express our profound gratitude to the"
Ambassador of Morocco, our friend Mr, Ali Skalli, for his successful conduct of
the meetings of the Committee on Disermament during the month of March, and for the
fact that under his guidance the Committee was able to take decisions on certain
important organizational matters, first and foremost the adoption of its.agenda,
with the inclusion in it of the extremely J.mportant question of the prevention of
nuclear war, and also the ré-establishment -6f the working groups; which ‘will, we
hope, undertake very active work during the month of April. I should like to wish
you, Mr, Chairman, the representetive of the Netherlands, all success in your work
during April, in the hope that this month will prove no less Batlsfactory than the
month of Ma.rch which has just ended.

In view oi‘ the Committee's decision on 29 March that we should at this meeting,
consider the question of the manda,te of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test
Ban, I should like today to express the views of the Soviet delegatlon on this
matter,

The question of a nuclear test ban has the highest priority among all the items
on the Committee's agenda. This question has been under discussion for nearly -
30 years in various international forums — in the United Nations, at the tripartite
negotiations, at meetings of expéits and in the Committee on Disarmament. Consequently,
all aspects of it have been very carefully studied. Furthermore, they have ‘been
studied, not academically but it a strictly practical manner, with a view: to dealing
with them within. the framework of an appropriate treaty. The tripartite negotiations
between the Soviet Union, ‘the United States and the United Kingdom came very close to
the completion of work on such a treety; however, as you know, these negotiations
were broken off in 1980 by the United States, which. has refused to resume them,
The proh:.b:.t:.on of nmuclear-weapon tests would be a practical measure fowards the
limitation of the nuclear arms race, which has assumed unprecedented proportions at
the present time 'and brought the world to the brink of nué¢lear catastrophe,  This is
why the Soviet Union, like the overwhelming majority of the other members of the
Committee on Disarmament, attaches particular importance to the speediest possible
conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon
tests. The Soviet Union has always advocated and continues to advocate the fullest.
possible use of the opportunities offered by the Committee on Disarmament for the
successful conduct of multilateral negotiations with a view to the halting of
nuclear tests in all environments and by all those who are carrying them out., It
was for this reason that the delegation of the Soviet Union last year supported the
proposal for the :establishment 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 ought 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 artificially isolated from the specific
content of the arms limitation measure in question but is considered in vary 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 prohibition of nuclear-—
weapon tests made a useful contribution to the Group's work. At the same time,
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it has regrettably-te-be said that the United States delegation and the delegations
of some of its close allies tried to drag the Working Group into organizational and
procedural debates, and to drown the solution of the question of verification in

a sea of abstract arguments about the importance of the technical aspects of control.
Last year, when we agreed to the compromise formula for the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, it was on the understanding that that mandate
was of a provisional character and would be revised the following year, This
understanding was shared by many other delegations, as is clear from the fact that
the following provision was specifically included in the relevant decision of the
Committees ' :

"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 subsequent courses of action with a view to
fulfilling its responsibilities in this regard."

On the basis of this provision, efforts have been made in the Committee from
the very beginning of this session to work out a new mandate, However, they have
been blocked, primarily by the United States delegation. In order not to hold up
the work of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies, we agreed that the Ad Hoc
VWorking Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should resume its work on the basis of the

*0ld mandate., At the same time, in the decision it adopted on 29 March, the .
Committee particularly emphasized that the mandate of that Group might thereafter
be revised,

We believe that this should be done immediately, as a matter of urgency, as
indeed is stated in the decision of the Committee to which I have referred. We
consider that the wording for the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear
Test Ban which was put forward today on behalf of the delegations of the socialist
countries, including that of the Soviet Union, by Ambassador LErdembileg of Mongolia,
conforms most closely to the recommendation of the General Assembly. We appeal to
other delegations to support that proposal.

The Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should begin its work in the next few
days. 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 an
appropriate treaty, including, of course, provisions on verification, All ths
necessary prerequisites exist for the Working 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 general
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests" which in our view offers a practical basis for
multilateral negotiations on this matter, a basis, moreover, which takes into
account the views of a large number of States and the elements agreed on in the
course of the tripartite negotiations. dany delegations have already, 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 speedy conclusion of a test-ban treaty have made and will evidently continue
to make 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 future
and we shall await this document with interest.

Thus, there are more than enough 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 speedy completion of the drafting of a treaty on |
the complete and general 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/?2. 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 the German
Democratic Republic, so that all questions connected with the draftxng of the
treaty, including, of course, questions of verification, can be considered in their
entirety in the Working Group.

Before I conclude my statement, I should like to make one or two comments
on the remarks of the United States delegation. We shall, of course, have an
opportunity to give our views in 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 the
nature of the activity of the Committee and its working groups.

The United States representative in his admittedly short statement nevertheless
frequently stressed the word "discussions". The holding of discussions in the
Committee can indeed sometimes be useful, but as we have had occasion to point out
once again only recently at a plenary meeting, this international body has a
specific characteristic distinguishing it from all other international bodies in
which discussions are held, This Committee’ is not a debating club. It is a
negotiating body. This applies particularly to the working groups, which were set
up not merély to conduct negoitiations but to conduct negotiations leading to the
drafting 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 subject of the prohibition of nuclear-~weapon tests? For 30 years
various bodies, consisting of 157 States, of three States and even of two States,
have discussed and studied 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. But suddenly we are told
that all this must be scrapped — none of it happened — forget about it, gentlemen,
this problem has appeared only today and it is a long-term one. We could discuss
it for another 30 years or even another 300 years. This is 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. : w2

My second 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
following:
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"We have even gone further and stated that amy future decision of the

United States Government to negotiate a CTBT would have to take account of a
broad range of factors related to our national security and that no delegation
should consider our willingness to participate in a Working Group as indicating
an intent to begin immediately the negotiation of a CTBT,"

Of course, every State has its national interests, and naturally, every delegation
representing its State takes great care to safeguard the national security interests
of that country. But surely the whole question, distinguished representative of the
United .:.ta-t:es, resides in the fact that the national securify interests of the
United States in this matter are at variance with the interests of all other States.
That is the problem, No one can tell the United Sts.tes delegation, or any other
¢elegation, Low to protect the national security interests of its country. That is a
watier of the sovercign vighit of ench Siatc and the duty of each delegation, But the
problem arises that there is a divergence between the interests of the United States
and the interests, I can say without any risk, of all other members of the
international commmnity. To substantiate t.hls I would recall that even on the draft
resolution submitted by the group of western countries — I repeat the western
countries — at the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly on the question of
a nuclear test ban, there were 111 votes in favour and one vote against, and that was
the vote of the United States 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 once more voted against. That is the essence of the
problem, and we would therefore ask the United States delegation to take due ‘account
of this absolutely unique, unprecedented and, to say the least, extremely regrettable
situation in which one State places its national security interests above the national
security 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 mere words but whether the Committee is simply going to
continue holding abstract discussions — and for how many more years — or whether it
is going at last to do what the world community expects of it and draft a treaty on
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

The CHATRMAN: The Chair thanks Ambasgsador 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 (Union 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 body.
Remarks are addressed to the Chair and not to individual delegations. Thank you,

Mr. 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 any way
violated the rules of precedure or the "customs" of the Committee.

The CHATRMAN: Thank you Ambassador Issraelyan. I now give the floor to the
distinguished representative of Bulgaria, Ambassador Grinberg.
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Mr, GRINBERG (Bulgeria): 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 Cheirman of this Committee. I can pledge to you the full co-operation of my
delegation 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 March,

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 negotiations 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 mandate~&# it is to elaborate and negotiate a treaty on
this matter, One of the nuclear great Powers, however, with the support of a few
other States, did everything possible to block such an arrangement: the results are
vell known. Having no other alternative, we had no choice but to agree on a
temporary compromise solutlon, as formulated in the Committee'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 discuss 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 "resvlving" 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 treety on a comprehensive test ban. But, regardless
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.



CD/PV.209
20

(Mr, Grinborg, Bulgarie,

In the light of these considerations, the Bulgarian delegation would like to
express its strong support for the enlargement of the mandate of the Ad’ Ad "Hoc "'Working
Group on a Nuclear Test Ban as of the beginning of its work at the current sessicn,
As a co-sponsor of Working Paper No. 95 submitted today by the distinguished
representative of Mongolia on behalf of a group of socialist States, my delegaticn
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 whidh are to be
conducted is far from being one of a procedural or technical nature. The choice is
between two clear alternatives:

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

(2) To provide further opportunities for promoting an endless discussion which
. could only delay or preclude a conclusion on'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 Commi ttee
has before it we should always keep in mind that on many 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 Western nuclear Powers.
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, we have to
opt today for the first alternative and secure proper conditions for the attainment
of one of the most important and pressing objectives in the field of disarmeament.

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 elementis
of a treaty on a comprehensive test ban submitted by the USSR at the
thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly. My delegation is locking forward to
practical participation in the work of the Working Group in the future.

The CHATRMAN: hélChair thanks the representative of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Grinberg, for his contribution and for the kind words addressed to the
outgoing and incoming Chairmen.- I now give the floor to the representative of
Czechoslovakia, Ambassador 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 month 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 warmest thanks to your predecessoxr,
Ambassador Ali. Skalli of Morocco, whose efforts contributed to the creation of
possibilities for carrying out bu31nessllke negotiations. Let us hope that we use
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 which showed
clearly his wisdom and objectivity,
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Today's plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament 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 which 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-weapcon States.

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

In order not to go once more through what 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 Whlch 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-weapon tests". We
reiterate our view that this document contains formulations which could well be used
in the elaboration of the relevant treaty. We should bear in mind that the
"Basic provisions" were recommended for consideration by the Committee on
Disarmament by 2 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 "Tc assign 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 treaty 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 "To exert their best endeavours in
order that the Committee may transmit to the General Assembly at its
thirty-eighth session the multilaterally negotiated 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 stalematec.

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 are to be taken seriously and be meaningful,
can only be considered inseparably with other basic provisions of a given treaty.
Some delegations speak against the elaboration of a nuclear test-ban treaty in the
Working Group, saying that the envisaged verification provisions are 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 addressecd to
the Committee on Disarmament in 1980 contains a verification system elaborated to a
great extent., And the representatives of two of the countries which signed the
tripartite report lament today over the insufficiency of verification procedures.

To be more specific I mean paragraph 19 of the report which states:

"The three negotiating parties believe that the verification measures
being negotiated — 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 attach to the
United Nations General Assembly's call addressed to all nuclear-weapon Stales, as a
gesture of goodwill, not to carry out any nuclear explosions, starting from a date
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 Croup on a Nuclear Test Ban,
which is about to start its work. To speak more clearly, and the urgency of the
matter compels us to do so, we maintain that it is high time that the United States
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 mandate of the Ad Hoc Worlting Group on 2 Nucleaxr Test Ban
along the lines of the draft presentcd by the distinguished representative of
Mongolia, Ambassador Erdembileg, on behalf of the group of socialist States. We
also hope that during this month the good atmosphere which has until now prevailed
in this Committee will remain. '

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Vejvoda for his statement and for the kind
words addressed to the cutgoing and incoming Chairmen. I now give the floor to the
representative of Cuba, Mr, Mumez Mosquera,
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Mr, NUNEZ MOS (Cuba) (translated from Sganish): 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, Ambassador van Dongen, to offer you the greetings
of the Cuban delegation on your assumption of the chzirmanship 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 March,

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 nuclear-weapon tests, In that
document, the Group of 21 s sted the establishment of an ad hoc working group

on this subject to negotiate (and that is very important) — " to ne, 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 countries
which justified their attitude, as they are still doing, by the usual arguments
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
ell existing proposals and future initiatives. That draft mandate also was rejected,
by the same small group of countries,

It is hardly neccssary to point out that the element that is common to those
tyo 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 mceting of the Committee to discuss the question of the mandate of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, scme delegations questioned whether
it would not be -a viclation 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
vinlation 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 Disarmament 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 negotiaticns cn the
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

In the 1963 Treaty those same States which are now opposing negotiations in this
Committee undertook tc pursue them in good faith, whereas in fact they have suspended
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even those negotiations that were being conducted with the Soviet Union on this
subject outside the framework of this Committee, in spite of the fatt 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-wecapon tests, and this was reaffirmed in the Concluding _
Document of the second special ‘session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,

Lastly, the rules of procedure of the Committeec on Disarmament state that the
Committee is a disarmament negotiating forum, and that when there is a basis for
negotiating a draft treaty, the Committee may establish subsidiary bodies and should
provide them with appropriate support for 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 number of States to impoge
on the Committee on Disarmament a limited mandate for the Working 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 unsatisfactory hybrid of previous
proposals, which has, moreover, alrcady been exhausted, was proposed and adopted only
a few weeks before the convening of the General Assembly's second special =session on
disarmament, which was to make an assessment of the work done since 1978.

‘Now, when there does not appear to be anything in the near future involving a
review of our werk, the delegations which should be changing their attitude as regards
the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests seem to be unconcerned about what may happen
and are reverting to avoiding the starting of concrete negotiaticons 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 to 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 inconccivable 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 eppropriate mandates for
subsidiary bodies. In our report to the General Assembly we are under an obligation
to respond to these directives and we ought to do so. With 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, something 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 sufficient experience for that
purpose in this Committee, and all that is needed is to give the VWorking Group a
mandate allowing it to start negotiations.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the vepreseutative of Cuba, Mr. Nunez Mosquera, for his
contribution and for the kind words addressad to the outgoing and income Chairmen,
I now recognize the next speaker on my list, %he vepresaerntative of Australia,
Ambassador Sadleir. /
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Mr. SADIEIR (Australia): Mr. Chairman, I congratulate you on your assumption of
the chairmanship of this Committee for the important concluding 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 issues of substance
that lie ahead. May I, through you, Mr. Chairman, convey the thanks of the Australian
delegation for the way 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 my statement today I shall address myself to item 1 of the Committee's agenda,
namely, a nuclear test ban. For Australia, the achieverent of a comprehensive nuclear
test ban remains a priority objective. Om 4 April the Australian Foreign Minister,

Mr. Bill Hayden, in the context of reports that nuclear testing would soon resume in
the South Pacific, recalled that Anstralia was opposed to all forms 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 Committee 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), the then head of the Australian delegation,
Sir James Plimsoll, calied on the Committee on Disarmament to avoid a situation where,
after .there is political agreement on a comprehensive test-ban treaty, there would be
a delay of one or two years because no work had been done on an institutional structure
to support the implementation and in 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 the Australian delegation proposed? The answer, I am sorry to say,
is in the negative. And yet some delegations suggest that 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 that, by some miraculous process, the mandate so recently agreed on, and
since barely applied, has been "fulfilled". How many meetings, in practice, have been
devoted to the hard-won mandate? Of those that were held, what propertion focused on
substantive issues rather than on ths procedural, administrative and report-writing
activities which tend to consume 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 summer session last year was spent discussing a programme 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's position as
regards the Group's work -— much less 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 aay
programme of work at all for the session.

It was only 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 programme. 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.
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Having: said that,; I should add that the Australian delegation welcomee the decision
of the Committee laat week to re-establish the Working Croup on a Nuclear Test Ban under
its existing mandate. In this connection I wish te place on record our satisfaction.
that a new Chairman the "distinguished Ambasssdor of the German Democratic Republic,

Mr. Gerhardt Hardsr, hasy by the same decision of ihe Committse, been appointed to lead
the Group's work. My delegation will give him cur full co—opaeration in seeking Progress
et the fastest rate posaible itowards a compmbansivn nuclear fest-ban treaty. ;

Austra.l:.a. 1s anxious, indeed impatient for progresa in this area. We racognize
that, in that reapect, we are by nc means unigue, but we mske an important point:
the rate of progress is not always proportionsi itc the degree of clamour for it, the
preasure exerted for it or the size of the stepﬁ advocated. Recent weeks have shown
that the opposite proposition is equally true. In Februery and March this year, the
Comittee was & sounding brass for fine sentiments and sirong spesches in favour of
big steps, and at the end of those months whati, as an outcome of all that, is thers
to show the world? By conirast, the Commities has made 2 lot of progress at other
times and in other circumstances. S e

Since we are now discussing the mandates of working groups, I need only mention
the progress made so far in the chemical weapons Working Group, when we got on faster
a8 soon as we stcpped arguing aboui whether or not cur existing mandate would permit
us to do so. Thus, my delegation urges speed, and it urges speed within the present
mandate. Any other course would sondemn us tc move slowly, if at all, That is the
lesson to be drawn from the Committee's past history.

In my sta‘bemanta of 8 ang 22 February I dwelt at some length on an importan.t—ma
of nuclear test-ban verificztion, namely, seismic menmitoring. In pa.rti.mlar. I drew
attention to the steady snd very relevant teckmical work being -dome by the Ad Hoc Group.
of Scientific Experts. As Ambassador Herder, in his atatement of 3 Maxch, poin’ted
cu.r!;’ '

"Thore is enough mgterial for setting up the internationsl date exchange system
,within the frarework of a tresty on he compiete and gensral prohdbition of
nuclesmeapon te"ts, and I underline a ‘zeaty'. The Group of Scientific
'E"cperts should eontribute tec such a treaty. It dose not work in an- 'ivory
tower', neither shotuld its work be regarded as an axerclae in tart fur artls
saket, It is the purpose that counts®,

I can agree with much of this. While 1 de not consider that the international

seismic monitoring netwcrk can be awiftly set up on the basie of present material, I
am convinced that work to that snd must be linked to the objectives of the Conmittee
a8 a whole. Thie indeed was the eesence of my remsrks on 22 February, when the report
of the Group of Scientific Experts was tabled: I szid then thait "the Committee should
begin to focut more acutely on the work dome by thia Group, and to comsider its
medium- and long—tnrm relevance to the Committee's own work”. Thue, I naw formslly

propose, Mr. Chairman, that the Working Group on a Wuclear Test Ban debate the future -
of the Group of Scientific Experts before the exparts meet again in July, und:ar the
existing NTB mandéate .

. There is much more to be done under the existing mandate. Last year, as others
have pointed out, numercus ltems were put forward in the Working Group end were not
fully addressed. At the same time the Working Group wiinesssd several interesting
interventions and exchanges on matters which fell within its mandste. My delegation
for example is ready, a2 no doubt is the Indian delegation, to investigate further
the verification problems of peaceful nuclear explosions. More can be said, & lot
of it technical, about low-yield detection.
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I have already mentioned that Australia submitted a working paper in 1980 setting
out some institutional, financial and legal questions that the Committee on Disarmament
should address. Much of that paper remains relevant. However, developments since
then, particularly the presentation of the trilateral report to the Committee and the
tabling of a draft treaty by the Soviet Union, have raised new and different questions.
My delegation is looking, therefore, towards issuing a revised version of .
document CD/95 Some of the major new questions that come to mind are prec.ise],y .
thoge which have to do with the institutional 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 means of detecting nuclear tests? Would a separate group be
required, say, for atmospheric detection? And what about 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 consultative committee
be established to handle compliance matters? Who, then, would organize on-site
inspections? What role would the Security Council or other United Nations bodies or
the Committee on Disarmament itself have in all this? Would a separate CTB secretariat
be required? And how would it be established? There is a rich field here for further
exploitation. SR o

On the other hand, 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 or poor, the mandate of the NTB Working Group is the only one we have, by .
unanimous agreement, and it is one which offers us a chance to do some real work.
Some day we will probably -feel its limitations, and wish to have broader terms of
reference. We can hasten that day by getting down to work or we can put it off by
chooalng another approach. : . v

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks Ambassador Sadleir for his contribution and for
the kind words addressed to the outgoing Chairman and to the Chairman for the month
of April. - Before giving the floor to the next speaker, the Chair would like to
rectify an omission in not having properly thanked 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 Skalli are so generally recognized as being well deserved. I hope the
distinguished zrepreserita.tive of Cuba will accept these belated thanks,

I now recognize the distinguished representative of Belgium, Mr, No:.ri‘a.hsae.
You have the floor. '

Mr, NOIRFALISSE (Belgium) (tra.nslatad froii Frendh ): Mr. Chairman, I think that
Ambassador Onkelinx will have ample opportunity to congra.‘tulate you on_your accession
to the chairmanship of the Committee and also to express the. Belgian delegation's
gratitude for the contribution made to the Committee's work last month by
Ambassador Skalli. In the meantime, I will associate myself with those.
congratulations.

We are glad that the Committee on.Disamamen’c has at last decided, after unduly
lengthy 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 established 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 of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. We are approaching this consideration
without prejudice, for it is in accordance with the mandate of the Working Group, which
requests the Cqmmlttee to "take a decision on subsequent courses of action with a view
to fulfilling its responsibilities in this regard".

The Committee was wise in. decldlng last week to re-establish the Working Group
with its 1982 mendate. Ve believe that at the present time that mandate offers us the
best way of approaching the objective of the prohibition of nuclear tests, and Belgium
attaches the utmost importance to the attainment of that goal. It hopes that the .
Working . Group will establish the necessary basis for negotiations fo be conducted,‘at -
the approprla.te time, with a view to the conclusion of an agreement prohibiting a.ll
nuclear tests. We believe that the present mandate of the Working Group is entirely
adequate for that purpose. .

It is important, however, in order that we should draw closer to the time when
genulne negotiatlons are possible, that we should ensure the maximum chancee of success
for the WQrklng Group from the present moment. To proceed otherwise would, in the
present circumstances, run counter to the objective, because the entire process could
thereby be disrupted. In establishing the Working Group last year, we indicated the
first step to be taken. Our goal this year should be to take that step.

We ought to recognize that our work in 1982 was very limited as to time, and I
can reply to ‘the question put by Ambassador Sadleir: first, we limited our efforts;
we devoted only 10 meetings to the Working Group; of those 10 meetings, seven were :
concerned with procedural questions. And the consequence of that is that, as concerms
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 compliance 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 convinced of this.
If we compare that report with those which were drawn up within the framework of the
first mandate of the- Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, we can see that -there is’
e8till much work to be done in the way of exploration, clarification and harmonization
with respect -to the verification of a prohibition on nuclear tests, before we go on to
a more ambitious phase of our work.

Verlflcatlon 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 should
like to Bay 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 is in fact good practice in a negotiating process to
concentrate on the problems. To do ‘O'thewlse would be to put up a smoke-screen, for we
should be giving an illusion of progress while not. talking about what is the essential
element in the matter of a nuclear test ban, namely, the question of verification. If
we read the various documents that have been submitted on this questlon, in particular
the tripartite report and, most recently, the Soviet Union's proposals in -
document CD/346 we shall see that the greater part of the suggestions made, partlcularly
by the Soviet Union delegation — 28 paragraphs out of 35 —— concern verification. and
the vrovisions 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 other matters connected with verification, and in particular
the scope of the prohlb].tlon, 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 way prevents delegations expressing their particular concerns.
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In conclusion, we consider that the mandate has not been exhausted. It is far
from having been exhausted.. In fact it has barely been hroached, We trust that the
Working Group will be able, as soon as it resumes its activities, to agree on a method
which will enable it to carry out its task in a rational manner.

The CHAIRMAN: ‘The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of Belgium for '~ .
his contribution and for the kind words addressed to the outgoing and incoming chairmenr, .
and now recognizes the distinguished »representative of Argentina, Ambassador Carasalea.
You have the floor, Sir.

Mr. CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): I should like first of all
to offer you the most gincere congratulations of the delegatlon of the Argentine Republic

on your assumption of the chairmanship of this Committee for the month of April. I wish
you every sucgcess in your efforts — I am confident that they will be successful — and
towards that end I should like here and now to promise 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, Ambgssador Skalli of
Morocco, who made prolonged and. intensive efforts to solve the problems of the e
organxzation of the work of this Commlttee for the current year — with success, as we
all know. . e .

The poaitlon of the Group of 21 with reapect to the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working .
Group on a Nuclear Test Ban is well known, and I shall therefore be very—brlef. I should
like to point out in this connection that I always speak of the prohibition of nuclear-
weapon tea%s, which is “the language apaclixcally used in the Final Document, with all
that that means., The points made by the Guoup of 21 in the statement it submitted on -
24 April 1981, almost two years ago, in connection with item 1 of our agenda, remain
entirely valld. That statement contained a draft mandate for the Ad Hoc Working Group
and we still think that a mandate of such a kind offers the only possiblllty for the
Group to accomplish truly effective work.

It is a secret to no one that the mandate given to the Ad Hoc Working Group when
it was -8et ‘up last year was far from satisfactory to a large number of ‘delegations.
They  considered that the Group would be able to make little headway'towarda 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 only part of what should be a'whole, and when at the same time it did not have the
possibility of conducting negotiations but was merely, to use the words of the present
mandate, to "discuss and define'". ;

The experience of the meetlnga 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 tlie. divergencies af views in this. connection: 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
tests, a consensus clearly reflected in, among other documents, the preamble to the
Moscow Treaty adopted in 1963, that is, axactly 20 years ago.

I do not intend to go into the reasons justifying the need for a total prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests. They are too well known and need no repetition. It is,
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therefore, to be regretted that two nuclear-weapon Powers have radically modified
their positions in this connecticn 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 themselves from the multilateral
effort towards this end which has been initiated in.this Committee in spite’of 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 intermational community as a
whole has no doubts, certainly does not encourage any optimism 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 views, 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 possibilities for its
achieving anything worthwhile are thereby drastically curtalled

If the Committee is fully to fulfll ite reapon31b1litles, it must give the
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban a mandate that is adequate to that purpose,
which obviously means the broadening of the present mandate.

That is the position of the Argentins delegation on this matter, a position fhat
is obviously well known, but we wished it to be briefly reflected in the record of
this meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of Argentina,
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 remain six. speakers
on the list; it will therefore be necessary to suspend the meeting rather than 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 Huclear Test Ban on the agenda for today's meeting. My delegation is pleased at
this decision and would like to mzke 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 your 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 racce. Unfortunately, the efforts made -
towards that end have not yet brought about the results hoped for. The tripartite
negotiations, in which the international community placed great hopes, have been suspended.
The Committece on Disarmament has still not been able to undertake negotiations on this
question, which has the highest priority on its agenda.

Jt 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 disarmament at the second special session of the
General Assembly -devoted to disarmament.

Meanwhile, the pace of nuclear-weapon tests is constantly increasing, thus
contpibuting to the acceleratjion of th le: b ki b i
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All these facts compel us to seek the reason for this abscnce of results, which is
in stark contrast with the degree of priority attached to the question.

Ve 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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£11 members of the Comnittee on Disarmament are agreed in recognizing that the
mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban that was set up during the
spring part of the Committee's last session is limited.

My dé;egation was among those which expressed serious reservations regarding the
adoption of such a narrow mandate, which in fact confines the Committee on Disarmament
to "discussing and defining" issues relating to one particular question, that of
verification.

We nevertheless agreed to join in the consensus that emerged on that mandateg,
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, which arbitrarily isolates one aspect of the future treaty from the
whole complex of elsments that should comprise it.

We see todéy that our apprehensions were fully justified. During the summer part
of the Committce's last session, the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nueclear Test Ban found
itself indeed confronted by the difficulty of discussing questions of verification
without knowing the naturc and the scope of the prohibition. The impossibility of .
reaching a consensus, if only cn a working hypothesis conceérning the nature and the
scope of the treaty, prevented the adoption of a programme of work. Nevertheless the
meatings held then had the merit of clarifying the respective positions of delegations
on guestions concerning verification. '

My delegation considers that the time has come for the Committec on Disarmament
to begin negotiating a trcaty on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests. We
believe that the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group set up under item 1 of the agenda
must be broadened in order to permit the Committec on Disarmament to carry out its task
as the sole multilateral disarmament negotiating body. It is pertinent here to recall
that the Group of 21 submitted a draft mandate which may be found in document CD/181
and which, in our view, offers a sound basis for the formulation of a new mandate for
the Ad Hoc Working Group. We believe that the broadening of the Group's mandate would
be in no way detrimental to thc interests of the delezations which stress the primary
importance of questions concerning the verification of compliance with theé treaty.
Those delegations would in fact be entirely free to give these questions all the
importance they merit during thc negotiating procoss.

In stressing the nced to broaden the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Nuclear Test Ban, we have no intention whatever of minimizing the importance of
verification issues. We perfectly well understand thne 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 case, it is surely in the interests of all parties to
the future treaty to make provision for reliable verification mecasures that will
guarantee the strict observance 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 aspects of thec treaty.

At its thirty-seventh session the General Assembly adopted three resolutions on
the subject of nuclear tests. A4l1 thrce stressed the importance and urgency of this
question. One of them, resolution 37/72, urges the Committec on Disarmament to assign
to the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban "a mandate which 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 the Committee to be
held in 1983",
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We earnestly hope that the delegations which have in the past shown reluctance
regarding 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 appecal of the General Assembly through a broadening of the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Working 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
Pakistan, Mr. Altaf.

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,
allow 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 work 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, Ambassador 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 guestion 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 consequencés of any use 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 of’
nuclear-weapon tests by this Superpower today, by the other 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 Working Group is at present mandated to discuss and define issues relating to
verification and compliance. - These isaues have two dimensions, technical and political.

~ The technical aspects of 2 nuslear weapons test han have already been adequately
explored and examined by the seismological VWorking Group. The contours of an
international verification system based on fully modern techniques of data collection
and its proper evaluation have been very well defined. Of course we can.endlessly
argue on its capabilities. Each new day that dawns 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 inciude provisions for an updating of its
verification and compliance procedures in the light of later technological developments
through review conferences or any other agreed universally non-discriminatory.-procedures.

Other aspects of verification and compliance issues relating to a comprehensive
test ban cannot be fully defined, as called for in our cxisting 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
technology has its peaceful uses and military application. Contrary to the recent
Dutch suggestion, a-.fair agreement on the scope and purpose of the ban, 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 gap: between them and the
rest of the world will quickly pave the way to and help in the. evolving 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 Working Group has becn 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
issues, even psychologically, is not possible unless the negotiators are convinced that
an agreement is actually intended. 3Such 2 work programme may be suitable to an academic,
intellectual exercise; it is hardly fit for 2 serious negotiating effort. Secondly,
even if a determined effort were to result in a consensus, its elements would surely
become obsolete by the time, if ever, thc issues defined by the Working 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 incomprehensible. It is frequently said that systems performance
could not be guaranteed without recoursc to testing. HNotwithstanding the fact that it
is predicated on the actual usc of weapons, the argument has been discounted by eminent
scientists on the grounds that a variety of methods were available to dete¢t and remedy
performance deviations. I need only refer to the Bradbury-Mark-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 techniques and laboratory 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. On 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.

it the outset I rcferred to the history of the issue. No efforts have becen 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
ecxplosions of nuclear weapons for a2ll time”. 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 emanate 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 rccently 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 highest 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. While his predecessor is concerned, of course, this is now a fact;
the present Chairman can only hope to be capable 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.



CD/PV.209
36

Mr. SARAN (India): IMr. Chairman, on behalf of the delegation of Indiay; I would
like to welcome you as Chairmaen of the Committee for the month of April. Familiar
as we are with your diplomatic scumen, professional experience as well as personal-
gqualities, we are assured of an intensive and productive period of negotiations
during the month, oy I pledge to you on behalf of the delegation of India our full
support and co-operation in the discharge of your duties as Chairman, '

Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, under whose leadership we were finally able to
sdopt both the agenda and the programme of work for the current session, deserves our
sincere gratitude and utmost sdmiration. Under his gentle and persuasive
chairmanship, we were able to resolve several difficult and controversial procedural
guestions. He has thus laid the basis for fruitful negotistions in the Committze
during the rest of the session. -

My delegation would like to offer its views on the question of e nuclear-test ban.
At the outset, I would like to put forward India's position concerning the nature of s
future treaty on a nuclear test ban. In our view, such z 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 sble to attract universal adherence and
should include a verificstion system that is universal in its spoplication and
non~discriminatory in character and which provides for equsl access to-all States.

This is also the position adopted by the Group of 21, end in document CD/223
which contains » draft comprehensive programme of dissrmement, for example; this is
the nature of the treaty that is clearly spelt out.

However, the delegation of the United States this morning put forward ideas
concerning the scope of the treaty on a nuclear test ben vhich are not in consonance
with the position adopted by the internstionsl community on this cuestion for many
years., In this connection, I would like to drsw the sttention of the distinguished
delegate of the United Stetes, Mr. Cheirmen, to the preamble of the wartisl test-ban
Treaty of 1963, which says:

"Seeking to achieve the discontinusnce cf all itest sxplosions of nuclear
weapons for all time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, «..e.".

. It 1s "also guite obvious from the passage I have just quoted that the position
taken by the United States that it does not intend to engage in negotiations on a -
treaty on 2 nuclear test ban is not in keeping with the obligetions it undertook in the
partial test-ban Treaty of 1963. The position is also at variance with the Final
Document of the first special session of the Genersl Assembly devoted to disarmament,
the provisions of which were unanimously reaffirmed in June/July last year at the
General Assembly's second special session on disarmament.  Paragreph 51 calls for
the urgent conclusion of 2 treaty on a nuclear test ban.

‘So far, -we have not heard one good resson for reteining the present mandate of
the Ad Hoc Working CGroup on a lNuclear Test Ben. There ere those who argue that -
during its work last year, the Working Group was unable to fulfil its mandate Jbecause .
we could not get agreement on a work programme. That is 2 rather formal and
unconvineing obaectlon. 1y delegotion, along with several others, wss prepared to
engage in a substantive discussion of verification and compliance issues relatlng to a
nuclesr test ban, despile our conviction that the availsble means of verification,
both national and internstional, were already sufficient 1o ensure compliance with
such a ban. However, to our dismay, we found that those very delegations which
insist that the Working Group should first exsmine issues of verification and
compliance were not prepsred for & serious exchange even on these issues. Arguments
that the mandeate given to the Group has not been exhausted is mercly a camouflage for
the laclk of political enthusiasm to desl with the real issues involved.
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In the Working Group, we asked the delegations concerned, particularly those of
the United States and the United Kingdom to elaborate for us what they regarded as
"adequate" verification for a nuclear test ban. We also pointed out that the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Ixperts on Seismic Events has been operating so far on the
assumption thal the global seismic monitoring network they had been mandated to
elaborate should be able to detect with 90 per cent probability events of bodywave
magnitude 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 work of
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, is considered sufficient by them in
conjunction with national technical measures to ensure compliance with a treaty on a
nuclear test ban,

These guestions, as will be recalled by those who participated in the work of the
Ad Hoc Working Group, went unanswered. Instead, the Group was told that the
"adequacy" or "sufficiency" of verification wes a complex gquestion involving a whole
host of politicel and technical factors. Despite repeated guestioning, no attempt
was made to clarify what this '"whole 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 erstwhile trilateral negotiators information concerning the progress
achieved by them in their ncgotiations on issues relsting to verification-of
compliance with a nuclear test ban. The Soviet Union stated that all aspects of
verification and compliance relating to 2 multilateral treaty on a nuclesr test ban
had been sgreed upon among the three negotiators, and that only certain additional
measures that would be applicable only to the three parties remained unresolved.

The delegations of the United Ststes and the United Kingdom challenged the Soviet
contention but did not deem it fit to inform the Working Group of the specific
aspects on which agreement could not be reached among the trilatersl negotiators in
the field of verification of a multilatersl convention on a nuclear test ban.

In the absence of such clerification from the United States and the
United Kingdom, the Working Group was naturally denied an opportunity substantively
to explore unresolved issucs relating to verification and compliance, -

Given this ecxpericnce of the Working Group on a2 Nuclear Test Ban lest year,
which has nothing to do at 2ll with our inability to agree upon a2 suitable work
programme, we are entitled to esk those who insist on retaining the old mandate
what they wish the Working Group to undertske under the old mandate, We have heard
with 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
thet he listed in his statement have already been dealt with exhaustively in the
earlicr consideration of the nuclear test-ban issue in the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament during most of the decade of the 1970s. The samc areas have also
been explored in great deteil by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, which has
been working on the issue of verification through a global scismic monitoring network
zince 1976.  The results of these considerations are svailable to the Committee in
the form of the various regular reports submitted by the Group of Scientific Experts
to the Committec.
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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
Ambassador Sadleir is fully aware of the very detailed exposition that my delegation
made in response to queries from his delegation concerning this guestion in the
Working Group last year., Our views remain unchanged that attempts to raise
peripheral issues such as those rclating to pesceful nuclear cxplosions seem
designed to side-track thce Committee from its aim of achieving a treaty on a nuclear
test ban at the earliest possible date.

The above consideration has cencouraged us once again to propose to the Committee
that it ought to adopt a mandate for the Working Group on a Nuclecar Test Ban on the
lines recommended by the Group of 21 in its working paper CD/181 of 24 April 1981.
The formulation, suitably modified, could read as follows:

"The Committee on Disarmament decides to establish, for the duration of
the 1983 session, an a2d hoc working group of the Committee to negotiate on
provisions relsating to the scope, verification of compliance and the final
clauses of a draft treaty relating to item 1 of its agenda, entitled 'Nuclear
test ban'. The Ad Hoc Working Group will report to the Committee on
Disarmament on the progress of its work at an sppropriate time and in any case
before the conclusion of its 1983 session'.

It is our conviction that such a draft mandate would permit the Warking Group
to explore all the relevant aspects of a future treaty on a nuclear test ban
including, of course, questions of verification and compliance. As several speakers
have pointed out this morning, questions of verification and compliance are
inevitably interrelated with aspects concerning scope as well as other parts of a
future treaty on a nuclear test ban., This mandate will permit a more logical
consideration of the entire issue. Those who claim that the Working Group was
unable last year to fulfil its mendate are the ones who refuse to answer specific
questions directed to them. If, as they claim, the guestions 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 necgotiating 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 Chairmen. The next speaker on my
list is the distinguished representative of Mexico, Mrs. Gonzalez y Reynero,.

Mrs, GONZALEZ Y REYNERO (Mexico) (franslated from Spsnish): 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 rciterate our congratulations to Ambassador Skalli of
Morocco on the brilliant and effective way in which he guided our work during the
month of March,
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The position of the delegation of Mexico on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon
tests is well known.. We have been stating it for many years, both in the
First Committee of the General Assembly and in the negotiating bodies which preceded
the Committee on Dissrmament, as well as in the Committee itself,

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

My 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 with the views expressed by no less a person that the United Nations
Secretary-General as long ago as in 1972 when, speaking to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, he sa2id the following:

"I believe that all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem have
been so fully cxplored that only a political decision is now necessary in
order to achieve finel agreement ...

"When one takes into account: the existing means of verification ..., it is
difficult to understend further delsy in achicving egrecment on an underground
test ban,

"... the potential risks of continuing underground nuclear weapon tests
would far outweigh any possible risks from ending such tests,"

It is thus obvious that my delegation made a huge concession in agreeing to that
mandate, and this we only did, as the head of my delegation said in the statement he
made at the Committee'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 Committec on the progress of its work
before the conclusgion of the 1982 session'", and "The Committee will thereafter take a
decision on subsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling its responsibilities
in this regard".

The Ad_Hoc Working Group was given a very limited mandate which did not allow it
to draft a treaty. We consider 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
Working Group can conduct negotiations towards the elaboration of a treaty on the
prohibiticn of nuclear—wespon tests.

Lastly, I should like to express the hope that the Superpower whose future
attitude an this question will, in our view, be decisive, will show the necessary
flexibility and adopt a position on the substance of the matter that is in accordance
with the undertakings it assumed in the 1963 and 1968 Trcatice and with the provisions
of General Assembly resoclutions on the subject which were adopted with its affirmative
vote, as for example, resolutions 52/?8 of 12 December 1977, 33/60 of 14 December 1978
and 34/73 of 11 December 1979,

The CHATRMAN: I thenk the distinguished representative of Mexico for her
statement end for the kind words addressed to the outgoing ond incoming Cheirmen, I
now call upon the distinguished representative of Brazil, !Mr. Duerte, to take the
floor.
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Mr. DUARTE (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, tne nead of my delegation will have the
occasion to welcome you to the Chair of the Committee. Let me on this occasion
simply pledge to you the complete co-operation of the delegation of Brazil and I
would like also, through you, to thank Ambassador Skalli for the untiring and
very successful efforts that he displayed during his tenure of the chairmanship.

The poaition of the Brazilian delegation on the question of a nuclear test,
ban and particularly on the need for urgent multilateral negotiations on a treaty
to prohibit 811 nuclear weapon test explosions is well known to this Committee. I
shall ther!fore refraih from a detailed statement and simply make a few remarks
relevant’ to the ourrant debate on the mandate of the Working Group established under
item 1 of our agenda..

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
official doouments.of the Committee. My delegation intends to continue working.
constructively te achieve the start of multilateral negotiations .on a comprehensive
test-ban treaty.. .. This endeavour includes, naturally,; the establishment of adequate
and effective machinery for the conduct of such negotiations within the Committee.
The mandate proposed by the Group of 21 would, in our view, enable the Committee on
Disarmament to discharge fully its responsibilities in this regard.

We consider the preaent mandate of the Working Group on a Nuoldar Test Ban as
too- narrow and as too short a step in the direction of the’ solution of a question
that “has ‘been thoroughly discussed by the international community as well as in
closed quarters for more than 25 years now. But we do not share the view that the
present mandate of the Working Group completely precludes the subsidiary body from
undertakifig any useful -wérk. It is obvious that the Working Géoup ¢ould be
immensely more productive ‘were it allowed to begin forthwith riegotiations on a
treaty test. There is more than enough material available, including the "Basic
provisions™ recently submitted by the Soviet Union. We look forward té 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
this connection, the statement made this morning by the répresentative of the
United States; Mr. Busby, that his delegation does not have "any ulterior motives .
of avoiding reference to or discussion of other ‘aspects of a test ban". All
delegatiotis thus concur that the Working Group's activities need not be confined in
a atraitj!ﬁkat.

Hyuﬁelagation still hopes, however, that those who insist on tre&ttng a nuclear
test bar as a long-term goal will abide by the formal consensus in which-they
participated togethier with all Members of the United Nations, 'and which they
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 umndertaken in international instruments towards the speedy negotiation of a
comprehensive test ban, and to give more serious thought to the consequences that
their hesitation and reluctance in fulfilling such commitments may have upon the
future of multilateral disarmament negotiations, particularly in the nuclear field.

e
.:The resumption. of the activity of the Working Group, under the leadership of
Ambasasdor-Herder of the German Democratic Republie, should in no way hampér the
effort toward the revision of its mandate, as contained in the deecision taken by
the Committee last week. My delegation trusts that under your own guidance, Sir,
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this effort will be strongly pursued, in accordance with. the stated wish of the
majority 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, however,
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 discussions can at least be conducive to
progress towards what is this Committee's almost unanimous desire, the achievement
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 words addressed to the outgoing
and incoming Chairmen. There are three more speakers on the Chairman's list and I
am how pleased to call on Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom to take the
floor. You 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 session. 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 progress, because it
concentrated on that issue which had always proved a stumbling-block to the
succeasful 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 preparsd 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 ledst because of thﬁ unwillingﬂesa of some delegations to agree,
for reasons which wé still ddnfiot undaratand, to the simple work programme which
the Chairman propdlid Ne#ﬁﬂfhgles&; in, sp!te of this procdedural, and largely
artificial difficulty, the éhn&ar ses’fﬂﬁ was hot wasted., If nothing else, it
showed us how different wers ﬁhﬂ viewpbiﬂka of many members of the Committee and
the amount of work which reggins to be done 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 in 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. would be revised this year.

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 scope, we have no objection; but we do not need to change the
mandate to do it. We suggested last year that we avoid getting.bosged 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 of view existed between delegations on this subject. These differences
have again become.apparent in our debate today. We believe that to try to
reconcile. these viewpoints is a matter of primary importance. It is one thing if
we have to.-eonstruct for ourselves a verification mechanism to ensure that no
nuclear explosions are occurring anywhere. But it is quite another problem to
ensure:that nuclear explosions described by their authors as peaceful do not
in faet 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: of 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 ‘wish.-‘to &dhfine-the Group to! 2euhnioél ‘discussion, ‘as has been alleged
by some delegations; biit we cannot ‘Se&‘how we' can’ Hake' progreéé without a :
clear agreement on the’ teehhical roundationd of “our? wérk. At
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Given ‘the evidence ‘'of ' tHe- Hbrkiﬁé“ﬁrbup répert we cannot see how ‘it can
reasonably be argued that €he Workinj Grodp“has fulfflléd '1€s mandate.’ We
also fail to see how widening the mandate would help in resolving outetanding
issues. The mandate alIready covérs those key issues:on which we must agree '
if we are to make progress towards a nuclear teet-banftreety. {e'are not _
convinced when delegatioris ‘claim that akl fechnicaI'pﬁeblems'have ‘been overcoﬁe,f
whatever authority they mdy quote;  and ¥t ‘ds diffiéult to ‘avoid thé- ‘eonclusion
that the object of “some dﬁlegations in making such c¢laims is to avoid any -
detailed discussion of ‘matters which may ndt support their thesis. ' If 'some
delegations fear that the mandate might be used to exclude ‘consideratior ‘of
proposals they have made or might make, let me assure them this is not the
intention of my: delegatioﬁ. Weare fully prepared to oonsider-all proposals™
and to interpret the mandate as flaxibly as posaible to meet ﬁhe wiehes ‘and uyitag iy
coneerne‘or all delagatioua~ ' HUEL B
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The CHKIRH N’ The Chair thanks Ambassadpr Cromartie for hia contribution : ‘.,
and for the kinc worda addreaaed to the. outgoins and the incoming cha:l.meu, nd -
is now pleased to call.on the distinguished representetive of Burma, i by e e wum
Ambassador Maung MaungGyi to whom I now give the floor.T o j:_m Serha

O ey,

MpsiMﬂUHGaMAUHG;G!I-(Burua): 'Mr. Chairmanjzmy-deiegation'wiéhee to take
this opportunity. to express our felicitations to you on your assumption:of the -
chairmanship~for this month and:it .is our earnest hope thatiwe: will.be able to
settle the remaining issues of a-procedural:nature under your able guidance. I
should also like~to expreass our appreciation to-Ambassador :Skalli of Morecco
for the important contribution he has made.in-overcoming significant issues of a
procedural: nature which .have a bearing on the substantive .part of our work, which:+ '~
have proved to.be more difficult to resolve:this:-year :than has usually been the
case. Today, my-delegation proposes to join other :delegations in. the disoussiona :
concerning consideration -of the mandate for the “Ad: Hoc Working Group on a:.. = =
Nuclear Test Ban, an issue which is crucial to the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and-nuclear disarmament and which: therefore deserves foremost ‘priority as-
its solution 4s inextricdbly: linked to:the: consideration of :item 2 of our agenda., : =
It may be recalled that the majority of: delegations, rincluding my delegation, - S
have- during -the past - several years proposed the.setting up of.-an ‘ad hoc working group ic
and if wae-only: during last:year's session that' the Committee was able to set up a ' =
Working Group- whose mandate; we. feel,;falls far short:of what 13 required, whieh ie i
to conduct negotiatione on a comprehensive test ban. GLAETE Y 3 G0 B

sl © R didsia

In accepting this limited mandate, and deepite its: eherteominge my’ deiegatian,
like many other delegations,‘entertained the hope that this:would permit the . .
beginning of a process towards the.initiation of substantive: negotiationa on a’ e
comprehengivé test-ban-treaty, bearing in mind:that this:Committee dis.a - - KB SR
multilateral negotiating body and that whatever work we .do here,: perticulerly '
in the. working groups, .should reflect its negotiating character. el i T

1.
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" Therefore in our consideration of the mandate it would be pertinent to ask
ourselves whether it would permit the Committee to fulfil its essential functions.
The first question is, does the mandate contain elements that would make it
possible for the Ad Hoo Working Group to conasider this issue in a substantive
manner in order to facilitate negotiations on a test ban? In my delegation's:
view, the discussions in the Ad Hoc Working 'Group during last year on the subject
of verification and compliance were of a general and unstructured character, 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 circumscribe consideration of the subject by confining it to
certain aspects of the issue only or preclude consideration of other equally
important and related matters. If we take account of these essential principles,
I think we should be able to draw up a mandate that will not inhibit the effective
runctionius of the Ad Hoc Horking Group.

In the text of the decision adopted last year by the Committee.relating to
the establishment of an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban (document CD/291),
due'acoount was taken of the need to review the mandate, for the third paragraph of
the decision, inter alia,states: "The Committee will thereafter take a decision

" oh Bubsequent courses of action with a view to fulfilling its responsibilities in

this regard". It is obvious to my delegation from this sentence that the mandate

We adopted last year clearly recognized the need for a reviaw of that mandate
hafbra the Ld Ad Hoc Working Group begins its work this year.

- In undertaking such a review we do not need to search very far,-fnr
United Nations General Assembly resolution 37/73 entitled, "Urgent need for a
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty", and in particular its paragraph 7, should
serve us as guidelines. The text of paragraph 7 reads as rollows.

"Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue: tha oonaidaration of
these issues and to take the necessary steps to initiate subatantive . ,
negotiations in order that the draft of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban
treaty may be submitted to the General Assembly at the earliest possible date".

There is an interrelationship between the work we do in this Committee and the
deliberations in the Gerleral Assembly which together form an integrated process of
-disarmament negotiations. The decisions reached by the General Assembly in its
resolutions should serve as a mandate to guide us in our work, and it is with this
thought in mind that I have referred to the General Assembly resolution quoted above.

At this morning's plenary meeting some delegations expressed concern that
consideration of a more effective mandate for the Ad Hoc Working Group would hamper
our work and that the Ad Hoc Working Croup should continue its 'work ‘under 'its former
mandate. In this connectfon; we might recall that many delegations, 'in accepting
last year's mandate, showed a flexibility of approach despite the fact that they
considered that mandate to be inadequate for the purpose of negotiationa. It
therafore appcarn to my delegation that what is now required of all of 'ua: is to
recognize the need for the formulation of an effective mandate that will anable
us to conduct real negotiations on a comprehanaivo test-ban treaty. Fiast

The CHnIRMnN: The Chair thanks Ambassador Maung Maung Gy1 for h;a oontribution
and for the kind words addressed to the Chairmen for the months of Harch and. April._
I now call on the distinguished representativa of Sweden, Ambassador Lidgnrd, to
take the floor. :You have the floor.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to make a -statement today on
the subject of a nuclear 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 honour of being the
Chairman last year. Before I start my comments, which necessarily are of an impromptu
character, I‘wish to express my best wishes to you, Mr. Chairman, on your assumption of
the chaifmanship for this month. I hope this will be a very busy month, busy in a
productive ‘sense, and I am confident that you will use your experlenee and skills to
make it possible for us to accomplish a maximum of results. i

Likewise: I wish most warmly to congratulate your predecessor, Ambassador Skalli of
Morocco, on his success in leading'us, through his unrelenting efforts as” well as.
admirabIe tact ‘and ingénuity, out of the morass ‘of: procedural issues. g

As to the gquestion of a nuclear test ban, I.assume- that the position of my-
Government is well known. At the previous seasion of the United Nations General Assembly
we went as far as to co<operate in the elaboration of both the major resolutions on 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 expresseéd its great disappointment that a comprehensive test ban treaty
seemingly is out-of reach for the foreseeéable future. It is, of course, the prerogative
of each Government to build its policy'upon its own national security considerations.
Still, my Government reégrets that the nuclear+weapon Powers do not sufficiently see the
danger that the rest of the world is exposed 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. : Lty

As to the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group, my delegation already last year
expressed its dissatisfaction. My delegation will give strong support to proposals
which aim at proViding ‘the Ad Hoc Working Group with full power to negotiate a.
comprehenaive tést ban treaty, such as the mandate proposed by the Group of 21..

As regards the accompllshments of the Ad Hoc Working Group last year, it 13 not for
me, 28 its Chairman, to:make an assessment. I have with  interest listened to what
others have said on that:subject. However, I want to 'state that of the short time that
the Working Group had' at'its: disposal, too much was devotéd to the procedural discussion.
I am dlearly  disappdinted’that.the work plan proposed:by :the Chair could not be accepted,
although:it was:elaborated in order to meet all demands with equity. I cannot hide my
conviction that insistence on procedural points is hardly compatible with a true sense of
urgency tovgetitougrips:with the substantive issues. As- to this year's work of the
Ad Hoo'Workimg Group, I want to assure the Committee of my delegation's profound interest
in geeing it devote all its ‘time to the substantive issues. I am confident that my
successor,’ Ambassador: Herder of the German Democratic Republic, with his skill and
experienoe will accomplish his task sueceaafully.; :

My delegation s preference nlearly goea to a widened mandate.-:-Until;that can be
achieved, ‘I have noted with :interest the statement of Mr. Busby this .morning to the effect
that his delegation views the language of the present mandate rather broadly and that
"in so far as any delegation holds a national position on particular issues which affects
its own view of verification and compllance, then it should bring these views forward and
discuss that relationship, We WllI have no“objection". Indeed, my delegation will
take that opportunity and present lts views on the entirety of the issues connécted - with
a CTBT. I can confirm that it is my “Government's intention to submit a draft treaty on
the subject, most probably at the beginning of the summer part of our session. We: Hope
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,
Ambassador Lidgard, for his statement and for the kind words addressed both to
Ambassador All Skalli and to myself. I now call upon the last speaker on today's
list, the distinguished Ambassador of Italy, Ambassador Alessi, whom I now invite
to take the floor. '

Mr, ALESSI (Italy) (translated from French) . Mr. 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
on questions of substance with vigour and achieve the progress we all hope for.

I should also like to associate myself with the sincere expressions of thanks
which you yourself, Mr. Chairman, and the speakers who have preceded me have
addreased to your predecessor, Ambassador Skalli, for the tireless, intelligent and
effective ways in which he guided the Committee with such success through the
difficult 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 kay 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 ‘Assembly 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
among the members of the international community.

We are aware of the link that exists between a comprehensive test ban and the
process of regotiation on the reduction of strategic and intermediate-range nuclear
forces. The former would acquire its full importance within the framework of a
genulne 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 apecial political significance it has acquired
in the eyes of the international community in the course of the years, commend it
for priority action.

The decision adopted last year to establish an Ad Hoc Working Group on item 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 1ong 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 allows
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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The discussion we have had at this meeting proves that the mandate agreed on last
year still today constitutes a realistic reflection of the lowest common denominator
existing among the members of the Committee. 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 nevertheless 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 that under the chairmanship of
Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republic, which we welcome, and with the
co-operation. of all delegations, - it will 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, sece the force 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 Ambassador Lidgard, the Chairman of the Working Group last year, 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 CHATIRMAN: The Chair thanks Ambassador 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 a consensus for a revision of the mandate of that working group.
However, we have now received a new draft mandate from the socialist group of countries
and that, as well as the draft mandate proposed by the Group of 21, will be the subject
of informal consultations. There are a number'of other subjects which lend themselves
particularly to informal consultations. The Chair would however, prefer to give an
opportunity to the varicus groups to meet among themselves before taking up contacts

with the co~ordifiators to come to an agreement on the dates 1nd form of informal
consultationa.

Many speakers have underlined rightly that my distinguished colleague
Ambassador Skalli has, by solving a number of procedurzl problems, laid the foundation
for this Committee now to start work on the substance of its mandate and the Chair will,
of course, do its utmost to make this possible, being only too well aware "of the fact.
that it owes 2 vote of thanks to the outgoing Chairman for having provided this
opportunity. It is also obvious that since we have spent nearly two months largely
on procedural matters, although not ‘entirely, the month of April is likely to be a busy
one, and I think today‘s proceedings have amply borne out that we do need a fqir amount
of time to get something substantive done. I would therefore like to appeal to all
delegations to obsePVe, as far as is reasonably p0331b1e the hours set for meetings, so
that particularly thosc delcgates who not only have functions to fulfil in the sphere of
disarmament but also have obligations of another character are not too much hampered in
fixing theirdaily schedule of work. If there are no further remarks to the Chair, the
next meeting, the 210th plenary meeting, will take place on Thursday, 7 April at
10.30 a.m. “~The mecting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m.






