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PREFACE

CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT - 1985 SESSION

This book is a compilation of final
records of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) and
its predecessors from 1977 to 1984, relating to
Radiological Weapons (RW). It has been compiled
and edited to facilitate research on the RW issue

and is a compendium of the more significant

material made available to the CD.
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cCD/PV. 760
23-24

(Mr. Likhatchev, USSR)

Seeking to meet the positions of those members of the Committee on
Disarmament who pronounced themselves in favour of the prohibition of specific new
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction on the basis of special agreements,
the Soviet side provided for the possibility of applying such z method as well when
necessaxy. It proceeds from the assumption that, parellel to a general agreement
on the prohibition of the deveiopmentAand nanufacture of new types and systems of
weapons of mass destruction it is possible to conclude special agreements on the
prohibitioﬁ of spebific types of those weapons.

In order to refléct this possibility in the esgreement, we suggest that
article I cf the draft should include the following additional provision as
paragraph 3: "States Parties to the Agrcement may, in cases where they deem it
neceséary, ?onclude special agreements on the prohibition of particular new types
and systems of weapons of mess destruction'. )

An important component part of our new proposal is the inclusion in article I
of the draft agrecment (the last sentence of paragraph 1 cf ~rticle I) of the
reference to the fact that a specific list of types of arma_ents to be prohibited
will be amnexed to the agreement.

In our view such a flexible approach — where the zgrecnent would at the sane
tinme contain a general definition of new types of weapons of mass destruction to
be prohibited as well as a specific list of types arnd systems of such weapons to be
prohibited -- would meke it considerably easier to achieve a generally acceptable
soiution of the question of the scope of the prohibition. _

Our supplemented draft agrecment contains an approximate list of the types znd
systems of weapons of mass destruction.covered by the agreement. As to the
possiblg content of such zn approximate list, the Soviet delegation suggests that
it should include the following types of weapons:

1. Rediological means of the non-cxplosive type acting with the aid of
radiozactive materizls. VWhat is meant in this case is tho prohibition of the
dovelopment of weapons on the basis of the usec of the spent fuel of atonmic reactors
and of other radiooctive materials designed tc injurce human beings through
radioacti?e enissions and to contominate cerrain, water, miiitary hardware, end

military and civilian targots.
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Mr. FISHER (United States of America): Today I would like to express some
views-as to the best way that the Conference 6f the Committe - on Disarmament could
protect humanity against weapons of mass destruction. In doing so, I will be guite
brief and confine my remarks primarily to a discussion of the suggestion made by cur
d¢istinguished Soviet colleague that the best way to approach this problem is Vthrcug-h
a comprehensive treaty banning new weapons of mass destruction. He made this
suggestion in his thoughtful remarks at ocur plenary session on Tuesday, 9 August.

The United States believes that all of us in this room share a common objective
with respect to dealing with weapons of mass destruction. We all agree that both
existing and possible new types cf weapons of maés destruction pose a particularly
serious threat to mankind, and that our ultimate objective should be to eliminate
and prevent future development of such weapons under adequately verified agreements.

With respect to weapons of mass destruction, however, we are not convinced that
it would be ei;t_her desirable or effective to attempt to deal with them in a single
treaty. We continue to believe that the most effective approach would be to keep
this issue under review in order to identify potential weapons of mass destruction as
early as possible. When sgpecific potential weapons are identified we believe it
would then be appropriate to develop a specific agreement dealing with the weapon
in q1iestion.‘ However, any new weapons of mass destruction will undoubtedly have
different technical characteristics as compared with other weapons, and we :believe
it would be particularly important and necessary for any agreement to control such a
new weapon of mass destruction to be tailored to the specific weapon. This is true
not only because the dangers of weapons of mass destruction may vary, but also because
the means of verifying compliance with an agreement to ban these weapons may be qﬁite-
different, depending upon the nature of the threat 'posed by the weapon and its
characteristics which might determine the means for its control.

The United States delegation has read with interest the revised draft treaty
proposed by our distinguished Soviet colleague.

It presents two new points which we have studied with interest. The first is
a new definition of weapons of mass destruction by which it is proposed to expand
the 1948 United Nations definition of weapons of mass destruction. This consists of
two parts. The first part embodies the concept of a2 new weapon of mass destruction
based on scientific and technological principles that may be discovered in the future,



CCL/PV. (6L
.25

(Mr. Fisher, United States)

or based on relationships between presently known scientific and technological
prmcroles that ma, be developed in the fu are. I would gubr ~t, however, that the
very Hiature of this concept, one dealmg w1th a prmc:Lple or principles that we do
not now understand, or a relationship among Imom prmc:Lples that have not as yet been
conceived, prevents our dealing in as conszdered a manner as we would like with the
problem of bringing weapons of mass destruction, based on new principles or new
relationships, under control. ’

The second part consists of a recommended addition to the standard of _
comparability in destructive effect contained in the 1948 Unlted Natlons def:Lnlt:Lon,
by adding the concept of greater destmctlve effect. We 'nould be surprlsed J.f thls
view were not already accepted. ’

" The second point proposed by our distinguished Soviet colleague is the concept
of a combmed aoproach -- that we should draft an over—all agreement covermg all new
types of Wweapons ‘of mass destructlon and also agreements dealing with spec:.f::.c
waapons, as we become aware of them and of the danger they present._ |

I believe the la.tter portlon of this approach has merit and w:.‘ll make a specific
suggestion along ‘these lines. But I do not believe our efforts to deal with specific
weapons of mass destructlon that we can 1dent1fy, and whose dangers we can recognize,
will be helped by lmkmg them with an effort to draft an over-all treaty dealing
with areas that we do not understand or with an effort to include under such an
over-all treaty areas of scientific development where we do not have agreement that it
is necessary or ‘advisable to identify the potential products of these developments
as weapons of mass destruction.

' 'The United States believes that we should work alcng the lines of the_

Tnited Nations 1948 deflnltlon of weapons of mass destruction and address "radloactlve
material weapons and should continue to focus on the concept of comoara.blllty
contained in the defmltlon. ‘

The United States delega.tlon heard with :Lnterest the o'bserva.tlon by the
representatlve of th~ USSR that sc:.ent:flc developmente since 1948 :JustJ.fy proposed
amendments to the 1948 United Nat;ons definition. We are not aware of any such changes;
in particular, we are not aware of any ‘development that would Justlfy changlng or
trans’ormlng the definition contalned in that resolutlon into the operatLVe clause

of a multilateral treaty.
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26

(Mr, Fishor, Uoited States )

This position of the United States does not mean that we believe we have t,g wait
until a weapon has been developed or deployed before taking steps to:bririg it undér
control. Our agreement on the Treaty on Outer Space and on the Treaty on the
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass _
Destruction on the Sea-Bed, both concluded at a time when no such emplacement had
been made, indicates we are not opposed to preventive measures in the field of arms
control.

The test, however, is whether or not we know enough about the weapons potential
of & new scientific development to identify it as the basis for a weapon of mass
destruction and to draw up an agreement which deals in the wost effective manner
with the dangers it might present. We still remain fimmly of the view that we cannot
do so in a vacuum because when we are dealing with a principle or a relationship
that we do-‘not. yet know or understand, we cannot make the rational evaluation -

- required if we are to advance the cause of both peace and progress. ‘

In summary, vwhat I have said thus far is, in sum, that: (1) we share th_é
objective of pursuing the broad goal of curbing weapons of mass destruction;

(2) we find the 1948 United Nations determination to be an adequate and reasonable
basis for deciding definitional questions that have arisen thus far; (3) we
ackn_owledge that the 1948 ‘definition includes "radiocactive material weapons' and that
"this type of weapon should be subject to an appropriate agreement; and (4) none of
the other examples suggested so far seem to ué to qualify as weapons of mass
destructien. ' _

We are aware of the feeling that we should not only be concemmed about weapons
of mass destruction that we ndw can perceive but also about others that might be
developed in the future. We share this concern. - C '

One approach that will keep this problem constantly before us, and that we might
wish to consider, might be along the lines suggested by Minister of State,

Lord Goronwy-Roberts. We might work toward a United Nations resolution which
recognizes the potential dangers of new types of weapons of mass destruction, takes
note of previous resolutions, and calls on the CCD to keep this issue under
continuing review with a view toward negotiating agre'ement‘s on specific new types of

weapons of mass destruction as they are identified.




CCD/PV.766
14 -

(Mr. Fisher, United States)

_ Discussione in the CCD and bilateral discussions between the United States =
and the USSR have reeﬁlted in a growing awareness of the desirability of prohibiting
.radioioggpal weapons. During Secretary Vance's visit to Moscow in March of this
year, the ﬁnited States and the USSR agreed to establish a number of arms-control
working groups. One of these groups hes as its mandate radiological weapons and
new.types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction. This bilateral working
group has just completed a series of meetings on these topics and considerable
progress was made on z possible initiative for a prohibition of.radiqlogical
weapoﬁs. My delegation believes that it may be possible to complete work on a
Joint United States-USSR initiative dealing with raqiological weapons at an early
dete and that such an in;tiative might be ready for preseﬁtation to the CCD at its
next‘session. I would like to stress that we do not believe that negotiations on
a possible radiological weapons convention should distract the CCD from its work
on other important issues that it has before it.

Hy delegatlcn notes that radlologlcal weapons were included in the 1948
United Nations deflnltlon of mass-destructlon weapons. This definition recognizes
the posslblllty that in the future there may be new weapons of mass destruction
comparable in destructive effect to nuclear weapons and others specified in the
deflnltlon. The United States believes that the designaticn of some new weapons
as mass—destructlon weapons ig an 1mportant step. In order for the new weapons
to be de31gnated as weapons of mass destruction it would be desirable to have the
broadest posslble agreement, and lf possxble consensus. We believe that it would
be approprlate for the CCD to keep the issue of new types of weapons of mass
destructlon under review and, when specific new weapons of mass destruction are

identified, to_negotlate individual agreements specifically tailored to deal with
each case.
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CCD/PV.T67
. 29

(1r. Fisher, United States)

Another measure which may be considered by the Tol this year is the
prohibition of radiological weapons, weapons which could use radiation from
nah:ra.’l. radioactive decay to cause damage, death or injury.

ILet me explain briefly why a convention on RV would be a valuable step.

This convent::.on would proh:.brt the use in warfare of the radioactive material which

is becoming increasingly plentiful as the use of research and power reactors grovs

throughout the world. Although of relatively less significance when compared with

& comprehensive test ban or a chemical wespons convention, & prohlbltiﬁn on,
rad.lolpg:.ca.l weapons .and their use would fill-a logical gap in the penoply of arms
control measures, and would serve to head off the possible development of hitherto

untried weapons of mass destruction specifically mentioned in the 1948

United Nations #efinition. The wvelatively wide availgbility of radicactive material
creates a potential threat which we should not ignore — one vhich we can - .
effectively guard egainst through. arms control, i.e. providing ve act prompt'[y .
and deal with such weapons before rather than after they are in the a:rsene.ls_ of
~ States. I believe it should be possible for us to consider a comprehensive .

prohibition on radiological weapons without interfering with the CCD's ,highér
priority issues.

CCD/FV.781
11-12

(Mr. Wernke, United States)

The United States and the Soviet Union have made considerable progress
on a joint initiative. dezling with radiological weapons, and work on this .
issue is oontinuing. :
It has not interfered with our bilateral efforts on higher nriority
issues, and it need not distract the CCD from higher priority. 1ssues
- either. However, the United Statés believes that it would be worth vhile
to conclude a multilateral erms control measure prohibiting wadiological weapons
Before such weapons are :.ntroduced :mto the arsenals of States, and. we believe
that the .n.egotla.tlon of such zn arms control agreement would be an appropriate
task for ‘the_C.CD.




CCL/PV.701
24

(Iir. Iilhatchev, USSR)

In gencral, the Comuittce on Disarmament is quitc actively éngaged in
studying the substance of the vroblem of prohibiting the development and production
of nev types and systems of veapons of mass destruction and in searching for
possible approaches to its solution. IHuman thousht has never before dared to
erect barriers to fhe developuent ané ecreation of any poszible ncv types and
sysiems of weapcas. Dut novw the Commitice has embarted uson the tagk of solving
this probleu and has alwxeady gone Dbeyond the stage of exchanging general vieus.

A solution to the problem has crystallized on the basis of the conclusion of

a comprehensive agrecment (UCD,511/Rev.l) which voulé in principle do.awvay with
even the poscivility of the emersence of nev and nore sophisticated weapons of
mass'destfuction as vell as on the bagis of the conclucion of separate agreements
on the prohibition of cpecific types of such weapons in cases vhen the danger of
the deveiopmcnt of such weapons becomes clear. TLizGiological weapons, vhose
prohibition is Leing now negotiated betueen the USSR and the United States is

recise such a specific cese.
2
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Mr. FISHER (United States of America): . As the 1978 spring session of
the CCD comes tc a close, there seems to be a sense of disappointment.that the
Comnu‘.tteé’ is unable to report concrete results on the priority tasks 'bf.\fore it.
I share that disappointment. My: delegation had hoped that either a.' 'Eripa.rtite
comprehensive nuclear test ban agreement or a joint initiative on chemical -
weapons, or both, might be presented to the Committee during this session.
However, it has teken more time than we‘a.nticipated to develop the framework
for agréement on these extremely complex and technical issues. Our _efforts
will corﬂ;inue on both of these issues, with our two other negotia_‘l;j.hg- partners
on the CTB, and bilaterally with the Soviet Union on chemical vwea.p'on's. "While
we have been able to report consideré.ble progress in both cases, it is not
possible at this time to predict with accuracy when either will be ready for
presentation-to the CCD. .

Turning briefly to another issue which is currently the subject of
bilateral negotiations, the United States continues to believe that a
comprehensive prohibition of radiological weapons would be a meaningful and
logical disarmament measure. This would close off a potentially dangerous,
although yet untried, category of weapons based on the radiation from
radioactive ma.terial, in the absence of a nuclear explosion. Such radiological
weapons have been designated as weapons df mass desiruction since 1948. The
United States and the Soviet Union have recently concluded another round of
negotiations on a possible joint initiative on radiological weapons, and we
expect to resume negotiations on this issue soon. I am pleased to report
that the two sides: are close to full agreement on a .possible joint initiative
which could permit us to proceed to multilateral work on a radiological weapons-
convention in the CCD at an early date. In this_rega.rd I would like to stress.
that the United States shares the views expressed by many members of the
Committee that work on a possible radinlogical weapons convention should in no
way interfere with work on our other important tasks.
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(izr. Likhatchev, USSR)

The delegation of the Soviet Union, zuided by the desgire tc bring about a
more profound aznd scientificzlly recsoned discusgion of the problem of the
prohibition of nev types and egystems of weapons of mass destruction, proposed
the establishmen‘t,i under the auspices of “the Committee, of an zd hoc group .
of qualified govérnméntal experts to éonsider the questiori- of possible areas
of the develomment of nev types and systems of such veapons (CCD/564). This
vould, in our view, have constituted a useful step in the spirit of the des.{re
expressed by the United Ilations General Assembly to the effect‘ that the vfork'on :
the elaboration of measures to prevent the use of scientific and techmlogical
- progress for the development of nev types of weapons of moss destruction should
be contimied and deepened.

As regards the solution of the provlem of preventing the developmeﬁt of new
types and systems of weapohs of mass destruction in pmctiéa.l temms, the
conclusion of an intermational convention on the prohibition of radiological
weapons in the immediate future could represent one step in this direction. I am
saying “this-on the basis of the fact that, during the Soviet—.ﬁmerican'
negotia;ticﬂs on the subject — as indicated in the stotement relezsed by the
USSR and the United States to -the press — uhich were held from 6 February to
4 Hay 1978 in Geneva, the work of draving up the ‘s2id convention vas continued.

CCD/PV.802
10

(Mr. Pfeiffer, Federal Republic of Germany)

Although we attach priority to the early conclusion of .a CTB and a O treaty,.
we also cdns'ider a complete ban on radiological weavons to be important as well as
possible. Ve are looking forward to the results of the bilateral talks on this
subject between the United States and the Soviet ﬁnion which were resumed on 19 July,
end we are hoping for an early joint initZative which can be dealt with further in
th'e"Conmittee. In this respect we have been encouraged by the positive statement
of the distinguished delegate of the Soviet Union on 15 August. - o

The formulation contained in paragraph 77 of the Final Document of the
special session devoted to disarmament deeling with the complex of .ﬁew weapons of
mass destruction provides for the conclusion of specific agreements on particular
types of new weapons of mass destruction which may be identified. We agreed to
this text bécmé‘e‘otheﬁise it did not secm possible to meet the specific
characteristice of a given weapon in en effective ban which also has to include a

verification system for that particular weapon.
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(Mr. Domokos, Hungary)

In connexion with the new types of weapons of mass destruction mention should
be made of the radiological weapon, which is expected to be the subject of a
separate convention. - My delegation noted with satisfaction the information on the
neu round of bilateral talks and looks forward to a successful and early completion
of these negotiations.

This subject was already raised and discussed several years ago, but at that
time the necessity for action was not generally felt. 1In the meantime, however,
conditions have changed, from both the technological and the arms-limitation point
of view. The need for an effective prohibition of the radiclogical weapons is in
our opinion due to the following developments:

1. The world-wide spread of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes and the
growing share of muclear power in national energy economies in an increasing number
of countries has led to the accumulation of radio-active materials and kmow-how
which might be used for the development of radiological weapons.

2. The possible use of radiological weapons is envisaged in the professional
literature by means and methods similar to that of the CW. The aim would be - '
the same: to kill troops or civilians or to prevent access to an area by
contamination. The conclusion of the Cf convention might generate interest in
the development of radiological weapons.

3. The non-proliferation aspect of the issue should also be considered.

One cannot rule out the possibility that the radiological wéapon's being a kind
of non-explosive nuclear veapon mgy make its acquisition attractive to some
non—nucle;:m—weapon States. '

..Eo;' the above reasons, my delegation feels the necessity of a preventive
measure. We support the efforts aimed at the preparation and conclusion of an

RW convention.
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The CHAIRIHAN: I declare open the £0th plenary meeting of the

Jomaittee on Disarmenent.

. The Commiftee starts today the considcratior of item 4 of the nrogrammc o: work
"oy types of uveapons of mass destruction and new systenc of such weapons;
radiological weapons'. .

In connexion with this item, may I drav the attention of thc Commitice tc
documents CD/Sl and CD/SQ, containing an "igreed joint US-USLR proposel on majox
clements of 2 treaty prohibiting the development, production, steckpiling anéd usc of
w~?inlngical veanons", vhich are being circulated in the official and vorlzing lanie . zer
at present uscd by the Committee.

\
/

lir. ISTRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (transloted from Russion

A%t the meeting between L.I. Drezhnev, the General Secretary of the Centrecl Committeo

of the Cormunist Porty of the Soviet  Union and Fresident of the Presidium of the

Suprene Soviet of the USSR and J. Ccrier, the Precident of the United States vhich

ctk

23]

toolz place from 15 to 13 June this year, thc leaders of the USSR and the United Sta
confirmed with satisfaction the achievement of biiateral agreement on major elementis of
a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
veapons. Today our agreed joint proposal is being presented to the

Cormi*iee on Disarmoment for its further consideration and discussion.

Wo hope this step, which is a specific contribution by the two countries to the
erection of barriers against the further spread of thie arms race, will receive aue
recognition both within and outside the Comnittee.

The documen’ which has been distributed in the Comnittee is aimed at preventin:
the emergence of one of the types of weapons of mass destruction -- the radiclogicel
vezpon —-—- which, should it be develoned and used, could causc mass desiruction of
humen life and have extremely dangerous consequences for mankind.

Diperts maintain that the possibility of the development of radiolégical VieanTns

is quite Teal. They have in mind possible varieties of these ireapons such ag bonbs,

shells, demolition charges and the like, which are designed to disseminate, by meauz of

on erplosion, the radisactive material they contzin; special devices or equipment
vhich disseminate radioactive material by a non-ermplosive method, for example, by
dispcrsing it in the form of liquid or solid particles as well as the radioactive

material itself wvith which such devices are filled.
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(iir. Iazsraeclvan, USLR)

There is every rcason to.belicve that the scale of the destruction wrought by
radiological weapons would be similer to the scele of destruction coused by .
rodioactive moterials wvhich are wnreduced in nuclear explosions and bring about the

radiocactive conteminztion of ths aresa.

[#]

The importancc of preventing the emergence of this type of veepon of mass
destruction is also conmnected with the fact that the rapid development of nuclear
enersyr ané. technology in many countries of the vorld creates objective conditions
for the large-sczle prcliferation of radiocactive metericzls vhich, being vhat they
are, mey be used in radiological weapons. Such usc of radiological mcteriels moy
become technically accessible for a very large number of Stabzs.

As is.knoun, the Soviet Union referds the prohibiticn of radiclogical wveapons
as a part_of the solution to the problem of the comprehensive prohibition of new
types and systems of wucapons of masc destruction. VWe sre convinced. that the itreaty
prohibiting radiological weapons will constituie yet another important contribution
to the limitation of the orms race, to saving mankind from the dénger of the
dcvclopmenthand use of onz of the posgible new types of wezpons of mass desiructiion.

~

L major step forvard will be %ealken to prevént the use of scientific and

ot
©

technological progress for the purpose of develoning nevw typecs of weapons of mass
destruction.
I should now like to comment on the principel provicions of the draft treaty.

tYhen elaborating these provisions, the Joviet delegation endcavoured to have

[ ]

(4]

them wvorded in precise treaty longuage and, a5 far as possible, to put them in

final form, which would undoubtedly facilitate Turther work on the texi.

o

Paragraphs I, II @nd III define ithe scope and subject of the prohibition.

The obligztions to be assumed by the bartids to the treaty under these
provisions would completely preclude the possibility of the deliberate usc of any
radioactive material, not produced by a nuclear explosive device, as z weapon of
mass destruction.

In this connexion, paragraphs I and II are concerned vith the oblipation net
to develop, produce, stoclpile, othervise azcquire or possess, or use radiological

weapons. The term "radiological veapon" covars any deviece and any radioactive

]

material, other thon nuclear explosive dsvices or material produced by them, which
may be specifically designed for employment as a veapon of mass dectruction acting

by radiation.
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(tix. Issraclven. USLR)

In our view, the obligations assumced under paragraphc I and I completely
praclude the possibility thot parties to {the treaty could make preparations to wage
radiological war Uy developing in advance special devices, cnd expressly prohibit
th employment of such devices to causc destruction, damage or injury.-

On the other hend, in elaborating the provisions on the scopc and subjoct of
the prohibiticn, we were fully avarc of the fact that, in vieu of the steadily
increcased scale of the practical activities of Stotes entailing the use of
radioactive mcoteriales in areas of activity not prohibited by this treaty, situations
connected with a deliberate violation of the treaty could erise vhen it may lLe not
evident vhether this or thaot radioactive materizl used to couse destruction, damage
or injury is-or is not covered L the definition of radiological weapons.

The purpose of pzragraph IIT is to prevent such deliberate use of radiological
material vhich is not defined as a2 radiological weapon.

In concluding our explanations concerning paragrapns 1, II and III, we should
like to dwell on yet another important point.

Of course, as ve are talking about radiologicol weapons, it is emphasiced
throughout that this treaty doecs not cover nuclear explosive devices and the
radicactive material which is.produced during their esmplosion, which means that
the treaty does not deal vith nuclear weazpons. As is well knowm, the Soviet Union
igs in favour of the complet2 prohibition of 211 types of nuclear weapons and of
beginning negotiations on this question. Howvever, the treaty prohibiting radiological
weapons has a Iframzuvork of its owm.

In drawing up the basic previsions ol the treatly prohibiting radiclogical
veapons which are being presented to the Committee on Disarmament, ve tool: into
account the fact that the acltiviiy prohibited under the treaty abubts very closely
and zlong o broad front on the various multifaceted zctivities of States entailing
the use of radioactive malerial for purvoses neot velated to radiological weapons.
Various aswects of this factual situation are emphasized by appropriatc provisions
of the treaty.

Paragraph IV imposes an obligation on the partiec tco the treaty not to assist,
encourage, or induce any person, State, groun of Sictes or internaticnzl organization

£

to engage in. any of the activities prohibited undex poragraphs I and III.
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(iir. Issraelyan, US.R)

Paragraph V emphasizes the Iight of the partics to the treaty to carxry out,
writhout hindrance, peaceful activities in & corresponding field.

Paragroph VI imposes an obligation on the parties to the treaty to tale any
necessary measures fo prevent the loss ond diversion of radioactive materials, and
to prohivit eny activities contrary to the treaty. Paragreph VII also provides
that this treaty in no vay affects the obligations assumed by States under a number
of other internationzl legel instruments. ‘

Paragreph VIII deels vith verification questions. It reflects the principle
that verificction measures provided for in any agreement on aims limitation should
corresnond to the subject and scope of the prohibition. The experience acquired
iith the agreements in force in the field of the limitation of the arms race and
of disormament uvas made use of in the preparotion of this provision. HMembers of
the Committee vho tool mart in the cleboration of thosc acreements will, of course,
immedictely notice thic. The provision provides for the establishment of a
consultative. committee of experts .to resolve questions regarding compliance with
obligations under the treaty, and states tie conditions for meking findings of fact
should any doubts arise on questions of comnliance vith the provisions of the
treaty and on similar matters.

In drawving up the besic provisions of thebtreaty we proceeded from the need to
ensurc its reliability, and to assure all parties to it that this instrument will be
2 viable and effective means of arms limitation. It vas precisely in this spirit
that we drafted the wording dealing with the introduction of amendments to the
treaty and the convening of review conferences of the States parties to the treaty.

In concluding my statement, I would like to note that the agreed joint
proposal vhich wre are submitting deals with the obligation not to develop, produce
stockpile, otherwvise acquire or possess, Or use radiological wveapons. In this
connexion, the Soviet Union understands that no obligzotions undertalken by States in
the projected treaty will be interpreted as covering the use of radioactive
materials or any sources of radiation except such uses as the parties to the treaty
have undertaken not to engoge in pursuant to the provisions of the treaty.

In submitting this document, the Soviet delegation exprecses the hope that it
will commend the intercst and serious atiention of oll members of the Committce.

The Soviet delegation is aware thot members of the Committee may have various
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(lir. Iscraelyen, US L)

auestions to raisc ond that they vill require to co-ordinate their respective
positions with their Governmenis, but we ncverthelecs believe that ac the Cormittee
must takc practical stcps tovards limiting the arms race, we shall all telie the
necessary msasures to cnsure that the draft treaty prohibiting radiological weapons
is cubmitted to the thirty-fourth scssien of the United Hations General Assembly

for consideration.

Mr. PISHER (Unitecd States of America): Today the United States delegaiion
is tabling z proposzl on major elements of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological
weapons. A parallel proposel is being tzbied by the delegation of the
Soviet Union. Ve are presenting this joint initiative for consideration by 211
delegations with a'view to the early conclusion of a2 multilateral treaty.

In so doing, ve are living un to the commitment in the joint United States-USSR
communiqué of 10 Junc this year vhich reads:

"President Carter and President Brezhnev were pleased to be able to
confirn that bilateral agreement on major elements of 2 treaty bamming the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological veepons has been
reached. An apgreed joint proposal will be presented to the Committee on
Disarmament this year." )

Radiological weaspons (or radioactive material weapons, as they have also been
called) have long been identificd as potential weapons capable of mass destruction.
In 1948, a United Hations Commission identified as weapons of mess destruction:

"... atomic explosive weapons, radioactive meterizal weapons, lethal
chemical and biological weapons, and any veapons develeped in the future which
have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the atomic
bomb or other weapons mentioned above."

Nuclear explosive veapons have been the subject of a number of international
arms control agreementis, and further necgotiations directed toward the control of
such weapons are proceeding. DBiological weapons have been prohibited by a
multilateral treaty thot entered into force some five ycars ago. A convention
vhich banned the use of chemical wveapons vas signed in 1925, while efforts continuc

towvard a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons.
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(iir. Fishor, United States)

- The remeining category included in the United Hations definition of 1948 was
fédioactive'material veapons. Lt that time, the amounts of highly radioactive
moterials in ciistence were omall and, geographically, were confined to a few
facilities. Tlonetheless, it was recognized that, used as = veapon, thece
meterizls could causec nass destruction of human life. As ve are all awere, in
the succeeding ycars the accumulation of radiocactive materizls hac proceeded at an
acéeleraiing rate, and such material is nowv to be found at many facilities
throughout the vorld. |

) Consideration of the matter led my Government, in 1976, to suzgest before

the United Hations General Assembly that there appcared to be merit, ih view of
the continuing nroliferation of radioactive materizls, in seeliing an international
agreenent covering radiological weapons.

The ltind of specific activities that the treaty would prohibit would be, for

xample,‘%he use of radioactive matericl from spent fuel rods of a reacior over

an area to meke it impassable or, in a populated area, to Lkill, harm or to force
evacuation of the population. It would also prohibit the development, production,
and ‘stockpiling of devices specifically designed for such purposes.

In 1977, the United States and the Coviet Unidn initiated bilateral’
consideration of this problem. Subsequenily, later in 1977, the two sides agreed
to pursue a joint initiative %c be presented in this Committee, leadins to final
elaboration of a comprehensive agreement bamning radiological weapons. The
United Nations General issembly recenily demonstirated its bolief in the desirability
of taking steps to hezd off any possible resort to this ucapon of mass destruction.
The Committec on Disarmement zlso e:pressed concern over the potential threat posed
by radiological weapons by placing this subject on the agenda and programme of work
for its 1979 session. Ve believe that the agreed joint proposal ue are presenting
today represents an adequate tasis for the Committee on Disarmament to arrive at a
final treaty text.

_With respect to the text of the joint initiative, it should Le said that the
formlation of restraints on the emnlcyment of radioactive materials presented a
major challenge in the bilateral negotiztions, particularly as regards definition.
This was because therc are sc¢ meny uses of these materials thet in no way involve

the inflicting of destruction, demage, or injury by means of the radiation produced
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411 nucleass complozive wracpons, vidceh producs radiation clong with other
deotrachive effects, constitutc 2 cotegory or weopdno of macs destruction ceparate
Iron radiological vecepons, ond arz therefore not coveraed by the joint initiztive.
Frorress in curbing such wezpons through anpronricte arns conirol arrangemenis is
a priority objective of the United Stotes Covernmeni. Ve zre moliing every effort

to advance thaot objective.
I 1ould nov like to summarize ond comment on specific portions of the provosed
S,
elcments themselves.

Parasraphs I and III contcin the basic cbligafions of the pronosed treaty.
Faragranh I obligates pariies net to develop, produce, stockpile, ctherwise acquire
or possess, or use radiological weapons. “Parasreph III is a broad prohibition

of the intentional dissemination of rodioactive moterial not defincet an a

radiological veapon for the purpese of ins destruciion, d:mage, o injury.
‘The Gefinition of a radiolosical wveapon is given in paragraph I; nemely,
1. eny dovice specifically desimmed to employ radiod ctive mateoriel by disceminating

it to cause destruction, damage, or injury by mcens of the radin tion nreduced by

decey of such moterial, or 2. any radioactive mater rial specifically decigned Zox

o
suci: use. ¢ I mentioned belore, nuclear explosive devices do net f£211 under
this definition

Paragraph IV would obligate porties not to assisi, encourage, or iInduce other
States, groups of States, or individuals 1o cnrage in the activitics prohibited
by paragrephe I amd ITI.

Pararraph V males clear that the treaty vould net onply to eny of the myriad
uses of radiation from radioactive decay for peacefml purposes, and would net
stznd in the vay of international co-operation in this regord.

Taragranh VI would require parties to tale mecsures to prevent the loss or

diversion of radioactive materials vhich might be used in radiologiczl weapons.
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in essential end long-recognized requirement of any effoc*'vm arms control
or disarmament mecsure is that it must contain mezsures of verification ade quate
to the special niiure of the wespons to bc.controlled in order to create the
necesscry confidence that it is being observed by a1l pariies. The United States
is.saticfied that the verification provisions incorporated in this joint
initiative meet the requirements of this particular treaty.

Paragreph VIII contains procedures proposcd f{or dealiné with problems that
might arise in insuring compliance with the treaty. It sets forth the basic
undertaling to consult snd co-operate in solving any such problem. It provides
for a Consultztive Committee of Experts. It also specifies procedures for
submitting complaints to the United Nations Security Council.

he remaining paragraphc deal with such metters as amendments, duration,
entry into force, and so forth. _

The yhited States is; of course, awvare that many, if not ali, countries may
wish to transmit the text to their capitals and that discussions during this week
will of necessity be of a preliminary naturc. Ve hope, however, that Governments
will be able to acf quickly on this promosal so that the Comnittee will be in a
position to complete its work as soon as possible, perhaps in time for consideration

by the First Cormmittee of the General Assembly at its thirty-fourth session.

Hr. SUJKA (Polend): I propose to addrcss briefly the third item in our

schedule of work for the current session of the Committee, namely, "Hew types
of weapons of mass destru on and nev systems of such uweanons; radiological
weanons'.

First, hovever, I should like io say how pleascd I am to see you, Hr. Chairman,
the representative of fraternal Bulgaria, presiding over our deliberations in
this very crucizl period of our work. I am confident *hat your profound experience
and dedication to the causc of disormament vill greatly facilitate the
achievement of the obJjectives which ve all pursue.

I also talte pleasure in associcting my delegation vith the wvarm words of
welcome vhich have been addressed. to Iir. Jaipal, the distinguished Secretary of

the Committee and the Spe01hl Representative of the Secretary-General.
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(iix. Sujikz, Poland)

ks you vill agree, ilr. Chairman, the Comnittec is quite fomiliar with the
subject under discussion and the rodso s vhich 1éd the Commitiec at the initistive
of the Soviet delecgation, to focus iis aitention on this issue.  The overriding
objective hag been all zlenz to erect an effeétivc barrier to halt the
teclinological arms Tace in the moct sinister area -- wezpons of mass destruciion.
The objective has zlsoc been to take nracticzl and early measures hefore any
breakihrough occurs in veapons technology, in fact before any research in that
area cen be undertoken at all.

That objective remzins valid todey vhen it is increosingly realized that
vorld nesce and security can be assured only on ths basic of the principle of
equality of the ﬁilitary potential and of'equal security of 21l parties. The
recofnition of those fundamental principles has made poscible the elaboration
by the USili end the United States of the second strategic arms limitation
ireaty —- SALT-ITI.

I would even go so far as to szy that the recognition of and respect for
those principles is wvhet con mest simificantly promote the timelecs aspiration.
of man for a peaceful future in a disarming vorld, and fox thei ultinate and
elusive goal of general and compleie disecrmoment.

As it will be recalled, in the joint United States-Sovict Unicen Vienne

communiqué, issucd on the signature of the SAL? II Treety, the leaders of

=

not strive for rdilitery

“

the two Powers stated that neither is siriving and wvil

higher levels of armaments with no benefit to the security of either side.
I believe that the message conveyed in that statoment goes far beyond
the mutual relationship of the tvwo contracting pertics. Indecd, I believe
that we all in this Committee should reflect upon its full meening and
implications for our immediate worl:. The questicn ¢f an international convention
to outlaw the development, production end deployment of new types of weapons
of mass destruction and of necvu Sysiems of such ireaponc is the logiczl next
step tovard halting the arms race, o step of universzl concern undcrlined

in paragraph 77 of the Final Document of the specizl secsion.
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Ye face a situation in vhich ve are within reach of achieving the most
humenitarian objective =- drafting 2 document which would decrse once and
for 211 that any scientific.or technclogical breakihrough cannot be ever i
put to use for other than peaceful purposes, that it cannot be turned against

monizing.

The elzboration of a universal treaty would provide =z legal basis for f
the domestic legislation of States and would suthorize action on on -
international level in case of proven or suspected activity contrary to its
spirit and objectives.

Indeed, over the years we have devoied considerable attention to
advancing prosvects of such an agreement. In our work we had the benefit of
expert advice. Scientific suthority vas invoked to warn the international
commmnity that we are indeed on the threshold of the development -- in the more

or less distent future -- of nev types of weapons of mass destruction. And

yet little has been done tc halt the inexorable suord of Democles.

As we recall, there vere many objections and reservations formulated

P
]
i
i
i
i

against the proposal to reach an all-embracing, comprechensive agrcement.

Tor csome delegations such an approach was much too comprehensive; others |
perceived it os an attempt to interfere with the freedom of scientific '
researcl:, Yet others appeared incredulous that any additional weapons of
mass annihilation wvould actually be developed, nerhans rightly believing that z
more than enough ~re nov available. Then there was the in~vitable argument --
vhat about the fzasibility of effective verification and centrol?

Let me de2l briefly with those objections.

There.is certainly no doubt that the scope of the proposed international
conventién is broad and universal. But cannet ve thinlc of some equally
broad and universal agreements in the history of international relations?
Cannot we recall treaties that this Committee helped to negotiate whose scope,
significance and possibilities of verification are similar to the one wve are
nov examining? The 1971 Sea-Bed Treafy or the Environmental Modification

Convention of 1977, to name just tvo. Are they not useful and effective i



CD/iV.A0

16

(ifr. ouika, Polznd)

ne armoment vrevention mescuron? Uhile They concern environnents suhjecteod

to extensive cxmvloretien and inve cre ne commlaintc on record
thot they homstiring the comploie ivec ientific cimlorotion.
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the history »>f scizniific research peoints unnmisioaizably %o the feet that all

mzjor scientific éiscovoerics sconszy or lator fing thelr way into militexy

apnlications. Thirdly, wvaiting Jor tengivle proci mzy toke um ©0 vhere
e ave right nov —- deliberating over ways of dealing vith chemical,'nuclear
or neutron wcapdns.

‘It moy therefore be righily suzgested that a 1it{le prevention is better
than a 1ot of cure. Ve reject the theory that the best timc for action
will come whéwm and if specific types of weapons of mass destruction are
proven feasivle, when they get to the drawing board. That might be
tragically late. Consequently, my delegation submits that the best tine fq
act is nou, and that the only woy of getting about the task is to draft a
comprchensive treaty vhich would effectively prevent any ond 211 types of nevw |
woapons of mass destruction from ever cetting to the design stesge, let alone
assembly line.

4ind, finally, let us look at the issue of centrel anéd veriiiceation.

t vas resolved fairly well in the above-uentioned agreements. t has been

settled rather successfully in the GALT IT Treaty, elthouch cdmittedly

there ave people wvhe would not be persuaded, nct of that npoint. iy delegation

con thinlz of no resson vhy on equally effective and satisfactory verificotion

systen should not be dovised in the case of a comprehensive trcaty banning
the develonment, produciion end dcnloyment of ncv iypes ol weapons of mass

destruction and of nev gyctems of such veapons.




(ifir. Suike, Poland)

Iy delegation is not onc to deny the legitimocy ef justified doubt.

Dut then, if we have such doubts chbout the scopc, the reality of the danger
or the feasibiliiy of verification —-- well, let us coll =2 group of ' -
governmental experts, indeed, as suggested some time aro by the Soviet Union.
Set up and worliing under the cﬁspice~ of the Commitice on Disarmament,

they could dispassionatcly examine ereas vwith o potenti&l for the emergence
of nev types of wecpons of mess destruction. A report by such a panel
uwculd considerably facilitate and advance our delihcrationé in that area.
Consequently,’ the Polish delegation fully cupnorts the proposal to organize
such a group of experts, and we are prepared to co-operate with such a

group to the best of our ability. -

Apart from my prepared statement I should like to express the
catisTaction of the Polish delegation at the submission by the distinéuished
represen%ativeo‘of'the Soviet Uhién and the United States of their Jjeint
prOUOSal on major elements of a treatv proh1b1u1n~ the development, productlon,
stockmiling znd use of radiological weézpons. This is an important erms
limitation measure vhich has been awaited with anticipation. Coming in the

uake of the SALT IT acreement, it is a significant testimony of the determination
of the two negotiating parties to nursue and conclude succ f ully agreementa
vhich they have been seeélding in other areas.

%amahommmlmutMSmRme%ﬁmmtmm%mmavﬂm
menifestation of cbility and willingness to seelk a comprehensive treaty.

My delegation will want to study that document carefully, and wishes
to reserve its right to commént on it in some detail at an appropriate time.

Ve believe that the Committec on Diszrmament will find the nccessary
t1m= and @n appropriate method for a further —— and in this case
multilateral -- con31d°ratlon of the documenu so that 1t can be presented
in a treaty form to the forthcoming session of the General Assembly wvith a

rccommendation for its approval.
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(tr. Domokos, Hungary)

There is another subject I should like to dwell on. My deiegation was glad
to hear that the bilateral negotiations on the banning of radiologibal weapons
had been successfully concluded according to the indication given earlier by the
two participants. We whole—heartedly welcome the agreed joint initiative by
the Soviet Union and the United States on mzjor elsments of a treaty prohibiting
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons placed
on the negotiating table of the Committee only today.

My delegation highly appreciates this joint initiative as the first concrete
manifestation of the positive impact the Viennz summit was expected to make on
the effectiveness of disarmament efforts in various internationzl forums. Ve
are aware that radiological weapons are not in the possession of any of the
States, and that relatively few States have the potential for their development.
My delegation,xlike others in the CD, will also heve to study the initiative
carefully, to fkport it to the Hungarian Government and obtain the necessary
clearance on it. EHowever, we will spare no efforts in trying to ensure that
it becomes a final disarmament treaty as soon 2s possible, which would be a very
promising first step in prohibiting new types of weapons of mass destruction.

To this end, my delegation would propose that the Committee should do its
best so that it could repért to the thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly
not only that the joint initiative had been received but also that the Committee
had accomplished a good deal of substantive work on it.

" Ve §till have cnough time before the c2ssion of the General Assembly to

accomplish the necessary work and to approve of the initiative in its final form.
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Mr. HKFRDER (Germen Democratic Reputlic): It was at the very outset of
the summer sessinn of the Cormittee on Disarmamént that my delegation c:mpressed
the view ‘tha.t, owing tc the recent improvement of conditions in internztional
relations, it should ‘be possible to obiain specific results in the work of the
Cormittec.

We now take pleasure in finding that those assumptions have obviously been
confirmed in the context of the banning of new types of weapons of mass
destruction -- a context that is sc decisive to the future of man. The
German Democratic Republic appreciates, in this comexion, the proposal’ presented
jointly by the USSR and the United States on 10 July on major elemcnts of a treaty
prohibiting the devé_lopment, prdduction, stockpiling and use of radiological »
Weapons. '

Ve consider this result a first step towards a comprehensive and preventive
ban on any new types and systens of weapons of mass destruction. The text
subnmitted will be carefully studied by the German Democratic Republic. Ve feel
that the greatest efforts should be made to conclude negotiations in the Comni*l;tee
on 2 finslized and definite text of the treaty before the end of this yeaxr. That
would provide an opportunity to submit the draft treaty to the United I‘Ia.tic;ns 4
General Assenbly at its thirty-fourth session, and to recommend its -presenta.tion_
for signature and ratification by Govermments.

Yy delegation feels that this first importani partial achievement should
stinulzte and er.courage us to discusé mcre concrete steps on the road leading to a
ban on new itypes and systens of weapons..oi‘ nass destruction,

The objective of the socialist States is well knowvn. Their intention ie to
rule cuti, once and for ever, any misuse of scientific findings and technological
potential for the invention of new means of mass destruction. That objective
can be achieved by a co:@rehensive ban of a preventive nature that should take full
‘effect before theoretical knowledge is translated into military applications.
This is 2 notion vhich has been fully confirmed by all the experience cbtained
so far with the arms race. This experience has shown that, ac soon as =z

nilitarily applicable research result had been achieved, certain political forces

—~le A

appeared on ths scene t=ying o pusl through et any rate the dsvelopuieni and

wanufacture of new weapsns, in crder to tise ther 25 o meons of artering the

nilitary baloncze of foxrcen,
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Siy James PLIIBOLL (nu tralia): This morning I want to talk only on ths
5

proposals that have dazn cubmitizd to us on radiclogical warfare. The fusitralian
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delegation welcomes ¢ aiiv: by tuo sombries. It Qs a very :sood

¥
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5
£
Qo

deveiopment follcuing out of the me2iings betwoen Iire B
President Carter o’ Vienna. It iz uw2leccns for iwo reasons: cne is that it will
brinz the international community into 2 £i2ld of ayms convrol wiiizh has hither
rot been substantially entered by sy comntry. It is5 always eazier o reach an
agreement in o IJi2ld where o vesztad intercst has not yeot devsloped.
witries of the worll, anl carticularly ihe gyeai Powsrs, have not mads
radiological weapons vart of their arconal, anl we have 2 real cuance, I think, of
preventing this happening. This is the {irst reason why we should welcome it. The
econd r2ason is that, although it migzivt appear to be small in itself, it is going
to £ill part cf the itctal nicture ithat has veen skeiched out on tThe control of nuclear
and related mweancns and potentiality. IV is goinz 1o be a coniripution to the toial
scheme of ceonirol and uliimate disarmement thai we are working for.

I would also lika to weicone the way in vhich the two countries have introduced
this initiative. They have submitited to the Committee a2 series of proposzls which
they had worked out carefully, and pui them te us for cur consideration. MNow this is
a very good spirit on their pari. They are tuo countries which, though fhey have
the exclusive competence or interest in this field, have a very particuldr range

of expertise and rescurces, and so it has been very useful that two of cur members

in this special p-sition havs taleon this ipifiative "‘11.,uc different forms of
disarmament will have.-to e nandled differenily, it is in a sense goiqg to ve a
pattern for the fulur:s of scme things and, similarly

Committee. %Ye must neot apnrsach it in a nigsling spirit. ‘e must not approach it
in a spirit of wanting to meale scme amendments just for the sake of meking amend-

IR}

ments, or asserving iue compeienc: or the rizhi of this Committee %o do certain

things. There has got to be a matzshing on both siles, and that is the spirit in
the Australian delegation will approacn this nmaitier. But we do have %o give it
careful consideration.

There are saveral broad poinis that will nead examination'by cur Governments.
One is the definition of the agreement -- whother it is %oo widz:, in the sense of
pernitting things which should ba controlled; or, altermatively, hether it is ico
narrow in the sense of net 2llowving things that States would nermelly want to ensgage

in, Tha{ is one #hing we shall all have to lcooic 25, Anolher thing is gfoing .to we fthe
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peaceful applications of some of these elements and manufactures. Both the
representative of the Saviet Union and the representaiive of the United States in
their speeches made it clear that they had recognizad the need for peaceful
apolications. They have recoznized the noed for the ireaty to allow that and not
to impede it. So that is #he second point that we will all have to bear in mind.
ind then the third one, of course, vhich is the most difficult one in meny raspects,
ic verification. And here we have to loolk at it in a way that satisfiec us, that
" we match the requirements with the needs —— which means that ve do not necessarily
need in this convention enforcenent mechinery, inspection machinery, verification
machinery generally, which is jdentical with that in other treaties. e have tc
take account in each of these treaties of the nature of the threat, the likelihood
of it becoming a threat.
So these are the sorts of things we have to bear in mind in our considerations

and, as I Qave said, we do not do it in a niggling spirit or with any feeling

that we have goi to malre amendments for the sake of amendments. 3But we have to do it
seriously. We have to remember that this Committes is in a sense a trustee for all
the members of the United Netions. They rely on ue to make the detailed
eyamination of proposals on their behalf{. That means that it cannot be 2
perfunctory examination. It means that it would not be, I believe, consonant with
our duties if we were to refer this matter quickly end without adegquate
consideration to the First Committes of the Generalhﬂssembly. e are not here to
dump things in the lep of the First Committee. Ve are herz 40 carry out the
preliminary and exhaustive examinaticn so that the Firot Committee will have some
confidence that when something comes before it, it has already been suwomittedl to
scrutiny by the major Powers, by a group of cther countries representing the broad
spectrun gecgraphically and nolitically of the world. And we will want to taie
advantage, I think, of any views that may be erpressed in the next few months by
jlembers of the United FHaticns vhich are not members of this Committee, so that it
would be decirable for us to ensure that this dralt docunent is in the hands of
other Hembers of the United Halions.

Aind if we do do our worlk resnmonsibly, carefully, it will increase the
chances not simply of adopiion oYy the General Aszsembly —- vhich is only one
step -- but also the chances of wile accession to the treaty by the countries of

the world. And that is very necessary bocauce any country vhich has a developad
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neaceful nuclear industry might very well thereuy acguire some capacity to

manufacture, acquire and employ radiclogical weapons. And so we need, il nossible,

to get the entire world commmmnity to accade to this treaiy, and in order ic do thiu,

0n
—

a say, this Committee has 1o pla;- a responsible part.

How as far as the Austrelian delepation is concerned, I must say quite frankly
that we are not in a rosition this week or next week or indesd before this session
of tne Commitiee finishes, to give it that scrutiny. T have, naturally, like other
renresentaiives here, sent the text to my Covernzent. It will have to be looked

at by our experis, not only our scientific experte, bui experts who may wish to
ensure that peaceful us=zs, for exanple, in the medical field, axe not being
infrinzed cr that dangeis axe not being left open. There will have te be not
simply expert examination; there will heve 1o be a certain ancunt of censideration
and co-ovdination vetween intcrested parts of owr Gove :rnpent, and this will take
come tima. And I co nos believe that it is realistic To expsct that this can be
"done by this Committee before the General Asscubly maets this year.

I welcome the fact that the veviesentative of the Scviel Union ant ths

eprecentative of the United States have said that they and theiy delsjations will be

T we have any
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available foxr consuitation by any memvers
questions to reise. fiz I have sal id, I doubt whether the hustralian delepation will
a2 nosition to raise any cuestions éuring this sessicn, but I take it thet
these two Governments are also exiending the invitetior: to us through ouxr
ective ewbass'es to raise any questic s or To pursug an consultations in

o -

lioscov and Washington. And, therefowe, if we do not %zke the ultimate action at

.

this session of the Committee, it does not mean that we are going to be inactive or

-)

doing ro work. Work will be done in cur cepitals, it will be done in consu itations,
and I would suzgest that the best line for the Committes 2% this stage would be 1o
recommend to the General issembly for adoption a resolution scmevwhat along these
lines. I say oleng these lines; I am not putiing forvard a form of words —- "tle

General Assembly, believing that a Itreaty on radiological weaponc would D2 a

valuabie coniribution tu world peace and security, welcomes the fact that the

United States and the Scvist Uniorn have subnitied o the Committee on Disarmame

-~

n
or ite consideration draft proposals for a treaty on radiclogsical weepons; notes

i

that the Committee on Disarmament hes begun consideration of the question of

radiclogical weapons and specificelly of this proposal; requests the Commiite2 cn

o

Disarnament to submit to the Cenercl fasembly for its congideration, 2% the

i
thirty-Tifth ecssion, (nomely, mext year's sessicn) a draft treaty on
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radiological weapons". How that would ensure Tirst that, through our report, the
countries of the world, lembers of the United ations, had before them the text
of this draft proposal and some account of any dincussions we have had, and
secondly it would alsc enable the General Assembly to record its conscensus of what
we are doing to welcomz the United States/Soviet prcposal and to give us a firm
‘deadline for coming up with a2 treaty. I do not think it would be wise to say
that it has to be completed at our next session, but at this stege I think thati
would be a good objective. However, it may well be thet further guestions will
arise for clarificaiion or that we mizht have another priority early next year,
particularly with the Review Conference of the Hon~Proliferation Treaty coming up.
Tow vhat I am suggesting is not in any way disparaging the importance of this
subject or the need for haste; quite the contrary, it is because we think it is
importént that we believe this Committee should approach it with a full sense of
the importance of the matter, with 2 full sense of the significance of what has
been propos Sed to us, and by doinz so help to ensure thai the widest possible range
of countries will accede %o the treaty when it ic approved by the United Nations

General Assembly.

Mr. SOLL VILA (Cuba) (translated from Spenish): Comrade Chairman, it is

pleasure for my delezation to see you presiding over the deliberations of the
Committee on Disarmement during the month of July; you come from a brother
country —-- Bulgaria -- with vhich Cube naintains the most profound and fraternal
relations of friendship and co-oweratica. Ule are cure that, under your able
leadership, the Committee will malie progress in the fask before it duriﬁg this
final stage of its work for this year. You may ccunt on the support and
co~operation of my delegation to that end. .

I 21so take this opportunity to express to your predecessor

Arbassador Celse Antonio de Souza e Silva of Brazil, our most sincers appreciaticn

for the work accomplished during the month of June. I should also like to extend
the warmest welccme o our colleagucs, Ambassador Alberio Dumont of Argentina,

. Ambassador Sir James Plimsoll of Australia, Ambassador Kasem Radjavi of Iran, and
Ambassador Felipe Valdivieso of Psru, 2nd to express the greaiest satisfacticn at
the designation of lir. Jaipal, of India, ac Secretary of this Committee. Ve are
well acquainted with his experien 2 and wisdon, vhich will surcly mzke z valuable
contribution to the success of the work of this multilateral dicarmament

negotiating body

b E
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In accordance with the timetable adopiled for our swuer session, the

Committee on Disarmament is nov considering item 5 entitled "Hew {ypes cf weapons
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological ueapons". 1%
delegation welcomes the joint propesal submitted by the Soviet Union ani the
United States on major elemenis of a treaty vrohibiting the development, production,
stoclipiling and use of radiological weapons, contained in decuments CD/31 and
CD/32; this joint initiative is consisieni with parazraph 76 of the TFinal Document
of the spezcial session of the General Asserbly devoted to disarmament, which states:
"76. A convention should be concluded prohibiting the development, production,
stoclpiling and use of radiological weapons.”

ly delegation has taken note not oniy of this draft {reaty, but also of the

statenents made by the representatives of the Soviet Union and the United States,
and will carefully consider 21l the clements in question, so that it may ccliaborate
in ensuring that the treaty will constitute a further contribution to general
and complete difasmament.

For my country, as for those couniries at present engaged in a stubborn
struggle for economic, sccial and other forms of development, this question is
of special imwnortance. t is alarming to note the figuwres of current expenditure
for milifary nurposes —-— épproximately U410 billien a year, about §1 millien
per minute on the arms race -- while the vital needs of mdst of the world —- health,
education and nutriticn —- remain unsatisfied. -Today, the countries of the
so—called third w rld have increased thoi- niliftary exmenii’ures from 4 o
14 per cent; unquestionadbly a3 a result of the prevailing world situation, a
subject whicehh we do not intend to go into here, in this nsgotiating body, the
task of wihiich is to arrive at concrzte measures for disarmpamszni,

h

scientif fic and technolegical resources for military purposes. It is in these

It i developed countries tha® stand out because of their use of their

4]
. ek

)

countries that a larse prowortion of the labour force vorks in industries

specizlizing in the production of military goods; the developing countries, in
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many cases with extreme difficulty, are using science and technology to solve
problems of their very survival. It is vital, therefore, that the Committee on
Disarmament should rake progress in that regard. The international community
is aweiting from us measures which will contribute to the improvement and final
solution -- of the problem of halting the arms race.

One need only ask vhat would happen if the expenditure on research and
advances in science and technology wsre used not for militery purposes but
for scientific purposes. The answer is not difficuld; the uimost efforts must
be made towards that end; we must prevent advances in ccience and technology
fronm being used for military purpcses; wve must prevent such new weapons of mass
destruction from coming into being. It is not logical, nor is it in keeping
with the aspirations of manizind, that we should wait until such new weapons have
been developed, until they come into being, before "calmly" beginning to
consider hovw to prohibit them. Vhat we must do is to ensure that they are not
produced in the first place.

Paragraph 77 of the Final Document of the special session devoted to
disarmament states:

"In order to help prevent a gualitative 2rms race and sc that
scientific and technological achievements may wltimately be used .
solely for peaceful purposes, eifective measures'should be tazken to
avoid the danger and preveni the emergence of nev typez of weapons’
of mass desvruction baszd on nsw scientific principles and
achievements. Efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at
the prohibition of such new types and nev sysiemc of weapons of
mass destruction. Specific agreements could be concluded on
particular types of new weapons of mass desvruction which may be ’
identified. This question should be kept under continuing review'

From a careful examination of this parcgreph, we rcach tae conclusion that
the most appropriate and most effective approach is %o pul into practice the
part vhich states: "Efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the

prohibition of such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction".
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In that regard, my delecation believes that the consideration of this
topic is clearly consistent with resolut<on 3479 (XXX) and resolution 33/66 B,
paragraph 1 of which states:

"Reguests the Committee on Disarmament, in the iizht of its existiﬂg
priorities, actively to continue ne gotiations, with the assistance of
qualified governmental experts, with a view tc agreeing on the text of an
agreement on the prohibition of the development and manufactiure of new
types of weapons of mass destruction ond new systems of suchh weapons, and
to expedite the prepazation of svecific agreements on particular types of
such weanons'.

/e support this proposal. If, for exemple, an agreement of this type had
existed, perihaps it would have prevented the manufacture of the neutron bomb,
vhich was utterly rejected by the whole international comrunity.

te do not share the view that azrecments cen be concluded when it becomes
possible to identify different types of weapons. That approach leaves the door
open for the continued use of scientific and technological advances for the
development and menufacturc of new weapons, even more lethal and refined than
those already in existence.

tle also base our rosition on the conviction that the text of any agreement
that mightv be arrived at by a group of governmental experis would be paralleled
by objective studies of the question. That would conctitute a further
‘contribution to wne valuable reporis on liszrmement already prepared, and
oonsequently a further sitep towards general and complete disarmement.

ile believe thaf, if, in its report to the thiriy-fourth session of the
Unith Hations General Asserbly, in addiiion to submitting “he draft treaty on

radiological weapons, the Cormittee also report s agreement that the group of

L]

experts in question should work on nezoitiating the text o

=

a treaty prohibiting

~h

the development and manufacture of neir types of wacpons of mess desiruction and
nev systems of such weapons, this would be welcomed vholehcartedly by the

majority of members of the cuprems werld organization.
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I, PIEINTER (Pederal Repullic of Germany): It is my privilege and my

lezsure to uclc-ue the Itelian Ambassedor, Horquie Vittoric Cordero @i lontezemolo,

red

s head of his delegetion in the Commiticc on Disarmement. I am veryr confident
thei we shall enjoy with hin the sawme cordial and friendly co-operation we had
with his n*edece""or, Ambassador Hicolo Di Bernardc., Please convey to

Ambagsador Di Bernardo our best wishes.

-

This waek's discussions in the Cormittee on Diszrmoment are devoted to
"Hew types of weapons of mosc destruciion ond now systems of ouclk weapons

radiological weapons".

Ve are glad {o note that, ai our last meeting the two negotiating parties,
the United Statec of America and the Soviet Union, introduced 4o the Committee
in two separate letters an "Agreed Joint US-USSR propesal on mcjor elements of
a treaty prohibiting the developmeni, production, siociipiling and use of
rediologicel weapons'. I congratulaie the two pariies on the success of thed
joint effofte. I teke it as a good omen for the future endeavours of ithe tuo
parties to work out other joint proposals, perhaps covering even more imporiant
issues of disarmament.

Iy delegation neither overestimates noxr underestimatec the imporience of
the issue 2t sitake. Ve regard it teing important that 2 nossible neu means

-

of warfare is covercd by the provoszl with the aim of excluding iis Jdevelopoent

]

and applicaiion once and for «ll.

that is termed "elemenis" in the draft tefore us ig o rother complete
text already formulated in trecty language. Only ihe preomtle is miszeing.

But I think the Committee will not only-concenirate on the missing nrecmbuler
port, bul also deal witn the otheor elemenis of the irzaty teii.

¥y delegation is preparsd to coniribute aciively and consctiuctively %o'the
deliberations in the Committece on Disarmament in order to give the joint proposal
its final structure and shepe. Ve share the vieus of thosc spealers uvho
expressed their support for ihe proposal, but made it clear at the scme time
that the Committee does not feel it i¢ under a particular time preccure io |
finalize iis deliberations.

Pull use should be made of the canacity end cepability of Committee menberc
to vork out a treaty uhich will receive, wpon iis niesentation, the unaninous
support of the United lotions. The Commdttee chouldl cet an exomple by tabling a
cou;rehenu ve treaty - to which the overuhelming majority ofl States will accede,

2

The Committes ghoula therselfors concidor careidly how it can beat orpgonize the

41

negoticotion of tue treciy
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enublis of Germany)

iy delegetion feels that there vwill be a mare avproprizte cpnoviunity at a

later ctage to deal more specifically wi‘h the clenents of the joinit proposel

before us. Ve listened careldly tJ the explanciions given to uc by the two

authors of ihe propesel during cur last plenaxy.

I may, nevertheless, bte alloucd to touch bricfiy on two cspecic which, for

—_

ny delegetion, are of particular impertance. Il

beyend any doubt that ihe ireaty does not apply <o -- 2C siatad oy

CallE S |

Unitecd Siates Ambassador Fisher in pre senting the proposzl -- "any of the

. ~

rst, it must be made clear

nyrizd uses of radiation fron radioactive dece; ior neazeful puaposas”. The

peaceful use of racdiation must remain Tully esoured.
The second: point I weould like %o touch upon is the veril

as enviseged in the joint proposal. It is identical with fle s
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n the Convention of thwe Prohibition of Hilitary or Any Other Iinsgtile Use of

Envivonmenicl Modification Technigues (EIOD). Ve moy go along ui

1 i'i.', bus

it is our understanding thot the verification cystenm »rovided for in the treaty

prohiciting radiological weapons is completely uithond »rejudice 1o and

‘binding for any other real dicarmameni apgreement whicl will be negoiiated in

|
1
the future. Agreemenis uwhich require, intex alia,‘artual woonons desiruction
need a very different verification gysien.
Returning briefly to the item uncer discussion, namely, "lzw weapons of
pazs desiruction and neu syctems of such weapons", I sheuld like o reiserate

ny Gelegation's wcell-inoun nosition that Jhes2 weanons have to be Ge

-’

alg wi
not in a general agreement, but on a case-by-case bacis. Ve telieve that a

neaningful prohibition of weapong of macs destruciion can be achnieved only
]

: defining thece weepons in scoarate agreemenic and at the same time by

-

defining an adequate verification system vhich guarantees +lic cboarvance of

2lli varties of their commitnicnis.

Ifr. ISSHATLYAL (Union of Soviei Socialist Republics) (trangictied

th

Russiazn): In zccordance with the programme of vorl: we have approved, the
Cormiittee on Disarmamcni hios begun consideration of the quesiion of th
prohitition of ithe wevzlopment and manufaciure of nzu iypes and sysiens of

veapons of mass destruciion.
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In the context of the present scientific and technicel revelution,
unprecedented s._entific progress is inevitatly accompenic by an increasing
danger thet scientific and fechnical achievements will be used to develop new
veapons, &nd in particular new types and cystems of weapons of mess destruction,
It is well knoun that the press and scientific and military circles in & number

of countries are discussing in depth the question of using -- for the purpose

B3

of causing destruction,'damage or injury -- various pliysical phenomena which
were previously not employed for sush purposes and which can be used to develop
new iypeb of weapons of mass destruction.

In taking the initiztive on this question in the United Hatione, the
Soviet»Uhion.drew the attention of the international community to the danger
threatening it. Discussion of the matter in the United Notions and in the
Comnittee on Disarmenment has quite clearly revecled that an overwhelning number
of States.in the world underctand the need to prevent the achievements of
scientific and technological progress from being used for the purpose of
developing neu types and systens of weapons of mass destruction. The

manifestation of that understanding is z2lready an important result of the

discussion of the question. The determination to prevent the dangerous
evolution of events is reflected inra nunber of Genserel Assembly resolutions,
including the Final Documant adopied by *the special session of the :
General Assembtly in 1972. Houwever, there is still no unenimity on specific
ways of solving the problern.

The Soviet Union is making considerable efforis to put into practice the
idea of prohibiting the development and manufzciure of new types and systems
of weapons of mass destruction. ) .

As is well known, as long ago 25 1975, the Soviet Union subnitted a

draft internationzl agreement on the prohibition of the development and

manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of

such weapons.  The General Assermbly recommended that the Disarmament Committee

should work out the text of such an agrecement. The Soviet Union, taking into
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accounl the comments and wishes esjrressed Uy a nunber of States during ihic
subsequent discursion of ihe problem, sutaitied an expandea draft agreement to
the Disarmament Commitiee in August 1977. This document envisaged (z) the
comprehensive prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types and
systems of weapons of massc dectruction, with 2 lisi of cxuamples of the specific
types to Le prohitited; (b) +the possitility of supplemeniing the initial

list in the future; and (c) +the possibility of concluding cepcraie agreemcnts
on specific new types of weapons of mass destruction.

In the view of the Soviet Union, the road to a comwrehensive solution of
this problem is the most siraighiforwaerd and reliable, Naturally,‘in proceeding
towards the objective, not only main highuays bui also byuayes can be used.
Houever, it is important that 2ll these ways and paihs should meet ai the same

point.

Ls is knowyn, the bilaterzl nezotiations conducted with the United States

since 1977 on the preparation of 2 joint proposal on the prohititiion of

radiologicael weapons led to the achievement of an understanding on major -

!

elements of a treaty prohititing the development, production, stockpiling and _

use of radiological weapons. The joint Soviet-United States proposal on

this question was submitted to the Committee at its lasi meeting. }
The Soviel Union is also preparcd to adopt the sane consiructive approach

in future to the cearch for measures to ~reveni the emergence of separate neu

typec and systems of weanons of mzss desiruction. In zddition, we should

like once nore to emphasize that the conclusion of sepcrate agreenensis,

notvithstanding their importance, does not offer a sclution to the problem of

completely sealing off specific avenues of the arms race, but rather increcses

the need for it.
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. SU1AID (Concda) (franslated fron French): As many other delegations

ave donn hefore me, I should like to iale this opportunity to express the
Conadian Govermmet's satisfaction at the submission of the joint
Ussi=United Statoes wronoaul on msjor alaacnts of & tuealy nyohdbiting the - || .

developmont, production, ctockpiling and use of radiological weaponc. Although

the draft agreement concerns a ban on weapons vhich do not exist, in view of our

cancexrn Lo curlb technological developments which stimulate the arms race

(a concern which led %o our proposal to prohibit the production of fissipnap%g
material for weapons purpcses), we ave gretified that the text is before the
Committee on Disarmement. /e also hope that the other bilateral negotiations.’
between the United States and the USSi will have a similarly successful autcome.

In view of our heavy programme of work, we do not think it will be possible
really to come to grips with the precblem of drawing up a treaty to pronibit such
weapons within the short time still 2t ouwr disposal. Our respective Govermments -
will also need time to study the text which has just bzen submitted to us. ‘le

would, for example, in particular lilke to study the implications of the

variiicatior procaluen for ~ther ddsaonement agveemeniis.  As rezerds the
procedure envisagzed for the review of the treaty, we wonder vhether a 10-year
period before the first conference iz not tco lonz. Paragraph VI on measurcs |
to prevent loss and diversion will require careful study. As other delegations
have suzzested, we hope that the Committee on Disarmoment will take noje of this
development in it annuel report, buti ve "o nol think if wiil be nossible to

stort negotiations before our next session. , .

Hr. CONDTRO DI IIOWTEZHIOIO (Italy): As I am teking the floor for the.
first time, I should lilte fc avail myself of this opportunity to convey to you,

lir. Chuaimmmi, my sincere congratulations on your issumption of the chaiyr of the
Committee for the currenti nouth.

liay I also express to you and to the other distinguished colleagues who
uelcomed me in my new capacity of leader of the Itzlizn delegation my gratitude
and my desire to develcp with 211 of you the most co-operative and friendly
relationship.

Todzy it iz my intention to refer specifically to the problem of the
proliibition of radiolorical weapons, a mubject on which the attention of.;ﬁi:"‘..

’

Committee wasn clicady focusad last weeld.
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~ On 10 Jﬁly; the United States and Soviet dalezations jointly presented Lo
the Committee on Diszmement a parzllel proposal "on majer rlements cf a treaty
prohiviting the cevelopment, production, =foclpiling ~nd use of radiologicnl
veapons'. ‘

ily delegcation, ~t this junciui2, uwould lilze to vlace cn rzceord ite

~ppreciation for tihe pouitive conclusion of Lhe bilatzral talliz on this matter.
The joint initiative is concidared by the Ilaliun Gevernmeant as A meaninzlful
axpression of the reneved dedication and commitmont of the two major militaxy
Poucrs to the search for concrete measures mimed ai controlling the various

aspects of the arms race.

As lnmbassador Fisher, ithe disiinguished representative of the Unized States;
pertinently‘recallcd in introducing this vroposal, radiological weapons "have
lon: been identified as potential weapons capable of mass destruction”.

As early as 1943, the first resolution adopted by the Commission of the
United ifations for Conventional hrmaments stoted that weapons of mess destruction
hnd to Le defined %o include atcmic explosive wezpons, vadioactive muterial
veapone, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons developed in
the future with characteristics comparzble in destructive effects to those of
the atomic bomv or the other weapons ncted above.

ilore thun 30 years have passed. However, the 198 definition has never

veen challenged in i%s- substancs and. continues to maintain, in our view, its

full validity. 1 .aring this in mind, my -.elegaiion conside.s the prohibition
ol radiological weapons a.ccmmendable ~nd responéiblc step foxrward in ofroria
to bring about real disarmament under effective international control.
In velcoming the joint United States/USSR pronosal, we all realize that the
implications of the prohibition of radiological weapons clearly extend beyond
the bilaferal relations of two States.
L5 a numoer of previous speckers have noted, and I should like in narticular
£o quoie Ambassador Iscraslyan, the distinguished representative of the USSR:
"Phe importance of preventing the emsrgence of this tyme of ueapon of
nmasg deshruction is also connected with the fﬁct that the rapid develonment
of nuclear onsrgy and techriology in meny countries of the world creaves
objective condisiong for the large-scale proliferation of radioactive
naterials vhich, being what they are, may ve used in radidlocical weapons.
Such use of radiolcgical materials may become lechniczlly accessible for a

very large numbex cof States!.



/v

(I, _Coxdars di tionlezomole, fualy)

Tn thin Licht ue leel Lo, thee ConmiLlea on Diriamoment lewe Lhe duby bo give
careiml rnd iu—denfh considerntion to the elemeuis nrrced upon hy the parties io
the bilateral negutiations with -~ view to wérkin: af the texi of o multilateral
Agreement acceptanle to w1l membors of the Committee.

iy delegation 111l pive the draflt promosal befor: us serious congideration,
il is cerbainly willing Lo narticipate netively in the negotichions whichk cve
o he openad on this medlor in o Oorgd L Lo, However, we need o reasoncizle
neriod of time to gtudy it and to malw eloar aup mind.

I undexstond that other delegations cre in the some position ¢nd will need
some Line Lo consult their Governmenis nnd ot instructions for o constructive
discussion.

Martheimore, ue should not forget thet our Committes has ﬂlready a heavy
sciiedule for the few wecks px receding the closure of the nrc°ent session. This

hedule includes consideration of high-priority problems cuch as the prohibition

'}

C

of chemical weopons and the nuclear test bon and, in addition, the preparatiosn
of o report uhich will recuire spacial atiension, being the firgt report of the
Committee on Visarmoment since its enlarzement and renovatinn.

The asgesement of the elements proposed by the United States and the USSR
and the elaboration of a final dralt egreement will possibly require the
estoblishment of o drafting group, which would have difficuliies in holding its
neetings ot this stoge concurrently with other working parties alveady sei up

other, more uz-ent purposes.

as I have indicated, it is too early, at lecst for my dechhtlon, to comment
in dctail on the elements of the Joint nroposal.

Permit me, noweve', te refer hrizfly to twe quesiions of great importance

-

v0 1y Covernment on which g:nsible remarice ho we 2lready been mnade by

auwbessador Pfeilffer in his statement of 12 Juiy 1979.

(J

The first one is the cuestion of tha use of vadiation from radioactiv:
decay for peaceful purposes. In this comexion, I wonld like to stress that it
is the understonding of the Italian Covernment thet o chligation assumed wider
the projected treaky on radiologicel weeponz can be inicrnreted as liniting or
hindering the right of all Siates ta penaceful rpplications of radiation from.
radioactive decay. '

The second problem i verification. [ly-d=2legation hos taken due note of

the treatment siven to this key issue in the dyalt nropcsal., The approach

.2

snvisaged is closely modelled on & nabtern o ready adonted for the IOD conventisom
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Giv. Cordero (i Hontczemole, Itul:)

ond my delegation has no wejor difficultles witi: it. It is our
interprcintion, hovever, that such an epprocch does not constitute a precedent
for other disammeument agreements, each disarmement cgreament demandingz, in our
vieu, gpecific verification provicions 'comcpomlin;: {0 the nature end ccope of
the prohibition.

llavins said this, I can escure the Commitice thot my deleration mtemls to
participate fully in the considcratiion ¢ff ihe United Si;atr.-::/'u.:&'i Joint .proposal,
in the co-operztive and ‘construciive spirit s think should inspire the atiitude
of ull uelc.,gatmm. towerd seriovus proposals put forwvard in thic multilateral
n.':otm.t:mg body.

And this is, in our view, not only a serious proposal vut en important
céntri'bution to the achiicvement on &n ad hoc basis of specific and zdequately
verified azreements aimed at preventing or limitinz the developmend, production,'

stoclpilinr and use of clearly-identifiied catcgories of veapons of mass

dectruction.

CD/PV.42
.4

. ISSRIELYAY (USSR) (translated from Russion): The Soviet delezation
would like todsay to touch on an mport.nt orgenizational matter. Clearly the ‘
tine hos coae ['sr the Conditee on Disarmcacnt to decide <n the date i‘or. the
closurc of the sccond part of its 1975 session.

Under rulz 7 «f the rules of procedure, the cate for tihe closurc of fic
sussion has to be .etermined, taking into uccount the requiioments of the .
Committee's work. A&t tho present tine, the Cowittec on Digarmanent is faccd
with 2 nunber of questions that rmst be considered extreasly carefully. They
include, first of all, the-draft treaty on the prohibition of the Geveloment,
produciion, stockpiling and usc of raldiological weapons. We think thet the

Cormittee on Dis~ymonent chould Go all it can te ensure that, ot thig very session,

everything possible is done to tnke the 2raft trecty further. Naturally, a study
of the joint Soviet/Unitcd Stotes initictive will need = certcin aulount of tine,
and wr hope that dclegntions will soon receive the necessary instructions, £
nunber of uelemations, in partiouler, those of the Hetherlande, Conadns and Itxly,
have Wdready ashed us for explanation:, and have, in an informol woy, cxpressed
Boute preliminary views., More tinc nust obviously be allottel, thereforce, for
the considieration of tiie joint Sovict/Unitced Statns drafi.
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Mr. VOUTOV (Bulgeria): At this meeting our delegation would like to
address itself to onc of the important questions of the second part of the.énnual
session of the Committee, radiological weapons, and namely to working papers'CD/Sl
and CD/32 introduced by the delegations of the Soviet Uniqn apd the United Stetes
and containing a proposal on major elements of a {reaty prbhiﬁiting the development,
production, stockpiling aﬁd use of radiological weépons.

The distinguished members of the Committee sre well aware of the attachment of
mine and of many other delegationsito the ides of a compreheﬁéive prohibition of new
types of weapons of mass deatruction and new systems of such weapons. We are in
favour of é“éomﬁféhensive épproach to this problem, an approach which, combined with
political will and conéern for the future of humanity, could block the way to the.

ever deadlier new types and systems of weavons of mass destruction.

| o
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(ilr. Voutov, Bulgeria)

At the same time, however, displeying a concstructive spirit and 2 sinceru
aspiration to achiave any meaningful step hatever in the £3-1d of disarmement, we
supported the ides of 2 certain group of delegations in this Committee.to concentrate
espzcially on the problem of radiological weapons. I hope that s number of
delegations in this hall may recall that the Bulgarian delegation hss shown
pu:pqseful participation in the'numerous discussions on the problem of new weapons
of mass-&estruction and particularly on radiological wezpons, both with and without
participation of relevant experts.

Welcoming the Jjointy USSR-United States proposzl on radioclogical weapons, and
looking forward to a similar productive outcome in ofher well-knowvn areas, ve are
teking into account the fact that, unfortunstely, we have come tco near to the end of
our annual session, and there seem to be objective difficulties in arrenging a
full-fledged discussion in the Committee resulting in a negotiated draft ireaty for
presentation to the thirty-fourth session of the General Assembly.

At the same time, we note with satisfactioﬁ the extent of the preliminary
discussion of the proposed draft which took place at the informal meetings, We see
the usefulness of these sessions in the fact that it is only natural that the first
comments, questions and claerification should take place in this body, composed cf
highly-qualified professionals, who no doubt provide first-hand sssessments and
advice to their Governments. 411 the points touched upon during this off-the-record
debate are a2 contribution to the clarification of different aspects ci the problem,
thus bringing us ~loser to finalization c¢.. the future treat,, which hopafully will be
welcomed and adhered to by the widest possible mejority of the world commuﬁity. In
this connexion I would like to mention not only the introductory stetements and an
expert's view presented by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States,
but also the comments and the ﬁertinent questions asked on behalf of a number of
delegations. Not only did they not provoke bursts of laughter, 2s a highly
respected Ambassador and a2 distinguished friend of mine feared they might, but on
the contrary our delegation regards them as a contribution to the businesslike and
creative atmosphere that happily prevails in this body.

Since my delegation has received instructions on its participation in the
outlawing of radiological weapons, I would like to make some comments on the meaning,
the character and the substance of the future treaty the foundetions of which, and I
believe this is generally agreed, are readily avsilable to us in the proposed major

elements elaborated diligently by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the
United States.
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(Mr. Voutov, Bulgsria) ,i

,.Firstly,' the treaty on the banning of radiological wezpons is to be the firsi
international legal -instrument outlawing a type of weapons which, though still.
non-existing, is clesrly seen on the horizon,. as viiridly outlined by the Soviet
expert Colonal Surikov at the last informal meeting, May I.underline at .this point
that I fully share the view of the distinguished- representative of Australia, ihat
this is yet another resson for us to hurry up snd exclude the dangerous prospect of
having some 50 States in the world armed with weapons that are not so distantly -

related to the nuclear weapons. - -

Secondly, my delegation readily agrees that against the background of the
. existing nuclear arsenals the ban cn radiological weapons could not be considered as
an outstanding achievement, -but the treaty certainly has merits of its own vhen seen
against the rapidly expanding peaceful nuclear activities .of mankind,  Having-in
mind this, as well as the new.possibilities for rapidly increasing the efficiency of
weapons based on radioactive materials, we believe that an international treaty to
block this avenue in .the arms race has its rightful place and significance in the:
work of this Committee. )

- Undoubtedly, assessing the true value of a ban on radiological wespons, we
should not fail to take into consideration the growing problems of storing and
‘disposing of spent fuels from peaceful nuclear activities, ‘now that the enrichment
and fuel-cycle questions have turned out to be more complicated than previously
believed. By no means should we pemiﬁ that the radioactive materials, or radioactive
waste for that mstter, be turned into a-new type of ﬁeapon‘s’ of mass destruction.

Thirdly, the major elements of the future treaty reflected in documents CD/31
and CZD/32~ are acceptable to the Bulgarian delegation. In our opinion there are 21l
the necessary prerequisites for achieving an effective ban on this new type of
weapons of mass destruction. The future treaty should be properly integrated in
the framework-of. the existing international legal arrangements in this:field —- I
have in'mind the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Geneva Protocol of 1925, without
prejudice to the obliga.tibns.or rights of States-under those two instruments.

Fourthly, we share the view expressed during our preliminary discussions by
-the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany concerning the influence of the
future treaty on peaceful nuclear activities of the sigmatory States. As a country
with 2 considerable peaceful nuclear programme, both in ene.i‘gy production and in
other fields of our economy,. we ncte with satisfaction the relevant texts, as well
as the assurances of the authers of the joint proposzl that nothing in the future
treaty shall impede the multi-faceted peaceful usc of radiation.
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lir. “IDEIR (Sweden): Trom ihe Swedisl: £ide we have oo far cvsisdned fzon

more detailed comm:nts on the joint Scviet-imited !

\_f\

states drafty cornventicon on tle

e lLiive, owever, hou carefulily studiea dac

proiibition of radiological weapons.
rclevant documents, and are prepared to enter inle mepgoticticne on a vowventicun in Ul
courze of this scsuion. It uay be recalled thet the question wms firct reised el ©
tuenty-fourth session of the General Assemoly, in 18675, uhich in resolution 260%

invited the CC, inter alia, io consider effzctive methods of control against tic

ucz of radiological rmethodz of warfers corducied independently of nucleer expicnicut.
Tiie matter vas discussed in the COD in 197C. The lethericnds delspziion
presented & vorizing paper (CCD/291) in vhich it sizted that ~jufpiag by the availckle
informetion, pocsibilities for radiological warfare do. cxist thsorctically but de not
seem tc Pe of much or eveir of any practical significence™. Tho DLwedish dslegation
ctated on I fugust 197C thai the Suscish ifetional Defence Research Iusiitute had

devoted some energy to exploring ths subject and had coms 1o tte same coaclusion @

w

the Netherlands ¢elepation.

- Recent inve;tigations undertalken by my Governmenti essentizally confirm tie
validity of ocur 197U conclusion. The danger pesed by the poscibls use of
radiological wecpons is indeed limited =s compzared to the immencely nuch graver
danger from radioactive substances produced by nuclear we upons, prrticularly vezponc
vith dirty design or excessive yield. 2fhiding by paragraph 76 of the Final Do.cuucnt
of the spccial session, we are, sovever, willing o perticipote in the wvepoiictisn of
2 convention on rauiologisel weapons. Ve cxe alsc of the op..don thet e in this
endecvour should consiructively survey the whole relzied secior
weapons of verfare metucds in order %o make the nepetiations as weaningiul as pozcivle.

Thus, even if we deliberately eziclude nuclesr veapons from the prrviev of the

"f.‘}

envisaged convention, we should in the preomble refer to the prickity ve give bo

nuclear disarmencnt, in oxrder to prevent any micconeception that the convention on

cr

radiological weapons is to be regarded as a substitute.

In the definition of radiological veapons, in the proposed article IT the
concept of a "muclecr.explosive device® is used. Tiis concept has, hovever, not been
used in any previous convention. It uvill no doubt be uwzcd again in a fut

nuclear-test-ban treaty. & co-ordination hes to Le concidered co that e usc tie

same cefinition in hotll convention




(Lir. 1idzard (Siemden)

iy delegation vislies, howvever, to drav atiention ts anothor, may be otill more

T

important, aspect of the definition of radiclopgicel weapons, namely thet it does not
geem to include so-called particle-dscu weopons, vidch give ionizatien radiation in
anotber way than through radicaztive dzeay, Particle-beam wveapons mey be of the sawme
hypothetical character os tie radicactive weapens viich ere dealt with in the draft
convention, but in order to prevent a possible weapons development in the future, it ic
our conviction that it might Le eppropriete io explore if particle-bean weapons should
be included amones the prohibited rediological weapons or if they shiculd be cutlawed in
ancther context, whicin may sesm more expeditious.

In introducing the draft, the Soviet and United States delegates made one
idantical statement, namely that *no obligations undertaken by States in the projected
treaty wvill be interpreted a3 covering the use of radioactive materials or any scurces
of radiation for thc purpcse of any activity eicept such activities as the parties to
the treaty have underteker not +to engage in pursuant te the provisions of the ireaty”.
liy delegatién would like to have sowe clarification of this statement. Do the two
negntiators have aay particular activity in mind?

In the discussion in #ie Committce last year, it was pointed out thai the
prohibition of the dissemination of radioactive material in articlec II and III 2lso
was intended %o cover actions for defensive purpcses. Ve thinl: thet thie should be
steted explicitly in the convention.

In article III of the draft convention, the deliberaie dissemination of
cdicactive meterizl which is not produced by o nuclenr explesive davies is preiibited,
=

if the intzntion is o caune desitruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation

produced by the decay of such matericl., ‘o should, however, bz aiare that nilitary
zttackes or delibercte demaging ir wer of muclear rezctors or other :ameclear-fuel-cycle
facilities may canse the release of dangercus radiosctive suost_;c‘s,‘gh'cp ney imply
considerably larger risk of demege and injury than that from direct spread of such
substances. e therefors concidex thét this rrohlen should be taken inte account vhen
we consider article IIT or genecrally the scope of the convention.

Prohiibhition of such militory cction hies been prescribed in the Protocols
additional to the Geneva Conventions cf 194¢ (Protoszol I, srt. 56, and -
Protocol II, .o, 15}, tut the protibition is limited to the purrose of the
vrotection cf civilians and Tefers “only to “miclear electricsl gencrating stations®.

For the purpose of a trcaty prcliviting radiclogical warfare, ve should consider such ¢

an o be withcut operationzl cxecptions and to covar all facrilitiecs containing large

o’

amcunts of radioactive substance:o.
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(or. Fidoord (Geden)

The provisions of article VI of tihe drefi convertion geen to bror soms
relationship %o th- recently concluded Conventicn on the phyl ical protectioca of
nuclear wmeterial. Lome explicit reference therefore seems wort. consideriug, cither
in erticle YI or in the preamble.. .

In thot context it might be explered vhether IiCL safeguards ©
as modified for this purpose, to cll radioactive vaste in the Eizte
future convention. Becauce of the ricks of hoatile use of radicaciive substancss oY
terrorists, it mey slso be considered wiether the Convention on the phyciccl

rotention of nuclear matcrial should be e-tended to radioactive vaste.

ts regards the complaintc .procedure in the .areft treaty, ve hove some serious
concern. Tie only inctence vhich may decide upon the complaint of = State party
against another State party because of an alleged breaclh of obligations deriving frou
the provisions of the *rpatj is the Security Council of thc United ilations. £s long &5
the permanent members wmey exercise their right of veto in such motters, ve consider
this procedure‘zneufficient.

Finally, ve alco consider the proposed pericd of ten years from the entry into
Torce of the convention till the first review conference too long, taking into accouni
the rapid development in the field of nuclear technology, and zlso in visw of the fact
thet the definition of tihe concept of "nuclesar explosive device® in a miclear-test-van
treaty night affect the scope of the convention o radiological weapdns. ‘e consider
five years & more approcpriate time length. ‘

These are some of the considerations :hich ue VOI‘ﬂ 1ike tc present on this
occasion. Yhen ue come to the stage of a uore detailed@ examinaticn of the matter,

we may have additional observations and suggecticns.
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MR. KOMIVES: (Hungary)

I would like to confine ny vresent statement fo tho prohlc; of the convention
prohititing the developnent, production, stockpiling and usc of radiological
Weapons. 7

We may rccall paragraph 76 of the Final Dociment of the swecizl session,
which calls for an internationsl convention prohibiting This type of wespon.

-~

In view of this part of the Final Document and of the expec
the Vienna sumnmit 2s regards the increased effectiveness of the disormoront
efforts made in ﬂfferent internaticnal fora last year, ny dolegation, tobcther with
several others, welccncd the prescntation by the delegations of ths Soviet Union

and the United States of the agzrced joint USSR-United Statcs propesal on the major
elcments of a treaty prohititing the devoloprient, production,stocipiling and usc

of radiological weapons. In its formal and informal meetings, the Committee gave
preliminary consideration to this proposal. The Hungarian delegation was willing

to go further, and in oxder to facilitate the work of the Committee subniticd its
working papar CD/40. However, the Coumittec did not find it possibla to start the
drafting of that convention. )

i dug ottention to the

-~

The Genoral Assenbly at its thirty-fourtn scusion nai
subject, and in its resolution 34/57&, adopted meoninously, requouted the Cormittee

to roach agrscitent on tha toxt of such 4 convention 2s socen 2g rossiblo.  'Thae
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Hungorian delegation is ofl the copinion that the Comittee should rcspond to
this request and 4o ite beast to accomplish the elaboration of the draft
convention and o prescent it to the this ty-fifth scssion ¢ the General Assecmbly.

I was plecased to hear delegations state their rcadiness to cnter into

of this readiness, thc Commitice for cne reason or another has not started
the necessary negotiations. ’ '

In proposing thet concrete work chould be embarked upon, ry delcgation's
point of departure is that the joint initiztive submitted by the USSR and
United States provides a rcliable basis for the elcboration of a convention.

It 1s the product of protracted bpilatcral efforts, a talanced, properly
structured document, reflecting the political and tochnicel expertise of its
negotiators. The final ain of thc convention is clearly defincd: +to provent
the misuse of radioactive materials which are in growing quantitics in the
possession of q_steadily increasing number of States. The zcnount of
radioactive materials is likely to expané furtner at an increasing pace in
view of the growing number of ruclear reactors and plants. It is in the common
interest of all States that these materials should not be used for nilitary
purposes.

This purpose of the ireaty is strongly supported and advecaied by my
Governnent. It noy be pertinent te draw the attention of the Committec to the
fact thet the Parliament of the Hungarie~ Psorle's Republic cnacied o law on
6 March 1980 reaulating vominue agpects of the pocceful usce of nuclcar cncrgy.
In accordance with the cfforts made by the Hungarian People's Republic in
varicus intcrnational fora, the law declares that, in ny country, atonic energy
cen be used only for peaceful purposes. -

The document subitted by the delegations of the USSR and Unifed States,

in the view of oy delegation, gives 2 clear definition of radiological weapons
G ? ¢ S
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as "any de v1cb, including any wcapon or equipnent, chc than a2 nuclear

explosive device, specifically designed to employ radioastive mbterlhl by
disseninating it to causc destruction, damage or injury by means of radiation

produced by the decoy of such matcrial". It contzins adequeate provisions to

prevent the dovelopment, production, stoclpiling and use of such weapons. The
docunent pays duc attontion to the generally-recognized ne of thc peaceful

uses of radioactivc noterials as well,

Th’deleuhtlon is of the view thot the proccdurc of vbrlflc“tlon and complaint

is adequate, commensuratce with the noturc and scope of the treaty. o

The docurent contains —- 2d indicated in itc title —- only thc major clenents

of a future convention. The task of the Committce .therefore is to tronsplent

its contents into a treaty framework ani to provide its nmissing elencnts.

It wes in this very épirit that ny dcleg?tiov subnitted its proposal for the
preanbular part of the oonvontlon, trying to concenirate on the main guidelines
and principles involvcd. My dclegoation is giving careful consideration to the
proposal nade by ther Swedish dclogation that o reforence should e made in

the preamble to mmclear dlsarmambnt.

Concerning procedural aspects, ny delegation is of the viow that o working

group with an appropriate mandote is the proper frameworlk for acconplishing this

task. It shoulcd start itc work as soon as possitle,
fact thut delegations will nced sone time to placc thoir experts ot the disposal
in tho drafting process.

toking also into account the
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of the group, =s hcir presence
In concluling, I would lile to assurc the Comuitice once again that the
Hungarisn dele~ tion stonds roady io neke its contribution tc the efforts of the

Comnittce so that an agrced draft convention cor ke prcsenicd to the

‘erty—fl h sugsion of the Genersl Assenbly. . :
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tr. ISSRAELYAN (tnion of Sovict Socialist Republics) (translated from

Russian): Lt the previsus session of the Commititec on Disarmement in July 19792,

the Gelegations of the Scviet Union and the United¢ States submitted an agreed -

int USSh-United States proposal on major clements of a treaty prohibiting the

velopment, production, stockpiling end use of radiological weapons. The purpose
of this joint initiative was to prevent the cmergence of one of the new types of
weapons of macs destruction vhich, if developed and used, would result in massive
loss of human life and would have exceptionally dangerous consequences for menltind.
The importance of preventing the cmergence of this kind of weapon of mass
destruction also bound up with the fact that the rapic development of nuclear
energy and technolosy in meny countries of the world createc the possibility of the
wide dissemination cf radioactive materials suitable for uce in radiological
veapons. In present conditions, the use of radioactive materials for this purposc
may become technically possible for quiic a large number of States.

The Soviet Union has alvays regarded the prohibition of radlologlcal weapons
ac part of the problem of the comprehensive preohibition of new types and systems of
weapons of mass desiruction. Ve are convinced that zn international agreement
on the prohibition of radiological weapons will represent an important
contribution tc the cause of détente, curbing the arms race and ridding mankind of
the danger of the development of new lethal weaponc.

There is Broad international agreement on the guestion of the need to prevent
the possible emergence of radiological wecapons.

Thic is demonsirated by the rcsolution adopted at the thirty—fourth_session
of the General Assembly of the United Nations in which the Committee on '
Disarmament is requested to continue negotiations at the earliest pcssible-date
with a view to reaching agreement on the text of such a convention and to submit a
report on the resulic achieved to the General Assermbly for censideration at its
thirty-fifth session.

At its last sossion,. the Committee on Disarmament began considering the joint
USSR-United States proposal on the prohidbition of radiclogical weapons. In the
course of the discussions, which were preliminary in nature, certain delegations
made a number of comments on the substance and fcrm of the future convention. In
particular, proposals werc made by the delegation of Hungary concerning the draft
preamble (CD/40) and by the delegation of the German Democratic Republic
concerning paragraphs XI and XII (CD/42).

In statements made in the course of the work begun this year in the Committce
on Disarmament, a number of delegations réaffirmed the need for the urgent
consideration of the question of the prchibitien of radiclogical weapons at the
Committec's current sescion and made a number of comments on the cubstance of the
problem.
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In the view of the Soviet delegation, there is at present a real basis on
which to conclude work on a draft convention on the prohibition of radiological
7eapons in the course of the Committee's current session. The ad hoc working group
which should be set up for this purpose could base its work on General Assembly
resolutions 54/79, entitled "Prohibition of the developnent and manufacture of new
tyves of weanons of pass destruction and new systems of cuch weapcons", and -

34/57, entitled "Conclusion of an intcrnational convention prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons". It would
have at its disposal the "Agreed joint USSR-Uniteé States proposal on major elemenis
of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons" (CD/31 and CD/32), ac well as a number of proposals made

by delegations of countries members of the Commititee on Disarmament.

The joint USSR-United States propocal submitted to the Committee waz the
result of mahy years' work by the delegations of the USSR and the United States in
bilateral talks involving qualified government experts, The proposal was
formulated-in the light of compromises concerning specific aspects of the problenm
of the prohibition of radiological weapons and a number of delicate guestions
relating to that problem.

In the course of the negotiaticns, both sides proceeded on the basis of a
clear understanding that the activities to be prohibited by the treaty are very
clesely and extensively linked with the various multi-level aciivities of States
concerning the ve-. of radioactive materia.s for purposes be.ring no relation io
radiological weapons. The joint proposal alsce contazins a prevision concerning the
peaceful use cf radiocactive materials.

The Scviet delegation considers that the working group could begin its work
immediately, wvhere necegsary calling upon snecial government experis, with a2 view to
subnitting an agreed draft convention on radiological weapons by the end of the
Committee's current session. . The formulation of such a convention would represent
an important practical step towards resolving the problem of prohibiting new types
and systems of weapons of mass destruction and ridding mankind of the danger of

the development of new destructive means of warfarc.
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Mr. FLOVERREE (United States of America): In introducing the

United States proposal on majer elements of a treaty on the vrohibition of
radiological weaponc on 10 July 1979, my predecescoT, Ambassador Fisher, described
the background of that initiative as well as the subsiance of the preposal. Since
then, the nced to undertake negotiations on 2 multilateral convention banning
radiological weapons wac expressed in our Committec's report tc the United Nations
General Assembly and also in General Ascembly recolution 34/37A, which was adopted
without a vote..

The United States continues to attach crnsideravlic importence to the eaxrly
conclusion of such a convention. Although radiological wcapons may not exist atv the
present time, their feasibility clearly does. loreover, the notential for the
development and production of these wecapons of mass destruction is constantly
spreading, giv?n the ihcreasing accurulation of radioactive materials throughout
the world. )

Althoush a ban on radiological weapons would be a relatively modest step, it is
a nececsary one. The United States belie&es, moreover, that in our work here we
should also take into account what is most readily eachievavle. In striving
patiently for more ambitious —-- and consequently moxe distant -— objectives, we
should not neglect what can be done nov. Any realistic and effective arms control
measure we develop can only help us in making progress tovarde cur ultimate
disarmament goal.

Tt is in this spirit that the United States delegation will participate in the
working group on radiolegical weapons vhich we hope will be estaplished shortly.

Ye also hope that the working group will find the mzjor elements, which are the
result of careful examination and prolonged negotiation, 2 gbod basis for launching

its work on a draft convention.
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Mr, McPUATL (Canada): Mr. Chairman, let me begin by welcoming you tc the
Chair for the month of April. Ve have great confidence that you will carry out your
duties with skill and confidence, and all of us wish you well. You summed up, in your
statement, the position we have reached in the last c.csuple of months and have given
us a chart of vwhere you think we should be going durins this month, pledging to spare
no effort on your part to bring us to that successful conclusion. Let me do El.ikewise ’
‘apd assure irou oi the assistance and confidence of my delegation in producing that
effort which we would all like the Commitfee to make this month.

I must also take this opportunity to thank the outgeing Chairman, who, like
myself, had his baptisn in this Committee, He shoved great patience and untiring
efforts, and also displayed a very careful approach. I wish to thenk and congratulate
him on the success that he has kown in this past month.

For 10 years this Committee and its predecessor have been considei'ing, with

varying degrees of concern, the threat to mankind posed by the possible use in war of
| radiological ;zeapons.‘ In 1970 the Hetherlands submitted a working paper (CCD/291) on
the subject which, teking into clmsideration the information available at that 'i:ime,
concluded that discussion of arms control measures relating to radiological warfare
would not have been useful in practicel terms. Since that time, I believe it is

safe to say that United Nations sensitivities have heightened, as has our
comprehension of the significanc.e of the development of radiological weapons.

By 1976, with increasing appr(ehenﬂon as technologzy evolved and as information
became more readily available, it beczme incréasingly apparent that the 'sub'ject

required re-examination. In the First Committee of the United Hations
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General Assembly at its thirty-first session, the United States reprcsentative warned
that rapidly accumulating radioactive meferizls had the potential for use in

radiological weapons. Bilateral discussions were initicted in 1977 and resulted in

the documents forwarded to the Chairman of this Committee by the rspresentatives of

the USSR (CD/31) and of the United States (CD/32) on ¢ July last year. The iabling
of these documents in the Committec on Disarmament vas a positive manifestation of'
pledges made. in Vienna by Presidents Carter and Brezhnev the previous menth.

Our comments on the joint United States-USSR proposal on major elements cf a
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons were made before this Committee on 17 July 1979, and I do not propose to
repeat them except to say that, while we ncted at that time that the proposed treaty
covered weapons not yet in existence, we recogznized the utility of it doing so.

. While we aclmouledge that criticiom might be levelled at this Committee for
tackling a2 non-existent weapeon system instead of one vhich is real and deployed, I
believe that in the long term the foreclosing of possible futurs v2a2pons options has
value in our work towards disarmement. Ve have a unique opportunity to ban 2 system
before the resezrcn and development expendituves have in fact been made.
Additionally, we realize that there is an arca of theoretical application in modern
warfare for this type of weapon and that our action within the Committeec can eliminate
the risk of a voscivly significant weazpon system being used on the batflefield. Ve
can envision, as a result of cur ncgotiations, a treaty banning an entire weapon
system being accepted for ratification. This should give impetus to the solution
of problems in other and more coniroversizl areas.

lloreover, based on the exncctaticins of many members, the elaboration of such a
convention may uell provide this Commitieca with its first opportunity to negotiate an
agreement. Ve havz demonstrated up to now considersble skills in ne¢6tiating, but
essentially on procedurzl questions. Of course, nrocedural cuestions have been of
considerable importance in the pursuit of our work. But we have doﬁe little in a

substantive vay to satisfy what is expocted of us by the international community.

Thué, the achievement of the text cf an egreement on radiologiczal weapons could be the
first tangible product of our efforts and cne by vhich the international communitiy will
judge vhether we cre fulfilling our mandate.

Doubts have occasionally becn expreszad ec to the reality of the threat and thms as
to the urgancy ve should atftach to the banning of radiological ueapons. Vhatever the
case, for our part we believe that the Committee on Disarmament will profit from

nerotiating this agreoement and that the cxperiencc will have freat value as a



C/ov.T4
1

(i>. licPhail, Canade)

precedent for oiher, morc complex werit in the futurce. IS, ac has becn zaid, it ic
easier to ban 2 systen cof woapones before it exists or is uidely held, it is also
likely tec Dbo eaiier to work out the text of a cenvention satisfactory tc all in its
initial draffing thau to attempt to 2mend a text once it has teen concluded. In
'elaborating thic azreement, ve must ensure, inter alisz, that it will be
non-discriminatory in cheracter and that its provisions, in particular its complaint
procedures, will result in an effective convention that functions fairly. Our
detailed comments on the various clauses that might appear in such a convention will
be put forward in the Vorking Group, and I would assure you thet we shall do so in
this same spirit, with a view to developing an arrzement not only with intrinsic

merit but also of significance 2s a model for our future work in other fielde.
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Hir. HCEENO (Italy) (translated from French): Today Cuba assumes the

chairmanship of *he Committee for the month of April. In this circumstance, I have
pleasure in offering yosur dalesniion and ysu personally ay dclegation's
congratulations and becst wishes for success.

At tlhe same time I would like 1o express to your distinguished predgcessor,
Ambassador Yu Pei-Yen, the representative of China; my delegation's high appreciation
of his compétence and devotion in performing the tasi of Chairmen at a particularly
delicate stage in our werk.

The subjec¢t on the Committee's agendaAfor today is the question of "New types
of usapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons: radiological weapons.'

I propose to submit a few preliminarj considerations iegarding the jeint
proposal éubmitted to the Committee on ﬁisarmament on 10 July 1979 by the
United States and the Soviet Union on the préparation of a treaty on the prohibition
of the development, mamufecture, stockpiling and the use of radiological weapons.

As has often been stated, radiological weapons have not as yet made their
appearance in Bilitary arsenals. These are weapons of mass desiruction which have
already been identified and defined eas far back as 1948, and which, should certainly
be banned ‘as a preventive measure. )

Last year, alfeady, we welcomed the joint initiztive of the United States and
the Soviet Union. In the same spirit we Jjoined the consensus by wvhich the
United Nations General Assembly, at its thirty-fourth session, adopted
resolution 34/87 i whichs

"Requests the Commitiee on Disarmament tc proceed as soon as possible to
achieve agreement, through hegotiation, on the text of such a convention and
to report to the General Assembly“oﬁ the results achisved for consideration by
the Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.”

We also welcome the esteblishment of an 4d Hoc Wozking Group with a view to
achieving agreement on the convention, We will be happy to participate in the
negotiations it will embark upon.

The elements of a treaty submitted to us last year seem, in cur opinion, to
offer a sound working basig, on vhich our Committee shculd prépare a2 multilateral

agreement accepteble to all members.
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My delegation. considers that, during our nsgetiations on the text, particular
attention should be given to the definitions in article II with a view to adopting
terminology_whiéh is fully consistent with the rights and obligations under other
international legal instruments and sllovws for no ambiguity. This is, in any case,
a general requirement which should apply to all the provisions of the convention.

In drafting the various provisions, we should therefore continuzally bear in
mind the basic provisions of the Fon-Proliferation Treaty, which most of us have
V ratified, and which must not be called in question by the future agreement on
radiclogical weapons., A

. Regarding draft article V, I weuld reczll the comments made by my delegation
at the last session. In our opinion it is essential that the wording adopted shall
be such.as to ensure the peaceful use of the radiation produced by radicactive decays.
Ivhave>in mind; for example, medical, industrial and agricultural uses, without
prejudging other peaceful uses.. |

It would also be desirable for the Working Group to consider the relationship
between cerﬁ;in provisions of the future treaty and the provisions of the Convention
on.the Physical Frotection of Nuclear Materials recently negotiated under the
auspices of IAEA. '

.~ Another provision which we consider need; careful examination is article VIII,
concerning machinery for consultation and co-operation in the solution of any
problems which may arise in relation to the objectives of the treaty or the
applicatiqn of its provisions. This touches cn the impcrtant aspect of verification.
The machinery provided must at the same time be effective, non-discriminatory,. and
acceptable to all f;e countries concerned.

These are the general comments that my delegation wanted to submit to the
Committee at the present stage. Ve reserve cur right, cof course, to revert
in a more specific manner and to supplement these remarks, as zppropriate, during
the negotiétions wvhich we hope will soon be starting in the Working Group. ’

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (translated from Spenish): Keeping, as

faithfully as I have tried to do on previous cccasions, to the programme of work

of the Committce on Disarmament that was finally approved on 11 lHarch this year
after long and arducus negotiations, I should like today to meke a few comments
concerning the item on radiological weapons, wvhich forns part of the more general

heading "Hew types of weapons cf mas: destruction and new systems of such veapons”,
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I shall begin by observing that, although, in the context of the various items
on the Committee's agenda, the radiologi~al weapons item ie far from being one of
those vhich call for priority attention, my delesgation welcomed the joint proposal
submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union en ¢ July 1979 on-"majorvelements
of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use" of such
weapons, since the twe Superpowers do not often -give us the opportunlty of belng
vitnesses to their achievement cf agreement on disarmement questions.

As the time that has elapsed makes it quite clear that we could by no means
conéidér the elements of this treaty as a2 substitute for the various other mandates

entrusted to us, and as, on the other hand the Woxrking Group to be entrusted with

.this question was set up at the same time as three other Working Groups which must,

as you know, deal with chemical weapons, the comprehensive programme of disarﬁament
and so-called "negative safeguards", my delegation thinks that the time has ﬁow come
to consider this question in Getail and is ready to co-operate to the best of its
ability so that, if féasible, the Committee can transmit to the General Assembly,
annexed to 1ts ‘report for 1’80, a complete drafi treaty that the Assembly can examlne
in its next session.

It is not my intention to present specific suggestions here, elther concernlng
the Unlted States-Soviet elements or the working papers submitted —- also in
July 1979 — by the delegations of Hungary and the German Democratic Hepubllc
respectively, concerning the preamble and some provisions of the preliminary'&raft
treaty.. We thin: that the appropriate fcrum for this is thz Ad hoc Working Group,
in which we shall present our suggsstions at the appropriate time. v

Por the time being we should like not onl& tec ask 2 question — similar to that
already raised by the delegation cf Sweden at the 63rd meeting on 26 Februsry —
as to vhy the joint préliminary draft does not seem tc include so-called "particle-~
bean weapons', the development of which perhaps attracts the attention of the
Superpovers to a much greater extent than that of the "radiological weapons" defined
in article 2 of the prelimihary draft. _

Indeed, one of the highly specialized magazines on guesiions of this kind in
the United States devoted, in October and November 1968 an entire series of six
articles, totalllnc approximately 50 printed p;geo, to the develcpment of what was
called "the particle-beam arms race". These articles are full cf specific facts,
official and unofficial statements, technical data, photographs and diagrams which,

even discounting anything that can be attributed to an excess of imagination or to
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tendentious motives, would be imposcible to ignore and vhich seem to suggest that

it is feasible for the _Weapens in question to becoms a reality during the 1980s and

that, 1f their devclopment is not haltek, therc ir the danger thht in, the subsequent
the effects

decade, thry 1ill be able to produce "extremely high radistion level°",
of vhlch would be "similar to those of a gigentic neutron bomd"

For th1= reason we hon» thet the delegations ci the States spcnsoring the joint
progosal to which I referred at the beginning, will express, at the appropriate time,

their opinion on the considerations formulated on this question by the delegations

of Sweden and liexico.

CD/PV.91
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Iir, VEIATESWERAD (Indie): I, Chairmen, I vould like to join the other dele-

ations vho have zlresdy welcomed you ag CL:ﬁrz n of this Comnittee, end

fullest co-operetion of wy delepetion with you, 5iw, in meldng the work of this Committee

successful, comprehensive and fruitful. I was sorry to hear that you mey be leaving

very soon and I am sure that many of my ccllezzues are already stariing to-bemoan the

occasion.

Today, my del-zation would like to pu- on record its cor sidered position on the

proposed treaty on the prohibition of radiological wveapons. In this connexion we

would also be referring to certain specific articles econtained in the Jjoint

United States-USSR draft treaty on radiological weapons vhich ves presented to the

Committee on Disarmzment in documents CD/31 and CD/32 during the 1979 session.

The use of radiation produced through radioactive decay for weapons purposes has

been examined by experts and it has been concluded that there are very serious

practical difficulties in fhe manufacture of weapons vhich depend for their

effectiveness on radiation produced from radioactive decay. During the consideration
]

ol

this subject in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmement in 1970, the

Hetherlands delegation had presenteéd = vorl:ing paper, CCD/291, tvherein it had been

stated that "judging by the availeble information, possibilities for radiological

warfare do exist theoretically, but do not seem to be of mucl: or even of any practical

significance”, In its latesi yearbool, SITEI hon further emphasized this point,
The 1920 Yearbook states:
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"In order to kill or injure pecple by the use of radiological weapons on

the battlefield, a very high radiaticn dose would be regquired. ~ One would need

radioactive isotopes having a short or very short half-life, but these cannot be

stored (they would decay before being used). Alternatively, one would need such
large amounts of isotopes with a long half-life that the very method of varfare
would be impracticable. In generzal, transport of radiocactive material to the
battlefield would be a very cumbersome task, mainly due to the heavy protective
shielding vhich would be nceded, while delivery of this material to
intercontinental taréets for so-called straiegic purpeses is hard to conceive.

On the other hand, it is technically possible to use materizal of lower activity .

for causing long-term effects, harmful to 1life or health after months or years,

or even to future generations. Tor this purpose, one might use materials having

a relatively long half-life, for instance strontium 9C, which has 2 half-life of

about 28 years; . These materials can be obtained from the radioactive waste of

reactof&. But there would be little military rationale for producing long-ternm
harnful effects. This vas acknowledged as early as 1962, by the United States

Denartnent of Defence, and nothing is knowm since then to have undermined this

assessment.”

In view of the impracticality of using radiation produceéd by radiocactive decay
for wariare purnoses, it should be clearly underciood that the treaty under negotiation
is of limited amms control value. If, hovever, there are practiczl possibilities for
the use of radiation produced. by radiocactive decay for weapens purposes, then we
~would like such possibilities to be clearly speli out by the.co—sponsors of the joint
draft text.

The draft treaty defines the term "radiological wezpons" as "Any device, including
any:weapon or equipment, other thon a muclear explosive device, specifically desisgned
to employ radioactive material by disseminating it to cause destruction, damage or
injury by means of theradiation produced by the decay of such material". The draft
further adds that such a radiological weapon woculd also include "Any radioactive
material, other then that produced by = nuclear explosive device, specificaliy
designed for employment, by its dissemination, to cause destruction, damage or injury
by means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material.

If 2 specific weapon of mass Jestruction is {o be banned, it stands to reason

that such a weapon should be.cleariy identifiable. In other wordc, it shouwld be
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possible to identify the inherent qua.litiévs of such wezpon in z way that it may not
be confused with cther kinds of weapons such as muclear weapms. Therefore, why
should it be necessary t0 adopt a de.n.:.mtlon, as has been done in the draff text,
vhich describes radiological weapons oy the method of exclus:.cn. Ve would propo
thJc the phrase "other than a nuclear explosive device" should be dropped from the
text. This should be fcllowed by a more precisc \,J.in'ulo’l of radiol o"lcal weanons
vhich we should be zble to arrive at afier the co-sponsors of the draft vex‘.: have toléd
ue the nrecise,practiéél possivilities thet exist ifo_rfhe use of such weapons in the
fu..ure. - V

The wording p*'esantlf adcmtea by the co-sponsors cf the drait may be interpreted

as licensing the use 01“ nuclear explos;ve weanons. Vhai the wording of the treaty

7334

would seem to euagest to a.nj layma.n is that, vhile it would be an offence to kill by

radlatlon alone, it would be perfectly legal to kill by radiation provided it is
accompanied by ble.st and heat, as is the case with nuclear bembs. India has
convls’cen’cly nelc that the use of nuclear weapons under any ci:{'cums'i:ance's would be
illegal and camnot be legitimized through any appeal to reasons of cecurity of a State
or the allergy shovn b:)»"some States to abandoning the perverse and dangerous doctrine
of nuclear deterrence. If our attemp;us to maintain nuclear disarmament as the focus
cf our negotviations are considered impracticable or unrealistic, we would wish %o
sta.te that it se emé even more imnracticéble 'an' un_ealleulc to treat, as a yriority
item, the banning of wveapons that not only do not nx. v at present but seem'to be
difficult to fabricate in the foreseeable future ac well., Thexre ic a2lso a serious
danger tha® by yielding to the temptation of going in for treaties that ban
non-existent weapons, we may only succeed in pulling the wool over cur own eyes and,
vhat is worse, 1ull the peoples of the world into a2 false complacency that all is well
and there is nothing much to worry about. A better yardstick of our sense o_i‘- .
realism and pragmatism would be to adédress ourselva.., to ‘che ex_v_vtmﬁ and ever=—groving
threat of a nuclear or thermonuclear var vhlch may cauoe +he tota 1 énmh.llgtvon of the

% in a computer.

world, just because of a short circui
' The proposed rad"iological wveapons treaty must therefore recognize in a suitable
mamner that our goal is 1o free this planet of all wearons tha.t 12ill through radJ;.ation,
vhether this radiation is caused by radioactive decay or thrcugh the fallecut from a
nuclear explosive weepon. This would demand that the narrow focus of the present

treaty text must be broadened suitcbly as mentioned abeove,
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(4. Venkateswaran, India)

The draft treaty texi, in article VII, hac referred to thec obligations assumed
by any State under any specific treaties, ncluding the Treatj on the.
an-Pfoliferation of Nuclear Veapons. liy couniry is not a porty to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of lluclear Veapons. If a smecific reference is made to
commitments under any other treaiy it mey be necessery to state that nothing in the
present treaty shell be interpreted zos creating obligations for States vhich they
have declined %ec assume under any cther existing treaty.

In the course of discussions on the verification provisions in the proposed
treaty, some delegations have referred to the possibility of extending TALA-type
safeguards to all radioactive vastes in the States vhich are parties to a future
convention. Such 2 recommendation appears to us as an attempt to introduce the
.concept of full-scope safeguards, in a modified form, on nuclear facilities of
States which have refused to accept similar safeguarés, because of their
discriminatq;y and unegual nature, under the Hon-Proliferation Treaty. Iy delegation
reserves its nosition on this point, and would like to have more complete and precise
details of vhat is entailed in the extension of IATA-typs safeguards to radioactive
wastes. T

The co-sponsors have informed the Committee that the pronosed convention
contains no provision for exemptions for defensive purposes. However, certain
delegations have referred to the exemption of certain equipment and activities of
protection against radiation. - liy delegation would like tc have a very precise idea
of the distinction between defensive and protective equipment and activities, and
vhat exactly would fall under these categories. .

The discussions we have had so far on the subject of radiological weapons reveal
that the co-sponsors of the drafi treaty have in mind an exiremely narrov focus for
its application. The delegation of Sweden raised the very pertinent point as to
vhether we could not have a specific article in the treaty which wculd ‘prohibit
attacks on civilian nuclear facilities vhich could lead to widespread radioactive
contamination in populated areas. In wariinme this would be a very real possibility.
Similarly, several delegations have referred to the future possibilities of developing
particle-beam veapons which would alsc usc radiation for destructive effeccts. It is
quite cleér, again, from our discussions so far that these, tco, will not be covered

by the treaty. There has already been consicerable debate on vhether the neutron
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bomb, which kills mainly through lethal radiziion, should elso be logically covered
by this treé.ty.’ " Here, too, it is guite clear that several delegationgs are not
willing to accept such enhanced radiation weapons under -the cetegory of radiological
weapons. VWhen all such practical nosgibilities vhich come to mind have been
excluded from the purviev of the proncsed ireaty, we feel entitled to ask what really
is its purpose and intention. .

liy delegation hopes that we would gei satisfaciory ansuers to some of the
questions we have raised and in the light of further discussion we hope io revers
{0 this subject later on during our current session.

At the plenary meeting held on Thursday, 3 July, the distinguished Ambassador
of Canada put forvard the view thé.‘u initiatives which had been proposed for nuclear
disarmament in the Commitiee seemed tc @go beyond the rcle assigned te this Committee,
which should initiate specific agreements of a multilateral character. He added that
it would not be useful to redraft the Final Document of the special séssion on-
disarmament uith respect to the question of nuclear diszrmament. Iie alsc stressed
that there were only a very limited number of measures in the field of nuclear
disarmament which were ripe for negotiations. This Commities has on its agenda an’
item entiiled "Cescsation of the muclear arms race ané nuclear disarmament". As
the Committee is recognized by all as the negotiating body on disarmament matters, we
presume that having this item on the zgendn clearly impiies that we are zuthorized to
conduct negotiations on this item. lovhere in the Tinal Document is ii stated that
nuclear disarmament is a fi2ld yhers multilaterzl negotiotions are inappropriaie.

In fact, with respect to all disarmement measures, the Final Document has ciee.rly
stated a preference for miliiizteral negotiations. fhwclear disermament is not a
subject that concerns merely a handful of nuclear-weapon States. Az has been
recognized in the Final Document, the ver; existience of nuclear wveanons dnd' the
continuing arms race pose a serious threat to the vesry survival of menltind.
‘Paragranh 14 of the Final Document clearly states:

"Since the process of disarmament affectc the vital security interests of

Stafes, they must all be actively concerned with and contrivute to the measures

of. disarmament and arms limitations, vhich have an ossential part to play in

meintaining and. strengthening international security".
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No one can deny that nuclear disarmement ic of urgent ani vital concern to all
countries of the world. If this is so, then we cannot understand vhy a multilateral
negotiating body such ac the Commitice on Disarmament should refrain from addressing
itself to the question. .

Initiatives talken in this Commitiee at least to commence the process of
negotiations on nuclear disarmement cannot be described as an attemnt to redraft
the Final Documeni of the cnecial sescion. These initiatives are basac cn
well-recognized principles embodi2d in the Finzl Documsni and contain some of the
most important elemenis that have been put forward as specific measures in the
process of nuclear disarmament.

The other point that I wish to draw attention to is regarding the ripeness or
otherwise of a subject for negotiations in the Comnitice. I must confess that we
were disappointed to hear that there vere very linited numbers of measures vhich
could be cogsidered in the Committee on Disarmeament with respect to nuclear
disarmament. 1}y delegation does not accept such an approach. In our view it is
not the ease with which an agreemenv can be arrived at thch should determine the
ripeness of the subject for negotiation, but, much more importantly, it is the
relevance and urgency of the suovject fo our security ané sarvival. Paragraph 20
of the Final Document clearly states: ...

"ees effective measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear

war have the highest priority. To this end, it is imperative to remove the

threat of nuclear wezpons, to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race until the
total elimination of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems has been
achieved, and to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons."
It seems, therefore, - somevhat confradictory to us that nuclear disarmement should be
considered as not being ripe for negotiations. Ve do not minimize the complexities
involved in dealing with this subject, but neither do we exwect that such complexities
should be 2llowed to deter us from focussing atiention on this vital issue.

lly delegation would therefore urge that member delegations in this Committee
should recognize the great urgency of achieving tangible progress in the field of
nuclear disarmement, and thus live up tc the mandate-given to this Commiitee by <he
international community. The totzl elimination of nuclear weapons is the lkey element
in any process of disarmament. Failure to recognize this would malie this body

irrelevant to the concerns and aspiratiéns of the peoples of this world.
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MR. SOIA VIIA (Cuba)

Lllow nme nocw to express my views on the iterm on this week's work programne,
"Mew types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons;

" radiological weapons”

My delegation welcomes the t that a working group has baen set up on
radiclogical weapons, and cons;ders that, although such weapons do not yet exist, it
is a measure of conircl, and that the Ccmmittee's werk could appropriately be based
on this type of negotiation in future, i.e. drafting preventive neasures so far as
concerns the cessation of the arms race, instead of waoiting until incgeasingl# '
sophisticated and refined weanons arce produced before banning then. ‘

t would be z step in the right directicn if the Cormittee on Disarmament could

submit a draft trerty on such weapons; un oubtedly it weuld Se well viewed by the

Pl

internaticonal community, particularly sirce we oxe on the point of beginning the

preparaicry work for the sescond spacial session on disarmanent.

We share the view of nany delegaticns that there azxe other itens of greaver

urgency and priority on our agenda, suchk as the-one fo which I have just referred:
nuclear Adisarmaznent. This dces not datract, howsver, fronm the value we have attached
to the question of radinlogical weapcns within the context of new types of weapons of

nags degtruction.

e must not forget that expenditurc on the arms race 1s increasing daily, and
that peace-loving peoples and countries, end particularly the devoleoping ccuntries,

are strugsgling doggedly to reverse the arms racc, to secure the use of those rescurces

QO

for imprcved ecomonic and sccizl duvelopment nnd a bettor standard of living, and

fer naz kln” UOaSlUIP the astadlisktnent of o Mew International Econeriic Order.
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That is why we suppcrt the proposal for the establishment of a working group,
a contact group or scme cther appropriate Iorum in which quzlilied governnental
experts can participate in the preparation of a drafi comprehensive cgrecnent on the

~

prohibition of the developmont and nenufacturs of new types of weapons of ness

[
o

degtruction and now syetons of such weapons, and, vhere necessary, specific
agreenents on perticular {types ¢f such vwcapons, as the Committee on Dizermanent was
reguested to Jo in resclution A/34/79 alopted at the last session of the

United Nations General Asseoritli . .

The current 1980 session of the Committee on Disarnament is nct very long, and
we already have a fwll woerk prograrme; bhut ve muet take this aspect intc account
for ncxt year. ..

Hoy I end oy statenent by saying once more that we believe that the best
franeuwork for deaiing with the items now on the agenia, and these we mey have tc
deal with in the future, is provided by working groups, as is shown by the work done
in such groups.™ They enable us to concentrate on disarmznent ncgotistions; they

allow a constructive atmosphere to nrevail in the Committee on Disarmament; they

& ]

alze for progress in the long and complex process of disermancent; they pernit us

o discharge our duties end responsibilities as ucobers of this unique multilateral

negotiating body on disarmanment. We must bear in mind tho fact that Lasically,
Tt t the Committes

zn Disarnanent; we are tho zpokesmen and interpreters »f 211 the feelings of ihe

international community, which Cesires a peaceful world, without arus or wars; and

4.

our rzpirts to the Gencrzl Assembly must increasingly show thet our effarts are

Hr, . YTRGD.T (Vencmuele) (fronsiated fron Spanisk): 1o, Chzirman, vefore
b

buginning my etatement I would lilke to express the satisfaction of oy delzgetion at
scciftg you in the Choir of the Committee on Dissrmament for the nonth of July. We
would also, through you, Sir, like to salute tho dclegoiion 58 Egypt, which has a

long irternational career of efforts touvards peace and disarnonent; an? in you, Sir,

_scc a distinguished colleague who has many hunan and diplonatic skills and
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wurl during your tine of cccu

1y “Zelegation would like on this occasisn to express some rencral ideas on the

s

(B

n acccriante with our progsranne of werk, is before
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The crux of the iten concerning nevw tyves of weapcns of nass destructicn nay be
summarized as follows: scientific research for nilitary purposes has reached such a
level of developnent that new devices ney come into being with destructive effects
comparabtle to those of muclear weapons. The developnent and nanufacture of such
weapons has grave conseguences for the peace and security of nations. Consequently,
it is necessary to nmake every effort to prevent scientific and technological progress
being used for tho creation of new types of weapons cf nass destruction and nev
systens of such weapons. '

The first definition of what is tc be understood vy weapéhs of nmass destruction
was given in 1948 by the Connission for Conventional Zrmenents established oy the
Security Council; with the object of deliniting the spherc of its own competence,
that Commission decided that in its opinion, its juriscéiction cmbraced =211
ernanents and armad forces except atomic weapons and weapons of nass destruction.
The Commission for Conventional frmaments added that: 'weapons of nass destructibn
should be defined to include atormic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons,
lethal themical and biological weapens and any weapons developed in the future vhich
have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the atemic bomb,oi
other weapons mentioned sbove."

The question of weapons of nass destructicn has been before the United Hations
since 1975, as a result of e Soviet initiative. The nmain questicns discussed have

been the following:
(2) The rature of the prokhibition: sone countries naintain that it is essential

to apply a comprehensive prohibition, and that it will zlways bte easier to prohibit
the creation and nanufacture of such weapons when: they are still in the stage of
research or experiment. '

Other countries favour a "case by case" approach. They naintain that new
scientific advances should be tackled as they arise, and that every type of.weapon
should be the subject of specific consideration.

(b) The type of neasure to be alopted, or the scone of the orohibition: the

advocates of a conmprchensive prohibition maintain that there is a need for en
agrecnent of a goneral nature, that is to say, a prehibitior sufficiently wide o
enbrace all kinds of weapons of mass destruction incorporating qualifatively nev
principles as well as types of weapons incorporating scientific principles already
in application but whose lethal nature might be enhanced by the introcuction of new

technical features.




(}ir. Tavihercat, Venczuels)

Those who sunport the second approach, while recognizing the necd for efforis
to prohibit specific weepsns of mass destructicn, reject the idea of 2 broadly based
conventisn which would prohibit without furiher specificaticn any weapons cf that
type which uight eppear in the future. They teke the view that a single treaty on
the matior would te too generalized and would be so varue as toc be ineffective,

In our opinicn, the twe additional positicns on this matter 6o notv seen
irrecsneilable.

That is borne out Ly the fact that with the passage of time the two theories,
which started off by admitting of no conproiise, have been progressively converging.

The 1977 decision of the Unitel States ané the Soviet Union, in the context of
the SLLT II negotiations, to establish a bilateral working group charged with
producing an agreement on the prohibition of radiclogical weapons nay be resarded
as a consequence of the greater flexibility of "attitudes referred to above.

4 still further degree of reconciliation of the tuo vositicns is reflected in
peragraph {7 of the Final Document of the tenth specizl session of the Geoneral Assembly,
devoted to disarmanent, which refers to the need te take effective ncasures to avoid the
danger of new types of weapons of nass dasstruction I ‘fior%s 2ining at the
prohibition of such new types anl the conclusicn of specific agreements on particular
types of new weapons of mass destruction which night be ideniifiei. In tke preceding

paragraph, tne Firal Document szys that a convention shzuld be concluded prokibiting

0
Q
o]
13
)
o}
r
d-
[y
)
i
e

Thesc twe paragraphs reprssent a positive effoxrt of a
recenciliation of previsusly orposing positions, ang may be said to open the way to
Joint effcris Lasel on olements which have been gencrally accepied.

N

Tae joint proposal of the United States and the Saviet Unien regerding the
a treaty for the prohibition of thw developuen
t

stoclpiling and use ¢f radiologiczl weapcns is alse a part of

of reconciliation of the twe traditional viewpsints.

The special session of the GengraliAssggb%g, in paragraph 77 of the Final

Document, recomnends that the question of new typcs and svstens of ﬁca ons of pass

destruction should be kept under continuing review in crder to prevent sci

techmnlogica chleveacnte in the nilitery field Loing used for non-peaceful purposes.
For its part, the Generzl Lssently, ot its thiriy-isurth scssion, acnpted by

117 vetes in faveur, nene against and 24 abstenticns resslution 34,79, which,

inter glia requested the Committece on Disarastient, in thw light of its existing
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priorities, actively to continue nepctiations, with the assistance of quelified
governnental experts, with a view to preparing a draft courrehensive agreenent cn the
prchibition of the devcloeprient ghE'manufacture of new types of weoopons of nass
destruction and new systems of such weapons, anl, vherc necessary, specific
agrecnents on particular types cf suci: weapons. The Committee should give particuler
atiention to this question within its existing priorities, at next year's scssion. '

Perheps in 1981 a wurklnc group could be established to make a more concrete
study of the argunents in fayour of the cenzlusion of a generzl and cooprehensive
agreenent, and the reasons advanced in favour of special ané -specific afreements.

Such a working group would endeavour to devise a -eonmon approach comblnlng the twn
ternatives. )

Ls I said before, in my delegetion's opinien the two approaches are quite
récohcilable, an'1 we thnink that the zdopticn of 2o ccanrehcn sive agreenent does not
exclude the pos Slb;llty of makl 5 specific agreements relsting to particular
categories or types of weapcns., .

vIﬁwould\how like to make sone observations regarding the sccond part cof the itenm
before us, which relates specifically tc radiclogical weapons.

My delegation has followed with great inferest the {iscussions in the Ad Hoe
Wbrking_croup dealing specifically with suc h vicapons. The deteiled study of this
question which we have been rnaking has given rise tc some deunts and anxiefies which
lead us to conclude that it nmay Le necessary to nmodify our approach.

The discussicns in guestion have shain that basically w arc not concerned with
cne specific type of weapon. In the first place, such weapons do not ex 1st as far
as we have been a2ble to ascertain, and it dces nct seenm likely that they can exist as
a spéciﬁic type of weapon. The basic issuc is the need o avcid ithe possibility of
radioactive materials which dc exist, such as the waste fron nuclear plants, whether
civil or military, being used in future for hostils purposcs, or as a neans of causing
casualties in presumed enery terrain by rodicactive enissions produced by the decay
of such naterials. (is the Soviet-United States proposal peints cut, this cen be done
by the disseminaticn of radioactive substances). lriong pessible applicatisns for
military purposes of radioactive waste, refercnce has been made, for oxample, to the
vlacing cf materials cbizined from spent muclear-fuel rods fron a nuclear reactor in a
particular ares to interdict passage, or in =z populeted area to kill hunan beings,
cause canage to the population or oblige it to evacuatce the zrea. The question is
therefore ene of the use for militery purposes of radicactive naterial or any other
source of radiation. As I have said, it is not a question of 2 type of weapen which

can be specifically defined as such.,
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In our view, this-finGing should induce us to nsdify our spproach to the matfer.
The convention vhich emerses from the usrk of the i3 Hee Group should not refer to
radiological weapcns, but should eoncentrcie on the prohibition of the use of
raiisactive materials for militory purpeses, the prohibition of radiclogical methods
of warfare or of ucthols of radiclsogical war.
.Fhis chenge of spproach would have the alvantags of recognizing the concern
€

whiclh several delagaticns have already expressed, and which is

5B

delegation, tgn when we spoak of radiclogical weazpons, an interpretation

o~ .

contrario sensu of %he definiticn prop~sed in tho Saviet-Unito” States éraft could be

-~

een to inply that we are legitinizing, endorsing or giving legelity to the use of

nuclear weapnns. Such 2o change of approach weulda alsce take account of another
czncern ~f iy delzgetion, nancly, that in making an cement cn radislogical weapons
we nay leave cutside the international regulation nme ch,nlaﬁ certain weapons which
also use radiocactivity 1o cause injury cor harn, such as bundles of charged or neutral
particles ané the so-czlled intensified rafiation bomb or neuiron baomb.

inother concern vhich preoccupies oy Zdelegation *n comnexion with the discussicns
in the Working Group is whether what has been represynged to us as a radiological
weapon, aor the disscaination of redioactive naterials or suwstences fer nilitary
purposes, can reclly be considered o wespon of mass destruction. We have seen that
anic of the membcr Stotes of the Committez on Disarmoment has propssed the deleticn of
the wors "destruction" in the dofinitisn contained in the Soviet-United States
propasel, saying that in fact it is not possible fo speck of destruction properly
s» called as the result =f contamination arising frem the decay of radioaciive

riotericls. thhouch I an not an expert in the field, I agrec that it seems unlikely

rl'

that the dissenination of radicactive substances can cause destruction in the strict
sense of the wird. - It nay be a2 truism, but I venturs itc say that o weszpon which is
not a weapen and vhich does not czuse destruction can scarcely bs regarded as 2
weapon of nass destruction. ’

I do not mean by this thet the negstiations whiich the Working Group is pursuing
have no purpcose. On the contrary, we think they are very useful and that they

shoul? he continued, hecause their objsct

tz prevent the use frr nilitary purposes

[

ol highly dansercus substances or ontorials which cen cause indiscrininate large-~

houaver, in these ncgotiations we should bear in mind

1. That we are not spoezking of woanons as such, ovud of the usce of
2 £ 87 3

radisactive mateoriels £or hostilce pux
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2. Thrt we ar. nod dealins with e veapen £ nags Jestruction.
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. LUKES (Czechoslovakiz): I would like to devoie my today's

intervention to the item listed in our programme of work as "Hew types of
wezpons. of mess destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiclogical weazpons'.

As I am talzing the floor for ‘the firsi time in this menth, ‘mey I be parmitied
to extend ny .congratulations to you, Hr. Chairman, on your assumption of the, -
chairmanship of the €D for the month of July. Hy delegation is very well
acquainted from its own experience with the responsibility of your task. e
appreciate very much the vay you guided the Committec's activities. I would like
to assure you of the readiness of my delegation fully ic contiribute to your

demanding missior in fulfilling the work >f the July preogrzme. I am persuaded

2

that you will receive in this field the full help anéd co-operation of . the

CD secretariat, represented by Ambassador Jaipzal, iir. Berasategui and others in
such a satisfactory wvay as we have got during the June chairmenship of-
Czechoslovakia.

-It was also due to their nerii, among other things, that our term in
chairing the CD went so smoothly, and, as was generally recognized, in a
business-like manner.

Iy Gevernmenti atiaches great importance to the prevention of the nisuse of
new scientific and itechnological achievements for militery purposes in general,
and especizlly for the development and nroduction of £1ill more effective and

sophisticated types of weapons of mass decsiruction.-
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The endeavours of our Commitiee to find a cpeedy and real means for the
termination of this senscless, harmful and extremely dangerous waste of human
and material resources are in thic connerion mere and more expected by the world
commumnity. As a first concrete step, we consider the ectablishment of the
4d Hoc Worlting Group on Roadiological Veaponc.

e beliave that, under the skilled chairmenship of Bungarian Ambassador Komives,
this group would chotr its readiness to elaborats the draft of the treaty
prohibiting the develonment, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons on the Lasic of the jdint Soviet Union and United States initiative.
ly dele~ation is convinced that this problem is ripe to be sclved. For this
reason we have invited to the Committees our expert, Dr. Frangk,'who takes an
zctive part in its Working Group.

Nevertheless, the discussions in the iorking Group have zlready shown the
existence of some facts which make more difficult such speedy and effective
proceeding as would he desirable for all of us. I have especially in mind certain
still vnexplained technical cuestions connected with the entire problem of the
development of new weapons of mass destruction agd bf their prechidition.

That is why the Czechosloval: delegaticn considers it most important at this
moment to agree on a clear and mutually acccptable definition of radiological
weapons and or. the scope of the prohibition. i thirnl: that the Ad Hoc iorking
Group should nct lose time and energy in deliverating cuestionc whiich are no
doubt important but go beyond the framewerk of the radiological weaponz convention.

iz strongly ieel that deliberations about this convention undcubtedly_show
that the development of new weapons of mass destruction is 2 factor which is
postponing the reaching of our common aim, vhich is General and Complete
Disarmament, and complicaiing disarmement negotiations even mora. That is the
reason why we think thot the Committee on Disamcment should devote the necessary
attention even to those cuestions of a preventive characier which are closely
linked with highly actuel aims of national security cs well as with the
efféctiveness of future disarmenent negotiations. A

. I would lilte to remind the Committec that the delegaticn of the Czechoslovak
$o2inlist Tepublic has hiszhir cppreciated and fully cupporied the initiative of
the USSR made on 1 April of this year, nroposing te vzt up a special group of
expcrts vhich would maot weriodically and could concern itself with the
nrupration of o dre”t comprehencsive agreemsnt and with the considiration of the
question of concluding special egreements on individuzl types of weapons of mass
destruction. We have already declared our readiness to participate in such a

group as coon as it ic establiched.



CT/EV.OR

)
5.

Mr. ISSRAELYAL; (Union of Soviet Socialist Reoub ics) (transizted from

= 2 -3 ie —~y TV oo -' s o~ JEIPPR 4 . < . L 3 Fad ~ Fal
Ruscien): The Comwitiece on Disarmement iz continuing its cousidersticn of one of

the most important preblems connected witl. the limitation of the qualitative arms

race-—- the prcolem of the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass

destructiocn., 7

The position eof principle of the Soviet Unien and other countries of the
socialist community on this question is known %o members of the Committee. t was
stated cnce again in the Declaration of the States Partiag to ths Wérsaw_?;éaty oi
15 ¥zy 1980, vwhere, inter alisz, it is proposed tc initiate tusiness~like negotiztions

on a number of urgently needsd mezsures to stop the armec race which are also favoured

by the United Faticns, but on which negotiztions have not yet been held., In the
above-menticned Declaration, the prehibition of the development of new types and

systexms of weazpcns of mass destruction is includad among the problems on which no
State or Government hzs or can have any convincing reasons lor evading negotiations.

"The conscience of manliind," the Declaraetion states, "cannot be reconcile@iﬁo the

loss of any oppertunity for their sclution in the interests of all peoples.”

The problem cf the prehibition of new types znd systems of weapons of mass
destruction hzs appearsd on the agendz of varicus international forums since 1975.

The perlol vhich has c¢lapsed since

d'

hat date confirms that there is every justification

for raising the protlem. Its consideration in the Generzl hAssembly and in the

Committee on Disar.izzent, where qualified Jovernment experts from 2 nuamber of countries

B

spoke at unofficial meetings in 1¢76-1379, has revealsd the real dengers cof a course

a—Ta s 5

of events in which the latest scientific achievemenits could, unless this was
prevented in ftime, be utilized for the develeprmeni of new tyves of weznons of mess
destruction. Despite the widely held view concerning the inedmissibility cf using
scientific and technological progress for purvoses of developing new typss of
weapons of mass destruction, there is still no agreement as te how to prevent this
in practice.

It is our profound conviction thet the cuestion of a comprehensive prohibvition
of the development of naw tyres and systeme of wezpons of mass desiruction could
already be solved il the poiitical will ¢ do sc were menifested, abeove 211, by

States developed frem the military point of visu,
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However, arguaments are still occasicnzlly heard to the effect that it is
hardly worth while ccnsidering the'problem of the rrohititien of new types and
systems of wezpons of mass destruction and spending time and ensrgy on this
subject, since far more urgent prcblems cf prohibiticn of slrcady existing types
end systems of nc less dangerous weepons have not y2t been solved. it is
particularly surprising thet arguments cf such a kind should be advanced by
anyone in the Commititec on Disarmement, the only miltilateral orgen for
negotiations on disarmesment. Such a position cannct be regerded as correct.
We must all bear in mind that while the search is going on for sclutions o
problems of iimiting or prohibiting existing means of mass destruction, the
émergence of new varieties of such wezpons is nct precluded. It gres without
seying that if events were to take such a course, the problem of disarmamsnt,
a2 very thorny one in any case, would beccme stili mere complex. Shouid we
passively await such developments?

Historical experience shows that even the most highly qualified specialists

0n

world wars in the history of mankind., In fhis connexion it would not be superfluou
to recall that Rutherford, the founder of expcrimental nuslear pliysics, asserted

in 1933 that anycne who expectad to é&oduce energy frem the transfcrmation of atoms
was talking nonsense. Not much more than 10 yezrs passcd before the atom bomb had
not only been dsvelcped tut had alsc been dropped, To understznd the urgency of
the problem of prohibiting the development of new iypes and sysvems of weapons of
mass destructicn, it is sufficient to ask ourselves how menkind might have developad
had it been possible to prevent the use of atemic energy for military purposes.

The Soviet Union consistently advocetes a comprehensive zgreement which will
erect a relizble barrier ageinsi the emergence ol new types of weapons cf mzss
destruction., A% the same time, the expanded dr.it agrecment on fhis-question
subzitted to ths Committee in 1977 aiso provides for the possibility of cencluding
special agreements on the prohitition of individuel new types of suclh weapons.

Taking into account the Western countries' approuch to solving the protlen

of the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, the

Soviet délegation on 1 April 1930 came forvard with a provesal for the establishment,



under thc auspices of the Committee on Disarmement, of a group of experts

which woulé be convenad from time o time end which wiculd concern itscif both
with vreparing a draft comprehensive agreement and with considering the question
of thz conclusion of special agreements on individusl types of weapens of mass
destruction.

A considerable number of unofficial meetings on the cquestion of the prohibition
of nev types of weapcns of mass destruction have alrezdy bzen held, with the
participation of experts, in the Committee on Disarmemént. The establishment of
an od hoc group of experts on this guestion would rrovide an additicnal important

-

practical means of encuring continucus observation of developments in the field
of potentially dengerous trends in the development of new types of weapons of
mzss daestruction, .

We note with satisfactiorn that a number of delegetions are shewing interest
in the establishment of such an ad hoc group of experts. I should like to hope
that at the present session the reﬁaining delegations will also determine their
position on this proposal and will take part in drafiing the terms of refere@ce of
such a group so thet it may embark on its work under the auspices of the
Committee on Disarmament in the vexry near future, The Soviet delegation is
subnmitting a draft decisicn on the establishment of an cppropriate group of experts
for the considerztion of members of the Commitice.

£1low me now 1o dwell on the guesticr of the preparsticu of a treaty
prohibiting radioicgizal weapsns. As is knowvn, the troblem of the prohibifion
of radiolegical weapons, vhich the Soviet Unlon views in the context of the
problen of a comprehensive prohibiticn.of new types of weapens cf mass destruction,
has alrezdy been on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmoment continucusly for
more then three yezrs, As we 21l know very well, raiiological weapone operat{ng
with the help of ra@iocactive matericl were mentioned as beleonging to the category
of weapons of mass destruction already in the well-known United Nations formula -
of 1948.. In the course of tie discussions on the preparztion of a specific
‘ internationzl zgreement on this problem cconducted within the Commitiee over

the past years, additional expert evaluations and arguments have heen submitted
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tc members cf the Committee which have convincingly demonstrated that the
preconditions for the possible cmergence cf such weapeons in the future are
continuously expanding.

This is due, abeve 211, o the bread devclopmeni and dissemination throughout
the world of radioactive material of varicus kinds, vhich may cbjectively be
regarded as providing a supply base for radiological weapons.

The international community's realizztion c¢f this danger is reflected in
General Assembly resolutions known to us 2ll, and it is this realization which
acted as the starting impulse for consideraticn by the Ceommittee on Disarmzment,
cver a space of three years, of matters ccnnectsd with the prohibition of
radiological weapons and for the preparztion by the delegations of the USSR and
the United States of America in 1979 of the joint preposals on 2 draft internztional
treaty prohibiting radiological weapons.

An ad hoc working group is at present working on the preparztion of a draft
treaty baééd on those proposals. In the courss of this werk, delegations zre
introducing and discussing various suggestions introducing ideas as well as actual
formulations on various aspects of the'pfoblem. The sctive approach adopted by the
mejority of delegations in this connexion indicates that the problem of prohititing
radiological weapons is, in one way or another, of concern to all. At the same
time, according to our preliminary appraisal, certain difficulties have arisen in
the course of the .lready completed stage of work on the tre.3y on radiological
weapons. ) '

An examinaticn of the proposzls submitied by delegotions shows that their
orientation is by no means uniforr.

Cne group of vroposals does not divergs from that intsrpretation of the
pufposés and objectives of the future treaty by which the majority cf States members
of the Committce are guided and which guided the sponsors of the joint initiative
in drafting the relevent articles of the treaty. This group of rroposals provides
for the preparztion of an international treaty which would rreventively prohibit
cne of the possible new tyﬁés of sezapons of mass destruction — radiological
veapons -- as well as the conduct of radiolegical worfarc, i.e. of warfare involving

the employment of such weapons cr of any radiozctive material that might be 2t the
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disposal of Stztes. The further harmenication of this group of proposals sheuld
not — =zt least in the Sovict delegamticn's view —— give rise to partisulsz
difficulties in thc finsl drafiing of the texi of the trezty.

But there arc also some individual prcpwsals WniCh, in sukstance, clier the
basic idea and contenti of %his decument. I hzve in mind, above all, the propesals
which relete to extending the scope of the fraszty to include ferms cof activity
unreleted to the question of the prohititicn of radiological weapens. The rroposals
simed ot artificislly linking together the treaty on Iz lOl“glel wecapons with
certain internctional agreements having ncthing o de with the problem under
consideration should be related tc this same group of questions.

4Ls to this category of prepesals, we should like to szy the following. The
Soviet delegetion is alweys prepared fo treat with understanding any idce in the
sphere of disarmement if it provides for a realistic and ccnstructlve sc1ut1ﬂn
of the question, However, we could not include the idscs to which I am referring
in the category cf realistic and constructive ones, altheugh they may seen to be
dictated by the best intentions. They axe unrealistic for the simple reason tha*
for their application it would be necessary Tirst to prohibit wer in genersl and
only then to prohibit radiclogical vecpons.

The Soviet Unicn — and this is well knowm — has zlweys been in favour of

ty

excluding wer from the life cf human society and has zlweys actively fought towards

this end. In futire, too, we shzll sontinue to dc everything possible in This
direction. However, we clearly realize thet it would he o grest mistake to be

~==rner divorced from the realities

o

so guided by this noble aspiration as to act in

of the worid in which we live, Dxpecrience suggesté that suczcess aleng the pafh

of arms limitation =nd disarmament can be e achicveéd only by successive stecp-by-ster
ezsurses in the dirccticn of that goal. )

Lastly, we cammot feil tc note & number of stotements and acticns by individual
delzgotions which are not only urirez.listic but, to put it miidly, are generally
dictated by considerations thaet crz far fron Business—likc. At vorious unofficial
meetings, and sometimes also &t meetings of the workiing group, vieus ars propagated
to the effect that the adoption of the cbove-mentioned document would asmount to

zccepting sonc kind of "dictate of the super Povers', thet delay in the preperation
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of a trecty prohibiting radiological weapons would represent a "lever for exerting
pressure on the super Powers", and that until other, more urgent, disermezment
questions are settled the conclusicn of a tresty prohibiting radiolcgical weapons
must not be permitted, etc. . i

How are we to describe such a positicn? To call it emotional would not be
enough; it is, in essence, dangerous., Tc block the adoption of a positive decisicn
on the proposal which has been submnitted concerning the prchibition of radiological
weapons is not difficult. £ny negotiaticn in the Disarmament Cemnitiee could be
tlocked for many decades by artificielly linking one aquestion with another. But
the question is: in whese interests would this be? In vhese interests is it to
defer the prohibition of a new tyme of wezpon of mass destruction the possibility
of whose emergence is confirmed by many authoritative specialisis? Do the champions
of the point of view I have described understend how grea®, how heavy, is the
responsibility they are assuming in preventing, for all practical purposes, the
prohibition of radiologiczl weapons at the present time? Who cen guarantee that
in a year or two, radiological wezpont will not.zppear in the arsenzls of certain
States and that then the prohibiticn of these weapons will be a far more difficult
rmatter?

Lastly, we cannot fail to notice that in their other stotements the seme
delegations which are objectively ObS»IU”ulnb the successful cenclusion of
negotiations on radiological weapens in the Commitice on the basis of the
JDSRPUnltea States draft speak in favour of the creation of cenditions to facilitate
constructive co—onergtlon between the USSR una the United States in meatters of
limitation of the arms race. In rehlltj, houever, they are working in the opposite
direction,

Let us make no bones about it: this is more than o restricted issua. The line
telten by certain delegetions in linking fogether different disarmement prcblems
and artificially crecting obstacles to the progress of negotiaticns is harming the
authority of the Commititsze on Disarmement and 1rue fering with the performance of
its functions,

The Soviet delegation would like to hope thet represzntatives of the other
countries umembers of the Committec will adept an understanding znd responsible

attitude towards the considerations set forth sbove.
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At recent meatings of the Committee on Disarmement o number of delegations —
some to a greazter, others.to & lesser extant — have touched upcn matters connected
with the situation in Europe. Although thesc questicns, as we know, are nct on
the Committec's agends, the Soviet delegeticn would like foday to express certain
vievs on this subject.

Some remcrks by delegaticns may give rise to the impression. that the
Soviet Union and other Siztes parties to the Wersaw Treaty are doing nothing to
reduce military confrontation in Eurcpe znd to sirengthen Eurcpean security.

It is well known, however, that these States are actively propounding that
Europe — and, neturally, other regions of the globe as well — should become =
zone of durable peace, co-operation and seccurity. Suffice it in this connexion te
mention once again the Declarzticn of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty,
adopted ot 2 Eeeting of the Political Concultative Cemmittee on 15 Mey 1980, to

which we have already referred in detril, This docunent cenfains a wide~-ranging

progranme of mcasures and proposals which, to a considerable extent, relate precisely

to questions of strengthening peace in Europe. Such is the appeal to accelerate
preparations for a conference on military détente and disarmament in Burope. Such
is the proposal to agrec that, beginning cn a specific agrsed date, no State or group

orces in ths area

Hy

of States in Burcpe should increase the sirength of its armed

specified in the Firal Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe.

Suck is the desir: of the Warsaw Treaty counirics, cxpressed in the Declaration,

that the {orthcoming Madrid meeting should culminete in positive and specific results.
Spezking on 30.June 1930 at o dinner in honour of Mr. H., Schmid$, the Chonzellor

of the Federal Republic of Germany, ¥r. L.I. Brezhnev scid: "In the face of

-

e addressing to the West an

Il
o
H

continuing attempts to whip up the arms race, we
insistent appeal to stop, to lay aside various 'additional esrmament' programmes,

to rencunce the developnent of new itypes and systems of weapons, be they rockets,
neutron weapons, chemical weapons or any other.".

We are therefore surprised when, vwithout taking the verious initiatives of

the socialist countries into account, various recomnendations end prescriptions are
advonced here, in the Committee on Disarmzsmcnt, as to where the process of military
détzntc on the Buropean continent should start and how specific issues should be

solved,.
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We mst find answers to this and other guestions 2s to who is responsible
for the present grave situation facing menkind and what we should do to remedy
matters., It is bad enough that in a nuclear exchange the combatants are likely
to perish instantly, but for the rest of us who are not so lucky and will face
the inevitable prospect of dying slowly through the.effects of radiation, the
prospects are even worse, Why should the rest of us perish in this manner?

We are entitled to an answer from those who have nuclear weapons end whe threaten
to use then freely "to protect" their so-called sequrity. If I nmay point out

2 further glaring anomaly, it is that the stockpiles of nuclear weapons which.
already exist are well above any theoretical threshold that anyone may need to
assure mitual deterrence and perhaps even global armihilztion.

The 2bove question too is relevant in the context of the proposed treaty
seeking to prohibit radiological weapcns. I had explained in ny statement on
10 July why oy delegation objects to the exciusiuon from the scope of the treaty
of radiation from nuclear explosive devices. The wider danger of slow death
from radiation for the majority of mankind would be from radioactive fall-out
caused by a nuclear war, and not by selective use of so-called radiclogical
weapons as presently defined in the proposed treaty. We wish to underline this
important aspect in our apprcach to the draft treaty.

In saying this we are not ipso facto opposing a convention to ban radiological
weapons, which has been called for by the special session in pafagraph T€ of its

Final Document. It should easily be possible for the co-sponsors of the draft
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treaty for moral and legal grounds, explained by varicus delegations in this
Conmittee, to delete from the text the reference to exclusion of nuclear
explosive devices in the definition of radiclogical weazpcns. Thereafter, it is
up to their conscience to express whatever rescrvations they may care 1o express.
We see no reason why the rest of us should subscribe to the doctrines of the
co;sponéors of the draft concerning the use of nuclear weapons.

We indeed appreciate that the co-sponsors of the treaty on radiélogical
weapons have spent a great decl of tinms in presenting us with a draft so that
it could benefit from the negatiafing process in a multilatersl context in the
Conmittee on Disormonent. The discussion on the treaty beth in the Conmittes as
well as in the Working Group has thrown up several fundecmentel differences of
viewpoint. If we express an approach divergent to that of the cb-sponsors, this
should not be'regarded as evidence of any ulterior motives or as an attempt to
hold up the process of negotiations. These differences of -apprcach reflect the
very different principles on which many delegations, including nine, approach
the question.  If the co-sponsors find it impossible ic accept any changes in
the draft treaty, except for a few editorial ones, then it is always open to then
to sign the treaty in its present fora themselves, just =s they have signed the
SALT agreenments earlier., The practical effect of this agreement to eschew
radiological weapons would be just the same., Our time in the negotiating forurm
could then be spent more fruitfully in decling with cther urpent questions of
nuclear disarmacent, ' )

We feel that in the above circumstances it may be best if the entire mztter
ccncerning the ban on radiological weapons, together with all the comnents and
anlendrients proposed by various dslegations, is submitted to the General Assenbly
for its consideration. My delegation believes that serious thought sheuld now
be given as a matter of urgent priority to nuclear weapons and the nuclear arms

race which pose the most serious threazt to our future and our survival.
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in the interest of early progress in the negctiations on a prohibitioh of the
development and manufacture of new types and systems of weapons of mass déstruction,
ve sre-also explicitly supporting the proposal recently presented by the USSR on
setting up a group of experts within the framework of the Commi%tee on Disarmznent.
This group should embzrk both upon the preparation of a draft comprehensive sgreement
and on the consideration of the quésiion of ccneluding special agreements on
individaal types of weapons of masc destruction. At the same time, such = group of
experts could monitor the situatiog as régards the development of néw fypes of weapons
of mass destruction and submit recommendations for their prohibition. ‘.

In our opinion, the Committee on Disarmament should a2s soon as pbssible take a
decision on implementing the initiative of ‘the Scviet Union. e préposc that the
Chairmen of the Committee should tzlze appropriate steps in order to regch'a deciéion
on this question already during this month. . )

In the course of negotiztions within the Ad hoc VWorking Group on Radiological
Yeapons, the socialist countries have given enough pfoof of their readiness to
conclude individual agreements on the prohibition of specific neu types of weapons of
‘mess destruction. They have entered intc negotiations with the pﬁrpose of rezching
as soon as possible an asgreement on a draft convention prohibiting the development,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons, and of reporting to the
thirty-fifth session of the United Notions General Lssembly on the results achieved
in this respect. - Thus, they are acting in accordance with United Nations '
Genéral Lissembly resolutien 34/37 L reguesting the Committee on Disarmament "o
proceed as soon as pocsible to achieve agreement, through negotiation,‘on the text
of such a convention and to report to tha General Assembly on the results achieved
for consideration by the Assembly a2t its thirty-fifth se2ssion".

My delegation vicus the early elaboration of a draft convention prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapens as one of the
most urgent tasks of this Cormittee. We believe that the political importance of such
a prohibition could hardly be overcstimated at the present stage. Saying this, we
have the following in mind:

- Firstly, the Cormittez for the second time in history has the opportunity to
prohibit once and forever a specific type of wzapon of mass destruction. This weuld
be the first preventive prohivition of a weapon of mass destrucfion. All member
States of the Cormittee should be avare of the éxtraordinary responsibility they are

bearing in this recpect.
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Sécondly, the conclusion of a convention at present would have positive impzcts
on the international climate wﬁich has Leen aggravated. Iu could contribute to
improving the politiéél atmosphere, vhich is badly needed, for further effective sieps
on the road towards the cessation of the arms race and to disarmament. 3

We hold the view that extremely favourable prerequisites are existing in this
" Committee for an early claboration of a draft convention. The "Agreed Joint
Uhited'Stafes-USSR proposal on ﬁajor elements of a treaty prohibiting the development,
‘production, stockpiiing‘énd use of radiological weapons" had been presented to the
Committee. The discussions held up to nov in the Working Group under thé tircumspect
guidance of Ambassador Kémives have, thanks to constructive proposals on the text of
the convention presented by a number of Statés, led to 2 further clarification of
opinions; and on some points the differences could be narroved. Proceeding from this
stage of negotiations, importance has now to be laid on passing on to an agreed A
formulation of the individual articles of the text. ' _

' Nevertheless, we regret very much that somé States ere trying to diminish the
importance of a draft convention on the prohibition of radiological weapohs, or to.
" linl the prohibition of these weapons with othér qﬁestions in such a way that an early
agfeement would become impossible. Ve evaluate such an approach as a destructive one, -
and ve consider it to be detrimental to the objectives of disarmament. The real
.uillingness of each State to contribute to the halting of the arms race znd to
‘disarmement is not measured only with the help of general statements. It has to be
proved by a constructive attitude towards concrete disarmament measures. Those who
really work for genuine progress in the siriving for the cessation of the amms '
race should do everything ito participate constructively in reaching an eariy

prohibition of radiological weapons.
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4 few words now zbout the results of the consideration of the question of
the prohlbltlon of radiological weapons at the current gession of the Comnlttee on
Disarmament. ‘

'The Working Group on Radiological Weapons has, in accordancé wifh the
programme that has been adopted, pract~cally wound up its activities at thls
session of the Committee. Unfortunately, the Group was not only unable to conplete
its worlt in accordance with its mendate but was practically unatle even to start
work on the implementation of the mandate, i.e. on reaching agreement directly on
the text of a draft treaty. The opinion of the Soviet delegation regarding the
" reasons which 1led to this state of affairs is well-known to the memters of the
Committee. The main reason is the existence of two fundamentally different
approaches to the scope and subject of the prohibition.

We have already touched in part on this question at one of our previous
meetings. We would like, first of 211, to express our eatisfaction at the fact

that many delegations have displayed an interest in our statenent on this question.
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Aé a result, the co-sponsors of major elements of a treaty 6n~the’ﬁfohibition cf
radiological wesz ons haQe béen able to L21d useful consultctions with a number of
delegations, in particular with those of Indis, Yugoslavia, Venezuela and others.
We would like to believe that these consultations have helped to bring positions
dloser_together. 4

The.Soviet delegation exerted the utmost- efforts in an attempt to ensure fhaf
~ the activifies.of the Working Group on Radiological Wbaponé_would be consfiﬁctive
and fruitful in the spirit of the mandate of the Group. In.our view, delegztions
represented in-the Working Group now have o sufficiently conplete idea of the °
positions taken by countries members of the Cormittee and of the argumeﬁts
underlying those positions. It would seem that delegations ﬁili need some time
to stu&y the proposals and considerations which were advanced in the course of
the work on the draft treaty. In this connexion we would like to state that we
are réady to continue consultations on this gquestion in any form and at any tipe.

We have also tcken note of the proposals which were advanced both in the
Working Group and in the neetings of the Cormittee to the effect that two States
or any other ﬁumber of States which are ready to take the Soviet—Uﬁited States
d;qft as a basis should sign it so that our time in the Committce on Disarmapent
wdﬁld_be used more fruitfully for discﬁssions of other urgent'issues. Such a
poséibility does of course exist, particularly since, judging-by the discussion
which took piace, there will be gquite.z number of such States; and we have .

* studied the above-mentioned proposal. However, we would not like o adopt this
couise because, in the last analysis, this could undermine the role of the
Cormittee on Disarmament and would create an undesirable precedent for the
claboration and conclusion of other multilateral agreements in this field.

It seems to us that, in the spirit of the wishes of those delegations which
expressed themselvesiin favour of meintaining the pace of the negotiafions on
the basis of the USSR-United States joint proposal, it vould be-advisable fo.
think of continuiﬁg:thc work of the Working Group to bring the positions cloéer

together in one form or another,
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I would ask members of the Committee-
to recall for a moment their own experience both la;t.year and this ye;r vhen the
Committee,was_pxesentedvvith a draft treaty on.radiologicel -weapons. , last year,
as I recall, those who sponsored the treaty thought ani believed that it could be
agree@ upon fairly. quicklys; but this year, upon the establishment of a Working
Groug on the subject, we found 'that it-was not:so easy. Only a momentuégo the
distinguished delegate of Poland expressed his. disappointment thet tﬂesreport of -
the Working Group on the raiiolcgical weapons tresety is not entirely satisfactory,
That is & point .of -view, -2nd no doubt-it is a vdlid one: but what I Qanﬁ to say is’
that, if this Committee-is.to be'presented with a draft CTB treaty negotiated
hopefully by the tripartite negotiators, we should not rule-ouf the possibility of
the seme -problems arising with that- treaty for the very simple reason that the :
point of view, the.attitude.and the emphasis which are of concern to those who
sponsored the. treaty are not completely éhareﬂ.by the entire membership. If
that occurred in the.case of the treaty on radiological weapons, I vould hot be
exaggerating if I said.that any-draft treaty on a test ban is of interest to &
larger number of the members of:this Committeec and they are not likely to accept
very eésily the concepts, the definitions, the scope or ths'protocél 6f a draft
treaty.prepared by trilateral negotiators, houever well intended. The pufpose'of
what I am saying is that, since this is a treaty for which there has been a much

larger demand and interest in the international community as a whole -- and in this
Committes in particular —- than for any other treaty that has come before this

Committee, I would strongly recommend that the trilatcral negotiators do not regard
this plea as having just a nuisance value, since all cf us are interested in the
treaty and the sooner it is brought beforc the Committee in the form of a vorking
paper, the better the prospects for such a treaty reaching fulfilment vill be.

lir. Chairmen, I promise you I will not take msre of your time. IV remains
for me to reassure the trilateral negotiators that these remarks that might appear
too critical ere not made mala fide: they are made bona fide. 4s I have said, 1
have not endeavoured to make a comprehensive analysis of their statement as such.
However, let them bear in mind that if they could devote their efforts to the
creation of a working group in the Committec, I think that would be a major

achievement vhen the Committee lLegins its vork next year.
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I would like to return to 2 brief examination of the results of the Working Groups

established by this Committee. Frankly, we were concerned that the Radiological '
Weapons Working Group did not make greater progress. On the basis of the initial

reactions to the joint United States-USSR initistive on this subject submitted in

July 1979, the General Assembly's call in resolution 34/87 A for the elaboration

of an RV Treaty and the CD's decision to establish a Working Group for that purpose,
we had thought that there would have been a greater agreement about wha.twe were

to negotiate and the desirability of drafting a treaty text. My delegation did not
take the view that the joint United States~USSR initiative was a perfect document,

not to be modified in any respect. Far from it. We welcomed suggestions on how it - -
could be improved and clarified. We thought, however, that all delegations were

avare of the scors of what had been proposed and were disappointed to see efforts
being made to turn the W initictive irto something far different from whéat had been
originally envisaged. We did not claim more for the initiative than it really is — - -
an effort to prohibit a weapon of mass destruction which although not now in arsgsnals,
has been seriously considered, which was identified as a weapon of mass destruction
by the United Nations in 1948 and which up until now has not been dealt with in any
wey in a disarmement conbext. _ .

We have taken note of the points that have been raised by some delegations
within the Working Group, questions that reflect a legitimate concern about the joint
United States-USSR initiative within the framework of an RW convention as it wvas
originally conceived and understood. The United States will consider these points.
carefully and at our next session hopes to be able to work with 211 delegations to
regolve the problems that stand in the way of negotiating a convention that would
fi11 a recognized void in the panoply of arms control and disarmament measures.
let me make clear that in no way do we consider work on an R/ convention & substitute
for efforts we have pledged to make towards controlling muclear arms.  But we do think
it deserves serious zttention and that this body should not miss an opportunity, modest

though it may be, to ban a potential weapon of mass destruction.
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1lr. VENKATESUARAN (India) : Mr, Chairman, 2t the time when the Committee

. is considering the reports of the verious Ad hoc Vorking CGroups, I would like to put

on record some of the views cf my Covernment on the proposed treaty for the
prohibition of radioclogical weapons.

It is the view of my CGovernment that the central problem in the Tield of.
disarmament, which has to be accorded highest priority, is the elimination of nuclear
wveapons. 1t is difficult therefore for my delegetion to be enthusiastic in its
support to the concept of the prohibition of radiological weapons, particularly
since no meaningful steps have so far been talen to control and finally eliminate
nuclear weapons vhich, in our view, ‘constitute the most dengerous category of
weapons causing death and destiruction by radiztion. The Treaty cn the
Hon-Proliferation of Nuclezr Weanons, besides being uneguel and discriminatory,
gseeks to prevent only horizontal proliferation of nuclear wecpons and does nothing
to reduce — much less prohibit — the vertical proliferation of existing nuclear
arsenals in the possession of the five nuclear-weapon States or to prevent the
danger of 2 nuclear var. .

It has been India's traditional and consistent disarmament policy to seek to
ban all wezpons of mass desiruction. In pursuance of such a policy, India hes
supported and become' a Party to the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention and has’
stood for the elinination of the other three clearly recognized and identified
categories of weapons of mess destruction -- namely, nuclear veapons, chemical
weapons and radiclogical weapons.

Ve have already stated our position with respect to the definition of

radiological weapons contzined in article II, peregraphs 1 and 2, of the drait text

[0}
e

T the treaty on radiologiczl weepons presented by the United States and the USSR.

-
~4
(4]

are of the view that in our negotiations next yezr the search should continue for
an aporopricte definition which does not resort fo an exclusion clau;e with respect
to nuclear weapons. -

In article II, peragraph 2, of the draft presentsd by the United States of
America and the USSR there is a reference to the use of radioactive material with
a view to causing destruction, damage or injury by meons of the radiation nroduced
by the decay of such material. Ye are of the opinion thai radicactive naterial used
for radiologiczl weapons should be defined clearly in termc of the specific isotopes
and quantities thereof vhich could be put to military usc through their discemination.
The term "any radioactive meterial' is to our mind too vague for purposes of the

proposed treaty.
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Both in remard to articles I end IV of the drafi trecty presented by the
United Stotes and the USSR, we arc of the Qiew that there siould be an explicit
reference to transfer of radiological weapons as well, and the scope of the treaty
should specifically also cover transfer.

Arficle III of the draft treaty is zlso ambiguous in nature. Its language
seems to suggest that the scope of the treaty is open-enced and extends beyond
radiologicel wezpons. Therefore, either this article should be drafied in 2 more
precise menner so that it is clear what is intended, or it mey be deleted zltogether.

rith respect to article V of the joint United Stetes-USSR draft we feel thet
it is necessary to iniroduce the werds "any redicactive metericl or® beiore the
words "sources of radiation" so as to complete the meaning of this article and to
bring it into conformity with article II.

Our final comment today concerns article VII of the drafit United States-USSR
treaty on radiologiczl weapons. Ye have already commented on thic article before,

~

and heave expressed our incbility to accept & speci
« &

I*%

ic meference to the Treaty on
the Hon-Proliferation of Muclesr Weapons tc vhich we, as well as meny other
countries, are not pariies. Ve, therefore, propose that article VII should be
reformulated as follows:

‘"othing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as detracting from the

obligations assumed by any State under any other internationel treaty

or other existing rules of international law governing an armed conflict.”

iy delegation would like to reiterate its willingness to participate, in a2
constructive nanner, in the multilateral negotiations in the CD to forimlate a
treaty prohibiting radiolocical weapons. However, it is necessary that the views
he1d>by my delegation, as also those held by other delegations represented here,
are adequately taken into account while drafting the final treaty text. VYhile ve
appreciate the work already accomnlished in this regard by the delegations of
thc United Stotes of America and the USSR, we are oi.the opinion fihat the draft
presented by them is canable of being refined and modified in a menner thav will

take intc account the concerns exnwressed by delecations here. In this spirii we

look forwvard to pariicipating actively in multilateral negotiations on radiological

tic
weapons during the 1951 sescion of the Committec on Disarmanment.
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YMr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (tfrenslated from Spanish): Mr., Chairman,
during the drafting of the report of the Wbrkiné Group or. Radioltogical VWeapons, my
delegation proposed the inclusion of a paragraph reflecting the positicn it had
mzintained during the substantive consideration of the joint proposzal of the
Soviet Union and the United States on 2 radiological weapons treaty.

The text proposed by my delegation is as follows (I am reading from the paper
which I handed to the secretariat at the time):

"One delegation maintained the view that, as radiological weawons do not yet

exist, and since it does not secn: foreseeable that they can exist [y no parece

previsible que puedan existir] as a specific type of weapon, the work of the

r

Committee on Disarmement should be oriented towards the conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of the use of radicactive material for hostile
purposes",

Delegations which participated in the werk of the Grour witnessed the efforts
that were made on more than onec occasion to prevent the inclusion of that sentence
in the report — efforts which were subscquently confined to insertiﬁg,_immediately
after the Venezuelan paragraph,; a sentence intended to neutrziize or refute'my
delegation's point of view, Tt was even asserted that rmy delogation, by adopting
its position, wes violating or contravening General _ssembly resolutions. This
assertion is so absurd that we feel no need to reply to it or to pay any attention
to is.

My delegation, respecting the right of any delegation to have its own point
of view reflected in the report, made no objection to the inclusion of such a
sentence. But then efforts were made to weaken the Venezuelan text by changing
the tenses of the verbs used in it. This.prompted oy delegation %o request the
secretariat that the text included in the Spanish version of the report should be
exactly the same as the one I had originaliy handed in, without any‘change.

I was given assurances that this would be done. Nevertheless, in the final
version of the Working Group's report, which Iis contained in document CD/133, the

text submitted by rny delegation has again been changed. Once agoain, the tense of
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a verb has beén changed, thus weakening the text. The second line of the paragraph

summarizing my delégation's position contains the words "..... foreseeable that

they could exist [prévisible que pudieran existir|" whereas the text of the original

version supplied by me reads: " ..... fOreseeable that they can exist [previsible

que .pueden existir]" 4
I wish, Mr. Chairmazn, to lodge a polite, but categorical and formal protest

regarding this action. Ve camnot understand hov a text, drafted in Spanish,

handed in personally with a2 request that it be renroduced word for word without zny
change, should appear once again with a change which is clearly iniended to weaken
it., Once again, I should like to ask the secretariat to be kind enough to maintain
the text which I provided, without changing as much as a comnz.

This whole situation nerely confirms my delegation's conviction that the
view which we maintained is perfectly valid. The efforts to weaken the inclusion
of our viewpoint in the Working Group's report are due precisely to the fact that
this view is well=founded. This opinion does not stem from any whim or from any
obstinacy, and far less from a desire fb obstruct the work of the Committee. I
wish to reiterate our opinion now so that it may ve placed cn record.

In-the first place, it is an incontravertible fact ~— which is stated in the
VWorking Group's report — that radiological weapons do not exist. thermore,
there has hitherto been no evidence that in future it will be possible to
manufacture a specific radiological weapon which is perfectly identifiable as such.
I have talked with a number of experts ir various delepatiors, and 2> one nas
convinced me that it is possible to manufacture a clearly identifiable radioclogical
weapon. 411 the explanations that I have been given referred to the different ways
in which radiological material could be used for military purposes or for hostile
purposes. It has been said that it is possible to create barriers with radioactive
material. I+ has been said that a city'!s weier reservoirs can be contaminated
with radioactive material; it has been said that a portion of territory can be
drenched with 0il contzminated with radioactive material; it has been said that a
train or a convoy carrying radioactive material can be blown up in order to contaminzte
en ares., 41l this is certeinly possible; tut none of these uses of radicactive
material involves the usc of a weapon in the strict sense of “he term which could
be described as a radiological weapron. For this reason, my delegation thinks that
the Committee, instead of spending its time preparing a convention on radiological

weapons which do not exist and whose ezistense ic not foresecarle, should spend its
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time on something more useful such as the prohibition of the use of radioactive
material for hostile purposes. = In our view, continuing the negotiations on a
radiological weapons convention would be tontamount to induiging in wishful
thinking, to deceiving ourselves into imagining that we are doinz something important
when the task we should really be underizking liesin a conpletely differentqfiéld.
This is why, in our opinion, the Committee should change the approach it has

adopted to this question.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, and ir support of what has been the Venezuelan
position on this question, I wish to quote the poragraph containing the conclusions
to the chapter on this subject by the Stockholm Internaztional Peace Research
Institute in its latest yearbook.

The SIPRI Yearbook for 1960 contzins on page 384, under the heading

"Conclusion', the following observations:
"The emergence of militarily useful radiological weapon: is not an immediate
or serious threat; therefore, a radiological warfare trealy, if needed a2t all,
has very low arms control priority., The time and effort required vo conclude
such a treaty would be betier spent on negotiating arms control and
disarmement measures relating to nuclear weapons or chemical weapons, the
mass destructive effect of which on human life and on the environment has
already been demonstrated ..." _
¥y delegation's position is not, in any case, intransigent or unzlterable.
If we could be shown convincingly and unambiguously that it is possible to
nanufacture a radiological weapon, 1iy delegation would have no objection to
reconsidering its position. Until that happens, we continue Yo believe that what
the Committes should do is to elaborate an instrument designed to prevent the use
of radiological material for hostile purvoses by indiscrininate dispersion of such

material or by any other similar methods.
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Mr. VRHUNEC (Yugoslaviz): Ifr. Chairmon, we assess the work done so fer by the
Working Group on Radiological Weapons ac very intensive and the negotiztions that
are under way &s constructive and going i the right direction. It is our desire
to arrive, as sooa as possitle, 2t 2 definite text of the intermztionz2l instrument
- in order that we mey ban these dangerous weapons. The zdoption of an internationzl
convention on radiological weapons will undoubtedly also give additionzl impetus
to the taking of other concrete disarmoment measures, nuclear in particular, and will
encourage the further process of negotiaticn within our Cormittee for which this is,
after all, the most important task.

In my statement, I would like to refer to two protlems that I consider ac
fundamental, - In saying this I would not like %o imply that the other issues zre not
of corresponding significance. Huwever, my delegation has been and will express its
positions with respect to them during the process of negotiations in the '
Working Group.

Undoubtedly one of the most important questions concerning the further work on
the convention is the problem of the definition of radiological weapons. As is known,
my delegation has subnmitted its own drafi definiiion to the .Committee for _ '
consideration, and I would like to take this opportunity to offer some observaiions
that have tq.do with our fundamentzl concept with regard to this question.

The definition of radiological weapons must conizin the basic characteristics of
this type of weapon of mass destruction and must clearliy differentiate between this
and other types of veapons of similar characteristics. We consider that it is
possible to formulate 2 clear definition which describes radiological weapons and.
which must specifically refer only %c these wezpons. A very important cirguﬁstance
is that radioclogical weapons in 2 concrete, operative and physical form are unknown.
This was the reascn why we focused our definition on specific characteristics of
rediological weapons. Numerous scientifically-founded facis indisputably confirm that
the basic characteristic of a rodiological weepon is that it inflicis injury on |
living beings by its ionizing radiztion. Other forms of energy can comnletely be
neglected. When e say thet radiological weopons act througn their ionizing radiation,
ve consider that this radiation hoes been created during the process of nziurcl
radioactive decay, that the conicnt of radiation in the phycical scnse is changezble
while its ionizing trait remains constant. Being different from nuclear weapons
which free large quantities of other fcrms of energy as well, such as mechanical
energy, thermal energy end visible light, radiclogical weapons act on living matter
through their ionizing radiation from the teginning to the end of their application
as weapons. Once radiological weapons stari to go into effect, the process of
radioactive decay camnnot be either stopped or accelercted. The acceptable and
controlled rick of profescional e:xposure in ihe peaceful application of radioactive
material is trancformed into an uncontrolled exposure of the largest segments. of
population with effects which zre very numerous, vwhen it is used as a weapon. On
the basis of the 2bove reasons we think that the definition which links the essential
characteristic of radiological weapons to ionizing radiation and does not in any
way imply the direct or indirect legitimization of nuclear weapons night be the
most accepteble one.
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Permit me to dwell on yet ancther of the very important problems to wiich the
convention on rzdiological weapons should devote specizl attention. This is the
peaceful application of nuclear energy an?, respectively, radioactive isotopes. -

The research and achievements registered in this field so far have attzined an

enviable level by which the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes

creates great possibilities for the solving not only of energy problems but also

of development throughout the world and particularly in the developing countries.

There is a need to regulate this question within the system of international economic
relations in such a manner that nuclear energy may really be used for pecceful purposes
and development and not for the destruction of mankind. The non-aligned and other
developing countries have for a long time been saying that it is indispensatle to,
approach as boldly as possible the settlement of the economic and political situation
in the world on the basis of equity, sovereign equality and justice aimed at creatiing
optimal conditions for the utilization of all available resources for the further
unhindered development of all and particularly for a more rapid development of the
developing countries. A particular role is played by the adoption and implementation .
of thosa United Hations decisions which strive for the establishment of the New
Internstional Economic Order. The use of muclear energy plays an especially significant
role in this process and, therefore, poses the question of the establishment of
international instruments that will accord corresponding attention and offer adequate
solutions to this problem. One such internationzl instrument should by all means be

the conveniion on radiologicel weapons that we are trying to agree upon.

In the opinion of the Yugoslcev delegation, the convention that we are trying
to elaboraie must secure the condiiions for an unhindered use of all the potential
possibilities of muclear energy for development purposes on & non-discriminatory
basis and with the full recognition of the interests of all. The recent Ministerial
Meeting of non-aligned countries held in New Delhi accorded, inter alia, particular
attention to these problemz. In this connection, the Finzl document of the non-aligned
countries contzins the following statement: "They particularly stressed the right of
each nation to estzblish its pecceful nuclear programmes in accordance with its own
priorities and requirements, as well as the need for free and non-discriminatory
access 1o nuclear meterials and technology for peaceful purposes'. )

In this context, we consider that the conveniion we are trying to work out nust
reflect the zspirations and needs of 21l countries, especially the developing ones,
by respecting the inzlienable right to development and prosperity through the use .
of contemporary scientific achievements on the basis of a corresponding equitable
co-operation betvween. countries that possess the know-how and technology and those
who do not have them but have a great need foxr <them. '
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May I turn now to the main subject of my statement today. Our Committee is
examining this week item 5 of our agenda, namely, radiological weapons, according
to our programme of work. In my statement of 12 February of this year, I have already
had the occasion.to share with the Committee my Government's general position on this
matter. Drazil believes that the Cormittee on Disarmament should concentrate its
efforts on issues to which a much higher priority has been assigned by the
Genéral Acsembly, rather than devote the scarce time available to measures which are,
at best, lateral to the main problems of disarmament. So far, the Committee has -
been unable to agree even on the organizational aspects of the substantive
negotiations on nuclear disarmament or the comprehensive test ban, the urgency of
vhich bas been unanimously recognized in the Final Document and in countless .
United Fations resolutions. It should not be difficult to imagine the dismay of the
membership of the United Nations if the Committee on Disarmament cannot go beyond
presenting the international community, at the forthcoming General Assembly, with a
draft text on weapons that do not exist, and vhich according to some expert opinion
do not stand even the chance of ever existing, and reporting at the same time that
no progress hac been accomplished on measurcs deemed vitally urgent by the higher
forum on repeated occasions. Uy delegation sincerely hopes that the earnest desire
displayed in some quarters for the speedy conclusion of a text on radiological
veapons be matched by a corresponding willingness to errive at a workable arrangement
that 1/ill enable the Committee also to tackle the urgent questions to vhich the
highest priority vas assigned.
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Nievertheless, we belleve that a convention on the prohibition of radiological
weapons might be useful in two main directions. First, it should contaln explicit
provisions that spell out the commitment of the parties to concrete measures of
nuclear disarmament; secondly, it should be conceived as =zn offcctive tool to
promote international co-operation on the peaceful utilization of radiocactive
raterials for peaceful purposes. '

“One of the main difficulties to which the Ad Hoc Working Group has been
addressing its attention is .the formulation of an acceptable definition for the kind
of weapon that would be the object of the prohibition, My delegation favours the
suggesticns that have been made in the Committee and in the VWorking Group, according
to vhich it would be advisable to define radiological weapons by their
characteristics, rather than by explicitly excluding nuclear weapons from the
purviev of the convention. There seems to be little point in adopting a
definition that amounts to a legitimization of nuclear weapons only to have |
the following article disclaim that fact by stating that nothing in the convention
can be ‘interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons. Such a disclaimer would,
in fact, only underline the assumption that the very real nuclear weapons are,
indeed, considered as a viable option, while the non-existent radiological weapons
are prohibited. The exclusion clause, as it has been described, is, for those
reasons, unacceptable to my delegation.

As we have already pointed out, the proposed ccnvention on the prohibition of
radiological weapons provides the international community with an opportunity to
give formal expression, in an internationally binding instrument, to the commitment
to nuclear disarmament. Ve believe, therefore, that the convention should contain
an explicit provision to that effect, and not merely a vague preambular reference
to nuclear disarmament. In the history of international agreements in the field
of disarmament, a provision of this kind would mark a significant step forward.

In 1568, the predecessor of this Commlttee vas called uponr to approve an
international treaty that contains, in its article VI, explicit provisions regarding
nuclear disarmament. The Parties to vhich the Treaty accords a special status
seem, however, to have interpreted that provision in a diametrically opposite sense.
The second review Conference of the Parties to that Treaty, celebrated last year,
shoved the growing concern of the vast majority of its Parties, who have scrupulously
adhered o the obligations entered into and are still waiting for a better
understanding, by those same Powers, of the commitments embodied in article VI.
Clearly, the expression of the commitment to nuclear disarmament on the part of
the nuclear-wreapon Powers needs toc be reinforced at the legal level. The proposed
convention on the prohibition o6f radiological weapons affords the Cormittee on
Disarmament, and the internationsl community at large, ‘a nev opportunity to
achieve that purpose.

The question of the peaceful uses of radioactive materials and sources of
radiation is also of paramount importance for the Brazilian delegation. Ve are
firmly convinced that the proposed convention could serve a very useful purpose if it
were to further and promote international co-operation in that field. VWhile
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preventing the possibility that radioactive material could ever, even in- the -remote
future, be utilized in varfare by those that have the techrn:logical means to
envisage such a 'possibility, ithe convention wounld have quite a constructive

impact if it were to facilitate and enhance the peaceful applications of such
materials in the present. My deleégation has already made its vieus lmown, in the
Working Group, on this subject, and I do not have tc rcpeat them here in detail.
Suffice it to say that we prefer a positive formmlation for the corresponding
article -of the instrument, rather than simply stating in a negative way that the
provisions of the convention will not hinder or prejudice the use of radioactive
material for peaceful purposes; mention should also be mede of the need for °
promoting international co-operation, including co-operation in the field of
transfer of technology. The dclegation of Romania last year made some interesting
proposals to this effect, and also introduced, this year, a constructive amendment
to article V of the draft convention. The suggestion emboéieé in

vorling paper CD/RIAIP.4, subnitted last year by the delegation of the

Tederzl Republic of Germany, is in our opinion also very positive. Ve further
believe that every nation has an inaliemable right to carry out national programmes
for the peaceful use of nuclear energy in all its forms. The recognition of

this right by the parties to an eventual instrument should, thus, not be limited
to the parties themselves; we are dealing here uith a generzl principle that
should be stated in a -generzl, non-discriminafory manner. ’

Discrimination may also arise from formulations vhich tend to confer a
privileged status on some of the parties to the proposed convention, as would be the
casé if the complaints procedure made use of the Security Council of the
United Mations. Ve fail to see the merit of esitablishing a procedure that can
casily be blocked by a handful of nations, among vhich, incidentally, are included
those that possess the technological means to contemplate the production of
radiological weapons. DMy delegation would be unable to agree with a mechenism
for the lodging of complaints that does not take into accoun® the principle of
the sovereimm cqurlity of Staies. Trocefures designed to oolve problems that
may arise in the applicatior of the provisions of intermeticnal agreements camnot
contain any elements of discrimination among States parties.

These are the main vieus of the Brazilian delegation on the question of a
convention to ensuvre that, in the future, radiological weapcns will not be added
%o the arsenals of States. The lov priority of this question, as compared to
the urgent need for other measures contained in the Committee's agenda, should
not, of course, prevent the Committee from proceeding with its efforts for the
negotiation of a convention, and my delegation stands ready to continue making
its contribution to the discussion. According to the mendate of the Ad Hoc
Vorling Group, the completion of the examination of the main elements of the future
treaty vill provide substantive material for the next phase of the task.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): First, Mr. Cheirmen, I want to convey to you our
congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship for this month. Heedless
to say, we are confident that the Committee will fare well in your experienced hands.
Further, the Swedish delegetion will continue tc make all efferts in order to
contribute to this effect. T should also like to azddress myself to your
distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Herder, and to say agein how we apprecizted
the skilful and impartial way in which he accomplisheéd his task in the month of
March. ' ) ’

Radiological weapons are on our work progrzmme for this week and I am going to
focus on this item in my intervention today. ' I should first like to express my
great aporeciation of the way in vhich Ambassazdor Kdmives of Hungery is conducting
the Working Group on Radioclogical Wezpons. He has shown his full devotion to his
task, vhich he is accomplishing with the greatest skill and energy. We shall
continue to give him our full support $ill the werk has been concluded, which we
hope will be at the-end of this session.

However, we see danger in the argument which some delegetions have put forwerd,
namely, that.the CD must prove its capacity to negotiate disarmament agreements
through repidly approving the draft elements of a convention on radiological weapons
that have been submitted to the Cormittee. Ve agree that it is in our own as well
as in the genersl interest that the CD should prove its efficiency in the negotiztion
PTocCess. This may imply a further intensification of our-work. It may also imply
2 more critical look at our priorities, and it is in this context that I should |
like to express our deeply felt concern.

e do not believe thzt we shall be responding to the expectations of the nations
of the world, which are eagerly waiting for disarmement measures, if what we submit
to them after years of blezk results are measures of a very limited importance,
wnich some mey even state to be no real disarmement measures at all but only shanm
arms limitation. The CD should be very careful in order to aveid such criticism.

We must refrein from submitting disarmament agreements to the United Nations which
we cannot honestly state to be of any importance.

It is in *his light that we have scrutinized the draft elements on radiological
weapons. Ve think that here we are placed in frcnt of some very important and
difficult decisions, and I grant that they mey be particularly painful for the two
delegations which have submitted the draft elements to the Committee.

As I stated in my intervention in this Ccmnittee on 26 Tebruary last yezr,
quoting from a Dutch working paper from 1970 (CCD/291), "judging by the available
information, possibilities for radiologicel werfare do exist theoretically btut do
not seem to be of much or even of any practical significance".

Studies which have been undertaken by the competent scientific and technical
institutions in Sweden since the early 1950s, and vhich have now agein becen
carefully examined, show that the development of specific radiological weapons, as
defined by the drafters, is a very remote pecssibility. They could hardly become .
practical weapons of mass destruction or have any effective use in the battlefield.
A radiological weapon of sufficient strength for denying an enemy access to
significant areas of terrain would be almost impossible to fabriezte, handle or
deliver. ’
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To- oroducze the necessary amounts of radioactive substances, large nuclear
power reactors or large speciacl production reactors would be needed. If, for
instance, an ordinzry electrical generating station of 1,000 MV clectric output is
shut down at the seturation level for maiyy of its mcst enexgetic waste products;
if, then, 211 its fuel elements zre teken out and grained tc povder, after a cooling
period of onc month, and if, finally, the resuliing matter is spread out to cause a
dosezratc of 1,000 rad/hour, i.c. denying access to the conteninated arez, only
4 ¥m“ would be coversad. I+ should be noted that the fuel inventory of such a
reactor has a weight of sone 150 tons, and the enormous radioactivity of some
1,000 MCuries. Tne shiclding necessary to. protect persomnel from this amount of
radiation would come to sevexal hundred tons of naterial.

It is obvicus that such a bulk of deadly dengerous naterial cculd not be handled
for dissemination without killing one's owm persenrel long before the material could
have an inpact on an eneny.

We have repeatedly aslied the drafiters to substantizte why they cormsider
- radiological weapons a possibility in werfare, but we have never obitained any
specific answver, Only once has an effort been made tc give technicel date in order
to support thie conception of radiological weapens as something real and threatening.
The delegation which came forward in that endeavour, mentioned that one ton of the
isotope Ec%ndium 46, if disseminated, would effectively bar access io about
1,000 ¥m“, = That is true. . )

However, it is also true that handling such an amount of thet nuclide
(34,000 MCuries) would be even more impossible than hzndling the reactor fuel weste
I have just mentioned. HMoreover, its production would reguire the use of 21l at
present installed rezctors in the world. The same analyeis would apply to other

nuclides of potential interest for radiological wezpons.

Such weapons, as Cefined by the author of the draft clements, are as 2 natter
of fact impossible io realize thysicelly.  Kew means of handiing protection, which
could make then :1dore rcalistic in the fuiure, dc not seonm nossible. Trere is one
obvious way to cocver aress with rcdioactive substances in sufficient anounts and with
sufficient flexibility %o meke them generelly uscful %o the military. Tnat is the
production of these substances at the tarzet by means of surface explosions of
nuclear weapons. That case is exempted from the prohikition in the dreft convention.

It was argued last year that low dosc contamination of wide arecs, while having
no irmedizte somatic effects, would be 2 weapor of mess destmiction, because a very
large number of peovle could be affccted. However, those effects would appear only
after a long deley —— 10-20 years —- and they would therefore have neo milifary
meaning.,

In cxpressing cur doubts about the fecsibility of radiological weapons I hove
tried to be more explicit and specific than diplonatic.  Not 2ll delegotions here
have the means ic carry out studies of the kind 1 have referred to. Ve are strongly
convinced that honesty reaquires a clear and streighit presentation of facts behind the
problems we deal with. Ve consider the reputation of the CD to be at siake.

Therefore, we think it is the obligotion of these vho stais radiolegical weapons
to be a threatening realiiy to substaniiate their argunmenis in scientific and
technical temms. Ve must have an open édiscussion of this very fundamental question.
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There exists, on the other hand, a very recl risk of mass destruction from the
dissemination of rediocactive substances in war, apart from nuclear explosions.
That is the case -of militery attacks on nuclear power indusiry installations, where
very large amounts of radioactive meterials are present. In this case the main
obstacles to the usc of radiological weapcns are bypassed, namely, the production and

delivery problems. ‘

As shown by mumerous studies in many countries, including my own, nuclear
reactor catasirovhes czused, for instance, by a military attack, would have lethal
consequences for man over an area of the order of 100 lm7, depending, of course, on
the meteorological conditions at the time. It means that in densely pcopulated
regions with a developed nuclear pover indusiry, large populations would be involved.
This is so today in the industrialized countries, but in the future many densely
populated developing countries with emerging muclear energy production may come under
the same threat. '

. The radioactive effects of an attacik on an ocrdinary power reactor could czuse
irmediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20 kT nuclear-weapon surface
explosion, while the long-term redioactive effects could be in orders of magnitude
more severe than those for a nuclear explosion.. It should be noted in this
connection that the production rate of radioactive substances in a 1,000 MW muclear
glectrical generating station is equal %o that of one €C kT atomic bomb every day.
After some time of operation, the core of such a reactor is very dangsrous indeed,
if trought into the open. The radiocactive material would in this case not have
"cooled off" most of its radiation as in manufacturing a2 radiological wezapon.

In my country we have made an extensive study of the catastrophe risks concerning
the reactors at Barsebick in southern Sweden. These reactcrs have an aggregate
electric power output of 1,160 MW and, if damaged, the risk zone for lethal
radioactivity spreadout would include about 3,000 In“ wvhere about one million pecple
live, It would not be difficult for me to mention, on the basis of this stuldy,
which populations would live in sinilar risk zones around reesctors situated in
Central Burope, the Soviet Union and the United States of America. Some of these
risk zones would extend into neighbouring countries. - The date are easily available.
The reactors are 21l listed by IAEA. :

In %ddition t¢ the zone of killing-dose retes, large areas of the order of
1,000 Im“ would be covered by radiocactive substances in lower concentrations, that
would not kill people at once but would make it necessary ic keep those areas
evacuated for a long time. .

The draft elements exenpt the most effective method of radiologicel warfzre,
nzmely, that of using nuclear weapons. If our proposal for barning military atiacks
on nuclear power stations is not accepted, the second most effsctive method would
also be exenpted. Only the Impossible method of using special radiological weapons

will be forbidden.

The Swedish delegation has elaborated its provosal in a working paper
(CD/RW/WP.19) which was submitted to the Working Group on 16 March 1981. The
discussion of the proposal is proceeding in the Werking Group and I shall therefore
linit nyself to three points.

- First, it hos been stated that the Svedish proposal is & mule of war and
therefore does not belong to 2 convention on radiological wzapans. To this I should
liize to respond that actually article IIT in the draft clemeonts alse is 2 rule of war,
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since it contains an cxplicit undertaking to refrain fron a specific action of
warfare, namely, the deliberatc employment, by its dissemination, cof radioactive )
material to causc destruction, damage or injury. Our propnsal can be conceptually
placed within this franmework. '

It sheuld be added that disammarment or ams limitation agreements sometimes also
encompass rules of war. In this casc it seems sc ruch more approprizte, since the
specific weapon that the agreement would prokhibit is of such remote possibility, if
not altogether unfeasible.

Secondly, it has becn stated that the Swedish proposal has already been talke
care of in the 1977 Additionzl Protocols (I:56, II: 15) to the Geneva Conventions 01
12 August 1949. As we have alrcady stated in our working peper, these provisions
arc limited in two respects. They cever only nuclear electrical generzting stations
and leave- other. installations with large anounts of radioactive materials uncovered.
Further, their purpose is limited to providing protcction for the civilian population
4in the vicinity of these instzllations, but permit military consideraticns to take
vriority over the humanitarian ones and thus providc for exceptions from the
protective provisions. A general prohibition of radiological warfarc should cover
21l important risks and have no loopholes

Thirdly, the question has been raised how not to place military installations
under protection. In our working paper the approach was to show that there are
scarcely any military installations on land with a hlg;h radiation intensity and that
thercfore no importent military option would be sacrificed if preponderancc vere
given to the prevention of the possiblc mass destructicn effects. Nuclear weapons,
stocks of fissionzble material for such weapons and nmeans of production for them
would, of course, not be protected. Ve sce, howcver, no difficulty in explicitly
limiting the protection to civilian nmuclear energy facilities. As I just said,
JAEA publishes cxtensive data about such facilities, so theoy arc well lmwowm, but if
it would be considersd necessary, it could a2lso be envisaged that the States partics,
in ordcr to cvtain protectior for their civilisn nucicar cnergy facilities would have
to notify the del:sitery about them and “..eir location and z1lso mark them in the way
stipulated in the 1977 Additional Protocol for nuclecar electxical generaiing stztions.

Concerning the military importance of this protecticn, I do not think thet it is
necessary to point out that the military objeetive of terminesting pover surply from
nuclear power plants can, without much additional effort, be achicved through other
means than by attack on the rcactor itself. It is alsc only a direct hit on the
reactor that creates the release of radiation of the dangerous magnitudes I have
previously referred to. The same is true as regerds other nuclear -facilities to be

protected, such as roprocessing facilitics and éeposits of spent fuel and radioactive
waste. ‘ :

To sum up, we thini: that the two dclegetions vhich have subnitted to us the
draft clements of a convention on radiological weapons owe it to us to give 2 precise
and cpecific explanation why they think that this issuc deserves our priority
attention, I have at somc length given my authoritics' vicws why we thinlt that
radiological weapons, even without a prohibition, most probably nover will come into
cxistence. Since others, not least those outside ‘thls Committee, probably will
raise the same question, I want to repoat my request foxr precisce ,..nc‘. clear information
why the two delegations have come tce a different conclusion about the technical
feasibility and cffcctiveness of radiological wcapens.
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On the other hend, we sce a very obvious risk for radiclogical warfarc through
the dissemination of radiocactive substances by attacks on muclear cnergy installations
with high radiation intensity. An effective prohibition amainst such werfarc would
be hailed as en importent step forward by public opinion, not only in the '
industrizlized countries which today have 2 nucleaer power industry or have muclear
facilities close to their borders. Tt will in the future be of great interest to
an increasing number of countries as further growth of the nuclezr industry tekes

place.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Sweden,
Ambassador Lidgard, for his statement and also for the kind words he addressed to

the Chair.
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MR. CIARRAPICO (Italy)
I should like to speak today on item 5 of our agenda, entitled, "leu itypec of
eapons of masc destruction and neu gsystemc of cuch weaponc; rﬂalologlcal weanons".

Ulth respect tc the more general aspect of thic item, we have noted the
proposal submitted on 7 April last by the Hungarion LeWeramlon, concerning the convening
of informal meetings of ihe Comnittee, with the participation of gov;rnaenual experts
£1%hough the proposal is siructured in a more conpletc ené detailed manner than o»hel
similar proposals.put foruard in past years, we belicve that we nust maintain, in
respect of it, the reservotions vhich, in common with other delegations, we have.
exprecsced repegtelly in the past. "In cur vicw, the most effective opproach to the.
problems which moy be raised by new systemc of weanons of macs destruction is to
negotiate senmarate agreamenis on gpecific tymes of such uecpong ac soon ac they are
identified. I choulé like to xrecall in this comneciion ithctv, for nany years,
discussions were held in the United Hations in an unsuccessiul atlempt o arrive at an
adequaie definiiion of the %ternc "weocpon of nass destruction", "wezponc systea" and
"new wveopons synten'.,

Ve also fear thaed, given the limiteé time aveilable Toxr the Cormitteels
deliberctionc a5 a vhole, cueh 2 nronoszl could be adepicd orly at the expense of
other topics of greater priority and urgencyr.

iy delegation welcomed the pr
2 Jjoint proposal by the United Stz
treaty prohibiting the development, prod
veapons.

tion to the Committee, on 10 July 1979, of
ce end the USSR on mejor elements of &
netion, sioclkpiling ané use of radiological
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Ve believe that the conclusion of such 2 treaiy would constitute a modest, bul
useful, contribuition to the disamiomenti process.

First, a treaty on radiologiccl weapons should be concidered ag the implementaticn
of the prohibition on radioactive material weapons referred to in the definition of
weapons of mass destruction contained in the resolution of the Commission for
Conventional Armements, of 12 August 1948, Coming in thie wake of the prohibvition of
bacterioclogical weapons, it would place ouiside the law & neuw system of weapons of
macs deriruction which, although for the time being nciiher operciionsl nor deployed,
has nevertheless been identifiec.

Secondly, ¢ trecty on radiologiczl wezpons would have the advantage, not only
of averting a potential donger, which ig becoming increasingly recl uwith the rapid
build-up of radioactive meterizle, but 2lsc of zlerting Govermcnis znd public opiniom

t0 the dangers of certain new foimg of medern uarfare.
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Thirdly, the elaboration of a treaty would provide an impetus to the achievement-
of progress in other areas of disarmament. In the view of the Italian delegation, thi
consideration is of perticular imperiance at o time liie the present vhen the general
cituation is not itself propitious to the efforts made in the field of disarmement.

It is not an insignificani fact that the basis for our diccussions within the
Committee should be a joint American-Soviet proposal. We 211 know that, to te
successful, the disarmement process requires the combined will of the itwo Povers
possescing the largesi militaxy arsenzls. Within the narrow limits of its scope, the
joint proposal is a demonstration of such a2 combination of will. '

Fourthly, the elaboration of z treaty cn rediclogical weapons could afford the
Committee its Tirst opportunity to fulfil the task for which it was set up, namely,
the negotiztion of the texis of agreements. Ve are aware thai there is.a sharp
divergence of vieuws in that respect. We nevertheless believe that, with less than
a year to go before the seconé special session of the Genersl Assembly devoted to
disarmament, it would be useful to have at our disposzl a concrete example which would
permit the international communiiy to judge uhether the Committee, in its present
form, is in a pesition to discharge its mandate and to ncet the technical conditions
necessary for the conduct of negotiaiions. As for the Committee itself, the
experience thus acquired cannot but prove useful a2s 2 precedent for other, more

complex, deliberations in the future.

These are some of the reasons why my delegation has Irom the outset, co—operated
towards the success of this undertaking. - T

It seemed to us that, in negetiating this ireaty, the Committee should set itself
two mein goals: on the one hand, %o arrive at a precise definition of razdiological
weapons and to prohibit them, and on the other io ensure that the provisions of the
{reaty do not eniail any interference uiih other perfectly legitimate and important
activitiec such ac the peaceful use of nucleor enersy and radioactive materials. In
keeping with this approzch, we have submitied 2 number of specific proposals and
suggestions. ' ’ '

The patient and iireless efforts of the Chairmen of the Ad Eoc Working CGroup,
Ambessador Komives, o whom we should like todey to expresc our sincere appreciation
of the work accomplished, hcve shoun that it is possible to amend and enrich the
joint American-Scviet proposal in a constructive manner, by incorporating the ideas
put forward by a number of delegoiions. .

The Ad Boc Working Group has advanced from the stzge of identifying the main
elements of the future treaty to that of negotiating on each of the elements :
iaentified. %+ would be desirable for the CGroup to be able to pess on to the final
stage, that of the drafting of the text of the treaty. Iy delegation, for its part,
is prepared to participate in theat work, with the collaboration of its experts.

It must be recognized, however, that the actual drafting work can be undertaken
. N - A .
with a ?easogab%e.hope of success only if cll delegations accept the idez of 2
convention of limited scope the urgency and importance of which weuld not ve of the
first order. '

Another approach has been suggested, which vould entail the redical widening -
of the field of application and the role of the convention. In this context,
cucstions of major imporiance have been raised and discusced.
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The question ariser as {o how far ths »rezent siruciure of ithie convention, as it
encrges from the anended version preparzd by the Choiimen of thc Worliing Group, is
capablc of abscrbing thege neu clements wiihout neeling io bo entirely rocast and
without thie jeopardizing thz »noczibilidy of arroement.

It ic our facling tb"* Pc*tain conﬂernz covld 1
either in the preantie ox the body cf the conven i b9}
the pricritie° Jhich the Comhlttee should observe, ar duly incunc:
t0 resolve, first ond foremost, the problaus nrcuen el by ucoapons syste
already been developed ané deploycd, in poriiculor in He nuclear fiel«
nrovlens cclling for very detailed situdy.
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The memorandum cubnititcd by the Sucdish delegation on 16 !Merch 1981 and
contcined in working pzoer CD/RUyn .12 is onec example. Ve oxe pgratefid to the
Swedish delegation for spreparing 2 pawver vhich has the nerii of being unought-
-provoking, and ito Ambassador Lidgard Tor providing us, in his statcment of Tuesdey
last, -with very interesiing additional information, including information of a
technical nature.

Those aspects are recel 7 careful study by the Itzlian authorities.
1 ng

It vould be premature o try t2 formulate any commants, cven of o prelininary
nature. I would simply noie thal the memorandum raises rezl problems and expresses
legitinate concerns wihich Sueden is nci a2lone in feeling.

At this stage, it is more inperitant to reflect on ithese problems, rather than
to know whether they can te solved within the fremeucrk of a convention on
radioclogical weapons, or within the context of humanitarian lau apnlicavle to war
situations. They #ill undoubiedly constitute an imperiont subject for discussion at
our summer session. Iy delegoiion's attenticn is directcd itouerds 2 careful
evaluation of the dimencions of these protlems and in pariticilar of the efiects which
could result from conveniionzl military aitaszits on nuclear pouer stations and also
on reprocescing faczilities and uncie deposits bearing in nind alsc the variety of
types of existing installotions, ‘

In its discugsions, the Ad Ioc VWorking Croup has dezal i
to which ny delegation =z2%taches specizl imnortance, Ithat of the peacelul use of
nuclear energy and radioaciive materials. Last yeawm, my Gelegation tooll the
initiative of proncsing amendmentz fo :hﬂ text cf the joint proposcl, with a view to
safeguarding the right of parties to the treaty to institute in ,e_national
co-oncration in the field of neaceful uses. Oilier delegetions made proposals |
de51gned %0 give a positive icne to the text of the convention by rezffirming, on
the one hand, the right of States parties to have access ic technclogy, equinment,
scientific information, etc. 2nd, on the other hand, the obligation of 3iates
parvies to promote internctional co-operation o that end.

also with another issue

In our view, such an approach could be adequately reflecicd in the treaty.
 Moreover, the examples of the Convention relating ite biclogical weapons and the
Convention relating to environmcnfal nodification technicues, which contain
provisions of this type, iead us this direciion and can themselves serve as
useful precedenis guiding our Pfforu- to reach a gotisfactory compromise.
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ifc. VENKATESWARAN (India): Mr. Cheirmen, it is a motter of great
satisfaction %o my dclegation to sce you, the reprosentative of a2 country with
vhich India har close and friendly lin''s, as thc Chairmon of the Committec on
Disarmanent for the month of April. We are convinced that undsr your sble
guidence the work of this Committee will be significantly advanced and the
basis laid for achieving furthcr concrete results durins the rest of our
1981 session. We would also like to take this opportunity to express our
- aporeciation to Ambassador Gerhard Herder of the Geramsn Democratic Republic,
who guided the work of this Committee before you in a skilful ond cffective
manner. -

My declegation would today like to address itself to thc problem of new
weapons of mass destruction and radioclogical weapons. As far as new weapons
of mass destruction arc concerned, we have consistently taken the position that
in the lonz run it would be nccessary to evolve a mechanism vhereby military
applications of new advances in science and technology are put under general and
cffective control. What we arc witnessing today is a phenomaonon vhere the pace
of progress in weapons technology is constantly outstripping the slow and © =
halting pace of disarmament negotiations. IV is a fact that the increasing
complexity of new weapons systems which arc introduced malzes the task of adequate
verification More difficult. The paradox is that the technological arms race has
not resulted in greater sccurity for any of its votaries. If nothing is done
soon to ensure that the development of science and technology is uscd only for
the advancemnent of human welfarc and cconomic and social development, the arms
race is bound to go out of control. '

It has been argued by some in this Committee that it is unrealistic to
evolve a mechanism to prevent the development of new weapons systems until
such systems have alrcady been identified. This peint hos once again been
mentioned by the distinouished delegate of Italy this morming. However, in
doinz so, one should not neglect the ‘historical cxpérience of the last
scveral decades. Time and again we have secn that onte a2 new weapon system
has been evolved or a new military application of some scientific or
technological breakthroush has been identified, efforts to apply control or
restraint to them have been largely discouraged. To these vho have developed
them, newv and apparently more sophisticated weopons systems eppear to provide
the instrument for obtaining an edge over a potentizl adversary or in redressing
a perceived military imbalance. Even if this is not the case, there have been
occasions whcre new weapons systems have been used as barzsining counters in
negotiations on arms control.

- ly delezation has noted with interest the proposal made by the Soviet Tnion
for the setting up of an ad hoc¢ group of cxperts under the aczgis of this Committee
to consider both a gencral prohibition on new weapons of mass destruction as well
as specific measures in rogard to the prohibition of specific potential weapons
vhich have been identified. Ve resard this proposal as a constructive one
meriting attention. As the only multilateral nejotiating body in the field of
disarmanent, thc Commitiec on Disarmament cannot shirk its responsibility in
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dealins with a problem which is at the very hesrt of the continuing: and

oscalating arms race. Of coursc, an 2d hog sroun of cxperis is wcriieps not

thc only wey in vhich ve can deal with this problen. Ve could, for example,

hold periodic mectin~s at which scientists and tecimclogists couvld acquaint the
C~mmittoe with now militery cpplicetions of recent advencés in science and
technology. At somz stage we could cven thinl: in terms of sctting up an

2d hoc verking -r:up of this Committec itsclf to nczoticte of zsetive international
arranzoments to deal with thc problen. -

In ihis commection, I would like to quote from o thoushitful paper presented
by Lord Zuckermsn at the Colloquium on Scicnce and Disarmenent held in Poris in
Jonvary 1981. .Lord Zuckorman pointed out that "the technslogzical arms race has
no finishins posi, and because of its increasing cost and of ths increasing cost
of the use of -its products in terms of trained mempower, it erodes the military -
cctablishnont itsclf". TLord Zuckermon formelated wiiat hie has called the
"inoxorable law of Rescarch and Development". Some aspects of ‘the lawrread -
as follows: R '

"Since the cost of doveloping a weapon systel of o siven desree of
sophistication is much the same in 211 advanced industriplized counirics,
considerations of the absolute sige of the cconomy come inte play viien

a cowntry wishes its forces to live up to tho standards sct by the arms

race between the super-Powers and when it has to re-cquip at frequent

intervals with weapons which arec more scphisticated and correspondinzly
much more oxpensive than those they replace. I we cuppose that the
percentage of the Gross Domestic Product that cen be devoted to defence
romaing Toughly the same from year to year, and thot the GDP is rising
steadily, it inevitably follows that thc greater ancunt of money that goes
w0 defonce cach year would be unlikely to buy more dcofence”.

"/ morc expensive offensive system 1is counterced by an cven morc
exmansive defence. v net result is an increasc in expenditurc on defence
equipment by both parties, and usually an increase in the security of
neither". ' ’

These remarks, of course, apply to all the major Powers.

Lord Zuckerman accordinsly concluded that "the long-term consequences arc,
therczfore, inescapable. If we are to be efficient in defence, we cannoi plan
on a2llowinz our equipment to beccnz obsclete. Equally, we cannot assume that
a risins shere of the Gross Domestic Product will be zllotied to éefence.
Taerefore, the alternatives between which we arc farced ic choosc arc to alfer
our cormitments sc as to avoid the nced to introduce some oF the nost expensive
nov wveapon systems; or tc make our forces smeller; or & comvination of both
these measurcs". . :

At the end of his interestins paper, Lord Zuckermon axnressed the view thav
scientists and technologists have much to contributic by explainin: to thelr
respective politicel and military ieaders the focts of 1ifc of the arms race.
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As he pointed out,.what has happened over the past 20 years, for from addins
to the scourity of nations, has made the world a much nore danzerous place in
vhich o live. OCne cannot but agree vith lis assesspent that "the momentum
of the technological arms race carries aleng not only the sceds of its own
frustration, but of national bankruptcy —-= or of vorse, wor itself." )

] i t is therefore obvious that we in this Committec should be made aware
of the so-called facts of life of the technological amis race. It is for this
reason that we commend the Soviet proposal.

- The Indian delegation has already put before this Committee its views
concerniny the proposed treaty prohibiting radiological weapons. Ve .are
prepared to engase in serious negotiaticns in the elaboraiion of such a treaty.
However, it is only natural that as individual delesations we should seck o
ensure that the treaty itext does not contradict or undermine the positions
of principle that our countries have taken wvith respect to certain fundamental _
political issues. India has consistently held that the Possession and use of
nuclear weapons camnot be a legitimate instrument of ensuring the security of
States. As early as 1961 the General Assembly declared that the use of nuclear
veapons would be a crime azainst humanity. The szme Ceclaration was reiterated
in subsequent-resolutions of the Ceneral Assembly, most recently in
resolution 35/152 D. It is this fundamental stand on principle vhich underlies
our objection to a definition of radiological weapons vhich resorts to an
exclusion clause with respect to nuclear weapons. This stand has the support
of several delegations in this Committee. The distinzuished Ambassador of
Brazil, in his thought~-provoking statement at our plenary meeting of
7 April 1981, quite rightly pointed out: :

"My delegation favours the suggestions that have been made in the
Committee and in the Vorkinz Group, according to vhich it would be
advisable to define radiological weapons by their characteristics rather
than by explicitly excluding nuclear weapons from the purviev of the
convention. There seems to be litile point in 2dopt .nz a definition
that amounts to a legitimization of nuclear wrcapons, only to have the
followinzy article disclaim that fact by statin:z that nothinsg in the
convention can be interpreted as legitimizinz nuclear veapons. © Such
a disclaimer would, in fact, only underline the assumption that the
very real nuclear weapons are, indeed, considered as a viable opticn,
vhile the non-existent radiological weanons arc prohibited. The
exclusion clause, as it has been described, is, for those reasons,
unacceptable to my delegation". .

The constructive mammer in which delegations have entazed in the negcotiations
on a ban on radiological veapons has been amply demonstrated in the several
coniributions that have been made to overcome the problem of definition which
we have referred to, Yugoslavia, for examplc, has put forwvard before the
£d Hoc Workinz Group a possible alternative defini{ion wiaich -does not resort
to an exclusion clause with respect to nuclear weapons. The distinsuished
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fmbassador of Yugoslavia made a full and convincin: case in supnort of his
proposal at our last plonary meeiing. My delczziion wovld like to exoress
its deep appreciation to Ambassador Vohrnec for ithe offcrris hic delegation
hzs made to seek a reasonable solution tc o problom *hat, in cur view, is

fundamental for ensuring the success of our ncjotiations.

My delezation has suggested some precisc and specific formulations fox
inclusion in a future treaty on radiolozical weanmns. Ve arxe grateful to the
distinsuished Chairman of the Ad Hoc Wexkting Group on Radiclogical Veapons,
Mmbassador Komives of Hunrary, whic has, in the texts that hc has so carzfully
and nmeticulously prepered for the consideration of the lsriting Group, taken
account of thesc concerns. He should receive ouxr fwll supnert in the difficult
and sometimes frustrating task that he has sco gracicusly undertaken.

The distinguished xebresentative of Sweden, fabassador Lidgard, made a
thoushi-provoking end convincing statement on »odiclogical weapons at our last |
plencry meeting. We wish to express our gratitude fo the Giredish delesation
-for the timely reninder that this Commitiee sheuld not compromise its
credibility in a hasty attempt to produce an agreement, vhich would nov meet,
even in a limited manner, the hopes and aspirations of the intermational
community.* Iike the Swedish delezation, we teo arc not guite clear as to what
ve are trying to prohibit as the present text stands. Thc spocific possibilitics
that have becn suggested in the Committec appear to dc cxceedinily hypothetical
vhen scrutinized closely. However, we are still prepared to ncjotiate a ban on
such potential weapons, provided their gpecific technical attributes are made
explicit and clear. '

Ve have also taken careful note ef the prcpesal mede by Gireden that the
proposed itreaty on radiological weapons should also prohibii zitacks on
civilian nuclear facilities. Such a prchibition sjoudd certainly add to the
validity of the convention which we are seckins tc ncogotiate. The Swedish
proposal will receive the most serious consideration bty our CGovernment,

In conclusion, my delegation is of the view that the Comnittee on Disarmament
musv first and foremost focus attention or. priority item: cn its agenca. The
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achicvement of nuclear disarmament
are the most urgent and critical questions facinz noniiind., Cur credibility, our
relevance as a2 multilateral negetiating body in the fieclld of disarmoment, will
be judmed in the final analysis by our ability te ncsotiate concxrete measures
in the field of nuclear disarmament. A trzaty banning radioclomical weapons could
enly have value if it is regarded zs a step towvards tho evenitual prohibition
of all weapons causing death and destructicn by radiation, including nuclear
weapons themselves, which pose the greatest denger to hnman survival.

Tie CHATRIIAN: I thank the distinmuished represontative of India for his
statenent and for the kind vords he addressed teo the chair,
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MR. ISSPAELYAN (USSR)

I should nov like to dwell briefly on the question of the prohibition of
Tal 1010510..1 VEDMHONS Tirst of 211, I wish to express our eprreciation to
Envassovor Kdéuives for his skilful ant efficienti stewardshir of the Vorking Group
on Rediologicel Wezmons. ’ :

Lt ihe Couuiities's wlenary meeting on 7 £pril we listensé azitaniively to the
statenents of a nusber of deleraticns on this subject. In soue of thiew — and not
for tus first tlm— —- the question was reised ac te whether there is eny nzed at all
tc doal with the problem of the banning of radiologiczal veapons (me;.n:_l yprocisely,
w2opons as such) in view of the fact that there are other unresoclved issues in the
sphere of the limitztion of armzuents and generzlly ir the fielé cf thc lessening
of the danger of war. The Soviet delegation ocelieves thati, since the introduction
of the joint Soviet-United States docuwent oz the basic elements of a treaiy on the
prohibvition of radiological weapons, the authors of ihis document end reprosentatives
of other delegations heve devcitcd wmuch at tention to 2xplzining and substantiatling the
idea, purposcs, subject and scope of the prohibition in the proposed *reety. In
particular, the. danger of the development of radiclogical wzaponc has been
demonstrated on the basis of the existence of a2 possibility in principle of using
radiation produced by the decay of radicazctive meterials. Mznticn hes been made of
2 possibility ian princinle of preducing suck weepons in the foru of bouvs, shells,
fougasszs, etc., iniended for the dissemination cf radionctive materials by weans of
an .explosion. Thz possibility has a2lso been indicated of develcping special
gevices or equipment for the purpose of disseminaving rediccctive weterials in a
non-explosive meimer, for instance, through their dispersion in ihe forw of liquid
or sclid particles. .Other possibilities, zlso, have bteen noteld for the uvse fer
hostile purposec of relioczctive mzterials which me)y e at the disposel of ¢z State.

iiny deleg -aticus have made references s, among other things, to the Tnited Nations
c’ei‘m"tio of 19[;8 in vhich, even at that tiue, rcdiclogicsl w=apons were identified
2s veezpoas of mess destruction. We wish also itc recall thes decisicas alcnted
“quite recently — at the first specizl session of the United Mations Genc =zl Assenbly
devoted to disarmaiaent, held in 1978, and a2t the last repular session of ihe
Cenerel Asge b ¥, in 1980. = Thus, paragreph 76 of th: Finzl Docuiient of ih
special session says thz following: "A convention should te ccncluded prohibiting the
develonien 'L prmu tion, stockpiling and use-of radiol:rzical weapans".  Thi
provision is echozd¢ in Gene-al Assembly resolution ;5/156 C of 12 Deceuver 1930.

Both texts, as you lmow, were adopted by comsensus. '

L]

.
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Cortain other cortonis have teen mede rerlies to vhich, it seeus to us, have
alrealy bzen given L the Scviet dslegation bothi at the plenary nee blnbu of the
Commitiee on Disarmenent and in the &6 Hoc Working Group on Radiclogical Veepons and
in the course of the bilateral consulistions.

]

The Soviet delegatirn, like many of the other delegations which arz in favour of
the earliest completien of the work on the text of & convention bamming radiological
veepois, hes nevar, of course, centended that this is o m:iorit;.-' guestion or that
it should be considered and resolved before il the other iscuss., However, while
we shov our intezrest and zctively participazte in the exan m,,k-ion cf such crucial
disarmoient questions cs the curteailment of the nuclear amiis race, the couplete amd
general prohikition of nuclear veapons tests, the prehibition of chemiczl wecpons
and a2 nuiber of other issues, we at the same time halieve that blocking, any éirection
for the amas rece, even o wodest one, would be a sicp forward. Aad if therc is the
possibility of reaching such a decision now, we ought not artifically to slow ¢owm
this vorl: by introducing quesiions which, although imporiant oncs, beer no direct
relation to the subject under discussion, Ve ars proupted by the velief thet the
entire vorld community is interested in equel degree in achieving the prohitition of
rediclogical weaponc since every country will benefit ir equsl measure from the
realization of this measure.

n

.
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MR. SOLA VIIA (Cuba)

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons has worked extremely hard under
the able guidance of the Zmbassadcr of Eungery, Comrade Konives.

The matter of radiological weapons is as importent as it is complex for the
following reasons:

(2) The continued acceleration and diversification of scientific ani
technological progress show that it is possible for such 2 weapons system o be
developed, the more so as it has not been possidble to find 2 peaceful use for the .
radioactive waste from the nuclear industry, which has been stockpiled by the nuclear
nations for many yezrs.

(b) Radiolcgiczl weapons are nct yet Gefined as such; they have never yet been
used, and there are many conflicting views among military experts as regards their
effectiveness from the military point of view. Son2 of these aspecis .were explained
by the Swedish delegztion in the statement made by the Swedish Ambassader on 7 April.

. However, ny delcgation believes that the possibility thet radioclogical weapons
will be developed cannot be totally excluded ani it therefere urges the necd for a
treaty to prohibit such weapons, zlthough such a2 trezty should not be prcjudicial to
the development by any State party of ite nuclear industry for peaceful purposes.

I should like to makc some genercl comments based on my delegation's study of
~the various documents which the £id Hoc VWorkinz Group haé before it, to give the
Cormittte an idea of my delegation'’s position.

We believe that in principle an agreement can be reached on a treaty for the
prohibiticn of the devclopment, production, stockpiling and 'use of radiclogical
weapons.
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We consider that the contributions mzde by verious delegations are positive and
we greatly appreciate document CD/31 of ¢ July 1979, presented by the Sov1et Union
and the United States of america.

We support the view that the relationship between so-called radiological weapons
and existing weapons of mass destruction must be defined. My delcgation has reached
the prallnlna:y conclusion that the only destructive factor in so-called radiological
weapons is the action of ionizing radiation on living crgenisms, which creates a '
certain confusion when a comparison is made with the destructive factors of a nuclear
explosion produced in the field. We lietened very attentively to the statement of
the imbassador of Sweden in this connecction anﬁ we shall study it carefully.

On the other hand, the deflnltlons of so-callcd radiological weapons which have
been proposed, and particularly that in document CD/?l of 1979 submitted by the USSR
and the United States, are, my delcgation believes, based or the idea of the
dispersion or.dissemination over an objeciive -- which ray te the land — of
radioactive matcrial which then expescs the hunan beings residing in the region or
passing through it to external radiation.

- We wonder .what difference there is from the point of view of the ternm
"3igsemination" between the deliborate dispersion of rediocactive materials ovar a
country for military purposes and the "dissenination" of radioactive naterials within
that sane country as & result of the bombing of nuclear power planis in the course of
conventional hostilities.

Our small country is meking great efforts towards and hopzs to develop a
programme for the use of nuclear encrgy for pcaceful purposes. Iy delegation is
therefore anxious thzt a future treaty on radiclogical weapons should include a
provision on the protection of nuclear powsr plants For peaceful nmeans, wbether on
land or at sea.

My dclegwtlo believes that the basi: e1c1cnts of a future convention on
so-called radiological weapons ars tho definitions ani the scope of that convention.

My delegation is against the idea that the problem of radiclogical wezpons can
be solved through nuclear disarmament. We understand and support the proposals on
general and completc nuclear disarmament, but we feel that the one topic doecs not
include the other, for technically demonstrable rezsons. :

In my delegation's‘view, what is inportant on this subject is to Secure a treaty
on the prohibition of the developnent, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons. '

Ve are in favour of a future convention on radiological weapons which would
‘make it compulsory for States parties to provide all the necessary information to
prove that they are fulfilling the obligations they have assumcd under the convention.

My delegation is perfectly willing to co-operate in this Committce in finding
a solution to the differences which ars still an obstacle to an agreement. . We are
in favour of consultations with experts during the summer part of the session s0 as
to obtein all the necessary scientific information for the conplete clarlflcatlon of
this issue. :

We agree that this is not one of the highest priority matters within the context
of general and c¢omplete disarmanment, but we cannot ignore the importance that would
attach to the Committee's achievement of some concrete measurec in this connection.
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The CHAIRMAIT: I thank the distinguished representative of Cuba for his
gstatement and for the kind words he addressed to the chair.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, taking the flocr for the first time
in plenary in the month of April, I wish to congratulate you warmly on your
assumption of the chairmanship of the Cormittee on Disarmament and fo wish
you every success in guiding itfs work at, perhaps, crucial moments of this
part of its 1981 session. Iet me also express our admiration for Ambassador Herder
of the German Democratic Republic for his excellent performance, particularly for
his skilful and efficient leadership of the Commitfee in Maxch.

Although the item concerning new types cf weapons of mass destruction and
radiological weapons is not on cur agenda for this week, allow me to deal
shortly with it and more precisely with rzdiclogical weapons. I do not want to
enter into the details of 2 wide and constructive discussion which has been
taking place recently in the Working Group on the principal elements of the
future radiological convention. Thenking Ambassador Xomives for his unremitting
efforts in working out the draft text of the convention by the Working Group and
pledging the full support of the delegaticn of Poland for his endeavcurs, I
would like to refer now to the discussion on the subject matter that has been
under way in the-last plenary meetings. In fact, I feel somevhat alarmed by a
certain tendency towards diminishing, if not totally negating, the importance of
any document to be worked out on the prohibition of radiological weapons, which
was noticed in the interventions of several delegations on 7 and 9 April.

Speaking about radiological weapons, I have in mind — like many other
speakers — especially the radicactive waste materials. Let me put this
straight question: what is the problem with radicactive waste materials in the
world today? While reading some generally accessible sources, one mey easily
come to the conclusion, and I do not say that it is a particularly comforting
one, that the guantity of these wastes is steadily growing. Thus, for example,
the quantity of high-level wastes in the form of solutions of radiocactive
chemicals left over from the reprocessing of nuclear reacwor fuels to retrieve
plutonium, coming from military activities, only totals today tens of thousands
of cubic meires. These radioactive high-level wastes emit gamua Tays and atomic
particles that can injure or kill living creatures. Radiation, as all of us
here probably know, kills cells or damages the genetic material for reproduction.
It is equally clear to anybody dealing with the problems of nuclear energy that
the quantity of high-level wastes will still be increasing. Some reasons: the
radioactive wastes come from nuclear power plants producing plutonium which, in
turn, is needed for the production of different types of nuclear weapons. Besides,
there is no doubt that the rapid development of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes will result in a growing quantity of high-level wasies in many couniries
coming from civilian activities.

Talting duly into account the dangerous aspects of the above-nentioned facts,
the USSR and the United States of America presented in 1979 an agreed joint
proposal on major elements of a treety prohibiting the development, rroduction,
stockpiling and use of radiclogical weapons, published in decuments CD/31 and CD/32.
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The scientific researchers in some couniries are considering the question of
what form the radioactive wasie shouli be converted ic fecr further disposcl.
They are studying a variety of ways of putting nuclear wontes into solid forums
that will resict disseminaiicn inio the enviromncrni. One of the methods, for
example, would be calcination, heating the waste until it turns to ashi. Other
nethods include embeddins th2 waste in glass or ceramics ¢r in some kind of
synthetic materials. What is most important in these consideraticns is the fact
that the research is directed towards the subciantial reduction of the size of
waste and the coniensatlor of the radicactive zsterizl. 3r1ng1ng 1 the above,
I simply wish to recall that ot the time of co1”"c+1n such -experimenis thexe
might at the same time be considered cor there might con= out autonermcusly sone
ideas on the nitilization and/or processing o7 the high-level wasiés alsc for
military purvcses. The interventions prcnounced by severzl uclebgulons last
Priday in the VWorking Group on Kedislogzical Weapons, calling for xzeview
conferences of the future radiclogical conventicn every five years-and -Justifying
it by the development of science and +technclogy in this respect seems precisely
to confirn the assumption that cne day may, indeed,.bring unerpected qualitative
changes in the development of radiological weapons. How can vwe reconcile this
with- statements considering radiological veaponU as purelJ hypothetical ones..

To what I have alresdy said I want to add only that radicactive wastes can
be produced — with tne present development of knowledge in this respect — either
in ligquid“or in solid form. HMay I also add that today's medicine does not offer
us any efficient medicaments against either acute or chronic radicicxeinia.

Taking all the zbove into account it weuld seem rather short-sighted to
neglect or deny the possibility of conducting further researcn on radiological
weapons. Such research may simply result one day in an improved form of this
weapon. In other words, considering the entirety of anti-human aspects of <he
probability of use of radiclogical veapens, we should manifest a maximn of
goodyill to reach preventive agreement prohititing its production and use. Besides
its importance in the preventive militory domzin, fhe convention would provide an
advantageous climate in all actions leading to effective isolation of radiocactive
materials from the environment —— an equally important aspect cf the convention's
rcle in the sitvation of growing utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful

purposes.

We have been listening with great attention to the discuseion end the
arguments which were put forward in-the Cormittee on the purposefulness and
the significance cf signing a convention prohibiting radiclogical wespons.
I would like to say fthat my delegation is not convinced about the validity of
the arguments minimalizing the aim and the importance of sigming such a conventicn.
Of course, we realize and we have often pcinted out that the prohibition of
radiological weapons has only relative importance in comparison with the evidence
and the primordial problem of e.z. the prohibition of nuclear and chemical
weapons. Therefeore, it is not a matter tc be settled a2t the cost of or in
exchange for other problems. We are of the cpinion, though, that we cannot
neglect any chance to male however nmodest a step towards eliminating what is
still a concrete danger. Such a step weuld have significance for paving the way
for further measures, surely of more impcrtance. Thils opportunity exists and in
cur opinion should not be wasted only because there are mere inmortant goals.
It will be the disregarding of such an opportunity that will put us in a bad light,
and not the taking of this initiative. In brief, we still stronzly believe. that
it would be uvet ter to achieve something, hovever modest, than to achieve nothing.

.
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+ me now say a few words on other systems of weapons of mass destruction.
The Soviet Union put forward last year a proposal supported by socizlist countries,
- as well as by meny non-aligned countries, to establish under the auspices cf the '
Committee on Disarmament a special group of experts to work out the draft of a
comprehensive agreement or partial agreements prohibiting the research on and the
development of new systems of weapons of mess destruction. The basic task of
such a group would be tc follow developments in the field of potentially
dangerous directions in scientific research, in order to take as early as
possible appropriate preventive steps against emerging new weapons. We still
hold the view that this Committee should pay due attention to the szid proposal
and examine the possibility of the esteblishing of such a group during the
summer part oi this session.
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Mr, ATERNIJI (Ihgen.:,):_ Mr. Chairman, my statement today will be deveted to
item 5 of our agenda: nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of

such weapons; rrdiological weapons.

It is a matter of satisfaction to my delegation thet the Ad Hoc Yorking Group
on Radiologiczl Weapons has got off tc a good start this session under-the able
guidance of Ambassador Komives of Hungary. The identification of the basic
elements of a future treaty, and the claboration of their alternative texts will |
enable the Yorking Group to hamonize views that would lead to an agrecd text. .
My delegation believes that this is a subject on vhich the CD should be able to -
report positive results in the fom of a convention to the General Assembly at its
thirty-sixth session as demanded in resolution 35/149. The Committee can
thereafter concentrate its work clurms1~ its spring session next year on achieving
a{;reement on mere significant measures for submission to- the second special session
of the General Assembly devoted tc disarmament.

" Various views have been expressed within this Committee and in the Working Group
on the non-existence of radiological weapons, and the narrow chances of their being
used in warfare. My delegation has no reason to doubt this view of the experts;
howvever, I believe that agrzement on the prohibition of such weapons of mass
destruction as radiological weapons can be a step in the right direction.

Prevention, thcy say, is better than cure. In any case wc 2ll subscribed to
paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the General Assembly's first special session
on disarmement which states : "A convention should be concluded prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiclogical weapons."

The argument therefore in the Committee should not be why we should exert effort
or this non-existent weapon; ~we did not set up & Vorking Group for such procedural
arguments. Rather, our concentration should be two-fold: first, how to make our
agreement on radiologiczl weapons relevant to the whole process of our efforts in the
wide field of disammement, especially in the releted field of arms that rely for
their effect on radiocactive materials —- the most lethal mass des truction weapons,
and secondly, how to ensure that we complement agreemen'c on non—ex__stent weapons with
agreement on existing weapons so as to avoid exposing the CD to universal ridicule:
for being incapable of reaching agreement on positivc ¢isaermament measures.

It is a well-lmown fact that the rate of scientific and tecinologicel research
leading to brealkthrough in and developzment of armements far outpaces disarmement
negotiations. The rapid quantitztive and qualitative development of mucleer wezpons
and new systems of such weapons by the nuclear-weapon Stites contimues to throw. into
sharp relief the very slow pzce of negotiations both in this Committee and in other
forums, be they bilateral or trilateral. The hope of the non-nmuclear-weapon States
is to see man's ingemuity which results in tnese scientific and technological
progress converted to peaceful purposes.

It is gretifying that at the current session, the Ad Hoc Vorlking Group has
addressed itsclf to issues of substance in drafting a future convention. I would
like to touch on somc of these questions.  Although the draft United States-USSR
joint proposal submitied to the CD in 1979 provides a basis for negotiztions, it needs
to be broadened to meet the realities of the present day, as well as to reflect the
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pertinent suggestions that have been made within this multilateral body. Progress in
the completion of negotiaticns on radiological wezpons depends, therefore, to a large
extent on the willingness of the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to accept construciive sugzestions made by cther members of the Committee
on Disarmament. I hope the brealt vefore our summer session will give us =211 a time
for serious reflection. To make a preventive conveniicon such as the radiological
convention relevant, it chould be couceived in the over-zll context of nuclear
disarmament. %Thus an explicit provisicn to this end should be an indispensable part.
Its placing should not be beycnd our imagination ic reach consensus on.

In the same vein, the Swvedish propcsal that a future radiological weapons
conventicn should cover prohibition frcm attacks on nuclear reactor plants and
electrical instzllations is importzut. Lmtansador Lidgard's statement ou T Lpril, a
week ago today, was a2 majer conitribution to cur worii, for it showed the in-depth
study undertalen on this question, thus enabling this Commitiee to understand the
issues more clearly. The poscivility of attacl: on nuclear reactor plants with
consequent risk of disperszl of rzdioactive substances and the considerable destructior
‘of lives farther and wider thar the immediate theatre of conflict makes the proposal
worthy of serious consideration. Ever if Additional Protocols I and II to the .
1949 Geneve-Conventions contain certain provisions, these are conceived in a very
different context -- the humanitarizn. The CD cannot abandon its responsibility for
disarmament measures in a compreheusive way, on the argument that a Red Cross
instrument has made some references to a particular question.

As regards the peaceful usec of radiocactive meterials or sources of radiatiom,
it is the view of my delegation that the convention should,; in a positive manner,
reflect the important link beitween disarmement and development. The provisions of
article V as contained in, working paper CD,RV/WP.1€/4dd.1 arpears to my delegation
too generalized to meke the desired impact. Iy delegation prefers the inclusion of
peaceful-use cleuses, stating in clear and positive terms the right of all States to
peaceful uses of nuclear energy for developnent. Nigeriz, as a developing country,
places a2 high premium on scientific and techuclogical co-cnerstion among States.,
This priuciple guided my delegation in introducing on behzlf of the co-sponsors
resolution 32,50, vhich recognices the need for irternationzl co-operation in the
field of nuclear energy, and also the desire to promote the transfer and utilization

cf nuclear technologr fcr econcmic and socizl development, especially among the
developing countries.

In a world situztion characterized by growing tension and uncertzinties, by
feverish research and develcpment in the military field, the emergence of an agreed
text on even "non-existent”" but net Totally inconceivable weapons of mass
destruction can be a useful contribution by this single multilaterzl negotiating body,
if only to prevent aciivities in tiils regara and so save part of resources, human
and material, from a2 further unproductive pursuit of the arms race. However, such a
"negative" q1sarm_ment measure has to be supplemented quickly by positive measures
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of _isarmament if the CD is to justify ite existence., On 10 april, only a few days
ago, the Convention cn the prohitition cr restricticn of use of perticularly inhumane
weapons was openel for signature in New Y:rk. To the Ccnvention, there zre annexed
three Protocols. One of those Preotincels covers weapons thot are net known ever to
have been used. This did not prevent its being the sunject of a Protocol as a
preventive measure, - However, nc one would have thought of opening for signature
a Convention with only that particular Protocol. The value of the success of the
‘United Nations Conference on inhumane weapons lies in its reaching zgreement on
‘twn other Protocols concerning existing weapons which have actuslly been used in
wars. The agreement on these twe other Protocols placed the Protocol on the non-
existent weapon on a different footing which intrinsically 1t does not on its own
possess.

Let us bear this in mind in the CD. In fact, I should say to the CD, "Go and
do thou likewise", i.e. like the United Nations Conference on inhumane weanons,
Balance one, non-existent weapon with agreement on at least two éxisting weapons.

¢D/PV.125
13

MR. MCPHATL (Canada)

Reservations have bcen expressed by =-nunber of de1cgatlo 1s- concerning:- thc utility
of negotiations to ban a type of weapon which does net exist at present, and for which
there appears to be little practical application in the foresceablc future. Concern
to bring into the text under discussion the practical consideration of the bombing of
nuclear power stations has also been registered. This latter noint will heve to dbe
scriously considered to see whether it can rcadily be incorporated inio the text of
the draft treaty under discussion, Inclusion of suitable wording on peaceful uses of
rediclogicel. substances will also have to ¢ considercd. In the neantine the draft
treaty as it stands does have the great zdvantage of closing off a weapons option and
prospects for its development. g

CD/PV.125
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MR. JIMINEZ DAVIIA (Argentina)

r

The A2 Hoc Working Group on Radiclomicsl Weanons has nanaged te initiate
necotiations on the toxt of = convention in o saticiactor- nomcer althouszh certain
~ng EREatal 43 e ~i 4 Pl 43 s ) ; e
bazic difficultics rgmgln as regaris the definition of such wveapons ond the scope
oi the convention. Arzentina Welieves that in any event the dcfi i..ioh of
radiological weapons shoul~ in no wey legiticize nucleor weapons and it also helieves
Lo, 3 -
tgut fnt text of the cenvention shoulsd include the oblication to procecd to nuclear
disarnauent, os well as recognition of the right of Stalcs to the peaceful use of
radiocctive uaterials and on wndertoking by Stotes parties to strens ‘then intermational
- el v Vo s
co-opcration in this fizld. -

)
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‘MR. VENKATESVARAN (India) :
The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radlolo'*lca. Weapons has further advanced its work

during the 1981 session. In my pleonary statement of 9 Lpril 1961 I had occasion
to corment upon some of the more important issues involved In the negotiation of a2

aft treaty prokibiting radiological weapons. Ve are optimictic that the pending
differences over the scope of the future treaty and over the most appropriate
definition to be adopted for radiological wezpons vill be satisfactorily resolved
in the coming months. The question: of the legitimacy of the possession and use of
nuclear weapons is a key iscue, and cannot be brushed aside as being extrancous.
Tor is it not obvious that in & nuclear wer the nuclear weapon itself would become
a radiological weapon for the non-aligned and neutrzl nations, whose people would
suffer dcath and injury from radiocctive contemination ané fall-out? The least
that one may expect, therefore, is thoi a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons
should not sanction the use of nuclear weapons, directly or indirectly.

CD/PV.127
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MR. KOMIVES (Hungary)

4&r imortent dircction in the vorl af the Committee, in the view of the
dclegetions of the sccialist countries, ha:c been and continues to Le the prchibition

of nev typec and sysiems of wesnons of mass destruction. This issue, like all

-other items on the egenda of the Committiee, should be discussed using #¥he

approprinte organizational ctructures. Ve welcome the fact thet the advantages of
a2 competen} examination of th:Ls issue in a group of experts are becoming ever
more obvious fo: meny of the delegations ir the Comnittee. The mandate of such
a group could be agreed uron at informal meetings of the Uommittee on Disarmament
vith the part:.c ipation of experis during the summer part of the current session,
as propoveu bv the delegwt:.on of Hun@r_y_m its working paper CD/l'M. i

In the opinion of thc acleca tions of the sccialist couniries, at the spring
part of the sescion of the Cormittee on Disarmement real cpportunities have
existed for reaching agreement on thc text of & treaty on the prohibition of
raciolosical veapons. Regrettably, it has o be ctated thet, although the
&d Hoc Vorking Group on this issue has, indeed, succeeded in bringing somevhat
closer the positions of the negotiating parties, nevertheless agreement has not
yet been reached on the fundamental articles of a treaty. The delegationc
of the socialist couniries iniend to continue to worlk perseveringly for the
carliest achievement of a final egreement on the text of a treaty, the importance
of the conclusion of vhich isanderlined soth in the Finzl Zocument of the
first special gession of the United Nations General Assembly devoted 1o
disarmament and in numerous reﬂolut.mnu edopted by the Generel Lssembly.
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MR. SHITEMI (Kenya)

in its resolution 35/156 G, the General Aqsoubly, inter alia, called upon the
Cormittee on Disarmsment "{o continue negotistions with a view to elazborating &
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stoclpiling and usz cf radiological
wezpons and to report on the results to the General Assembly at its
thirty-sixth session"., We are also reminded that the second special session devoted
to disarmament i approaching, and we are therefore expected to show the ftuits
of our efforts. The conclusion of a treaty on radiclogical weapons, although it
is note- disarmament measure it the real sense of the word, will contribute to
our disarmament efforts. My delegation has ncted with satisfaction that since the
4d Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons was established last year, it has
beld extensive discussions on the main.elements tc be included in = future treaty
on radiologicdl weapons. The Vbrklng Group has already concluded an extensive
analysis on ereas such as the definition of radiological weapons, the scope of:
prohibition, activities .and obligations, as well as compliance and verification.
We have observed that despite the efforts, many problems £till remain to be
resolved. The Ad Hoc Working Group has y=t to find a2 suitable definition of
radiological weapons that would meet the interests of 211 the delegations. My
delegzation shares the concern and the zmxiety shown by many delegations that the
corniclusion of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons should not be viewed as
legalizing or conferring legitimacy upon the possessicn of nuclear weapons. Indeed,
we consider the conclusion of a. ireaty on radiological weapons as the first step
towards the banning of nuclear weapons themselves. We have studied the working paper
contained in CD/RV/WP.20, in which the Chairman has consolidated various proposals
in 2 single text, and we find it 1o be z suitzble document vwhich can, and hopefully
will, form the basis of our negotiations during the second part of the -Committee's
1981 session. We want to take this opportunity to express our satisfaction and our
sincere gratitude at the way Ambassador Komives has concducted the deliberations of
the A¢ Hoc Working Group in his capzcity a5 Chzirmen. I agree he has wide
shoulders. '

aD/PV.127
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Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): Mr. Chairman, like my colleagues thz Chairmen of the
other VWorl:ing Groups I also would like briefly to inform the Ccmmittee on Disarmament
about the activity of the Working Group on Rzdiological Weapons. The work of
the AC Hoc Viorking Group on Rediclogicel Weapons is well known to every
delegatlol, and I consider thet there is no necaessity for me to go into deteils.

ks mnmbers of the Committee w111 recall the Committee, at its
105th plenary meeting on 12 February, by its decision contzined in document CD/lSl,
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(tir. Komives, Hungarv)

re—established the Ld Hoc Working Group on Radiological Wezpons on the basis of
its former mandate which entrusis the Vorking Group with the task of "reaching
agreement on a convention prohibiting the developmsni, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons" (document CD/79 of 17 March 1930).

In carrying out its mendate the Ld £d Hoc Vorking Group took into account
paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the first special session of the
Generzl Lssembly of the United Nations dsvoted to disermement, the relevant part
of the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmement Decade and
resolution 35/156 G of the United Nations Gensral Assembly, which calls upon
the Committee on Disarmament to continue nGgOulﬁtlons with a view to elaborating
a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons

The Working Group held 10 meetings between 20 February and 23 April %981.

*VWorking papers have been submitted to the Working Group by the delegetions
of India, Indonesia, .Yugeslaviz and Sweden. WVorking papers have also been submitted
by the Chairman of the Vorking Group containing alternative texts for the
articles of a future treaty on radiological weapons.

In accomplishing its task, the Working Group, -from February to April 1981,
carried out another substantive and more detailed examination of the issues
related to the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting the developmant, production,
stock pwllnv and use of radiological weapons.

The examination of the issues relating to the elaboration of a treaty
banning radiological weapons has shown that differing apprcaches and views
contimie to exist in connection with some 1mportant parts of a future treaty
on radiological weapons.

To overcome thess differsnces requires additional efforts from every
delegation. It is my firm belief that the Working Group would be zble to
meke decisive progress during the summer session provided that the necessary
political will, increased co-operation and spirit of compromise prevailed.
The conclusion of a draft treaty on radiological weapons would be a concretle
contribution to the second special session cf the General Assembly of the
United Nations devoted to disarmament.

. In conclusion, I would like to appeal to 211 delegations to ‘make use
of the interval between the end of the spring and the beginning of the summer
parts of the Committee's session to reconsider their positions and continue
consultations with a view to achieving decisive progress in the elaboration of
a treaty on radiological weapons during the sumnrer period.
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. ZA E SIIVA (Brazil) ) :

= D%:igily, the Com;ittee will resume negzotiations on ?he.so-call?d
"radiological weapons". The low priority assigned to this 1teg of 1ts‘agenda
should not deter the Working Group from its taslc. Several basic questions are
still open, including the scope of an eventual convention. The recent. N
developments I mentioned 2bcve have brousznt to the forgfron? ?h? qnestlon.of the
dangers inherent in a direct attack on peaceful nuclear fac111t1e§. In view ?f,

" . the many technical and practical difficulties involved in asgembl%ng and put31n§
tc actual military use a device that would qualify as a_"radlologlcal_weappn , 1t
seens to my delegation that for the current negotiations‘to have meaning and.
substance it is imperative that the Worling Group look; in depth at three main
points, besides the actual definition of whatever speC1?1c weapons or groups ?f )
weapons are to be prohibited under the proposed convention: first, the relat;onshlp_
of such.a convention %o actual measures of nuclear disarmesment; secondly, the
promotion of the peaceful uses of sources of radiation; agd thirdly, the ways to
prevent peaceful nuclear facilities from being converted into agents of death
throuzli an attack, even by means of convcntiona} warfare.

CD/PV.130
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Mr. ROS (Argentina)
4 Iy GoVernment o wishes 10 ey revn ite satisfaction ol ilie propgress achieved in the
Ad live Wording CGrouyp orn Raliological Werrare,  Llthougl we have reservations regarding
soue of the texts which are being considered, we feel that the general balance is
positive. The prohibitior of this caterory ¢f hypothetical weapons has lovw priority,
but en agreement on a draft ireaty would relieve the Commitiee'!s apgenda of this iten
and so facilitate the consideration of thL~ truly important *opics.

It has also been suggested in this Committee that the treaty on radiolcgical
weapons should also include prochitition of attacks on non-military nuclear installations.
This proposal has become more pertinent since the recent Israeli attack cn nuclear
installations in Irag. My Government, wkich has already expressed its profound :
disapprovel of this attacik —— this subject has bsen discussed emong the Group of 21 and
the Group's views will be brought tc the Committee'!s attention in the course of this
very morning— considers that this action once again demonstrates the fragility of the
nuclear-non-proliferation Treaty. The Iraqi installations were subject to the
safeguards of this international instrument, whose reliability as an effective way of
prometing the development of nuclear tecknolcgy for peaceful purposes has now been
further eroded. We believe that this incident merely confirms the rightness of our
constant objections to the non-proliferation Treaty, following, as it does, the failure

of the two conferences for the review cf the Treaty and the views expressed by many
States parties. '

Ve consider that, in order to avoid s» far as ie poscitle a repetition of such
actions, the internstional community should agree to the prohibition of attacks on
non-zilitary nuclear installations through legally binding multilateral norms, either
in the convention on radiclogical wespene or in a separste instrument..




CD/PV.132
16

Mr. DARUSMAN (Indonesia)

Tith Tegard to the worlk of the X4 Hoc Vorliding Group on Radiological Veapons,
mv delepation is pleased tc note that, thanks to your compatent chairmanchip,
it was able to make subsiantive progress. lith your continued vise guidance and |
the co-omeration of all the members of the Committec in the Ad Hoc Vorking Group,
T am convinced that further progress will be made during this summer session and
that a draft treaty texi, reflecting all the working pepers and proposals
submitted, could be produced. In the opinion of my delegation, the questions
relating to the definition of the weapons to be prohibited, the scope of the
prohibition and the uses of roéioactive materials for-peaceful purposes arc some
of the questions of major importance to be dealt with by the 44 Hoc Vorking Group
during this summer session of the Committee. Vith a view to assuring the
sovereifm and inalienzble Tights of cvery State to develop nuclear encrgy for
peaceful purposes, my delegation would be in favour of including a provision in
the proposed corvention prohibiting atticks on neaceful mu-lear facilities.
My delcgation disagrees vith the arguments thai the inclusion of such a provision
would not be necessary because this is already stipulated in the 1277 Protocol I of
the Protocols Additional to the Gencva Conventions of 12 August 194¢, more
specifically in its article 56. As was pointed out by my delezation during the
spring session in its statements on chemical weapons, the inclusion of identical
provisions in various international instruments is noit unusual, and it would only
reinforce the provisions concerned. liy delegotion referred to three Conventions
and one draft convention vhich contain identical provisions. In addition, therc
are 2lso practical considerations for havinz the provision I referrcd to earlier in
the proposed radiological convention: if a State is not a party to” the.
1977 Protocol and if the radiological wveapons convention to which that State is a
party does not contein a provicion prohibiting attacks on nuclear instellations for
peaceful purposes, this would meen that that Stzte would not be legally bound by
such a prohibvition. The recent Isracli attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities
near Daghdad, viich vas entirely wvithcut justification and has posed a serious threat
to international peace and security and was condemned by the international community
and most recently by the Security Council, renders the inclusion of a provision
prohibiting attacks on peaceful nuclear facilities in the proposcd radiological
veapons convention all the more relevant. As was rightly stated in the statement
made by the Group of 21 on 16 June, the blatant aggression committed by Israel poses
a challenge to the soverecign and inalienable right of every State to acquire and
develop nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. It is totally unjustifiable that
peaceful nuclear facilitiec, situated in a couniry party to the NPT and put under
IAEA safeguards, vere subject to an attzck. The irresponsible Isracli act was
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(ifr. Derusmon, Indonesia)

strongly condemned by my Government immedictely afl ter it took place. ' In a statement
pade on 10 June, the Indonesian Minister fer Foreign Affzirs stated as follous:

_ "The Government of the Republi: of Indonesia conderms the Israeli air
raids against the nuclear installations outside Baghdad on 7 June 1931. The
attack, vhich was entirely without justification, once again demonstrated the
complete disregard of Israel for the norms of international conduct and

et

purposefully increased the tension in the lliddle Eact.

The Isracli attzck vas eigsc jeintly condermed by the ASEAN member countries. In a
statement issued in Hanila on 17 June 1931, on the occasion of the annual meeting of
Foreign linisters of .the ASEAY member countries, the ASEAN Foreifn lMinisters stated
‘25 follows:

"The Foreigm Ifinisters condemn the recent unwarranted Israzeli alr attack
on Iraci nuclear installations near Baghdad and regard it as a serious violation
of the United Iations Cheorter and internationel law.  They express grave
concern that this dangerous and irreceponsible act would escalate the e;:istipg
tension in the area ond pose = serious thrcat to international peace and
security”. ’

If I moy now turn to item 1 of our agenda, namely, "Iuclcar test ban”, I wish to
express the full suppori of my delegation for the recommendation contained in
document CD/lBl submitted by the Group of 21 that in the light of the discussions held
in informal meetings of the Committes, an ad hoc working group on 2 nuclear test ban
be set up at the beginning of this surmeyr session of the Committee. Much has already
been said in the past on the necessity of establishing such a working group. The
Group of 21 has even gone {urther by alsc proposing in the document I have Just
referred to, 2 specific mandate fer the ad hoc working group. Considering that
vorking aroups conctitute the most appropriate forums for the conduct of negotiations,
it is the hope of my delegation that those delegations vhich during the spring session
of the Committee menifcsted their reservations on the creation of the saié working
group ore nov ir a position to go along vith the proposcl made by the Group of 21 in
order that actual negotiations can be conducted soon and thot the Committee will be
able to report to the second special seszion next year accordingly.

As rcgards item 2 of the agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disermoment", in document CD/180 the Group of 21 has proposed thet the estcblishment
of an 2d hoc working group on this item and its mendzte should be the immediate
objective of the considerations at the start of this summer session of the Committee.

e hope that this pending issue, i.e. the creation of ad hec working groups on
items 1 and 2, can be resolved vithout delay. Vithout the establishment of
eppropriate working groups, I am afraid, Hr. Chairman, that actual negotiztions could
never be conducted =znd thcot, consequently, this Committee would cease to be a
negotiating Lody and would become a deliberative organ, at least as far as 2 nuclear
test ban and the cessation of the nuclcar ayms race and nuclesr disayrmament arc
concerncd. ' ’
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(1=, Jeyeknddy, Sri Lenkn)

Despite the law priority attochzd ¢~ it ia our zgender, oy delegatinn believes:
th~t the negntiation nf » treriy benning radisl-gicel wespons will be a contributisn
to the diszrmament effort in thet it will hepefully eliminet: at least nne nptin for
the qualitative impravement ~f nuclesr wespons ~nd, m-re impartently, indirect methnds
of waging radiologicel warfare. The recent Isroeli attack »n =n Irzqi nuclezr plant
has brought intn sherp focus the validity of the ergument thei = tresty banning
redinlogicel weapons should enchapass the possibility ~f woging radinlogical warfsre
by attacks -on pesceful nuclecr power installatinns., .My delegntinn wishes to stress
strongly that 2 future treety on radislogicel wcapons shruld include positive
provisiong t~ facilitete ~ccess, for 11 St-tes, t» nuclear technslogy for peaceful
purprses 2nd internrtirnsl co-nperzti~n for the pezceful 2pplicetion ~f nuclear
technolngy and radi~zctive materials.

My delegetion is prepared to co-npzrate fully in y ur dedicatesd effrrts »s
Cheirman of the .d Hre Working Group on Redinlogicel Weapons tn facilitzste the speedy
finrlizatinn nf nsg-tiations an this itenm.

My delegation will continuc in meke its conmtribution, nndest theugh it be,
towerds the success of this Committee's work.

CD/FV.132
24

(M. Sk~11i, Moracen)

Yith respect tn rodislngical werpons, the Working Group has 2s its task the
negntietinn of 2 conveniion prohibiting the development, praductinn, stockpiling end
use nf redinlongicel werpons.

ilthough the c~nclusinn nf such » conventinn would nnt constitute 2 dissrmsment
measure in the stri-t sense, we 2re, none the less, fevourably dicprsed towerds any
initietive or mezsure zimed 2t preventing the emergence, and prohibiting the use, of
nev types of weopons »f mess desiruction.

When this questinn wes ex=mined by the Working Group, 2 mejor ntjectinn was raised
with respect tn the definitinn of radinlogicsl werpans s propased in the dreft text of
& tresty submitted jointly by the United States znd the Soviet Union. In this
connection, the Miraccon delegetion is »f the n~pinion thet whetever the definitinn we
adopt, it must nnt in any way Jjustify ~r legitimize the possession or use ~f nuclesr
wespons.

In »dditinn, I should like tn take this ~pportunity i~ reiternte my delegatinn's
suppnrt for the Swedish proposel far the inclusion in the future conventinn wf
provisions prnhibiting delibercte ~ttacks nn civilisn nuclerr inst~ll~tinns.

The Mhrocern delegation ~ttrches very great imporisnce t~ the ncgntintion and
conclusion of a esnvention proiiibiting chemicsl weapins. The elaboratisn »f o
cenvention an this guestion, which is, mnre~ver, =n urgent nne ~nd ~ne which hes been
given high prinrity, woulé unquistion~bly constitute en effective »nd genuine
dis~rmrment measure.
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Mr. RODPIGUEZ NAVARRO ezuela
My deregztion dqug like to)rcfer briefly to the gquestion of so-called

radiological weapons. Venezucla's position on this subject is already well known.
At the outset of the deliberations of the 4id Hoc Hoc Working Group on this subject we
proposcd a different approach, for the scle purp purpose of contributing to the
achievement of a genuine measure of disarmement in this connection.

We stated at that time that the convention to be adopted as a result of the
work of the Ad Hoc Working Group ought not te refer to radiological weapons, which
do not exist, but to the prohibition of the use of radiocactive materials for military
purposes and the prohibition of rad-olo"lcal methods of warfare or nethods of
radiological warfare.

It was not, s we stressed, an inflcxible position. Nevertheless, we merely
followed with interest the deliberations of the Working Group, hoping that new
eleacnts would emerge which would result in additions or modifications more or less
in line with the basic features of our dclegation's original proposals.-

Today we note with satisfaction that in recent weeks there has been a growing
trend in favour of the inclusion of new elements designed to improve and broaden
the draft convention. - This trend bLecame apparent with the preposals submitted by
~the Swedish delegation for the inclusion of provisions rclating to the concept of

radiolorical warfare and attacks on nuclear reactors. This last pOlnt hzs provcd
relevant with the attack Ly Israel on Ircg's nuclear roactor, vhich the Covernment of
Venezuela has condemcd toth 1qd1v Quail; end in cenjunciic: with the otlcr countries
of the Group of 21. ’

These proposals have met with supp
approved they will give a nev slant to
veapons, the substance of which «ill b2

ri in nost quarters.  If they are finally
he convention on so-called radiclegical
~rcatly improved.

-
(¥
o

¥4t

The nev proposals, particularly as regards the concoept of radiclegical wariare,
reflect some of these very concerns vhich prompted the delezavion of Venszuela, some
timc azo now, t0 provese a different approach. This is why we troadly suppcrt them.
True, the Swcdish delegation's propesals call for certain clarifications froa the
political, legal end techniczl points of viaw, but the bacic idea is wndouhtedly very

valuable and ought therefore to be inccrpora tad in the draft treaty -

My declesation wishes also o strcss that thz use of the term radiological weapons
in = convention should in no way siznify cor imply the consequent legitimation of {he
use of nuclear wezpons. In the $treaty now Yeing n -pgotlahed there should be 2
suitable linkage with nuclear weapons since, when 2ll is geid and done, so-called:
radiological w2epons weuld be intrinsically rcla‘ﬂd to nuclecar weapons. A ccnvention
on this subject which, as we 211 lmov, dces not hove the samz priority zs other items
on the Cormitice's sgenda, ¥will be really valusbie only if 1t contribute° to the -
prohobition and elinination of muclear weapons, vhese existonze snd petentielly
devastating eflzcts of ccurse leave nc one in doubt
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"I% will therefore be up to us to shov that our Committze, in itc present
composition and with its present methodz, can achieve concrete resultsz by way of
negotiations.

L}

The ability of the Disarmament Commitiee to do so iissif depends on a number
of factors, of which I should like %o mention those that seem ic me the most
important. TFirst, therz is the question of ipte~*~tiona1 security conditions, for
the Disarmament Committee cannot rnegotiate in a vacuum, and il secms obvious to me
that a tense international climate is — alas -~ not propitious for the aitainment
of any great progress in the sphere of disarmament. AT the sane time we ought
not to underestimate the impact that efforts in this sphere could have on the
restoration of confidence in international rclations.

Secondly, the multilateral approach to disarmament cannot be divorced from
developments in the separate negotiantions going on in a number of priority spheres
of disarmament. Belgium, which his always been in favour of these tuo approaciies,
naturally expects that the States responcsible for the separate negoiiations will
talke account of the overriding impcrtance which the international community
attaches to those negotiations.

lastly ard, I would say, particularly, the Disarnmzment Cormittee will be
judged according to the combined will we have chown itc malte progress where that weas
possible. - R BT

Teking account of these factors, and beuring in mind the limited time
available beforc the second spscial cesr’on, I should like %o indicate three themes
which would permit the Committes on Lisarmament to demonsirate that this
multilateral negotiating body merits the central role attributed to it in 1978.

In indicating these themes, I am not claiming that they are all of priority
importance in relation to tlie probiems posed by the grﬂvity of the armaments ruce.
I merely wish to point out that these are questions on which progress can be m=de
and that it is important, in the present circumstances, not to neglect any
possibilities for making progress, however limitec they may Dbe. ’

Thus, I consider that the time has come for the Disarmament Committee to conclude
its negotiations regaréing the prohibition of radiologicazl ueapons.

"I also believe that between now nd next spring the Discrmament Cormittee <‘hou'|u
complete the elaboraulon of a cormrehensive prograrmes of disarmauent.

I would also like to see our Committee maliing substantial progress in the
drafting of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons before the second
spec1h1 session.

Since, according to our programme of vork, ouir dis scussions in plenary mecting
this weel: should deal mainly vith the question of ruﬂlOlO‘lCal vexpons, I should like
1o devote the remainder of my siatement to thut subject.

. There are several reasons uby Delziuvm atiaches particular immoriance to the

* conclusion of a treaty prohibiiing rociolopgical wcapons:
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Tt would be one uway of demonsirating that the negetiating nachinery oifered by
the Disarmament Committee can function effectively;

It would also be the first time in the nuclear field that 2 treaty had been
negotiated with the participation of the five nuclear-veapon Pousrs;

The very fact of the existence of an international agreement. in the
disarmament field would, in present circumstances, have a symbolic value vhich we
cannot afford to disregard;

- Furthermore, the procedure that has been follaowed with respect to these
negotiztions on radiolocgical weapons coincides with our idea of the correct method
to adopt in’the matter of the prohibiticn of weopons of mass Gestruction, namely,
first to identify these vsapons and then to negotiate, one by one, their prchibition
or limitation. ’

The negotiation of a convention on radiological weapons has made good progress
since the submission o the Committes by the United States and the Sovieit Union of
their joint proposal on mzjor elements of a treaty. Ve are particularly grateful fo
Ambassador Komives, Chairmzn of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Raciologiczl Veapons,

for the mamner in vhich he is carrying out his important task.

Certainly, ue would have vished these negctiations to be brought o a spsediex
conclusion, but ve are avare of the importance cf the points raised by many
delegaticns, points which are themselves evidence of the imporiance ue all attach fo
the guestion of ruadiologicul weapons. :

Ve now have a consclidated text bused on proposals submitted by the Chairman of
the Ad Hoc Vorking Group. Belgium considers that thic document, vhich is a
combination of &ifferen: proposals, should constitute the principal basic of our
further work.

My delegation is particularly gratified to note that several of ifs own

b &L

suzgestions havé been incorporated in the consolidated text.

Ve shall contimune to make any contribution we can in the search fer solutions
to the various importan: problems which have not yet been resolved. among these
problems I vould draw attention in particular tc the following.

The probler of the definition of radiclogical ireapons. The definition can
obviously not include a reference to a nuclear explosive device. Ve understand the
concern of those who fear that the fact of nct mentioning nuclear weapons nmight be
interpreted as justifying their use. ~ Such juctification was c¢learly not the
intention of the bilateral ne.ciiztors, any more than it was their intention to
settle the question of the legitimacy or othervize of nuclear veapons. Vould it
not, then, be a good idea, as my delegution suggested last year, tc include in the
preamble to the convention a specific reminder of the goal of nuclear ¢isarmament?

I wvould 1like to point out thzt in the negotiution of a number of disarmament

instruments, use hac often besn made of the technique of incorperatiing in the

convention an undertaking to negotiate subsequently either on = ters on vhich it

did not prove poscsille to reach irmediate ugresment, or on wider aspecic or the

general subject of disarmament. I might jucte by way of example articls V of the

Sen-Ded Treaty, article VI of the Treaty on the Hon-Proliferation of Nuclear Veapons

and article Ix of the Convention on the prohibition of biological weapons. Ve

his os & possible neans of wesolving a number of the difficultiec
15

_should not overlool t
tered in the nerotiation of a couvention on radiolorical weapons.

which ve have enccoun




L/vVel st
o
7

(ti. Onlzelinx, Belgium)

ed is vhether, in thiz convention, we ought
explicitly to prohibit delibexx attacls on civilian nuclear installations in order
to cause the relr.se of radioactive subsi-nces. Ve are gr.teful to the Swedich
delegation for drawing our attenticn to this impertant question, which is already
partly covered by article 56 of the first Additional Protocol to the Geneva
Convention. The question raiced by Suveden is important in itgelf. It also adds
to the field of applicaticn of the first Adéitionzl Protecol. Furthermore, this
question has become much more relevant since the attack on an Iraqi nuclear research
centre, an attack vhich the Belgian Covernment has strongly condemned and which,
although it was not the subject of the Suedish proposal, could have foreshadoued vhat
Sweden specifically wished to prohibit in the convention on radiological weapons. ~

inother cuestion to be decided
hxel

lu
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We already, lacst year, raiszed the quesiion vhether this aspect should be
included in the present convention or chould appear in a different context. Ve do
not wish the matter to be settled at this stage, because the argunents for-and against
are so complicated. iy delegation igs nevertheless ready, here too, to help find any
colution that might be acceptable to all members of the Cormittee. :

We ought, houever, to bs aware that; if ve incorporate the Swedish propesal in
the convention on radiological weapons, we shall substantially alter the scope of this
convention and raise various problems, both of a legal nmature and as regards the need
to devise an adequate verification procedure. If,on the other hand, ve consider
that the Swedish proposal uould be beiter placed in another coniext, either in an
instrument complementing the Additional Protocols of the Gensva Convertions or in an
entirely nev instrument, we ought zlso to realize that it uill take a great deal of

time to work out the details of the Suedish proposal so that it can be implemented,
and to resclve all the difficult questions that will arise. Could e not therefore
rake use of the technique I mentioned earlier and estabiish in the convention
prohibiting radiological weapons the principle contzined in the Swedish proposal, at
the same time undertaking to negotiate on all its implications at a later date.

Another quesiion to vhich my delega*ion attaches particular impcriance concerns
the peaceful uses of radioactive materials. In thic ccnnection, we can accept the
proposal made by the Chairman of the Vorking Group regarding article V of the _
preposed convention. In fact the provisions contained in that article in no wvay
restrict the use of radioactive materials ag zuthorized by article IV of the Treaty on

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Yeapons. Howewvex, article IV of the non-proliferatio

Treaty talances two ideas. The first is the one I have just mentioned.” The second
concerns undertakings relating to the promotion «f peaceful uses. Belgiun believes
that it would be appropriate to include this dual concept also in the part of the
convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons dealing with the peaceful use
of radiocactive materisls. Ify delegation therefore supports those delegations which
would like to sez included in the convention prohibiting radiolopical veapons a
provision on the promotion of peaceful uses. The precadents for this that exist in
disnrmament treaties such as the non-proliferation treaty ox the Convention
prohibiting biological ueapons, chould enable us to find an appropriate form of
languzge. '

, Those are the comments I uviched to malie at this stage of our work. I hope that
my remarks uill have been enough %o shou the comstructive spirit in vhich my '
delepation approaches all the matters {th:t are before our Committee.
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I now turn to the pronosed convention banning r"tdlolog:.cal wea.pons, which is
being negotiated in the third Working Group, chaired by my old friend. and
colleague, Ambassador Komives. This issue is an obvious example of the limited
importance which the Superpowers seem to attribute to the Committee on Disarmament.
Vhile they have steadfastly refused for a number of years now to enter into
multilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty and are nrepared
to accept only limited negotiation activities in the chemical weapons area — both
areasg being of the highest concern to most peoples and nations of the world — they
have not hesitated to put before the Committee a draft treaty on the prohibiticn
of radiological iweapons, wiich has, Guring: our negotiations, been convincingly
shovn to be completely laclzing in substance. It is wy belief that the Committee
made a mistale in agreeing to tale up this iteom on ils agenda to the detriment
of more urzent questions. ' '

In order to Zive some meaningful content to the éraft convention on
radiological weapons, the Suedish Government has proposed the inclusion of a
pronibition of attacks against nuclear installations, releasing the radiocactivity
contained in such installations to the detriment of the pecple living in the area
and their envircnment. Such attacks weuld, actually, apart from nuclear explosions,
vhich are expressly exempted from the draft trezty, seem to be tie only credible
ways of waging radiological warfare. Ve firmly believe that such a prohibition
should be added te the draft and arc tuch encouraged by the support given to our
proposal. Heedless to say, the alarming event just about a montih ago, which
showed z horrifying distrust of the non-proliferaticn efforts of the international
community, and which has been so shzrply condemed in this Cormittee, should
convince any raticnal nind that the criginel drafters of the proposed convention
would do well to listen morc carefully to the aryuments that support our proposal.
As matters now stand, we entertain crave doubts about uhe usefulness of poing
forwvard with the deficient text originally prov:.dcd to us by the United States
and the Soviet Union, as we do not thiniz thot it would add to the already suffering
credibility of the Coumittee on Disermament.
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Mr. IUKES (Czechoslovakia)

May I nov turn to agenda item 5, that is, to the question of a convention
prohibiting radiological weapons.

. The Czechoslovak delegation highly appreciates the work of the Ad Hoc Vorking
Group on Radiological Weapons, which is chaired with admirable skill by
Arbasgsador Komives. The elaboration of a treaty prohibiting the development,
production and use of radiological weapons wasg urgently asked for in a number of
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly as well as in the Final Document
of the first special sessicn of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Our
delegation is convinced that this task should be fulfilled without any unnecessary
delay. : : .

In the view of the Czechoslovak &elegation the radiological weapons treaty will
be a rather importznt result of the activity of the Committee on Disarmament.

Yhen the four main categories of weapons of mass destruction were identified in
the United HMations in 1943, radiological weapons were included for their evident
potential complementary importance with regard to nuclear weapons. - Since that time,
the main military technical development has becen aimed at the improvement of nuclear
weapons, and radiological weapons have remained only potential. HNevertheless, their
important complementary position in the nuclear-weapons area has remained unchanged.
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One can be surc that if they were not prohibited they would be developed in future
for a real military deployment. Vith this in mind, our delegation considers the
elaboration of the treaty an actual and sufficiently imnortant task which is fully
in accord with the fundamental role of the United Fations in the area of protecting
mankind from the disastrous consequences of the use of weapons of mass destruction.

Another highlir positive effect of such a treaty which may be assumed with
assurance is its influence on peaceful co-operation in the use of radio-active
materials and the relevant technology on the basis of principles to be agreed on.

The third point indicating the importance of a treaty on radiological weapons
is the fact that the treaty should serve as a concrete contribution by the
Committee on Disarmement to the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. Secveral delegations have already emphasized this aspect,
and we share their-opinion that concrete results will become the most important
criterion by vhich the authority and prestige of the Committee will be judged, inside
as well-as outside the United Nations.

Tor ail these reasons,,‘ the Czechoslovak glelegatioxi is ready to meke all possible
" efforts to make the negotiation of the draft: treaty. concrete and eﬁ‘ec_tive, and to
achieve the goal in the reasonably near future. -. -

We share the concern of the Svedish delegation as regards the importance of the
protection of civilian nuclear facilities. This problem is not new, and the concern
of many countries hes already been reflected in the 1977 Additional Protocol fo the
Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, as well as in several other documents of
international lav. Experience has shown, however, that it would be desirable to
enforce the existing measures and to enhance their effectiveness.

Ve have some doubts, however, vhether the convention prohibiting radiological-
weapons would be the right place for solving this problem. Several sericus obstacles
can be envisaged. We alrcady had an opportunity to explain our vievs in the statement
presented during the spring session of the Comnittee on Disarmament. = Briefly
summarized, there seem to be three important factors vhich must be taken into account:

1. The fact of the very concrete mandate which the Committee has for elaborating
a convention prohibiting specifically radiological weapons;

2. The fact that any new treaty dealing with questions already covered by
other insiruments of international law would have a number of serious implications in
areas of international lav lying clearly outside the competence of the
Comnittee on Disarmament; :

3. The fact that the character of measures eifectively protecting nuclear
facilities, measures which could be realized in practiice, remains rather unclear,
at least with respect to the situation in industrially developed countries, with
‘nuclear facilities becoming more and more an integral part of large industrial
centres. .

Vith 211 this in mind wve tend, like several other delegations, to be in favour
of finding a vay of dealing with this very complicated and very specific problem of
the enforcement of the existing rules for the protection of nuclear facilities
separately from the radiological weapons treaty.
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‘The radiological wcapons treaty is ’bclng negotiated as one sgpecific part of a
more complex item of our agenda, devoted to neu types of veapons of mass destruction
and nev systems ¢f such vecpons, and is r2 far the first stzp of the Committec in
this area. 1In the viev of the Czechoslovak delegztion, the problem of new weapons
should not. be underestimated. .. We sometimes.hear the argument that therc is not
time for discussing nev veaponc vhile the problem of the prohibition of already
exlstlng weapons has not yet been solved.

- The ovér-all experience of the last sevcral dccades clec..'rly shows the profound
influence scientific progress can have on the life of socicty. Ye have, however,.
2lso been repeatedly surprised by the unexpected negative consequences of such progress,
as well as by its serious micusc. There are meny such examples in all parts of the
world and nearly 2ll areas of humen aciivity. - : :

Vie have lezrnt, therefore, that mucii scrious 2ffert must be spent on timely
analyses of scientific' and technological.irsnds and on prognoses of zll possible
consequences, including the misuse of discoveries for the purposes of the arms race.
Without doing this we frequenily face new and unespected problems vhich can often-
be treated only with enormous difficulty -- if a successful solution is even possible.

TFor these reasons we support the proposal on establishing a group of qualified
governmental- experts which would meet periodically and would elzborate for the
Committec surveys of discoveries and trends important with respect to the possible
development of new weapons of mace destruction.. This would help in the timely
discovery of nev important areas of nepotiation; in any case, it would at least
contribute to the provision of the. Comritice on Disarmament with objective 1nformatz.on
and to ensuring that no new important item had bLeen missed in the Comm.ttee
programme.
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Hr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (transla.ted from Russian):
During discussions cf the question of ner types of weapons of mass destruction in
the Committee on Disarmament, the Soviet delegation has repeatedly stressed the
need for more intensive work on the elabcration of preventive measures prohibiting
the use of scientific and technological advances for the development of such weapons.

Vhile being in favour of a comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of new
types end systems of weapons of mass destruction, the Soviet Union, as you lmow,
also accepts the idea of the conclusion of special agreements for the prohibition
of individual new types of such weapons. . This position of ours.is reflected both
in the additional dreft agreement on the prohibition of new types and systems of
weapons of mass destruction submitted by the USSR delegation to the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament in 1977 and in our participation in the negotiations
on the prohibition of radiological weapons.

I should like to express the hope that the meetings of the Committee with the
participation of experts planned for the end of July will enable Commititee members
to form a clearer picture of the wide range of questions connected with the
possible emergence of weapons of mass destruction. Ve also hope that these
meetings will help to break the deadlock on the question of the establishment under
the auspices of the Committee on Disarmement of an ad hoz group of experts to’ -
prepare 2 draff comprehensive agreement and to consider the question of concluding
special agreements on individual new types and systems of weazpons of mass
destruction. A proposal for the establishment of such a group was submitted to
“the.Committee by the USSR delegation on 15 July 19C.

VWie are fimly convinced that such a group of e@erts could become a most
effective intermational body which could prepare for the Committee's use
informal working materials on the subject of new types of weapons of mass
“destruction. The Cormittee would thus have at its disposal an important
additional means for the regular monitoring of developments in the matter of
potentially dangerous trends that nu.p'ht give rise to new types of weapons of mass
destruction.

The fourth round of negotiations on the preparation of the text .of a treaty
on the prohibition of radiological weapons has now been going on in the Committee
on Disarmement for almost a month.

We are expected —and have been expected for some time past —— to produce an
agreed text of a2 treaty. Such expectations were confirmed recently in the
course of the work of the Preparatory Cormittee for the second special gession of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and in that of the United Hetions
Disarmement Commission. Our current session is, in fact, the last full round of
negotiations on the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons before
the convening of the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. Teoking into account the present state of affairs in other areas ‘
of negotiations on the limitation of the arms race and disarmapment, the completion
of the preparation of a radiological weapons treaty would not only be a real
contribution to the solution of the problems that exist in that sphere, but also
have great moral and symbolic significance as a solid step in a positive direction,
vhich is particularly important in today's exacerizbed world situation. The
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importance of the completion of our work on a radiological wezpons treaty to the
successful holding of the second special session on disarmement is also perfectly
obvious. HNeither can theré be any doubt that the achievement of agreement on
radiological weapons would enhance still further the authority of our Cormittee
as the only negotiating body in the sphere of disarmement that is at present
functioning. '

What, then, is the position as regards the preparation of 2 radiological
weapons treaty after a whole month of work at the summer part of our Cormittee's
session? ‘ .

As you know, as a result of the previous -round the Ad Hoc Working Group has
before it, in addition to the Soviet-United States text, an alternative text by
the Chairman. Apart from certain small points, we fail to see any elements in the
Chairman's text that would substantially improve the Soviet-United States text. -
However, in view of the not unimportant fact that the alternative text <takes account
of the amendments proposed by many delegations and commands a considerable degree
of agreement among them, the Soviet delegation is also prepared to work towards
agreed decisions on the basis of the Chairman's consolidated text. '

At the same time, the situation in the Committee on the gquestion of the
prohibition of radiological weapons is practically one of deadlock. There are -
delegations that would like to solve a number of pressing problems relating to the
limitation of the arms race, international humenitarian law and other fields. Ve
have the highest esteem for such noble intentions. - :

It would, of course, be an excellent thing if together with the prohibition
of radiological weapons we could also solve the problem of a genersl and complete
prohibition of nuclear weapons under effective international control and many other
disarmament problems as well. Dut, alas, that is unrealistic. It would be
equally unrealistic to try to solve the problem of prohibiting attacks on.peaceful
nuclear installations within the framevork of a radiological weapons treaty.
Undoubtedly, Israel's barbarous attack on a nuclear reactor near Baghdad raises a
-numbér of important issues.

Ve sympathize with the idea underlying the proposal by the Svedish delegation
concerning the need to protect civilian nuclear installations ageinst attack.
Houever, the inclusion of this proposal in the text of a radiological weapons treaty
involves considerzble difficulties. In the course of the discussions various
delegations have pointed out not only the complexity of the problem as such but
also the serious legal, technical and political implications, the careful study
of vhich would take time.

We continue to feel that the solution of this serious and difficult problem
should be sought within the framework of other intermational agreements. The
discussion of this matter in the Committee has shown that many other delegmtions,
too, hold similar vievs. - ‘

~ How.that, after two. years of intensive work, a large number of States members
of the Committee are willing to assume obligations in connection with the
prohibition of the development, production, stoclkpiling and use of radiological
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weapcps on the-basis of the Chairmen's texi, a teths to queﬂtlon the very
preparation of & radiological wreapons trzaty, whlch is specified in our mandate
and in the ‘relevant decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its session on :
this question -~ decisions adopted, morcover, by consensus —- can only cause
bewilderment. Ve are firmly convinced that the spcediest possible conclusion.
of work on 2 radiological weapons ireaty will be a perhaps small but important
contribution to the general goal of limiting the arms race. No one can doubt -that
even a small step in that direction, especially against the background of the
present international situation, would be better than the absence of any progress
at all. Ve believe in the forrmula: =a litile is better than nothing. Others
seen to th:.nl.. that the worse thmgs are the better that is. c

Con..-,lderable dlﬁ‘:.cultles remain also in uonnectz.on wrbh the i‘ma.l dra.ft:.ng
of the treaty's articles on definition, scope of prohibition, and pea.ceful uses.
‘There are some other difficulties as well. : -

Thus the situation vhich has arisen in the course of negotiations is not :
simple. On the one hand, there are a2 number -of countries for vwhich the text of -
the treaty prepared by the Chairman could be acceptable. On the other hand,
there is a group of States which would like {o.link the treaty on the prohibition
of radiological” ueapons vith a number of intermational problems that are mportant
* but bear no relation to the prohibition of rachologlcal weapons. .

We consider that the interests of the cause require'us to show the necessary
realism, to make optimum use of the time available to us and, by making additional
efforts both individually and collectively, to compleie the preparation of the
text of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons in the very near future.

lir. WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): Mr. Chairman, as you observed last Thursday,
there was a large number of speakers at the 136th meeting of the Committee on
Disarmament. At the end of that meeting the leader of the Wetherlands delegaticn,
Ambassador Fein, consented to defer his statement scheduled for delivery-on
9 July until today. Unfortunately, Anbassador Fein is prevented from being with' -’
us today. In his absence I have been instructed to delivexr his statement now.

It is a matter of satisfaction for my delegation to cee you preside over the
vork of this Committee in the month of July. My delegation feels inspired by the
fact that during this important period of the work of the Committee, it will be
steered by your outstanding competence, diplomatic skill and dedication to the
cause of peace and disarmament.- We are convinced that your great gifts of spirit
and of mind will stimulate the Committee to meke substantial progress in this
vital phase of its summer session. Needless to say, my delegation will be only
too happy to contribute to the success of your chairmanship. Our appreciation
goes to your distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Komives of Hunpgary, for the
very competent and business-like manner in which he set the Committee to work in the
month of June. Ve cordially welcome into this Commitiece the distinpuished
Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Jalali of Iran, Ambas gad.or Jayakoddy
of Sri Lanlca a.nd Arbassador Rodriguez Havarro of Veneczuela,

Today I ‘wish to make a statement on radlologlcal ‘weapons and radiological warfard
In thic statement I shall make some proposals which I hope will be helpful in
advancing our negotiations on these matiers. I shall not, however, on this
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occasion, tall. about new weapons of mass destruction in general except to remind
you that it was the Hetherlands that originally proposed, in our statement of

5 August 1980 (at the Committee's 97th meeting), the holding annually, during
specially designated periods of time, of informal meetings on nev veapons of mass
destruction, with the assistance of qualified experts. We are pleased that at
the initiative of Ambassador Komives of Hungary the Cormitiee decided to do this,
and as far as we are concerned that tales care of this problem.

Speaking about radiological veapons, I should in the first place recall the
statement I made a year ago, at the formal meeting of the Cormittee of
9 April 1980. In that stztement we commented in detail on the text of the
draft convention submitted to this Commitiee jointly by the United States and the
Soviet Union in July 1979.

Since then, during our discussions of this subject last year and also this
year, many proposals have been made to improve on that draft text. Some of those
proposals were :.nterestmg and they merit further discussion. As a result of those
proposals there is now a Chairman's vorking paper with a consolidated text for
a radiological weapons convention (cD/Ri1/iTP.20 of 21 Aprll 1931).

At th:ts moment the most important outstanding difference of opinion, which
stands in the way of an early agreement, concerns the scope and the definition of
a radlologlcal weapons convention. 1In the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological
Weapons, on 26 June of this year, Sweden proposed certain interesting amendments
to the text. That proposal, v1¢.., to extend the definition of the scope of the
radiological weapons convention in order to include the prohibition of attacks
on civilian nuclear installations in the scope, deserves special attention. The
baclkground to that proposal was expounded in the Swedish intervention in the
Committee on 7 April 1981.

The MNetherlands is, in principle, sympathetically inclined to the Swedish
proposal, vhich secems to be based on a thorough investigation of their om. Ve
are therefore prepared to examine that proposal seriously, both nationally and
internationally, in order to evaluate all its political and technical implications.
Our very preliminary findings have led us to the following conclusions.

As we said in our intervention of last year, to vlhich I refexrred at the
beginning of this statement, the Netherlands shares the view that for purely technical
reasons the development of spemf:.c radiclogical weapons is hlghly unlikely. Ve
have alweys held the viewv that it is unlikely that such wezpons can be developed.
Horeover such weapons, even if they did ever come to exist, would be of 1little
military value. The draft convention on radiological veapons as submitted to
the Cormititce on Disarmament in July 1979 is therefore not a very interesting one
from the point of viev of ams control and disarmament.. It is against this
background that we in the Netherlands have looked at the Swedish proposal under
discuscion, because the launching of an attack on nuclear installations in an
opponent's territory does constitute one of the few feasible and effective methods
of waging radiological warfare. This is, unfortunately, not an inconceivable event.

It is ouwr viev that, since the United Stetes/USSR draft convention provides in
article III not only for o prohibition of radiological weapons as such but also for
a general prohibition of radlolo'ucal varfare, there is sufficient ground io try to
include in a constructive manner, acccptable to a11 at least the esscnce of the
Svedish proposal.
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In -order to contributc to the process of deliberation that is nov under way in
this Committee .concerning this proposition, vhich surely is not an academic one, but
on the other hané elso taking into account the objections that in fact have been
made to attempts to regulate these mportant matters in the radiological weapons
convention, we would put forward the suggestion not to pursue — at least in this
particular context — the formula proposed by Sueden, vhich.reads: *'never, under any
circumstances, to atitack or deliberately damage any civilian nuclear energy generating -
reactor, reprocessing plant or spent fuel storage facility on the territory of a

tate party to the treaty". In the context of 2 radiological weapons convention,
one could rather envisage — and this is what ve propose in place of the Suedish
formulation — that it should be prohibited “to atiack any civilian nuclear enexrgy
generating reactor, reprocessing plant or spent fuel storage facility on the
territory of a State-party to the treaty, if such attack may lead to the effective
release of relio-cctivemterial causing, by its dissemination, destruction, damage
or jnjl.u'y by means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material”,.

"Allov me mow to substantiate that proposal with the following cons:.derat:.ons.
Let us consider, first, attacks on nuclear installations that have the specific.
objective of releasingredic—activematerial in order to inflict destruction, damage
or injury on the enemy: such attacks obviously do fall within the scope of &
radiological weapons convention. On the other hand, any military action against
nuclear installations that is not specifically designed to use released radiation, is
admissible. An example would be the capturing of such installations with a view
to halting the production of energy. ™ “In this connection, we are reminded that the
Svedish proposal would be covered by articles 51 and 56 of Additional Protocol I
to the Geheva Convention of 1949. The Netherlands, howvever, shares the viev that
those provisions are more restricted than the Swedish proposal under discussion, and
they are also more restricted than what we have in mind ourselves, our owm Dutch’
vieus. In the first place, article 56 of Additional Protocol I only refers to
"nuclear electrical generating stations'; it does not refer to other nuclear
installations vith large quantities of rad:.o—af'clfe raterial, In the second place,
ariticle 56 only offers protection to the civilian population in the vicinity of the.

installations. Iloreover that protection is neither provided for if these

:.nstalla.tlon.., lnppen to supply electrical energy on a regular basis for substantial
and direct support to military operations, nor in a situation in vhich such an atiack
is the only practical way of putting an end to that military support role.

Ve do believe, however, that in the I’E.lelO"‘lcal weapons convention there should
be, in one ey or another, e.g. in the preamble, a reference to Additional Protocol I
in order to establish a link between the two instruments. In this connection, we
would also wish to drav attention to article 56, subparagraph 6, of Additional
Protocol I, which reads: WThe high contracting parties and the parties to the conflict
are urged to conclude furiher agreements among themselves to provide additional
protection for objectc containing dangerous forces®. This also serves to bring out
and underline the complementary nature of such a provision in a radiological weapons
convention, These are the o'bservgtlons I wvish to make to underpin our suggested
text altermatives '

I nov wish to refer to the new Svedish proposal to distinguish betireen
civilian end military nuclear installations and subsequently to mark this difference,
as ic suggested as a possibility in artlcle 56, subparagraph 7, of Additional
“Protocol I in reference to, inter alia, nuclesr ‘electrical generating stations.
Ve in the lNetherlands, are, hovever, of the opinion that it vould be legally unsound
and from a military point of view undesirable to change the noture of thot
provision in the Protocol, which is in fact no more than a recommendation, into a
. treaty obligation in the convention on radiological weapons. liorcover, such a
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change into a treaty obligetion would include reprocessing plants and spent fuel
storage facilities. -The lletherlands is of the opinion, as also suggested by - Sweden,
that the data published by IAEA concerning.civilian nuclear installations should

be sufficient to allov identification by military cormanders of the civilian or
military nature of a nuclear installation.

If the proposal to incorporate in the radiological ueapons convention a
prohibition of zttacks on nuclear installations, as amended by us, in the text
formlation I proposed just now,;is accepted, thereby taking into accomnt the Terarks
rede from several sides, then we would, in our opinion, have achieved a-significant
advantage. :The convention would gein:significantly in value. Especizlly in
heavily populated areas with a developed nuclear energy capacity, such a2 treaty
would be well -received, for the convention would include 2 prohibition of attacks
on nuclear installations specifically intended to release massive radio-cctive
contamination. '

A feuv final remarks. As to the definition of radiological weapons, the
Netherlands has no problems with the text propesed in the drafi convention as
submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union in July 1979. Ve do, however,
consider an improvement of the prohibitiens (articles I through III) of the
radiological weapons convention desirable, as we siated in our intervention of
9 April 1980. 'The definition of rediological weapons should leave no ambiguity
vhatsoever: the. convention relates exclusively to rediological warfare aimed at
spreading radiological material other than by means of a nuclear explosion. I
should remind you in this connection of the Hetherlands proposal, in our intervention
of 9 April 1980, for the redrafting of article II, subparagraph 2, and article III
in that sense. I then proposed the redrafting of article II, subparagraph 2, to
read as follous: "Any ralioc-active material specifically designed for employment,
by its dissemination indevendently of nuclear explosions, to cause destruction,
damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material".
With the same objective in mind, article III should read: "Bach State parity to the
Treaty also undertakes not to employ deliberately, by its dissemination independently
of nuclear explosions,any rodic-active material not defined as a radiological weapon
in article II, subnmaragraph 2, to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of
the radiation produced by the decay of such material.

By accepting these two texts we would do two things that maoke sense. Ve would
create a linlk with the term"redio-active meterial weapons" as.used in the definition
of veapons of mass destruction by the Commission for Conventional Armaments of
12 August 1948, At the same time the Netherlands proposal regarding a qualified
prohivition of attacks on nuclear installations, which I put to you earlier on,
would also link up with article III of the convention. '

My last remarl: on this matter is that we would appreciate it -if a formula along
the lines suggested by us could be incorporated in the definition as contained
in the excellent Ausiralian wvorlking paper of 1 July 19G1 (CD/H\'I/WP.ZZ).

I shall vind up my statement by addressing the viial question of tne prevention
of logs or diversion to radiological weapons of radio-cciive nmcteriala., This
matter is dealt with in article IV of the consolidated text of the Chairman of the

R T
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Ad Hoc Working Group -on Dadiological Weapons (CD/RIATP.20).  In this context
3t seems useful %o recall the pertinent paragraph of the INetherlands statement
at the 76th plenary meeting of -the Committee, on 9 April 19G0:

1T now come to the article vhich deals with the physical protection

of radio-cctive materials. Within the IAEA, an expert group has in

the past made recommendations on the physical protection of fissionable
raterials (TAEA document INFCIRC 225/Rev.l). These recommendations

are implemented by many countries Horeover, .a.Convention was recently
concluded in Vienna on the Phy51cal Protection of Nuclear laterials,
particularly during transport. .. Both these recommendations and ‘the
Convention cover .fissionable materials, either irradiated or not, but

do not cover radio-activemterials in which no fissiomable materlal is-
precent. . If we accept the idea, as reflected in this article of the

W/ draft, that this category of meterials must also be protected, parties
must try to achieve common standards vith respect to ihe level of
protection. This could be done by amending the said.Convention; but
this does seem to be a .somevhat cumbersome approach. Although my
delegation certainly would not like-to exclude the possibility of
amending the Convention in the future, the most practical approach seems
to be to“ask IAEA to reconvene the expert group with a view to expanding
the already existing recommendations so as to cover redio~active
materials as well. Consequently, I propose to invite the Director-General
of IAFA to present his views on this mtter as soon as possible.”

In the meantime, on 3 July 1981, the HNetherlands delegation has submitted -
a proposal to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Rediological Wezpons that the
Director-General of the International Atomic Energy Agency be invited {o present
h:Ls views, preferably J.n wr:.t:.nﬁ on the rela x.lonshlp between ar“:.cle IV of the
: Phys:.ca.l Protectlon of Muclear ha.terlal as well as the guidelines for physical
protection of nuclear material. ,This pr0posa.l is gimple, constructive and
vithout any implieations of, for example, -a military nature. 0_u:r sole aim °
is to try to establish maximum congruence between the work done in various
forums, in casu located in Geneva and Vienna respectively, vhere nev instruments,
of international law are being created. It goes without saying that the
possible future advice of the Director-General of IiEA will in no way prejudge
-the decision the Ad Hoc Vorking Group will finally take as regards the wording
of article IV of the consolidated text. ~The Ad Hoc Working Group works
under the mandate given to i% by the Committee on D:Lsarma.ment and this
Cormittee is, of course, the anly instance vhich de jure is empowered to draw
up the radiclogical vweapons convention. All the same, we deem it the duty ol
all States to see to it that agrcements dealing with the handling of radio-active
materials —— be these texts drawn up in Geneva or in Vienna -- form, between
them, 2 formidable and cohercnt obstacle to unauthorized or illegalt use of these
dangerous materials.,
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. . ARRASSEN (IIorocco) (transluter‘ from "‘rench) Our ancestors, who were
not spa.rnx_, of their time, .invented the handshalie, a symbolic gesture with three
purposes: first, to gavge the Dote“ztlal striliing power of the other; secondly, to
check that not the smallest morsel of flint wes lur..J.ng in his ha.ncx, and thirdly,
to show him varmth or fra.endllness.

Since the vocaticn of our Commititee is precisely that of disarmament, it ought,
I think, to observe this ancestral tradition. It is, therefore, with real pleasure
that I extend a warm handshzalte to you, lkr. Chairman, and throush you, to India,
which ie not only a friendly country but also a potential Power, a setter of
examples — examples of peace and of democracy. India has also with bare hands
scaled the hlghest peal:s of science and technology currently on record._

The world is more than ever in nced of exemplars of this s‘bai?ure s for this
world seems set on a dangerously recliless course: it is a world where the most
powerful set us an cxample rather of primitive egotism, extorting -exorbitant _
doncessions from those who are weaker, or condemning them to- arfonlzmg :cenunc:.atlons,
a world whexre every'thm scems ineluctably to be slipping from wman's control,
beginning with those very elements on which man' s future and his survival depend
I am thinking in particular of armaments, with the exceptlon perhaps of one category,
and that is solely because it does not yet exist. I am, of course, referring to
radiological weapons, on the subgect of vhich I should like, with your perm:.ssv on,
to say a few words.

From the- nilltary standpoint a radiological weapon is, as some put it, a
nuclear weapon without the no...se, or, if you like, one third of a nuclear weapon,
for of the threefold effects of an explosivé nuclear weapon, namely, mechanical
effects, thermal effects and radiation effects, it has only the latter. These
weapons, vwhich are essentially based on the use, without any nuclear explosion,
of radio-active material and waste from nuclear reactors — whatever the form
they may talte — can be used to inflict m,y“"y and damage on human beings, a.m.mals
and plants th.rough contamination. -

Contrary to-what is generallj believed, this contamination may-be. caused by
the firing of .shélls or roclkets or-the rclease of bombs containing radio-active
agents or by-products, or by the direct dispersal of such radﬁo-—actn.ve elements
i‘rom radiation-proof helicopters or pilotless crait. -

In view.of the develqpment and spectacular progress of the electro-nuclear
domain, the manufacture of radiological wezpons is within the grasp of any country

. possessing the industry, howevex. rudlmentary, necessary -for the production of the

requisite materials. TFor the rest, there will zlways be other ways — many of then
questionable, politically or commercially, or even constituting outright violations
of the law — by which they can obtain i‘:.ss:.onable materlals or actual rad:.ologlcal
weapons. - . .

" Since they are made from waste. product uS, and are ’cherefore within the reach of
small budgets, radiologzical weapons, should they appear, might lead to a certain
vulgarization of atomic weapons, a vulgerization tie main consequence of which would
be the birth of a new language of deterrence. For it must be realized that
radiological weapons are of marginal importance only as regards the nuclear-weapon
Powers or countries with large-scale conventional operaticnal forces. For other
countries, and especially developing countries, a power of deterrence based on
radiological weapons — provided it is. crerh.ble — could have a definite strategic
value. :

Clearly, only a couplete and mmedla’ce prohibltmn oi‘ radlolo gical wcapons
could obviate the risis that might result from such a.situation.
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The negotiations on the prohibition of yradiological weapons which were
initiated on -the urging of the. United States and the Soviet Union have been going
on in the Committee on Disarmament since 1979 with a view to the conclusion, in the
words of paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the first special session of the

_General Assembly on disarmament, of a convention "prohibiting the deve10pm°nt,

production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons".

: . In -this ‘matter, the Committee on Disarmament has taken a2 twofold declslon. to
set up an ad hoc working group, and to consider as a valid worhlng base for ‘

- negotiations the "Agreed joint United States-USSR proposal -on major elements of a’

treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radivlogical
weapons', in spite of the fact that, on the one hand the proposal contdihs a
juridically unacceptable mixture. of the lavs of war and disarmament measures, while
on the other hand it is totally silent on the subject of what is nevertheless an
extremely important problem, that of radioclogical warfare.

. Many delegations, including Morocco, consider that this - question ofgradiological

' -warfare should be at the centre of the discussions of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
.Radiological‘Weaans. There are, moreover, in this connection, serious ‘divergences
-of views between, on the one hand, -the two authors of the 301nt proposal amd their

respective allies, who would like to confine the prohibition in the convention to
radiclogical; weapons as such, and, on the other, the non-aligned and neutral
countries whose views on the matter are iess restrictive and who would therefore
wish to broaden the scope of the future convention in such a way that the prohibition
would cover not only 211 means of warfare producing radiation and including what are
known as particle-beam weapons but also all forms of attack on civilian nuclear
installations ingluding power stations, laboratories and research centres, other
installations concerned with the nuclear fuel cycle and all other installations”
confaining large quantities of raéio-nctive materials, even if such attacks are alsc
strictly prohibited under article 56 of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva
Conventions cf 194%. ,

The position adopted by the former is untenable: it is not possible to clamour
for the adoption of a convention interded to preserve mankind from the dangers of the
use of radio-active materials otherwise than in the form of exmlosive nuclear devices
and at the same time to try to confine the prohibition to certain aspects of-
radiclogical warfare only, particularly in view of the ease with which peaceful
nuclear facilities can be used to serve hostile purposes without substantial
conversion. This much having been said, a compromise solution could rapidly be
found if the two sides sgreed to make reciprocal concessions: the non-aligned
countries by not insisting on the maintenance of their suggestion on the prohibition
of particle-beam weapons, amd the others by agreelng to take the 1dea of radiological
warfare into consideration.

The idea of radiological warfare is, in our view crucial, for we see no point in

going on learnedly discussing whether or not it would be advisable to prohibit

radiological weapons, which at present, everyone agrees, lie in the realm of fiction;
what we ought rather to do is 1o tackle without further delay the nroblem of this
terrifying nev form of warfare.

In other words, what we ought to concern ourselves with in the first-ipsténce,_
and well shead of the question of banning the use of radiological veapons, is the
»prohibibition and prevention of radiological warfare.

My delegation wishes solemnly to declare thet it intends henceforward to act
and to assume its responsibilities in this spirit and with this goal in mind, in
accordance with the-statement of the Group of 21 of 17 June 1981, with the sole
concern of ensuring the best possible protection. for innocent civilian populatlons
against radlologlcal warfare.
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Before concluding, I should like very briefly to refer to the question of
control end verification with regard to which the Workmg Group will certainly come
up agalnst some dlfi‘lcultles. , .

Foxr the solutlon of -any problems that may arise in relation- to the objectives
of the proposed -treaty or its application, the agreed joint USSR-United States
proposal provides in its article VIII that the parties will undertake to consult
one another both directly and through a consultative committee of experts. The
article further provides that any State party to the treaty which has reasons to
believe that any other State party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from
the proposed treaty on.radiological weapons is free to lodge a complaint with the
Security Council of the United Nations, which is equally free to decide whether or not
to initiate an investigation into the matter.

I‘althful to their practice of undertaking nothing in disarmament-maiters- which
could harm their Great Power interests, the United States and the USSR have- proposed

a totally emasculated verification and control body. The consultative cormittee of

experts,’ according to the annex to the draft treaty, "shall undertake to make
appropriate findings of fact" -and "shall decide procedural questions relative to the
orgenization of its work". However, the annex adds, "there shall be no voting on
matters of substance” — nothing less.- As for the provisions of the joint proposal
concerning the procedure for complaints, they are completely inadequate as regards
violations of the prohibition to be embodied in the future convention. In view of all
this, is it possible for our Committee to adopt such paltry provisions? As far as

the Moroccan delegation is concerned, the answer is no!

It is, all the same, astonishing that when so many instruments have been
adopted in the field of disarmament it has still not been possible, in the matter
of contrcl and verification, to devise a basic formula applicable to any category
of non-conventional weapons, while allowing, of course, for certain modifications
of the formula to take account of the spnc:!.flc characteristics of particular
situations.

It is still more distressiﬁg to observe that the Committee on Disarmament has
tasken no steps to co-ordinate the work of the two working groups on chemical
weapons and on rad:.ologlcal weapons as regards this aspect common to both.

In conclusion, the Morocm.n delegation wishes to stress that if the regulation
now under way of -the question of radiological weapons does not take into consideration
the essential question.of the protection of civilian nuclear installations against
all forms of attack and sabotage, the result is likely to appear to an- impatient
and eager international public opinion as nothing but a giant hoax deliberately
des:.gned to distract the attention of the world's population from the most
important of the disarmament problems, and the one on which its surv:.val depends:
the prohlbltlon of nuclear weapons and nuclear disarmament.

The world would be justified in cons:uiermg that setting up a Working Group on
radiological weapons -~ potential weapons, whose role at the military level may
be regarded at the present time as negligible -~ and deliberately leaving aside
the question of the nuclear weapons vhich constitute the gravest threat to mankind
and to the survival of our civilization, is in truth sacrificing the essential to
the secondary, and at the same time putting off till later the solution of a question
which the world at large and the international bodies nevertheless consider as bemg
of the nighest priority. .
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But let us be realistic and patient, and recogm.ze that if ra.dlolog:.cal
disarmament were achieved, in leeping with the legitimate concerns worthy of ‘bhe
interest of 2ll of us, i.e., of the entire international commuhity, it would heve
at least two advantages: it would rid the Committee on Disarmement of one "chore®
and it would introduce greater rigour and clarity into the classification of
non—conven‘b;onal veapons, We should then have a new classification into two
categories: on-the one hand, the trilogy of weapons -of mass’ destruction the use
~and also ‘the productlon of ‘which are prohibited, i.e.," chemical, biclogical and

radiological weapons, and on ‘the other hand the catefory of the unclassified,
awvaiting regulation, ‘that of the weapons” of the apocalypse, for which the term
"weapons of mass destrucdtion" is something of =. ‘euphemisn — that is, mclear
weapons. e

Mr. DARUSHAN (Indonesia): Ifr. Chairman, at this stage of ocur work it is
'a.n ‘irony that, while negotiations on the pralubltlon of weapons .which do not exist
as yet, namely, radiological.weapons, are progressing, disarmament negotiations on
the existing most destructive weapons vhich pose the greatest danger to .wanlkind and
civilization have not even been started in this body, even though they were-
considered as one of the priorities in the Final Document-of the first spec:.a_ session.
of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament (pa:::a. 45)

raced wrbh such a srbua:blon, one may well raise the question whether it is
reelly useful to spend our prec:.ous time and energy, which could be saved for other
purposes, to continue our exercise in dealing with something which does not even
exist at present. Irrespective of the fact that radiological weapons do not yet
actually exist, and even though disarmament negotiations on weapons which have
existed for more. than 35 years and which pose the threat .of tofal annihilation to
mankind -have not even commenced, my delegaticn has a.lvays been prepared to
participate in a-constructive mammer in the nezotiations which have been-: conducted
and still continue to take place in the Ad Hoc Working Group concerned, -We have -
done so for the following reasons: '

{2) - We ‘were requested by the Finel Document (para.76) and by ‘subsequent
General Assembly resolutions to conducc such nezotiations in this Committeej

o () The weapons that would be the subject of prohibition may well be developed
and manufactured in the future. It would be appropr:.ate, therefore, to take
preventlve measures before such weapons, vhich maJ izve a mass destrugtion capability,

actually ‘come ‘into ‘being;

(¢) Ve believe that the possible conclusion of zn international instrument®
prohibiting such weapons wou.ld contribute. to the strengthening of international
peace and security;

(8) Ve expect, not too unreallstlcally, I hope, that tanglble progress in
negotiations on radiological weapons would ‘give impetus to the disarmament
ne'f'otlat:.ons in cther areas, and particularly to the commencément oi‘ the negotiations
relating to a nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
dlsarm:.ment, which remam our main concern. -

_ In my. sta:bement Qf 25 Jlmc, I touched very succinctly upon threé 1mporta.nt
issues relating to the convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons that
this Committee was requested by the General Asscembly to draft. The first relates

to the definition of the weapons to be bomned. To avoid possible different
interpretations, the definition of radiological weapons should be clear, formulated
for the purpose of the convention concerned only and, as has been stated by a number
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of delegations, should not legitimize nuclear weapons. Ameng the suggestions and
proposals that have been so far submitted, - delerzt tion ccngiders that the Yugosla.v
and Australian proposals, contained respectively .in -docunmenis CD/RV/iP. 15/Add.5 and
CD/RW/WP 22 deserve careful consideration. The seccnd question I referred to in my
previous statement relates to the scope of the prohibition. As we are all aware,-

to cope with the increasing need of or in the efforts to diversify energy resources,
the number of countries possessing nuclear reactors has increased, -including those
situated in non-—nuclea.r-—wea’oon and developing nations. -Fuclear facilities for
peace:f.‘ul purposes should ‘not, therefore, ‘be -the subgect of an attack.:.As. I said-in
Yy e._rlle;r statement, the Israe_.l air .attack .on the Tammz civilian nuolear facilities
renders all the more pertinent the inclusion of a provision for that purpose in the
future radiological weapons convention.. A recurrence of .attacks on civilian nuclear
facilities placed under IAEA saferuards systems cannot be tolerated and must be
prevented. | The third issue I mentioned in my, :earlier statement was the question of
the peaceful uses. .of ralio-active materials. .A convention to thwart the possible
emergence and use “of rad:.olo'ucal weapons should not affect the inalienable right of
all States to develop research, production and use.of radio-active materials for ...
peaceful purposes. All States parties to the future convention should also undexrtaize
to enhance international co-operation for the further development of the application
of such materials for peaceful purposes and the needs of the developing non-nuclear-
weapon nations should be duly talzen into consideration.

As in the case of other iniernational instruments of the same nature, one other
q_uest:.on of c;'uclal iwportance is the system of verification of compl:.a.nce, to ensure
that the provisions of the future convention are observed in good faith by all the- .
parties to the instrument and that the objectives of the convention are attained.

The systems set out in other existing internmational instruments of the same ~character
could naturally be taken into consideraticn for comparative purposes. This-should.. -
not, however, necessarily lead to the adoption of the same system in the proposed
:Lnst:r:umen‘b on radiclogical weapons. What is essential in the system to be worked out
is that it should be workable and that all the parties to the future convention :
should have the same obligations to malie the system work. In the case of alleged .
non-compliance with the instrument, the mechanism relating to the exanination of the
questlon and the search for its solutlo*; should ensure that the matter can be dealt-
with in a speedy manner, cons:.dern.nb the serious consequences that may occur as a -
result of such a2 situation. In order that the system should be workeble, all States
parties to the future convention should have the same righi to participate in the
consideration of the matter.

These were the generat lines of the views of my delegation.on some aspects of
the- proposed convention prohibiting radioclogical weapons. Iy delegation will continue
to participate constructively in the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group concerned. In
conclusion, I should lilte to reiterate that, vhile we are willing to continue our
participation in the efforts to advance the work of the Ad Hoc Worling Group with a
view to eventually arriving at an agreed te:xrt on the prohibition of radiological
weapons,_even though such weapons are still non-existent, as I stated earlier, the
already existing weapons of mass destruction, nuclear weapons in particwlar, continue
to be our prinmary preoccupation. liy delegcotion deeply resrets to note that no
poss:Lblllty seems to exist for negotiations to be commenced on uh.ls subject in the
remaining time of this surmer session of our Committee. :

"The CHAIRIMAN: In accordance wi‘bh the decision taken by the Committee at its N
104th plenary mecting, I nowvhave special pleasure in giving the floor to the
distinguished representative of Switzerland, Ambassador Pictet.
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I should like now to refcr briefly to the subject of the prohibition of

radiological weapons. In the light of the meetings held, during the current session
of thé Committee on Disarmament, by the Committee itself and by its Ad Ho¢ Working
Group on Radiological Weapons, and also of the informal consultations on various
aspects of a treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons, I should like today
to ‘dwell briefly on the results of our work on this questicn and at the same time

to glance ahead, as it were, and offer certain comments on a possible way of moving

forvraxd.

As the members of the Committee are aware, we are approaching the end of our.
1981 session, the end, that is, of the third year of our congsideration of this
matter, without having managed to reach agreement on the ltey nroblems of the
instrument being drafted -- definition, scope of the prohivition and peaceful
f'o-opera.tlon. ‘

We have devoted a large part of our work on this agenda item, at least during
the surmer part of the session, to discussing hiow to deal with the proposzl -- a
very important and, I would say, pertinent nroposal -- for the inclusion in a
radiological weapons treaty of provisicns concerning the nrotection of civilian
mclear facilities from attack.

A% the last meeting of the Ad floc Werking Growp on Radiological Weapons, the
Soviet delegation stated its views on this cuestion in detail. Ve indicated the
way which, we believe, could lead the Committee out of the impasce both as regards
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further work-on a radiological weapons treaty and as regards solving the problem

of the protection .of civilian nuclear facilities from zttack. In other words it -
would be possible, in our view, to find a mutually acceptable solution to the problem
of the protection of civilian nuclear facilities from attacit if other delegations,
too, would display the requisite flexibility and a spirit of compromise. Otherwise,
ve shall be unable to complete the work on a trealy on radiological weapons, and the
question of protecting civilian nuclear facilities will likewise remain unresolved -——
not to mention the fact that the Committee will be demonstrating its inability to
solve the problems even in this relat:.vely uncomplicated matter,

Solutions can also, we think, be found for other basic questions. The Group
has not so far, for example, discussed the Chzirman's revised texts relating to the
key problems of definition and peaceful uses, which he submitted to the Ad Hoc
Vorlking Group on Radiological Weapons last Friday. It seems to us, after a
preliminary study of these new versions of the articles in the Chairman's texts, that
they could form a good basis for the achievement of agreement, with due regard for
the -mutually acceptable settlement of other related questions.

A11 this shows that towards the end of this session we have seen 2 certain
advance which permits us to hope that we may manage to find a way out of the present
situation, In other words, we have some thing to consider as possible compromise
solutions, bui_of course it will probably still be difficult for us to do this in
what is 1eft of the present- session. .

For these reasons we could, as other delegations have already done, support
the proposal of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc VWorking Group on Radiological Weapons, —--
Comrade Komives, Ambassador of the Hungarlan People's Republic — a proposzl which
he made during the informal consultations and then repesated at the Group's meeting
on 31 July, that this Group should continue or resume its work in January 1982, i.e.
somevhat earlier than the beginning of the next session of the Committee on
Disarmement. We think that the additional time in Januery 1982 will give us an-
opportunity fo work caréfully and with due deliberation on the unresolved questions
-and, ve hope, to complete the drafting of a treaty on radiological weapons before
the beginning of the General Assembly's second special session devoted to
disarmament,

A number of organizational questions related to the holding of meetings of the
Group in January can be settled if we agree in principle on the approach proposed by
the Chairman,

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that 2ll the other members of the
Committee will be guided by the same constructive approach so as to create a sound
basis for progress in the completion of the worlk on the prohibition of radioclogical
weapons at our next meeting.
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"_'Un—ﬁ'T' r hand, the Ad Hoc Workmg Group on Radiological Weapons, whose work

was characterized by a joint political will on the part of the two Supzrpmrers to

" conclude a treaty prohibiting the use of radiological weapons, continued its
endeavours this year during which it benefited from the wide experience of its
distinguished Chairman, Ambassador Komives. Various States, including the group of
non-aligned States to which my country telongs, participated seriously in the work
of this Ad Hoc Working Group, although some of them felt that the conclusion of a
treaty on radiological weapons was not among the top prlorlty items on the

. disarmament agenda. .

In spite of all the efforts made to narrow the gap between divergent vieus
regarding the elements of the draft treaty, we believe that further endeavours will
still be required to overccme the remaining differences, especially in connection
with three fundarental issues, namely: definition, the sc. 2 of the prohibition,
and the peaceful uses of radioactive materials. Talzing into account the flexililivy
shown by the Group of 21 with respect to these issues, and their readiness to enter
into a dialogue regarding the specific propogals that they submitted in their
working paper, we believe that there is still hope of reaching agreement if the other
groups show similar flexibility and understanding of the positions adopted by -the
developing countries with regard to the Swedish proposal concerning the prohibition
of attacks on peaceful nuclear installations. The importance of such a prohibition
was highlighted by recent events since an attack on such installations could lead
to the leakare and dissemination of radioactive materials, thereby causing damage
the scale and effects of which would not be less than those resulting from the use
of radiological and nuclear weapons.

Ch/PV.147
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Mr. BEMAD (Pakistan)
— Tne contradiction between the desire of the mojor nuclezr-weopon Powers ond their
2zllies to keep open their own nuclear options and their onverriding condern to
interdict the options of other States is very difficult to justify. While we could
endnrse nany of the preoccupertisns sbout nuclesr proliferation expressed by the
Cznadian delegntinn on 16 July 1981, I must confess thst we shzre, tn on even larger
extent, the consideratinsns sutlined in the response tn this statcment by the
dlstlngulshed representetive of India, The innrdinate presccupation nf certein
States with the nucleesr non-nroliferatincn Tresty leads then int»a ~dapting positinns
thet contradict fundrmental internationsl norms. The responses to the Isracli
sttack ngainst the Trmnuz nucleor reserrch centre denonstrote this in nractice.:

It h2s becn stated here ~»nd elsewhere that the Isrneli nttack is a cruse for
deep concern especinlly becruse Irng is 2 perty to the non-proliferntinn Treaty -nd
2ccepts IAEA sofeguoris. Is it by any chence implied thot if » State is nnt » porty
t7 this unequal Tresty, it sheuld bo considered fair gome for such attncks in tha
cauge of nuclear non-proliferation? It is ironic thot the nccersisn of the Isroeli
attack nas been used %7 underline the importence of securing wilzr adhersnce to the
NPT. The foct thoat the ~ctinn hrsg deancnstrrted thnt ~lherence to this Treaty is
nbviously not sufficient to »nrevent »n ~lversrry from nnking subjeckive ~nd unil-~teral
Judgenents ~bout ﬂnnfhen»coun+:y S nucle2r progranne hns been conveniently nossed
aver. Wanst hes ~ls» been ignored is khat the justificmtion used foar the ~ggressinn,
howssever implousible, wos in frct pravided by the compsisn of proprarnds, launched
~rmd sustzined in thnsg vary eruntries which ore fthe mnst ~rdent ~lvac~tes ~f the NPT,
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sbout the purported denger of nuclear proliferation froa the peaceful nuclerr
facilities of verious developing countries including Irag. Indeed, the Isreeli
nilitery raid cen be seen es the ultimate step in the esczleting process of

unacceptable pressures »nd punitive actions that have been employed by certain supplier

States to inpede the normel development of the perceful nuclesr progrommes nf 2 number:
of developing countries. We nnte, of course, that the Isrnell aggression has been
roundly cnndemned, although the sggressor hes not psid eny price for the aggression.
Nn senctions were imposed on it by the Security Council, »nd no reperotions vere
demrnded of it. On the contrary, further militery supplies t» Isroel =re tn be
pronptly resumed. And what of . the victim of the eggression?  The St~te which
supplied the destroyed facility, while it has rightly defended its exclusively
peaceful nature, now reportedly expects additionnl obligetions to be assuned by the
sggrieved State as @ condition for the reconstruction of the plant.

PThe Isroeli attack agrinst the Tanmuz nuclear reserrch centre reinforced the
opinion of nost members of this Committee that resnlute messures nust be taken to
prohibit such ettecks in the future. In the cnurse of negotistinns on the
convention to ban redinlogical weapnns, which have been guided with dedicatinn end
energy by Ambegsednr Komives of Hungery, it was pninted out that such attacks agninst
nuclesr facilities are the most renlistic and perhops the only rerns by which
radinlegicel werfere cen be waged. The Wnrking Group hes cleerly recognized the
risk of mass destruction through sttacks ~n nuclerr facilities. The necessity for
the elsboration of ~n intern~tionsl legel norm to prohibit such attecks is 2lso not
contested, a2lthough reservations hsve been expressed to the inclusion of such ¢
provisinon in the radinlogical wespons cinvention. My delegation cnnsiders thet the
conclusinn of ihis convention will be facilitated if a satisfactory solution can be
found to the question of prohibiting attocks a2gainst nuclear facilities. Of course,
there »re other important differences regarding the scope of the conventinn and the
peaceful uses of radicective substances 2nd nucleer energy which need to be resnlved
teking into account the position of the non-2ligned and neutrsl States. We hope
thet the sponsors of the "joint elements" will exhibit greater flexibility in the
resuried negotiations on this subject next year.
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Mr. ONKELINX (Belclum)
IT vwe want in the future to try to achieve rea2lly concrete results in the

spheres of negotiation, our delegatiorsought not, I think, to allow themselves to
be distracted by overly theoretical subjects the dlscu531on of which, in our’view,
falls rather within the competence of such forums as the General Assembly and the

United Hations Disarmament Commission.

£ siricter adherence to the differentiation in the nzature of the various
United Nations hodies dealing with disarmament problems would, it seems to me, help
prevent the occurrence in the Committee on Disarmament of discussions that are more
appropriate to the 1nternatlonal deliberative bodies.

However, to revert to the Committee's work at its present session, we may ask
ourselves whether we have in fact fulfilled our mandate for negotiation when we
have had an opportunity to do so. Unfortunztely, it seems to us that real efforts
to seek the necessary compromises have been relatively rare. L1l too frequently,
delegations have simply repezted their popitions and arguments ad nauseam, without
once trying to provide an opening for a possible compromise. The best example is
undoubtedly the work on the prohibition of radiological weapons, where each
delegation has stick to its position, al*hough progress app-ared possible in the
negotiations. Wuen we resume our work in 1982, we shall have to consider propositions
other than those that divide us if we want to be aole to conclude our work on this
matter, -
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The CHATRMAN: I put now before the Committes for adnpticn document CD/?lB
centaining the reprrt ~f the Ad Hoc Working Group on Redinlogical Weapons. In
peragraph 23 of its report the Working Group agreed to recormend to the Cormittee that
it consider whether the Group should resume its work on 18 Januery-1982. "In"
connecticn with this report, may I alss drew sttention to parazrsph 11 of the repart
- of the Working Group and to the cormunicetion addressed o me by the Chairmen af the

Ad Hnhc Working Group on Rediclogicsl Weapons dstad 10 August 1951 by which I 23
informed that, subject to the Commitiec's agreement, it would be apprecisted if I
cenld invite the Director-Genersl of the IAEA +n nrovide the informeztion described in
that letter. Before we adopt. the report, I wish %5 ask the Crmnittee, firstly,
whether there is any objectinn t2 the proposal that the Chairman invite the
Director-General of the IAEA tn pmvide the informetion concerning the draft conventisn
wiich has been requested by the Choirmon ~f the Wirking Group. Is there ony
nbjectinn?

Mr, VENKATESWARAN (Indin): IMr. Cheirmen, during the meoting of
Wnrking Group on Redinlagical Weapons, my delegotisn had alrepdy expresse
serinus reservations cnacerning a reference o the Director-CGenerrsl of the IAEA.
Hywever, we 4id nnt stand in the woy of Ambagsedor Kémives, Ch 2 the
Werking Group, holding further consultations ~n this metter with members of the
Cormittes.

]
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In the meentime, we hove reflected further on this, and have hna
3lso to consult sur autherities. We heve enne tn the conelusian the
neither the definiticn »f radinlagical weapons nor the seope of 2pplic
future treaty hes heen settled, a reference t~ the Director-Generzl »f the IAZA would
be premature. We therafore reguest thet the nropasal be dmmoped Cor the present.

Mr. AKRAM (Fakistan): Mc. Cheirmoan, it will be noted that in veragraph 11 of
dacunent CD7213 it is statad thzt -sone delegationg had expressed their reservatisnsg on
“he propesal to invite the Divector-Genersl ~f the IAZA to ezpress s-me views on the
question referred 4c in that paragreph. ¥y delepation was one of those. We, like
the Indien delegation, hove had an cpportunity to reflect further on this natter, and
we do believe, Sir, thot at tie present time it is somewhat promature to address this
invitation to the Dircetnr-General ~f the IARA.
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Inter alia, we heve studied the scope of the Viennz Conventi~n on the Physicel
Protectirn nf Nuclear Materisl, ond it would appesr frrm thet Convention thet the
activities which are of concern i the IAEA under that Conventinn relating to the
protectinsn of specisl fissinnable moteriel, under certain perticulsr situstisns, ere
crnsidersbly nerrower thon the responsibilities that woulé erise in re atisn t~ the
preposed action o prevent diversion »f radi~active subsTances under the praposed
conventinn on redislogicel weopsns.  We would think thet the 2d Hac Working Group on
Radinlogicel Weapons would need tn exsmine, first of o11, what precisely it wishes ta2
do in terms of safeguord sctivities with relation t~ this action before it cnuld
invite any vieus either from the Director-Genersl of the ILEA or from some other
technicel bady ebout the methods for preventing the diversion thot is referred 10 in
the propnsed RW conventinn.

Far these reasons, Sir, we believe thet this decisinn should be pisipsned to sur
session in 1982 when we would like to study this metiter further =nd then seek very
clesr ond precise guidance frcm the Dircctor-General of the IAEA, or from any other
agency, on this end eny other relevent questisn. o

Mr. VAGERMAKERS (Netherlands): At the time the Netherlands delegation welcomed
the spirit of accommndation that led the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiclngical Weapans
tn sgree thet it would benefit the work of the Group if, in conformity with rule 41
of the rules sTprocedure of the Cormittee on Disarmament, the Director-General of
IABA could be invited to provide informetion on the possible relationship between a2
dr~ft convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling end use of
RW on the one hand and the Vienna Convention on the Physicel Pr-tection of Nucleor

rterial as well as the Guidelines for Physicel Protectisn of Nucleer Material on the
other hand., VWe are grzteful tc you, Mr. Chairman, for the consultetions you have
initizted on this reguest.

The Retherlends delegciinn regrets thet a request wes made thet this proposal
be drcpped.

It dees not sugur well that no consensus could be rezched, Mr. Chairman, on ysur
sending 2 letter to the Director-Genersl of IAEA inviting him to provide the
information indiceted absve., We are perturbed by this lack »~f consensus since it had
been clearly understosd thst the informetion sought w-uld be technicel 2nd in the
n2ture of providing relevant fects tn delesgetions. It would have no besring sn the
pracess of negntiation. In this context let me qunte from the Netherlanis Stetement
in the plenzry meeting of the Committec on Dissrmznent held nn 14 July 1981:

"Our sole aim is te try to estsblish meximum congrucnce between the wark
done in verinus fores, in casu locsted in Geneve end Vienna respectivsly, where
new instruments of interneticnsl lsw are being created. It goes without saying
that the poseible futurc advice of the Director-Genersl ~f IAEA will in no woy
prejudge the decisinn the Ad Hoc Working Grour will finrlly tske as regards the
werding of the article IV ~f the consolidated text. The Ad Hoc Wsrking Group
works under the zendnte given to it by +the Committee nn Discrmament, and this
Cﬂmmltt§e_1s-cf crurse the only ?nstance wmich ds jure is empowered to drav up
tbe rzdislongicol wespons conventinn. £11 the same, we deem it the duty of 211
Steteg tr see tn 1t thot cgreements dealing with the handling of radin-zctive
materials —— be these toxts drawn up in Geneva »r in Vienna ~ form, between them,
a}fe:m;@gb}g’?p? cohe;gnt nvsiccle to unsuthorized ar illegel usc ~f thesc
dangerous mleterisls",
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In thlg light, the inobility of the Committee on Disarmement tn empower y-u to
send the letter under reference dnes nnt augur well for cur future negntiations. If
facts 2re going %> be barred from being trovided, what is t- come »f the much veunted
"pusiness-like" negntirtioms?. It seems that six precinus months for b*lnblng factual
inforzation together will be last.

We deplore this failure.

The CHATRMAN: -As there iS n~ consensus, the propnsazl that the Choirmen invite
the Director-General nf the IAEA is dreopped. Secondly, I would like it knnw whether
there is any objectinn to the Working Group resuming its work on 18 Jsnuery 1932.

Vr. SUMMEREAYES (United Kingdom): Mr. Chrirmen, I have 2 comment rether then an
objectinn. My delegetion is one of those which tonk the view that we should posipine
teking a decisinn ebout the dete until we haé considered the metter further at this
-meeting.

"The essential pnint, as we see it, is that we heve in estzblish whether we would
- be able tn embark on the next round ~f discussions in Jsnuery, with a genuine hope of
meking early progress. In the view nf ny delegation, there would nst be 2ny virtue
in celling & specirl early meeting of the RW Group unless the prospect of substantive
progress was well demdnstreted; and s» perhaps we all need tn go bzck 2nd think about
nur negntisting positinns. If by the beginning of next year, it dnes becrnme
apparent thet o meeting nn 18 Jonuary would be fruitful en?d justified, then.we would
be very much in favour of it. But we suggest thet it might be appropriste for the
Chzirman to consult, perhaps among » few delegatinns who are porticulorly concerned an
the central pnints, tn mzke certain thet the way farward hae been unblocked before we
actually get down tn that new mund of meetings at »n eariy dete in Januery. '

Mr. AKRAM (Pekistan): Mr. Cheirman, ny delegation unfortunctely has s-ne
difficulties w1th endorsing the view thot the Ad Hoc Workin- Group sn Radielogicsl
Weapons should resume ~n 18 Jrnuary next year. Our difficulties axe both
cogstituticnal, end substentive in nature.

As far es the procedursl questlons are concerned, there is, as y»su know,
Mr. Choirnen, 2 distinction between the AZ Hnc Wﬂrklng Group ~n the Curprchﬂnsive
Prograrme end the other three Working Groups which we have set up. The Workziing Group
on the Comprehensive Progrzmme hes besn esiablished up tn the timz when it would
submit the progrzmme for adoption at the sceond special session devoted to disermenent,
wherezs the nther three Working Groups ere set up on an annucl besis with annuel
nandates. Therefore, Sir, the pratlem of reconveninz the Rediclogical Wespons Group
before the fourth annusl sessinn of the Comnittee ~n Dissrmament resunes would be one
of constitutinonality because that Working Group, 2s far as the procedursl question is
concerned, censes to exist with the completinn ~f the vresent sessinn »f the Committee;
ani we would have to re-estrblish that Group, by deciding anew en its mond-te,
apprinting its Choirmen,. »nd so forth, wien we resume our work in 1982, That is, Sir,
the canstifutional position.

With regord to the substance, we see thot there are c*nqluerable difficulties
within the Ad Hoc Working CGroup eon Radiological Weapons, on the questiosns of definition,
scope, peaceful uses, the question of the prohibition of attncks ~grinst nuclesr
facilities ond other questicns. Vhst is required besically is nnt mere tine for
negotiatinns, but substantive political decisins on the part of the negntinting
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parties with n view t» reeching on sgreement. We hope, Sir, that these palitical
" decisions will be taken and thet once they sre taken, we think thet the Ad Hnc
Working Group ccild, within the time aveileble after the rusumption of the 1982
sessinn, achieve agreement on an RV convention. Therafore, Sir, we believe that
the work of the W-rking Group should be rcsumed when the Committee itself meets in
1952, : )

Mr. CARASALES (Argentinz) (frenslated from Spenish): Ier. Cheirmen, with regeri
tn this question my delegetinn just wishes tn sey that the decision whether the
A3 Hec Vbrking Group on Rodiclogicel Weeaprns should meet »n 18 Januery or not is 2
decision exclusively for this Committee. I an moking this explenation because I do
not know whether I correctly understcod the remarks of the representrtive of the
United Kingdom, who mentioned the peossibility that there might be consultztions
between the Cheirmen ond 2 group of delegntions perticulerly concerned with this
mstter on the question vhether or nat this Group would meet on the date envisaged.

If thet wes the meaning of his remarks, my delegatinon would like to soy that it
camnot agree that decisions of this type shoulé be tzken between the Chairman znd a
certain group of delegations perticulesrly concerned, beczuse the interest of 211 the |
nenbers of the Uommittee in this metter is the same and hos the same value. Thus I
repeat thet eny decision taken an this matter, either mne way or the other, should be
taken exclusively within this Committze.

The CHATRMAN: In view of the strtements which have been made, I conclude that
there is a2t present no consensus on the questinn of convening the Working Group on
Radinlogical Wespons on 18 January 1982, In the sbsence nf sbjectinns, I shall tak.
éﬁ thet the Committee wishes tn a2dopt the repert of the Working Group on Radiological

eapons.

It was sn decided,
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Mr. VAGENMAKERS (Netherlands)

Turning now to paragraph 68 of the Committee's report dealing with the report
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons (CD/218), in particular
paragraph 11 of the latter report, I wish to put on record the regret of the-
Netherlands delegation that the Committee could not agree as yet to empover you,
Mr. Chairman, to send a letter to the Director-General of TAEA inviting him to
provide certain information vhich might be relevant for the elaboration of the
future convention on radiological weapons.

. Yesterday, at the Committee's 148th meeting, I stated the reasons why the
Netherlands think that asking such information from the Director-General of IAEA
would be useful. I shall not tax the endurance of the Committee on Disarmament
at this late hour with a full exposé of our reasoning. We outlined our approach in
our statement a2t the 137th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament on
14 July 1961.

At this juncture I simply want to place on record our regret at the
inability of the Committee on Disarmament %o agree as yet on 2 modality for
providing certain factuzl infermation vhich ve deem to be of high potential
relevance to the future convention on the prohibition, development, production,
stockpiling and use of radiolegical weapons.
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= In addition, we believe that we have to pursue efforts to conclude a treaty
prohibiting the production and use of radiolcgical weapons. Although such a
convention is not an urgent priority on the disarmament agenda, its conclusion,
in our view, would be a contribution to our cfforts to prevent the development
of new types of weapons of mass destruction. My delegation considers it essential
legally, to’ prohibit attacks on peaceful nuclear installations. This quéstion has
_acquired added sisnificance as a result of the Israeli attack on the Iraqgi -
peaceful nuclear. reactqr last .summer. We hope that a solucton can be found
to this question and that the nuclear-weapon States and other States members
of nuclear alliances will understand this just and’ ‘Teasonable demand of the

.non-nuclear-ueapon ‘States -- a legitimate ‘démand’ which ‘hag_been further substantiated

by eventa.

CD/EV.160
20"

Mr. SKALLI (Morocco)

L5 to radiclogical weapons, we continue.to be convinced thet the Working Group
on this question will be in a position rapidly to reach an agreement on a convention
prohibiting such weapons if every member of. the Working Group displays goodwill., We
are, however, of the opinicn that such a convention would be meaningful and.credible
only if it prohibited attacks on civilizn nuclear 1nstallatlons, for it is qulte
obvious that there is a genuine denger of nass destruction as a result, of emissions
of radioactive substances caused by such attapks.
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The CHATEMAN (translated from French): I thank the representative of Brazil
for his statement. I now give the {loor to His Excellency Ambassador Wegener, the
representative of the I'ederal Republic of Germany.

Hr. VEGEIER (Federal Repbulic of Germany): Mr. Choirman, as I am taking the

" floor for the first time under your chairmanship, allow me to express the pleasure
of my delegation at sesing you occupying that high office. Personally, I feel
privileged not only to woxrk under a particularly competent and efficient Chairman
but to be presided over by a friend of many years! standing. .

There is a never-ending turnover of dslegates around this table — such are
the facts of diplomztic life. Anong the several nev distinguished members of this
Committee, I should 1iké to single out right across the table from me the nev
head of the Hetherlands delegation, Ambassador Franz van Dongen, who I beliewv:
has joined us today for the first time. I should like to welcome him particuiarly
as, coming from another very important multilateral forum where he has hmade & '
_singular contribution, I am convinced that Ambassador van Donzen will equall:
distinguish himself a2t this Comnittee tabdle.

The two plenary sessions of this weel have been allocated to the subjcot
of radiological wespons as the main item. '

In my capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Grecup on Radiologic -1 Vezpons
I therefore thousht it wise to take the floor a2t an early point in the dobate to
report to the Committee on the progress achieved since the Group was re-established
on 18 February, and z nev Chairman was nominated on 23 February.

In preparing for his new assignment, the Chairmen first of z2ll had to talke
account of General Assembly resclution 36/97 B vhich urres the Commititee on
Disarmament "4$o continue negotiations with a viev to an early conclusion of the
elaboration of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and
use of radiological weapons, in order that it may be submitted, if possible, to
the General Assemoly 2t its second special session devoted to disarmament, to be
held in 1982". This language by the General Assembly obviously enjoins the
Ad Hoc Working Group and its Chairmen to deploy every possible effort to achieve
progress during the current spring session.

- At the same time, a stock-taking of the work accomplished by the Working Group
last year revealed that in spite of the unceasing efforts of the preceding Chairman,
fmbassador Kémives of Hungary, negotiations had beccme substantially blocked. It
appeared that a2 major stumbling block had been the conflicting views as to how. to
handle the amendment, originally moved by the Swedish delegation, also to include
in the text of a radiclogical weapons convention a2 ban on attacks on rnuclear .
facilities. This proposal, designed to amplify the original United States/USSR'
draft (CD/32), seemed %o beset the entire negotiation process with considerable .

- difficulties and caused arguments to zo around in circles, '

Under thes2 circwmstances, tie Chaimman considered it his main task to
get negotiations procedurally unstuck at the earliest possible time.
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‘With this objective in mind, and in lieu of holding formal meetings from the
beginning of his task, he scheduled a series of extensive informal.consultations
with 211 delegations, in order to have their views on all relevant problems of
procedure and substance in the working area of the radiological weapone Group.

A comprehencive report on these consultations is contained in the Chairman's
statement of ¢ March 1982 to the Working Group. This paper also contains his
personal assessment of the state of negotiations, and proposals both for the
procedure to be adopted for further negotiations and for the solution of a
limited number of issues presently under controversy.

At the request of delegations, the Chairman's statement has been circulated
as a working paper of the radiological weapons Working Group, ané is now available
for reference also to the members of the Cammittee. I do not intend to restate
the contents of that statement, especially since it reflects, in large measure, the
Chaimman's personal vieus. '

Rather, I should like to inform the Committee, with no little personal
satisfaction, that the Working Group has now surmounted the initial procedural
hurdles and has been able to agree on a procedural formula which allows it to
carry on its negotiations with new vigour and unencumbered by the conflicting
views which had partially blocked the negotiation process.

A% its fourth meeting, on 15 llarch 1982, the Working Group, taking up and
modifying the Chairman's procedural proposal, adopfed the following decisions:

"The Working Group agrees, as a procedural hypothesis and without prejudice
to later decisions, to conduct separate meetings on the traditional
radiological weapons subject matter, on the one hand, and on the question
of the prohibition .of attacks on nuclear facilities on the othex,

according to the following programme:

Traditional radiological weapons subject-matter — 16, 19, 235 llaxch;

Question of prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities — three meéfings
%o be scheduled for late llarch and early April."

This procedural compromise in which all delegations have participated,
displaying an unusual and welcome degree of flexibility, means that the two main
problem areas under consideration are now separated for negotiation purposes,
while all decisions on the number and form of final international legal instruments
into which the negotiation results are to be incorporated are put off to a later
moment. The Chairman has made clear to the Working Group that this procedural
decision leaves the viewpoints of delegations on how to deal ul timately with the
guestion of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities perfectly intact.
In consequence, a number of delegations have gone on record before the Group
restating their basic philosophy on the underlying issues, but allowing it to be
understood that for the time being their views do not impede a2 rapid and
forward-looking negotiating process.
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WVith this in mind, the Chzirman has put before the Group a detailed working
programme for the next few weeks, and concreéte negotiations are to beégin as of
today'!s meeting of the Working Group. 4 number of working papers have already
been put before delezates to assist in the process. It is the expeciation of the
Group's Chairman that within the next three formal meetings the principal remalnlnb
difficulties on the issues of definition of radiclogical weapens, scope of
prohibition, peaceful uses, compliance and verification, and problems relatlng to
the ‘final clause can be cleared up t0 a2 very larze ertent

I should like to take advantage ‘of this oppoertunity to uhanL all delegations,
for the fine co-operation they have displayed in the early difficult stages of the
Group's work. I sense a ceneral feeling that the path has now been cleared for a

new vigorous efforit to reach consensus in the field of the traditionsl radiclogical
weappr= subject-matter. There is reason for optimism that the Working Group
may =~ move beyond that, and use the seccnd half of its renmaining time during

the = ssion to rezch z breakthrouzh on the related issues of banning attacks cn
nuclear installations, where substantizl technical and legal groundvcﬁk has to
be 1laid and mucb 2ddi tlonal drafting may have to be accompllsheu.

The Chaifman of the Ad Hﬂc Working Group has recommended that d°l°gations.‘
make anple use of the plenary meetings allotted ito the radiclogical weapons iten
‘to air their views on the remaining problems of substence, so that the forthcoming
formal and informal meetings of the Vorking Group can be relatively free of .
statements of principle, allowinsg concentration on the actual drafting of texts.
Reiterating this request, the Chairman takes the liberty of poiniing tc the second
part of Working Paper 25 vhere he has tried to chart a course for the solution of
some of the remeining controversizl issues. The Chairman would egquslly be
grateful if delegations cculd elabcrate in more detail on their views as to the
scope and modalities of the recommended ben on attacks on nuclear installations
since it appeared in his consultations that thls areaz would seem to require a
substantial input of additional conceptual thinking.

Speaking, finally, for my own delegation, I would lile to state, in a broad
fashion, that on the subject of radiclogical weapons my delegation disposes of

a considerable margin of flexibility on all the issues under consideration, and
expects to meke a good coniribution to the promoticn of consensus and a rapla
pace of negotiation on 211 remaln.ng problens.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (USSR)

With respect to radiological weapons, we would like first of all to recall that
the basic elaments of a draft treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons have
been under discussion in the Committec for about three ycars already, which were
preceded by two years of bilateral negotiations. Is that not, gentlemen, too much time
to have spent on the elaboration of a2 documcnt on the prohibition of a non-existent
type of weapon? Of course, we do not insist that the draft should b2 ready by the
beginning of .the second special session on disarmament at any prica, so to speak. But

seems to us that tne positions of the participants in the negotiations have so
stallized that the tim: has come to find solutions.

We understand very well the interest shown by a number of delegations in the
problem of the prevention of attacis on civilian nuclexr facilities and we are not
against thce elaboration of appropriate international measures. If we can reach an
understanding that such claboration will be conducted outside the framework of the
negotiations on radiolozical weapons, then we are prepared to sceit appropriate forms of
arrangement to assurz the interested States that their proposals will be the subject ot
serious negotiations. At the same time we would like to declarce agzin that this problem
has nothing to do witi: radiological weapons. It is.am indepmdont problem and a very
complicated onz,; including numcrous toechnical, military, 12321 and humanitarian aspects.
Tae prcposal for the elavoration of provisions envisaging a commitment not to attaci:
civilian nuclear facilities is regarded seriously by our delezntion and that -is why
w2 believe that it misits scrious discussion.
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grect statesmen once stated that the non-nuclear-wecpon States "can only groan
1ike the chorus of elders in a Greek trogedy". It is my belief thot our “groans" are
zt last being heard. Confidence ancng Stctes is an important ingredient for 2 less
arned world, and perhaps we cught to seize the opportunity of every smell "brick" in
this Committece in the efforts to achieve nuclear disarmement. It is in this light
that oy delegation fervently hopes for a speedy conclusion of an effective and
peaningful radiologiccl weapons convention. The early establishiient of the Ad Eoc
Working Group, and the dynaiic and intsllectusl approcch of Ambassador Wegener of
the Federal Republic of Germany zre 21l laudable contributions towards finding lasting
solutions to the outstanding problems relating to the scope and definition, the
peaceful use clauses, and verification, to mention tut a few. However, while the
inforrial consultations undertezken by the Cheirmon served the desired purpese of
identifying areas of convergence anongst delegeticns, as well as pinpointing
outstending obstacles to the conclusion of a trecty, my delegntion still believes
that this intelleéctual realisn should not close the door to the further exploitation
of political solutions to the complex problems. It is obvious fron the present state
of negotiations in the Working Group that, given the will to negotiate and tc narrow
down differences, considerable progress will be made in the formulation of texts.

For wy delegation, .the fact that the rate of scientific and technological
acnievenents: heightens the amms race and far.ouipaces progress in disarmecnent
negotiations, makes the early conclusion of a radiclogical wezpons convontion desiratle.
The Swedish proposal on the prohibition of attzcks on civilion nuclecr facilities gives
substance to the subject-nmatter of banning non-existent weapons. HNuclear
installetions for peaccful purposcs should not be targets for attacks. A recurrence
of incidents such as-that seen last year in the Israeli air attacks on the Tanruz (Iraq)
civilian installations should be prevented by the inclusion of a provision covering
that subject in a future radiological . wezpons convention.

We also attach great importonce to the peaceful uses clause in a future
radiological weapons -convention. Efforts to prohibit the possible enmergence and
the use of radiological weapons should not affect the inalienzble rights of all
States to develop and implement their programmies of research, a2nd the use of
radioactive naterials for peaceful purposes. My delegaticn believes thct the treaty
gshould contain positive ferimlations recognizing these third-generation rights, andé
the pronotion of international co-operatior in the field cf nuclear energy, teking
into account the particuler needs of the developing countries.

4s we approach the second speccizl session of the General Agseribly devoted to
disarmanent, the prcblens to be solved remain complex end monumenial., It is cnly
through genuine efforts tc close ranks, and also through the collective will of all
delegations that it will be possible to meke the degired progress in this non~priority
but reclevant disarmanent neasure. ‘



Mr. NAVARRO (Venezuela) .

TFis Cormittee has the task of elaborating a convention on radiclogical weapcnss
These sc-called radiological weagpona do not even exist ard ceem, furthermore, to be
jirdefinable. Our delemation maintains that ‘hen tie treaty is drawm up, radiological -
weapons should be defined in a pesitive way-and that something that is not 2 radiological
weapen should net be so termed, even fcr the purposes of the treaty: I am referring To
radioactive materizl. ‘Rediocactive materizl is not a weapen. In fact, radioactive
material could be considered a weapon but only as an a posteriori conclusion, tkat is,
once the intention so to use it hzs become manifest, which would mean esteblishing a
subjective and discretionary criiterion that might prejudice the development of the
peaceful uses of radioactive material and of nuclear erergy in genexael.

At the start of tlhe discussicns in *he Ad Hoc Worliing Group or Radiclogical Veznens
we preposed that the focus cf the ireaty be chanced to reflect what really represenis 2
possible threat: the use of radicactive material for hostile purnoses. Since that would
cover any future radiological weapsns, the problem of the definitisn of suck wearons
would have lLeen solved, and the o objectives — the prevention and the elimination of
the threat —— would have been achicved. We.have seen that it is not possivle ic achieve
a consensus on this change of focus; we will not, therefore, insist on it, but we are
still concerned about the central theme 6f cur proposal. Accordingly, we are prepared
to azTee to a treaty which beth prohibits the use of radicactive mterial for hostile
purrposes and prevents the appearance of radiolozical weapcns. We are prepared to
elaborate this proposel in oxder to dispel the doubts it engenders as regards nuclear .
weapons. But the success of such elabcraticn will depené on whether we manage to
formulate the necessary positive definition of radiological weapons.

As regards the prchibition of attacks on nuclear tlants and similar installations,
no distinction should be made between civilian ard militery installations. The criterion
which our delegation would propose in this connection is that the prohibition should
refer to nuclear plants that are in operation.
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Mr. SKALLI (Morocco) :

—1 would now lizé to deal with the question of the prohibition of radiological .
weapons. e wish to express our satisfaction at the fact that the Ad Ioc
Vorking Croup on this question has been able to overcome the difficulties which
arose last year concerning the way it should anproach 21l the problems relating
to the scope of the prohibition of such weapons. Thic result wac made poscible
thanlks to the flexibility ané open-mindednecs shown by the various delegations,
determined as they were not to limit the sphere of prohibition to radiological weapons
properly so-called but to include in it attacks on peaceful nuclear installztions.
T would lilze to stress the extremely vositive rele played by the distincuished
representative of the TFederal Republic of Cermany, hmbassador Vlegener, in his
capacity as Chairmen of the Vorking CGroup, especially in bringing cbout a
reconciliation between opposing views. Ve would offer him here ocur sincere
congratulations on the way in wvhich he is guiding this work.

Iy delegation vhich, together with others, has agreed, as a possible procedure,
to the separate exenminaiion of the two aspects of the convention on radiologiczl
weapons, wishes to reaffirm its position of nrincinle that the Convention must
contain provisions prohiviting attacks on peaceful nuclear installations. The
Israeli attaclk of June 1981 on the peaceful nuclezr nover station of Termmuz in Iraq
provided zmple justificetion for cur views. s regards the definition of
radiological weapons, positive formulations must be sought which define these
weapons Girectly and precigely. =

Ye continue to believe that the rapid conclusicn of a convention nrohibiting
rediclogical weapons would constitute a valuable contribution to the efforts of ,
the Committee under item 5 of our agenda. ‘
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Mr. SADLEIR (Australia)

nov turn to the subject of radiological weanons, on which the uus‘hrallan
delegation has not gpolien substantively. in plenary for some time. That is because,
in our view, more was to be gained by concentrating cur efforts in the Vozliing Group
on resolving outstanding questions. For two reasons, we judge that the time has
now come to speak out on some aspects of the llorlting Group's tasks. Ve note first
that, building on the.strong foundations laid last year by the distinguished
Ambassador of Hungary, lir. Komives, and under the driving leadership of this year'!s '
Chzirman, the dlstlngx.z_shed Ambassador of the Federal Depublic of Cermeny,
Ifr.. Vlegener,. there is a real chance of progress in the work on vhat is defined as
the traditional subject-matter of ncgotiations on radiclogical weapons.  Secondly,

the Working Group has begun serious study of hov to ban attacks on clVlll‘-Il nuclear
:Lnsta.lla.‘.:lons.

On the text covering the traditional material, Australia last year sought
to help define what constifutes a radiological weapon. This year, ve have put
forward in the Yorking Croupn four different definitions. In so doing, we hoped
not so much to cenceive a definition that would meei the stringent technical
requirements that are needed, but to prompt creative thinking on the problem.
In that respect, we believe we have succeeded. Vo earnestly hope that, once a
technically sound definition has been achieved, political objections yet unvoiced
will not impede its ultimate inclusion in a treaty. liany grey cells and much
.sweat have pone into the -effort to devise a definition that can in no way be
interpreted as legalizing the use of muclear weapons. Discouragement and much
disappointment would undoubtedly follow if doubts yet unexpressed on thic way of
proceeding were to negate it.

A3 to the other articles of the projected I/ convention, we have been
greatly encouraged by the vworkmenlike attitude of those taliing part in the
Vorking Group and firmly endorse the Chairman's view that we should try, before the
second special session, to come as close as possible to an agreed ireaty.
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(lir. Sadleir, Ausiralia)

TFrankly, my delegation has always seen a convention on radiological weapons
as a marginzal disarmement measure. INonetheless, we have also regc.rded it as
worth perecisting in as a further step on the path to discrmament. - fisreement,
even near agreement, on the draft of a convention is, moreover, something which
can only encourage us in our work and help ensure a successful snecizl session.
We need, in any event, quickly to despatch this particular monster sc that we con
attack with greater confidence the larger monsters that crowd our agenda. ‘

, As to the projected ban on atiacks against civilian nuclear facilities,
Australia stillhasunder review how this might best be achieved. One thing,
however, is clear: +there is little to be gained from linking it in such a way

to negotiations on the traditional material thet neither is advanced. The banning
of attaclks on civilian muclear installations vwill be, as even the first of-our
meetings has shown, a task of great comnlexity. It requires and deserves -the

full atienfion of a-Worizing Group Free from other predeccupations, It has, for-example,
been argued that so fierce are the consequences of the heostile disnercal of
radioactive material from nuclear facilities that -attaclks on the whole range

of installations involved in any way with such mcterial should be prohibited.

While this may sound like a good 1dea., it roises immense provlems not only of
verification, identification and marking of the facilitiec ‘to be protected, but
also of adequately delimiting perimeters and sanctuaries. HMany countries are,
moreover, so peppered with facilities vhich use or hazndle redioactive material for a
wide variety of purpdses, that an effort to ban attacls on a1l of thenm :meedlately
Tuns up ageinst -insurmountzble practical problems.

Thus, the Committee will need to look carefully at the problem of definition,
especially at the lower, less dangerous, end of ‘the specirum, wvhich includes
such installations as spent fuel storage facilities, nuclear research establishments,
factories working with irradiated material and redioactive meterial being tronsported
between facilities. Australia, as a country with facilities at this lower end
of the spectrum, is concerned to see a full exchange of views cn all the options
open to the Working.Groun in develoning a deflmtlon of the L:inds of facilities
and installations to be protected by the projected ban. Accerdingly, we would
welcome any technical information and expertise that delegations can bring to
the discussions. I do not want to finish this statement withous stressing that
my delegation brings an open mind to the maiters encompassed by a ban on a.i:-,:_.clx
against civilian nuclear installations and looks forward both to learning {rom
and to co-operating with all delegations on this journey into relatively unchartered
waters.
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Mr. ERDEMBILEG- (Mongolia)

Mongolia's position on the question of the prohlbltlov of nev types and new
systems of weapons of mass destruction has been stated in this Committee on several
occasions. Ve, like many others, continue to hcld the view that the simplest
and most reliable means of resolving this problem is the conclusion of a
comprehensive agreement that would erect a firm barrier to the emergence of any .
nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. At the
same time, meeting the position of the western partners in the negotiations in the
Committee half way, we do not preclude the possibility of concluding agreements on
individual types of such weapons. .

In this context, radioclogical weapons could already have been declared illegzal.
When the joint Soviet-United HStates proposal on the prohibition of radioclogical
veapons was introduced in the Committee, many delegations expected, with fully
Justified hope, that, on the basis of this proposal, agreement would be _.reached
in the Committee on Disarmament on this type of weapon of mass destruction in the
near future. .

But facts remein facts and it can only be regretted that the negotiations have
moved in the directicn cf the complication of the problem. We consider the first
Tequirement~to be to reach agreement on the question of prohibiting radiological
weapons themselves without linking it to other, unrelated gquesticns.

CD/PV.169
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Mr. DE SOUZA E SIIVA (Brazil)

In the field of radiologicel weapons, a different situation reflects the same
realities. Here, the two Superpowers, having agreed in happier times on a draft treaty
to ban a &kind of weapon the precise definition of which they themselves seem at pains to
supply, have asked the Coomiitee to sanction their agreement as fast as pessible, so
that this body can at least present the United Hotions with one specific text. Some
delegations, however, not convinced either of the timeliress or the usefulness of the
initiative, sought to inject some substance in that draft. Their substantive proposals,
which dealt meinly <rith the prohibition of zttacks on nuclear facilities, wvith the link
between radiological non-arcament and nuclear disarmament and with the effective
promotion of the peaceful uses of radiocactive material, all met with fierce objection
from the proponents of the original draft treaty. A weaningful instrument on
radiological weapons will remain a distant possibility as long as the Sunerpovers
insist on dealing with thic question according only to their ovm stratezic percertions.
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Fr. WEGENER (FRG)

In conclusion, I should like to touch upon the question of radiological
ceanns. I should make it quite clear .that my comments are offered from the .
viewpoint of ny delegaticn and that I am not necessarily speaking as hhe Chairman

_of the Working Group on Radiological Weapons. That Group has worked intensively
and has shown undisputed progress, especially in the .earlier parts .of this
session. Stagnation and disenchantment with the ‘subject were.overcome and a

" procedural compromise made it possible for the Working Group to postpone the
consideration of. certain complex problems of legal form.in.order to achieve
progress on. substance. The convenient device of a temporary parallel negotiation
on the two main items under consideration -~ the so-called "traditional"
radiological weapons question and the question of a possible ban on attacks on

nuclear facilities -- has led to a series of fruitful and dense meetings. In the

"traditional® radiological weapons field, the number of controversial issues has
been substantially reduced and campromise formulations have had increasing
appeal -for delegations. Negotiations went on in a spirit of mutual understanding

where a2ll proposals were given careful and bona fidé consideration by- delegatlons.

It is therefore simply not true, as one delegation recently proclaimed in plenary,

. that certaln suggestlons put forward by the Group of 21 have met with "fierce
qpposition" from the original proponents of a radiologiczl weapons treaty.
Rather, there appears to have been general willingness to accommodate the three

notions so impurtant for the Group of 21 -- a commitment to promote the peaceful
uses of radioactive materials; a restatement of commitments in the general sphere
of nuclear -disarmament; and the inclusion of a ban on attacks on nuclear.
facilities -- in a manner which preserves the essential impetus of these notions.

* However, despite the seriousness of the work and the deadline set by the
forthcoming specizal session of the General Assembly and General Assembly
resolutlon 36/97 B, suécess has eluded us. In the final stages of the Working.
Group' 8 activities, the spectre of stagnation again appeared and delegations
seemed increasingly unwilling tc move from established positions towards the

‘necessary compromise. This is a2 grave disappointment and, more, a matter of
considerable concern. It may very well rzise the questlon of what negotiation
in this Committee is all about. At some point -- after years of discussion and
consideration -- the moment must come when ail delegations appear ready to
depart from initial positions and instructions and to align themselves on the
median line of general compromise. It would be the view of my deélegation that
this time has come, at least for the question of "traditional" radiological
weapons. One cannot interminably negotiate. on a disarmament proposal of such
inflated demands by some delegations which do not seem to take the possibilities
of compromise into account. - It is regrettable, if not ironic, that these are
often the same delegations that so readily castigate certain other delegations
in this room for the lack of "political will". If the Committee on Disarmament
appears -- in. this field as in so many others ~-- nearly empty-handed before the
special session, these .delegations would do well to do a little soul-searching
of their own. .

-

At least when the Working Group reconvenes later this summer, it would appear
essential for some of the basic issues in the radiological weapons field to be
decided on quickly. I see no reason why a suitable compromise solution to the
-question of linkage between the traditional radiological weapons question and-the
issue of a ban on attacks on nuclear facilities should not be found in the near
future. A model which readily comes to mind would be a radiological weapons
convention of general scope, as suggested by the original proponents, and an
additional facultative protocol governing the ban on certain relevant nuclear-
facilities. Both instruments would be intrinsically linked and would come up
for signature at the same time. However, there would be an option for States
signatories to subscribe to the main conventlon in a first phase, while leaving
accession to the tacultativ: additional protocol open, at least during a period
of reflection.
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Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan) - . ’

We admire the courageous efforts made by the Cheirman of the Vorking Group
on Radiological Weapons, Ambassador Vegener of the Federal Republic of Germany,
to evolve the text of a treaty on this subject. It has been clear from the
outse?, houvever, that an agreement on this issue must respond to the basic
questlgns raised, in poerticular, by the non-aligned and neutral countries
regarding, inter alia, the definition of radiological weapons and the commitment
of the muclear Povers to pursue nuclear discrmoment and to promote the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. Above all, asreement on an RV convention should be
accgmpagied by an agreement regerding the prohivition of attacks against nuclear
facilities =- vhich is, in our viewu, the only feasible way in vhich radiation can
be used, at present, for hostile purposes. The Pakistan delegation remains open
about the precise monner in vhich this issue should be resolved, i.e. wbether

under .the R/ convention itself, in =n attached protocol or thrcugh an entirely
separate internationzl instrument.

Very briefly, in response to the remerks made by the distinguished
.Aqbassador pf the Federal Republic of Germany on the subject, I would submit with
great respect that soul-sezrching is recuired first and foremost by those

delegations vhich take ithe vieu that the Cormittee should cdopt a virtually
meaningless convention on radiological weapons, but seek to cpen the option %o
attack nuclear facilities causing nass destruction that would be no differents
from the effect of the use of nuclear weapons. Tt is the view of ny delegation
and of several other members of the Group of 21 that the prohibition of attacks
on nuclear facilities should be as comprehensive as possible.  Since the basic
objective is to prevent mass destruction, there can be no justification for .
differentiating between civilian and military facilities. Ilass destruction
uould result from attacks on either kind of fzcility. However, mass destruction
* is not the only criterion relevant to this iscae. Iy delegation sees an
important objective of the proposed instrument as being to restore confidence
among the developing countries regarding their nascent nuclecr progremmes. This
confidence has been severely eroded in the vake of the Israeli attack on the Iraci
muclear facilities last June. Therefore, the scope ci the prohibition should
include not only ierger nuclear fuel cycle facilities, but also smaller rescarch
reactors and other facilities. To exclude the latter would constitute gross
discrimination ageinst the developing countries.

Pakistan has submitted a concrete proposal regarding the scope- of . the prohibition
of attacks against nuclear facilities on the basis of the criteria and considerations
T have mentioned. We hope that the important political issues involved in this
matter will be discussed in the near future.
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Mr. WEGENER (Chairman. Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons):
Mr. Chairman, indeed I have the honour to introduce the Report which you just
mentioned. 7 ,

The Working Group had chosen to make use of its time for substantive
negotiations as late into last week as possible. As a consequence, only one
meeting was available for discussion and adoption of the report. This has
placed a considerable burden upon the members of the secretariat, who had to
put in extra hours to reproduce the report from a somewhat heterogeneous collection
of oral end handwritten amendments designed to supplement the original draft. They
have done an excellent job under these difficult circumstances, and I should like
to thank them on behalf of the Working Group. '

However, it was unavoidable in this situation that a small number of errors
or ambiguities have crept into the printed text. With your permission, Mr. Chairman,
I should therefore like to read out this limited mumber of amendments which have
become necessary, none of which changes the general thrust and structure of the
report, but which will help to clarify it. None of the amendments ddds to the
text a sentence or thought that was not already part of the Working Group's
decision to adopt the report. I refer, then, to document CD/284, and in the
English version, to document CD/284%. I quote from the English text, on page 2, .
in the penultimate line of paragraph 6 we should strike out the words at the end
of the line, '"radiation from the decay of". On page 3, in paragravh 16, in the
seventh line, after the sentence ending with the words "from attack", kindly insert
the following additional sentence: "Some delegations expressly reserved their
position as to the competence of the Committee to deal with this matter".
On page 5, in the last sentence of paragraph 27, there is a mere printing
" error: please replace the words "points of view" by "differences". And on
the last page it has become necessary to clarify that some of the sentences .
written here are quotations from what delegations said. In paragraph 32, therefore,
in the second sentence, the words "in their view" should be inserted. The sentence
then read: "Since the basic objective was in their view, to prevent..." The
following sentence should be prefaced with the words "they also believed that",
so that the sentence then reads: "They also believed that mass destruction
- would result from attacks...", etc. In paragraph 34, in the second sentence,
the words "in their view'" should be inserted, so that the sentence then reads:
"A partial ban could, in their view, legitimize...", etc. In paragraph 33, in the
fourth line, the term "thermal effect" should, for reasons of mere technical
correctness, be replaced by "thermal power".

As delegations will recognize, while taking note of the contents of the
report, the record of the Working Group is far from brilliant. While a
promising start was made in early March with a practicable procedural decision
that did much to unblock a deadlock situation, the sense of urgency which
General Assembly resolution 36/97 B had initially instilled into the Group
and which raised hope that convincing progress could be made at least on the
"traditional® radiological weapons subject-matter, rapidly vanished, and the
Working Group is now still faced with some of the same problems that made its
work difficult in the preceding year. The willingness of delegations to consider
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compromise formulation and to join in a common effort to reach consensus results
faded away, at least when the time came to draft this report. Instead of proudly
going on record with the measure of progress achieved, delegations preferred to
restate their earlier positions, in a clear attempt to keep their stance intact
for the next round of negotiationé. Some delegations even used the opportunity
to phrase their demands with new vigour, although it must have been abundantly
clear to them that. their proposals harboured no promise of adoption by the
Working Group. The Chalrman, in various instances, attempted to put forward
texts which in his view took a, maximum number of positions into account, buthe
" generally remained’ unsuccessful. -When, ‘in the closing stages of the session
he offered to submit an integral draft text of a future radiological weapons
treaty, covering the "traditional" radiolecgical weapons subject-matter, a draft
which, in his perception, could have served as a suitable basis for a compromise
on which all delegations could eventually agree, he was given to understand that
such an initiative was unwelcome; he thus abstained from circulating the text.

The several parallel meetings on questions relating to the prohibition of
attacks on nuclear facilities provided an opportunity for discussion in depth
of some highly relevant issues. 4 number of delegaticns contributed to an
elucidation of the technical problems involved, and it is fair to say that the
Working Group-as a whole gained considerable insights into the prcblems at hand.
However, major dlvergen01es as to the scope of possible prohibition appeared at
an early ‘point, -and proved to be so conszderable as to impede further progress
even on the level of initial dlscu551on.

While the Working Group's session has certainly contributed to providing a
clearer perspective to all delegations on the issues and on certain options for
solution, the field is still wide open. Once again, the Working Group, dealing
with a subject matter of only limited significance for the global disarmament

- process, has been unable to live up fully to its responsibilities. That
constitutes a-serious challenge for the forthcoming summer session. It will
still be my -privilege to preside over the work at that time. When work is
resumed, I will urge all delegations to renew their efforts to come tc grips
with the still unresolved problems, and I would already ask them now to clear
their minds and to use the intermediate period for reflection about how some of
the outstanding problems of p*lnclnle can be tackled without undue loss of
time.

While then, the spring session was disappointing in its results, I yet
have to acknowledge that many delegations, and many cclleagues personally, offered
the Chairman an exceptionally fine co-operation and bore with him in the search
for results and compromise. I should like to express my gratitude to them, just
as I thank the secretariat and the interpreters for their fine work.

Should a mode be adopted according to which all the introductory statements
by Working Groups' Chairmen were to be circulated, I would not want to be
excluded. However, I would think that in my spec1a1 case a rendering in the
verbatim record would be sufflclent
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Mr. DE IA GORGE (France)

The Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Radiolozical lleapons, directed with authority and
competence by Ambassador lUegener, was not able to echieve the progress for which ve
had been hopinz. The Franch delemation is unfortunately obliged to note that the
warnings it voiced were well-founded. The difficulties which have hampered the
nerotiations in certain respects are the result of the attempts, ‘of which we are all
aware, to include in them matters unrelated to their immnediate object. As I said at
the outset of our session in my delersation's preliminary statement, these involve
either prejudging the solution of other problems, such as the use of nuclear weapons
and nuclear disarmament, or the solution of problems which fall within another field
of international law, such as the prohibition of attacks azainst civilian nuclear
installations. The French delegzation does not deny the importance of these matters,
but it believes it to be essential that the working groups should keep within the
exact terms of their mandates. As a demonstration of goodwill, we did not oppose a
consensus on the solution offered by the Chairman of the lorking Group, which consisted
in devoting a few meetings of this Group to a preliminary examination of the probleas
presented by the Swedish proposal con the prohibition of attacks asainst nuclear:
installations. BDBut considering that this problem did not fall within the competence
of the Comunittee, and does not, under the terms of its mandate, fall within the
competence of thz Yorkinz Group, the French delenation refrained from participating
in those meetings. It regrets the fact that it proved impossible, in the circumstances,
to resolve the outstanding difficulties as regards the terms of the convention itself,
and that we were unable to reacii a conclusion under this item on a matter which
unquestionably falls within the-cowpetence of the Committee on Disarmsment. .




GD/gV.l?B

Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Following the precedent of -the-
Chemical Veapons tlorking Group, at the request of some delegations, the Ad Hoc
Horking Group on Radiological lleapons also held a short, additional meeting today to
reconsider some parts of the report and a certain number of technical errors were
corrected and some amendments introduced. With your permission I would like to read
outthe changes to be made to the printed document we have before us, CD/284, in the
Enzlish version -- the one with an asterisk.

Yesterday, on introducing the report, I read out a certain number of amendments,
but I think it would be clearer to delegzates if I were now to read out all the
amendments together so that delegates can introduce them into tneir documents and
check on the earlier chanzes. The title should be amended to read, "Specéial report
to the Committee on Disarmament ...", etc. In paragraph 4, second line, after
"tlorking Group", please insert the words "under the Chairmanship of ’
Amoassador Dr. Imre Komives (Hungzary)", and then the text continues as before. On
page 2, in the penultimate line of paraszraph 6, the words "radiation from the decay
of" should ba deleted. On page 3, in paragraph 16, in the eighth line, after the
vords "from attack", a new sentence is to be inserted, reading: "Some delegations
expressly reserved their position as to the conpetence of the Committee to deal with
this matter.” In the footnote on the same page, after tae fifth word, the words "for
the purposes of this report" should bz inserted. Therz are no changes on page 4.
On page 5, the word at the end of the first line of paragranh 26 should be in the
plural, and read -‘"provisions®. :

Paragraph 28 has been substantially amended, and the text now reads: "The view
was widely held that the treaty should enter into force upon the deposit of the
instruments of ratification by a louer number than the 25 hitherto discussed, and the
number of 15 was advanced in this context, while some delegations reaffirmed their
position that the treaty should enter into force upon its ratification by
25 Governments, including the nuclear-weapon States."

In paragraph 27, still on page 5, the last three words of the penultimate 1ine,
"points of view", should be replaced by "differences". In paragraph 30, in the second
line, before the last word, "centered", the word "and" should be inserted, and in
paragraph 31, five lines from the bottom, after "It was pointed out that", the words
"attacks on such facilities could" should be inserted.
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In paréﬁrébh'ﬁQ, a number of small inserts was asreed upon to make the lanmuase
clearer, and I think it would be wise for ne, with your permission, lir. Chairwan, to
read the entire para-<raph: "Some delegations proposed that the prohibition of attacks
on nuclear facilities should be as compr ehensive as possible. OSince the basic ...
objective was, in their view, to prevent mass destruction, there could be no.

. Justification to differentiate betuz2n civilian and military facilities. They also

.beljeved that mass destruction would result from attacks on either kind of facilities.
However, in thzir view wmass destruction was not the only criterion relesvant to this
issuz. Thay argued'that,gn important objective of the proposed instruient uvas to
restore confidence aiions the countries rezardinm their peaceful nuclear programmes.
This confidence had, in their opinion, been severely aroded in the walke of the
Israeli attack on the peaceful nuclear facilities of a devaloping country.
Therefore, they artuzd that thz scope of the prohibition should include not only the
larger nuclear fuel cycle facilitizs but also the smaller research reactors and other
facilities. To cxtclude the latter, in their view, would constitute sross
discrimination analnst the develonin® countries." The last sentencz of the paragraph
stays as nrinted '

In paragraph 33, in the fourth line, the word Yeffact' ic to bz replacad by .
“power%. Three lines further oin, in the sentence beginning, "In this resard, it was
particularly emphasiza2d¥, the uwords “by these delegations™ should be inserted.
Equally, in parazgranh 34, thz sacond sentznce has soues ney 1an~uage. after A partial
ban could, the words "in their view" snould be inserted.

In parazraph 35 the followinz sentencc was added at the end of the present text:
‘The .delegation whose wvorliing ‘paper had been quoted in the precedinz parasraph drew
attention to thz fact that the paper in this context also contains the following
statement: 'The political difficulties of »rotecting military facilities in an
international instrument are obvious, and auch facilities therzfore secn to have to
be 2xcluded froam a convention’." Uhereunon, paragiaph 30 also had to ne auendad,
and it now reads: "It was, houzver, stated bv soue delegations that such politiecal
difficulties as ucy be involved were not sufficient reason for a partial
prohibition. In their view such an approach would leave open the possihility of
la rf:Ltmu'J,rx'r mass destruction in the conduct of warfare®.

Finally, the Uorking Group decided that the exauple of the other working groups
should be followed and that a list of all documents relatin~ to the vork of the
tlorking Group should be added. This 1list is at present being established by the
secretariat on the basis of the available documents.

tir. Chairman, I would like to draw your attention to a certain overlan that could
result frou the addition to paragraph 4 and paragraphs 11 and 12 with the new
parasraph to be included in the Committee's main report, printed in Yorliin; Paper
Ho. 56/Rev.2/Corr.2, but I think it is a matter for the secrctariat to prevent _
possible overlaps, 23 the Group has expressed its understandins that overlans of this
laind should, if nossible, be avoided.

So far I have spoken as the Chairman of the VWorkinm Group. I would like for a
brief mom=znt to take up a watter related to my function as a Chairwen, and this is a
Wrief statement of wihich I have informed you in advance, ir. Chairman.

Last nisht, at the informal weetin< that was held under your chairmanshin,
iir. Chairman, tha delerate of -the Soviet Union wade tne followinnm statewent, and I
quote excerpts froin the English tiranslation: :
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Mr. Vegener (FRG)

"... There were cases when, in spite of the insistent request addressed to
the Chairman of one of the groups not to distort situations in the Group, such a
distortion did occur ..." and further on, I quote:

M e if,'in the report, there is an idcorrect presentation of the situation in
the Vorking Group, and nevertheless, that situation was adopted by methods which
were somewhat less than democratic ...".

'These are serious accusations. The Chairman of one of the working groups is
accused before the members of the Committee of deliberate distortion of his Horking
Group's report, and of undemocratic behaviour in the exercise of his functions. To
my knowledge, personal accusations of this gravity have so far never been levelled
against any other delesate in this Committee. . Should they now become part of our
working modes, I would foresee very unfortunate consequences. I do not think,
therefore, that the Soviet delegate's utterances should stand uncoirrected.

liany delezations have informed me that in their understanding the accusations
were clearly directed towards ae. This needs clarification. I should like,
therefore, to request, through you, lir. Chairman, an adequate clarification from the
Soviet delegate. Should it turn out that I was in fact the Vorking Group Chairman
referred to, I would expect his apology on the record of this meeting.
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Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) '

Progress has undeniably been achieved on what we now call "trzditional"
radiological weapons questions. The draft treaty in this cormmection submitted by the
Chairman of the Working Group represents, in our view, a compromise that should offer
a broadly acceptable basis for the completion of the negotiations on this subject.

The question of the prohibition of deliberate attacks on nuclear installations
gave rise to some particularly interesting exchanges of views. However they showed
hov complex the subject is. They also revealed the existence of =2 number of widely
varying negotiating options. It is thus clear that these exchanges formed part of an
as yet very preliminary stage of the negotiating process.

In view of these facts, my delegation has some doubis about the advisability of
a symmetrical approach to these two issues. We ought perhaps, therefore, to consider
the possibility of bringing the negotiations on the first of these issues to a rapid
conclusion end agreeing to continue negotiations on the second, vhich is not strictly
a matter of prohibiting z weéapon but rather a question of the regulation of the conduct
of hostilities. If necessary, we migh®t envisage the conclusion of a protocol to be
armnexed to the so-called "traditional" treaty, as my cclleague from the Federal Republic
of Germany has suggested. .
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia)
With respect to the question of the prohibition of radiological weapons,
the socialist countries note with regret that further progress has not been achieved
"in this matter.

While recognizing the importance of the prohibition of attacls on civilian
.nuclear. facilities, the socialist countries are of the opinion that the delibera-
tions on this subject which have taken place up to now and the complexity of the
issues invelved demonstrate that this question cannot be solved within the

framework of a radiological weapons treaty. '
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Mr. SUMMERHAYES (UK) .

In particular, the work on radiological weanons has been disappointing to my
delegation. Ve had real hopes that substantial progress would be made towards the
drafting of a treaty banning radiological weapons under Ambassador Vegener's able
and energetic chairmanship. In the discussion of draft articles for the treaty, my
delegation was ready to compromise on many key points. Ve considered that the draft
text prepared by the Chairman, while not acceptable in its entirety, represented a
real advance on earlier texts and formed a suitable basis for further work. Ve were
sorry, therefore, that it did not receive more general endorscment.

Iy delegation has previously exnressed doubts whether the p*‘even’cion of attacks
on civil nuclear facilities could be contained within the text of a radiological
weapons treaty. The discussions on this topic indeed demonstrated the complexity
of the problem and thus tended to confirm us in ~ur belief. Ve considered, fronkly,
that the sugge'.tions nut formmard by some delegations were rathor. for removed from
the basic nurposes of the treaty. Ve con see no nrosmect of sgreement being
reached on this topic, in this or in any other form, unless there is a2 greater
readiness to compromise in the future.
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Mr. SARAN (India)

Hy delegation would also lilte to make a statement with respect to the report of
the Ad_Hoc Vlorking Croup on Radiological Veapons. It is the pcsition of my delegation
that the distinction dravm in this report between the so-called traditional and
non—-traditional subject-matter of negetiation in the Ad Hoc VWorliing Group is an

artificial one, and detracts from the very clear-cut and precise tiandate of this Group.

The subject-matter of our negotiations is nothing moré and ncthing less than a draft
. convention on the prohlblt:.on of the developrment, production, stockpiling and use of °
radiological weapons.

‘To conclude, I would like to express to you, lr. Chairman, the warm congratulations

of my deléegation on the successful conclusion of the first half of the Committee's
current session. It is a tribute to your wisdom and unfailing patience and courtesy

that we have been able to chart our ship safely into harbour, albeit a day after cur
target.
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Mr. WEGENER (FRG) -

75 the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons I am fully
aware of the difficulties that lic in the way of a successful resumption and
conclusion of negotiations in that Group. At this juncture, it appears important.
that all delegations should gain a very clear view of the options that offer
themselves to negotiators. I have written to all heads of delegations in that sense,
and would hope shortly to embark on some informal consultations on the basis of
reactions to that letter, before newv formal meetings of the VHorking Group, if any,'

are called.
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(Mr. Sadleir, Australia)

Thirdly, on radiological weapons we have reached a stalemate. My delegation
considers that the so-called "traditional" track could still usefully be pursued
to its conclusion, and that the other track should be developed as well, poerhaps
on law-of-war lines. We do not have particular ambitions cor expectations in this
area though we believe a convention or conventions on both aspects are achievable.
We have ténded to favour a radiological weapons convention more as usefill practice
for the Committee on Disarmament - to demonstrete that it can produce something
if it really tries.
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(iir. Fields, United States)

& great deal of effort has been invested in, and progress made toward the
conclusion cf a treaty banning radiologiczl weapons. In fact, this measure is nearer
completion than any other before this body. A4t our last session, the abtle Chairman
of the radiologiczl weapons Working Group devised a method of work which seemed to
my delegation to offer hope for the conclusion ol a radiclogical weapons treaty.

My delegation has been amcng those which have questioned the necessity of entering
into negotiations on the protection ¢f nuclear facilities -~ and we have been
critical of delegations which have blocked our progress on the conclusion of a
radiological weapons ireaty pendlng the resolution of the nuclear facilities 1ssue.

The time has come to assess thics situation with more realism. We believe that
the conclusion of a treaty prehibiting radiclogical weapons is in our interest, and
in the broader interest of mankind. 4t the same time, we fully understand the
concern of those who have advocated negotiations on the further protection of ..
nuclear facilities. -We, therefore, have come to this session prepared to
participate vigorously and constructively in discussions on this issue. We remain
unconvinced of the linkage between radiological weapons and the nuclear facilities
issue. But we are prepared to engage ourselves seriously on the merits of the .
issues, and will not stand in the. way of. any reasonable preocedure which facilitates
‘substantial progress. :
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Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan)

As in the case of "negative security assurances", it is obvious that the
difficulties involved in the negotiations relating to the radiological weapons
convention are fundamental in nature. Unless the scope of the prOposed radiological
weapons convention is substantially broadened, it will be 2 meaningless instrument
designed to prohibit a non-existent and unlikely weapon. Therefore, negotiations
on ‘the item should be-left.in abeyance at least until next year. Nevertheless, as
ve have stated -on several occasions, the question of the prohibition of attacks
against nuclear facilities is a matter of immediate concern and worthy of '

independent treatment. My delegation reserves the right to raise the matter 4n an
appropriate context. '
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Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Chairman, I would like to
make a brief statement in my capacity as the current. Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working
Group ‘on ‘Ratiiological Weapons. As you are aware, at the beginning of our session
I wrote to all heads of ‘delegations asking their guidance on how to proceed on the
subject-matter. Since that time I have received quite a few replies, many of them
comprehensive and complete, which is heartening; I feel generally encouraged by
that ‘response. Many delegations have not yet replied, however, and I have taken
the floor to urge them to forward their replies to me, perhaps within the next

week. I intend to start a process of informal consultations with delegations on
the basis of the replies received as of 20 August.
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Mr. SOLA VIIA (Cuba)
. A8 regards ‘the question of the prohibition of radiological weapons, it would

appear: that the Working Group set up on that item is for the moment at an impasse
because of differences of views on some important questions.

¥We have noted with satisfaction that the Chairman of the Working Group,
Ambassador Wegener of the Federal Republic of Germany, has started consultations
with all delegations in order to find an acceptable solution which will ‘enable us
to complete our work in this field successfully. In mydelegation’sopinion, the
:present situation should not prevent the reaching of an agreement on the so-called
"traditional".aspect of radiological weapons. One solution might be for the

Cconvention on radiological weapons to provide explicitly for-the initiation of urgent

negotiations on the prohibition of attacks on nuclear installations for peaceful
-purposés. That would be well received by the internatlonal community and would
open up new possibilities for this Committee's work.
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~ (Mr. Wesensr, Federal Republic of Germany)

In concluqlon, may I make a brief statement in my capac1t} as the current )
Chairman of the £4 Hoc Working Group on kadiologichl Wéapbns. In response to
the letter circulated at the beginning of our session on 3 Lugust, I have received
full replies from 13 delegations, and one reply from the spokesman of a regional
group, purporting to speak for its eight'mermbers. That makes replies from about
half. the members of the Cormittee. I am particularly greteful to those who have
‘responded. In the next few days I would be pleased to be available to those who
prefer oral communlcatlons and to those who would like to elaborate on their
written replies. I would ask those delegations to contact me at the earliest
possible point. A formal meeting of the Working Group on Radiological Wéapons
will be held in the afternoon of 2 September. I intend during that sessicn to
report on the views expressed to me end to make suggestions for the further
:course of work.
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Mr. OKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairman, it is more than a pleasure, indeed it is
an honour for me, to be able to present to you our respects and congratulations
on your assumption of the Chair of this Committee for the month .of September.and
until the beginning of next year's ‘sessicn. Mey I also express my delegation's
gratitude to your predecessor, Ambassador Maina, for the smooth and efficient way
in which he and the members of-the Kenyan delegation guided us during the montn of
August. While much regretting the departure of Ambassador Maina, I would wish to
add my best wishes for his future career after he returns to Nairobi.

With your indulgence, I now wish to make a statement under item 5 of our
agenda, namely, "New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons; radiological weapons®. Under our work programme, this item is to be
discussed next week, but since the radiological weapons Working Group is meeting
thls afternoon I w1sﬁ to address the subject before this afternoon's meeting.

Japan is a small country, sllghtly smaller than the State of California in
the United States. On this small expanse of land, Japzn has at the moment
24 nuclear reactors, six nuclear fuel processing facilities and one facility for
the reprocessing of spent fuel. It will, thus, bs easily understood that the
guarantecing of the safety and security of thesz nuclear facilities for peaceful
purposes is a matter of great concern to our country. We ares consequently of the
view that the prohibition of attacks against such facilities by means of some sort
of international agrzement would be of considerable significance in this respect.
We are sure that this view. is shared by the many countries which have such nuclear-
facilities on their territories.

It was against this background that the Prime Minister of Japan stated at -
the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament on
9 June of 'this year:

"It is a matter of great concern for countriess of the world to be relieved
from anxieties in the peacaful uses of nuclear energy. It is important,

in particular, to ensure and guarantee the security of nuclear facilities
for psaceful purposes, and Japan hopes that international efforts toward
this end will be succaessful. My country, for its part, wisiies to contribute
positively to tnese efforts.”

It was against the same background that my CGovernment aporeciated the
initiative taken by Sweden in the context of a2 possible radiological weapons
treaty. Japan recognizes the importance of achieving such a treaty and also the
importance of prohibiting attacks against civilian nuclear fac111t1es, and my
delegzation has been carefully following the deliberations on these two questions
in this Committee.

- In this connection, may I take this opportunity to express my delegation's
appreclation to the two successive chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Radiological tleapons, Ambassador Kémives of Hungary who strugglzd so hard for
two years to accommodate the various views and advance the worik on a radiological
weapons treaty, and Ambassador Wegener of the Federal Republic of Germany for the
zeal and skill with which he has been tryinz to find & compromise solution to the
difficulties that have been.encountzred. In the lettar he addressed to the members
of this Committee at the beginning of this summer session, Ambassador Hegenar
suggested that we look for linkage mechanisms between a radiological weapons treaty
on the traditional model and ths separats regulation of the intimately related
subject-matter concz2rning nuclear facilities.
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(Mr. Okawa, Japan)

Apart -from our inherent interest in seeing some sort of international
agreement worked out tc prohibit attacks against nuclear facilities for peaceful
puprposes, it is also by wzy of responding to Ambassador Wegener’s appeal, if I
may use that word that my delegation nas been instructed to presént ‘a working
paper in which we propose a draft protocol oca the pPOhlbltlon of attacksd against
nuclear facilities in the form of an-optional protocol to the eventual treaty on
radiological weapons.

: The warking paper can bz found in document CD/323, which I believe my
distinguished collesagues have before them.:- There is a slight typographical
error in the document and I would like to taks this opportunity to point that
out. In paragraph 9 on page 3 of document CD/323 it says- that -"Japan has no-
intention to exclude the possibility of attacks .against nuclear, facilities" and
that is of course completely wrong. This should read, %“Japan has no -intention
to exclude the possibility of dealing with the. question of the prohibition of
attacks against.nuclear facilities in an independent and separate ‘treaty." I
would request the -secretariat to be good enough to issue a corrigendum in that
respect..

‘Let me now try to explain 4in a few words why we have chosen the form of-an
optional protocol.  We have seen the difficulty that has arisen around the proposal
to include a prohibition clause in the radiological weapons: treaty itself. -We
recognize -that the two matters are closely related, and that in fact they-have -
the common purpose of keeping to the minimum-the damage that could be caused by
contamination as a result of the dissemination of radio-active material. However,
the one would seek to prohibit a weapon, the other -an act -~ the act of attacking

a nuclear facility.

We therefore sought to find a way of negotiating an international agreement
on the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities while maintaining the
relationship between such an agreement and the radiological weapons treaty. Ve
felt that the .solution was to deal with the issue of prohibition of attacks in a
separate instrument, and not in the radiological weapons trezty itself, while at
the same time giving parties to the treaity the ortion to become parties to the
protocol, within the framework of the treaty, if they so wished.

We hope that the tabling of this working paper will be of some help in
disengaging ourselves from the present impasse, and will thus contribute to
accelerating the radiological weapons negotiations with a view to their early
conclusion. At the same time, we hope that our proposal will help to get us
launched into a constructive dlscu551on on how to deal with our concern regarding
attacks on nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes. :

Finally, may I point out that the outlin: of the draft protocol annexed to
our working paper is nothing more than a skeleton and that the many technical and
legal points that have not 2ven been addressed in our paper can best be taken up
in the course of actual negotiations.




The CHAIRMAE (translated from Spanish): I declare open the 185%th plenary.
meeting of the Committec on Disarmement. The first speaker on my list is the
distinguished representative of Hungzary, Anbassador Kemives, to whem I now glve
the floor.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): M¥r. Chairmen, cur Committee starts today the
consideration of item 5 of its agenda entitled, "New types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons'. In accordance
with a decision adepted at the 171st meeting, in April, the Committee will also
hold two informal meetings today and tomorrcw with the participation of experts.
The purpose of the informal meetings is to examine proposals and suggestions
pertaining to the first part of the agenda item. Iet me express the hope that
both the formal meetings of the Commitiee and also the informal meetings will
contribute to a better understanding of this important ani timely issue, and
will also pave the way for concrete actions long overdue.

The Hungarian delegation has always paid particular attention to the subject
of the prohibition.of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of
stuch weapcns, ever since it was taken up by the United Nations General Assembly
in 1975, and by the Conference of the Cormittee on Disarmament the following year.
That attention has been manifestad also by the submission of working papers — thne
first in 1978 on the question of infrasound weapons (CCD/575); and.the last one
during the first pari of this session, in document CD/261.. Our delegaticn was the
ope .that initiated last year and again this year.the holding of informal meetings
on this very important and urgent probler. ) :

As I stated on 18 liarch, "the steady devotion of my delegation is motivated,
among other things, by the growing awareness among world public opinion that the
ongoing scientific and technological revolution and the accelerating pace of progress
in various fields cf science harbour not only beneficial possibilities for solving the
basic problems of mankind, but also — if misused —— a grave dangsr of triggering a
qualitatively new round in the arms race."

Military-technical magazines and other publications have for about a decade
been carrying reports on new methods of mass amnihilation, which might be employed
to create some hithertc unheard-cf weancns. These reperts are confirmed by the
statements of scientists evpressing their apprehensions about certain development
programmes carried out in the interest of the military.

Without going into very specific details, let me touch upon certain-general
characteristics of the types of weapons zt present under considerztion. One of
the distinctive features of the new non-nuclear types of weapons of mass
destruction is their highly discriminste effect. For example, such weapons are
capable of disturbing certain functions cof the human body, doing harm to people
of a certain ethnic corigin, or bringing zbout changes in certain types of crops
or animals (thus sharply reducing agricultural production, creating severe
shortages and even famine). Such weapons are highly controllable in terms of
effect or manner of action. They can, for example, influence human psychic
conditions or reproduction capabilities., Because of their highly discriminate
action, the use of suchk weapons could go unncticed for a2 long time. This can
lead to a transformatiorn in the nature of combat action, and mey open up )
possibilities for a hLidden warfare.

Certain new types of weapons of mass destruction exist only in principle, bdut
others have already come off the drawving bYoard, and the real danzer of the emersence
of such weapons cannot be denied any longer. The latest event substantiating profcund
fears in large popular masces is tue infamouc decision on the production and
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deploymen® of nuclzar neutron weapons. Although a number of delegaticns would
claim that it is simply just another nuclear weapon, there is already a great
amount of scientificelly supported evidence, compiled in scientific, military
and other publications ——and also made lknown extensively in this Committee —
vhich proves beyond doubt that it is not only an updated version of the nuclear
weapon, but also a new kind of weapon of masé destruction, both in technological
terms. and in political and military implications as well. It is especially so
inasmuch as it increzses the danger of an all-out nuclear war by introducing
an "easy-to—use' nuclear weavon. That is why the delegations of the socialist
countries proposed the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons, and submitted a
draft convertlion to thet efiect as early as 1979.

. The prohibition of new trpcs of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of
cuch weanons ulrexly has a lcug history in disarmament efforts. In 1948 the
Commission -for Conventional Armaments adopted a resolution which states, among
other things, that 'eapons of mass destruction should be defined as ingluding
atomic explesive weapons. rzdioactive material weapcns, lethal chemical and
biclegical weapens, end any weanons developed .in the future with characteristics
compar_bl: in destznc»1v~ effect to thoze of the aitomic bomb or other weapons
mentione? zbove', ' '

Af%er o decades the questiion was raised again at the United Nations
General Assambly. On the initiative of ¥Maltz, two resolutions were adopted in 1969
concerning tie possible emergence of new wezpons of mass destruction:
resolutions 2502 C and D (¥XIV) respectively called on the CCD to consider certain
imglicaticns of radioicgical werfare and laser technology. The Committee, however,
did not find that possibility to be of immediate concern.

~ New acnievemenis of science and tecluiology and the increased danger of their
miritary utilivation promoted ke Soviet Union in 1975, during the thirtieth session
of the Guneral Assembly, to propose the corclusion of an international agreement on
the prohibition oi the development and menufacture of new types of weapons of mass
desiruntion anC new systens of such weapons. The Soviet delegation also submitted
a drafi interasiion:l agreement, Ia resolviion 3479 (XXX) the General Assembly
asked the CCu B0 C=z=1 nltb the matrer,

Since’ taen, the General Assemhly has Teen dealing with this guestion and has
adcptei 2 nutter of zcsoijuticus. Sinee 1976 our Committee, too, has been seized
of the nroblem ou tac prohib;tion nf new vezpons of mass destruction. The
delegations of the socizlis? couniries have made great efforts to facilitate the
elzboration o¢ a trzaiy en toe issuve. In 1976 the Soviet delegation submitted
document GCD/514 cnsicled, "On definitions of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and zcy sysiens of such weapons."” In order to meet considerations
expressed by warious VWastern delegations, the Soviet Union tabled in 1977 a revised
version cf ity ¢ra’l twezty (CCD/511/Rev.l). The revised draf: provides that,
paraliel with ¢ geaaal agreement, special agreements could be concluded on the
prohibition oi specific weapons. It provides alse that a list of types and systems
of wezpon:. to 0T pron_bited voild bz annexed to the agreement and could be
supnlenentca if new orers of devilopment wece to emerge.

In 1976 the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
paid marked attention b the issue, Tho Final Document contains no less than three
parcgrapis n thas corbazt. Pexagraph 77. for insiance, reads as follows:
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--#Tr"order to help prevent a qualitative arms race and so that scientific
and technological achievemenis may ultimately be used solely for peaceful
purposes, effective measures should be taken to avoid the danger and prevent
the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction based on new
scientific principles and achievements. Efforts should be appropriately
pursued aiming at the prchibition of such new types and new systems of
weapons of mass destruction. Specific agreements could be concluded on
particular types of new weapons of mass destruction vhich may be identified.
The question should be kept under continuing review."

The exchanges of views that took place between 1976 a2nd 1982 showed a .
difference of opinion concerning the effective ways of preventing the emergence O
new types of weapons of mass destructicn. liy delegation, however, continues to e
convinced that a comprehensive approach is the most effective way to reach our aim.
This implies the conclusion of a ccmprehensive agreement banning in a general
manner the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction,
accompanied by a list of specific types of weapons to be prohibited. Such ar’
arrangement could provide for the conclusion of separate agreements on specific
new types of weapons of mass destruction.

By resolution %6/89, adopted last year, the General Assembly broadened the
general approach and enlarged our pocsibilities as well as our duties in this
context when it requested the Committee on Disarmament to "intensify negotiations,
with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, with a view to preparing a
draft comprehensive -agreement on the prohibition of the development and manufacture
cf new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, and 1o
draft possible agreements on pariicular types of such weapcns.”

Paragraph 3 of the same resolution calls upon the Staites permanent members of
the Security Council, and other militarily significant States, to make declarations,
identical in substance, concerning the refusal to create new weapons of mass
destruction, as a first step towards the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement.
Such declarations would be approved subsequently by a decision of the
Security- Council,

Resolution 3%6/89, as I have just said, broadens the general approach to solving
the problem, and at the same time makes it possible for our Committee to renew its
efforts in two directions. Working paper CD/261, submitted by the Hungarian
delegation this spring, accordingly proposes concrete actions in both directionms.

Let me express the hope and expectation that the Committee is giving due attention
to those proposals.

The first issue, which has already been discussed at length, is the
establishment of an ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts under the
aegis of the Committee. This group, in the view of my delegation, could be entrusted
with the elaboration of a draft comprehensive agreement as well as the drafting of
possible agreements on particular new types of weapons of mass destruction. This
idea, I.may state, has received broad support during our discussions, and only the
opposition of certain Western countries has prevented the Committee from creating
the ad hoc group.

The second issue concerns paragraph 3 of the General Assembly's resolution,
which =~ as I have already pointed out —calls on the permanent members of the
Security Council and other militarily significant States to male declarations
stating their refusal tc'create new weapons of mass destruction. Such declarations,
jidentical in substance, and to be apnroved subsequently by the Security Council,
would be a first step towards the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement.
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Such an approach had already emergzed as far back as 1977, when the delegation
of the United Kingdom, reacting to the proposal aimed at the establishment of an
ad hoc group, stated the following:

", .. a more fruitful approach would be a firm condemnation by the world
community of the development of new weanons of mass destruction, coupled
with a request to this Conference to keep the matter under review oot

The world community has on numerous occasions firmly condemned the development
and manufacture of such weapons. Now it is the turn of those States which are
capable of developing and manufacturing them to come forward with their own
solemn declarations, committing themselves never to create any new weapons of
mass destruction. Such declarations, as provided for in paragraph 3 of
resolution 36/89, would have significant moral and political value., Since
all the permanent members of the Security Council and practically all the
militarily significant States are represented around this negotiating table,
the Committee on Disarmament has not only the possibility but also the duty to
deal with this issue in a serious manner. :

The Hungarian delegation, together with a great number of other delegations,
is eagerly looking forward to hearing statements of position made bty the delegations
concerned. While political sitatements are being made in formal meetings of the
Cormittee, delegetions, with the assistance of their experts, meeting informally,
should give serious consideration to various aspects of the issue, among them the
-formulation of an appropriate draft declaration as described above.

~ With your kind permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall now address myself to the
second part of the item: the prohibition of radiological weapons. The Committee
has become deadlocked on this question, 'and the Working Group on Radiological
Weapons has been mainly inactive during the summer session. One of the reasons
for the deadlock is to be found in the existence of different apvroaches of
priority concerning the prohibition of radiological weapeons and the prohibition
of attacks on nuclear facilities. ,

Some delegations in the Working Group have been repeatedly advocating
priority for the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, while unjustifiably
playing down the role and necessity of the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibiticn
of radiological weapons. The Swedish delegetion, for example, in its memorandum
in document CD/RW/WP. 19, submitted on 1€ larch, stated the following:

"Studies undertaken by the competent authorities in Sweden show that the
development of specific radiological weapons as defined@ by the drafters
[of the joint Soviet-United States proposal] is a very remote possibility.
They could hardly become practical weapons of mass destruction or for that
matter even effective weapons on the battlefield.”

My delegation, together with others, however, cannot agree with such an
evaluation, and holds the view that this weapon is potentially no less dangerous
and deadly than any other type of weapon of mass destruction. One cannot deny
that the rapid development of the nuclear industry and the adoption and
implementation by many States of their own nuclear energy programmes have
inevitably resulted in a vast develovment and proliferation in the world of a
technology employing various radioactive materials. This could bty its nature
become a material basis for creating one or another radiological weapon system.
Becides, in the absence of a ban on the development of radiological weapons,
States cannot rest assured that no single State will conduct any research to

develop such wesaponc.
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In this connection I weuld like to draw the attenticn of the Committee to an
interview with American nuclear physicist Cohen and French military theorist Jeneste,
published in Die Weli of 1€ January thic year. Withcut ccmmenting on the military-
strategic and political aspects of this interview, I wculd like merely to ncote that
its very subject gives — at least to some extent — an answer to whether
radiological weapons are feasitle or not, and how effective they could be.

-In the interview Cohen advocates the develcpment cf a technically feasible
and quite lethal garma-weapon which he calls a harmless "nothing-bomb". According
to Cohen, this weapon is completely controllable as regards timing, range of action
and intensity of uss. He believes that 100 kg of Uranium-235 is enocugh for laying
down a "carpet" several thousand kilometrez long and cne thousand kilometres w1de,
the action of which is a matter of a few days only.

Gamma—-rays owing to their high energy, are very dangerous to-human beings

and any living organisms. Gamma-rays from natural sources of radioactivity and from
artificial nuclear reactions are already widely employed in scisnce and technology.
They are used in medicine, metallurgy and many other fields. Therefcre the practical
application of gamma-rays, including those of high intensity, is a reality which one
cannot deny. Thus, there exists today a material basis for the practiczl devising
of highly effective and lethal garma-weapons, which clearly fz1l into the category
of radiological weapons.

In order to prevent any possible developments, such as the one I have mentioned,
the Committee on Disarmament must redouble its efforts aimed at concluding the
negotiation of a draft treaty on the prchibition of radiological weapons. Should
the world community already in the very near future face the fact of the emergence
of one or another type of weapons employing radiocactive material, the blame would
be clearly on us, who have failed in due time to avert such a2 possibility.

The definition of radioclogical weapons given by the co-sponsors of the joint
draft treaty covers any device, other than a nuclear explosive device, specifically
designed to employ radioactive material to cause destruction, damage or injury by
means of the radiation produced by the decay of such material., This formula
prohibits any radiological weapon systems based on employing any types of radioactive
material, regardless of their characteristics or the radiation emiti ted, should it be
alpha-, beta- or gamma-yays, or radiatiocn of neutral high-energy pa:t1c1e Thus the
definition suggested in the draft treaty covers also garma-weapens. ‘

In conclusion, I wish to underline the following. Since the emergence of -
special types of radiological wezpons, such as the gamma-ray weapon described
above, is definitely not a question of a remote possibility, the Fungarian
delegation is convinced that in 1983 renswed and vigorous efforts will have tc
be made by the Committee, by every member around this table, in order to elaborate
and successfully conclude the drafting of a treaty banning radiological wezpens of
any kind. .



(M. Wegcner, Federsl Republic of Germeny)

5 rolate to radiclogicel weespons. Sone days ago, in
cgation announced the imminent tabling of a working
1 by & prohibvition of nilitary zttacks on nuclear
installaticns in the framework of a radiologicod weapons treaty. . 4s I pointed
out on thai occasion, thc working paper rurports ic recapitulate and amplify
technicel contributions made ty riy delegetion ir the course of negctiations on
the subject at the spring session. Thé working paper also dwells upon the
questior how the existing protection of such installaticns wnsr international
law can best be improved, and formulates recommendations as to the relationship
of such enhanced regulation o the "traditionzl" rediological waapons subject
natter. The working paper offers a fzirly comprahensive view of the preblens
mentioned, and, in the intention of ite authors, should prove to be of substantial
benefit to negotiators when they resums thzir work next spring. I a2m pleased to
previde this brief introduction of the paper bafore the Cormittes and would like
to request that it b2 circulated as arn official docuncnt of the Committee on
Diszrmanent, in addition to its ctetus in the Vorking Group.

My concluding renark
the Working Greup, my del
e

- Speaking now as the outgoing Chairmien of the £é Hoo VWorking Group” on
Radiclogical Weapons, I shculd like to share with my collesgues a guarded feeling
of optimism as t¢ the future course of negrtiations in that Group. During the
current session, very limited tine was set aside for formal work by the Group.
Hewever, as you ars avare, I have tried to nalke use of the pest weelis to invite.
delegationg to reflect upoen some problens which have so far hindered the rapid
progress of negotiaticns, in particular with respsct to the relationship of the
' ated. On 2 Scpiember, I gave a .full
repcert to the Working Group on the results of my consultations which is ccontainad
in docunent CD/RV/¥F.38 and I dc not intend to repeat its contents here.. I an
pleased %o note that the subsequent discussions have borne out my impressions
that soime new degree of flexibility has become visible on the part of delegations
professing a particular interest irn the matter. TrLis has confirmed me in my
view that & scluticn to the key problen of the radiclogical weapons negotiations
can be found shorily under the doubles concept of "sevarzticn" and "linkage".

I have alsc been encouraged to cireulatc, as a feoruel working paper cf the Working
Group; a revised, and I hope improved, versicn of a complete drzft treaty on the
so-called "traditionzl" radiological wsaponc subject-matter, after having been
ssured by a nuzber cf delegzticns thet they would be prepared ito consider that
docwisnt as a tasis for further negotiations in 1933, I continue tc believe
that the radiological weapons.convention is a perishable gocd. The negntistion
end conclusion of azn internationszl legal instrument ~— or insirurients —-— cannot
be protracted inteminably. 411 delegations should constantly rezind thenselves
that the feilure of the Comittee to provide comprehensive regulation in this
field will gravely compromise the credibility and operationability of this body.
But I think theres are encouraging signs that this awareness is gaining ground.
I wish every good luck fc my successor as the Chairman of the Working Group on
Radiolegical VWeancns.
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Mr. IJEWERE Nigeria)

elegation continues to attach great importance to the early conclusion of a
convention prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of
radiological weapons in pursuance of United Nations General Assembly resolution 36/97 B.
We see such a convention in the context of concrete measures towzrds nuclear v
disarmament; consequently, a fuiure treaty on the prohibition of radiglogical weapons
should contain an explicit commitment to pursue urgently negotiations on the cessation

of the nuclear arms race and nuclear dlsamam=nt znd other priority items on the
Committee's agenda.

Al though the brevity of the summer session does not allow for the regular meetings
of the Working Group we are, however, pleased to note that the informal consultations
conducted by the active Chairman of the Working Group, smbassador Henning Wegener of
the Pederal Republic of Germany, has produced some fruitful results. The evaluatlon
of the replies received from delegations, contained in working paper CD; ‘RW/WP.38 is a
true reflection of the deadlock in the Vorking Group on the separation of the
gc-c¢ led "traditional" radiological subject-matter, and the problems rela‘tlng to the
protection of nuclear facilities from attacks.



(Mr. Ijevere, Higeriz)

it is also gretifying to note from the exchange of views held during the
ad Ho: Working Group's {irst mesting cn 2 September 1982, that some delegations that
TLave parsistently sdvccated separation of the two subject-matiers in appropriate .
legal instrumenis have, in 2 spirit of compromise, demonstrated some flexibility,-anu
are now ready to expiorz various options based on the principle of "separation? Vl?h.
a "linkage" mechznism either in terms of protocols to the treafy or other possibilities
that will have to be examined in the Working Group. ’

_ Tt is also noted in the Chairmen's stock-talding statement that the Swedish
delegation thet originelly mad: ths proposal '"has moved away from 2 rigorous
application of the 'one instrumeni' concept, and has given thought to the possibility
of an umbrella agreement for both subject-mztters where either would be’ incorporated
in 2 separate -~ and I repeat the word 'separate' -- annexed prolocol”.

: This positive approach towzrds negotiations, if pursued, will augur well for the

work of this Vorking Group. Iy delegation, for one, has always -shown considerable
understzanding for the views and nztional positions of other delegations based on
principle, but we do not subscribe to rigid postures as_a rule even where options for
éompromise are possible. It is in this context that we welcome the constructive
proposal of the Japanese delegation on an optional linkage mechanism as contained in
working paper CD/325. The proposal obviously has its demerits, but we believe it
could provide a sound basis for further discussion in the effort to find lasting
solutions.

My delegation stands convinced that negotiations on the prchibition of attacks
against nuclear facilities in the framework of a radiological weapons convention should
be pursued in this Committee. As a2 developing country, cur interest in the subject
stems from a belief in the inalienable rights of States to develop and implement
their nuclear energy programmes for peaceful purposes. Alse, the commitment of my
country to the socio-economic development of its peoples, and to the festering of
- international co-cperation in the field of technology will, in my opinicn necessitate
the provision of adeguate guarantees in sn appropriate legal instrument fo safeguard
znd proctect facilities like nuclear powsr stztions and processing or reprocessing
plants developed for peaceful purposes. However, while my delegation remains flexible
on the linkage mechanism that will ultimately evolve in the Working Group, we firmly
believe that the ncope of the prohibiticn should be broad enough itc meet the concerns
of all States — both nuclear and non-nuclear, daveloped and developing.

Finally, the present trend in the Ad Hoc Working Group should remind us all that
there is no creditable substitute for political will as a necessary ingredient for
success in disarmamsnt negotiations. 4s we prcpare for the thirty-seventh session of
the General fissembly, we should not close the door to informal consultations. Our
report to the General Assembly should be forward-looking, reflecting the collective
effort to find lasting solutions. We agree with the view that the divergences containe:
in the special report to the second special session now before the General Assembly
should not be reopened. It is only in this way that the international community can
make a positive contribution to the fufure work of the Ad Hoc Working Group at its
1983 spring sessicn. .

The GHAIRMAN (tggnslatg@_ggom_Spanish): I thank the representative of Nigeria for
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. The next speaker on
my list is the representative of Sweden, /mbassador Lidgard, to whom I now give the
floor:- ‘ ' ‘ o o
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, at the outset I want to express my
delegation's sincere satisfaction in seeing you in the Chair of this Committee at-
this crucial stage of our work. The previous speakers throughout this month have
used. all superlative adjectives in describing your experience and personal qualities
and I can only endorse all those expressions of confidence in you. At the same time,
my delegation also wants to express iis gratitude to your predecessor,

Ambassador Maina of Kenya, for the excellent way in which he carried out his tasks
as our Chairman during the month of fugust. .

The main topic for today's meeting includes the question of radiological weapons.
I should, therefore, like to take this opportunity to make a brief statement on the
present state of affairs as far as the work on a treaty prohibiting such weapons is
concerned. ,

Although the 4d Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weazpons has had only one
substantive meeting during this part of the 1962 session, it is the impression of my
delegation that a great dezl of progress has been made, thanks to the constructive
efforts displzyed by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, .
imbassador Henning Wegener. The Working Group should thus be in a position to start
fruitful negotiations right from the beginning of the 1983 session.

The Swedish delegation has noted with grest satisfaction that the proposzl
regarding the prohibition of attacks agzinst nuclear facilities has been widely
acknowledged as a legitimate matter for negotiations in the context of a treaiy
banning radiological weapons. The number of negative or sceptical voices seems to be
constantly diminishing as the importance and relevance of this issue becomes clearer.
The comprehensive discussion we have had of these matters with the assistance of
qualified experts during the 1932 session has greatly contributed to this end. This
is not to say, however, that all problems have been resolved, but I think that
Gelegations are now better prepared than before to have a serious discussion of the
complex issues which arise in this context.

The time pressure felt by many delegations to have a treaty ready before the

- second special session on disarmement is no longer there. This will hopefully make
it easier to conclude 2 mezningful treaty, which will be an asse? to the world and to
this Committee rather than a symbolic agreement devoid of all substance, wiich would
merely have damaged the cradibility of the Committee on Disarmament, the only
multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmement. It is high time for this
body to be allowed to fulfil its proper role and not be confined merely to
underwriting drafits which are negotiated outside the Comrittee, and, as in this cese,
practically empty of real substance in terms of arms limitation or disarmament.

It is a source of satisfaction to my delegation that several delegations have
indicated that they are prepared to be flexitle as far as the negotiation of a treaty
on radiological weapons is concerned. It now seems to be generally acknowledged that
n{racks A and B" should be given eguel treatment, and that a linkage between them
should be striven for. The Swedish delegation will also be flexible in this regard.
ks = metter of fact, Sweden intends to submit at an early stage during the sprine
session next year a draft treaty with two protocols, one dealing with the "fraditional"
part of the radiological weapons subjecti-matter, based on the original Soviet-American
proposal, and the other dealing with the prohibition of attacks against nuclear
facilities. ' ' '
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(3. Lidgard, Sweden)

My delegatlon has noted with interest the recent Japanese draft protocol
contained in working paper QQ&%U@T%;Y We would like to study this in depth before
thaking comments in detail. e note, hovever, that cne obvious difference betwzen the
Japanese draft and the so-called Swedish proposal is thé fact that Japan envisages an
optional protocol for "track B", whereas Sweden, as I have just said, intends to
propose two mutually dependent protocols of equal standing, which would thus give the
same importance to both "track A" and "track B". The separation of those two "tracks"

“is in our view a useful negotiating device, but in terms of the final outcome — a
treaty prohibiting radiological weapons — the two tracks will have to be closely
linked, so that one goes with the other. My delegation has stated it meny times before
and I repeat it again: a treaty on radiological weapons which does not contain 2
prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities would te meaningless in substance.
Furthermore, it would be detrimentzl to the credibility of the Committee on

Disarmament.

Iet me conclude by celling zttention to another matter of great.importance in

this context. The primary motive for the Swedish proposal is the banning of attacks
agzinst nuclear facilities with a view to spreading radiocactivity for hostile purposes.
Next to a nuclear weapon explosion this would be the most effective method of
dispersing radioactivity. This possibility must obviously be closed, if a treaty
banning radiological warfareis to be meaningful. The protection of nuclear facilities
is 2 secondary effect which is of great 1mporuapce, not least to the civilian
_population. But as I szid, the main motive is the banning of the military exp101tat10n
of this possibility as 2 means of radiological warfare. That is why it is relevant

in the context of a treaty on radiological weapons. . .
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Mr, WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Chairmen, I teke pleasure in
introducing the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Rzdiologiczal Weapons as
contained in document CD/328. I am gratified that the Group was 2ble to adopt
this report in a single session of record brevity. This testifies to the

co~operative spirit which has prevailed in the Working Group during the present
summer session. ’

After the customary introductory paragraphs ani a list of working documents
that have been submitted to the group in 1982, the report makes a concise
documentary reference to its work during the first part of the session. The
results of the spring session are, of course, alrezdy before the General Assembly
as part of the Committee's special report to the second special session devoted to .
disarmament. The report then deals with the proceedings of the Vorking Group
during the second part of the session. This session has been brief for all of us,
but its limited duration was particularly felt by.the rzdiological weapons
Vorking Group. In keeping with the priorities established for this part of the
session, the Group was able to meet in formal session only twice. However, es 1
reported at an earlier plenary meeting, the Chairman used the btetter part of hugust
to initviate an exchange of views with delegations on the particularly pressing
problem of the relationship between the two main subject-matters before the
Working Group. Through a written exposé and a questionnaire, I endeavoured to
perceive how the future ban on radiological weapons in the narrower sense and the
problem- of attacks against nuclear facilities could be suitably linked., My letter
and questionwaire drew a vivid response from delegations. I reported to the
Working Group in an extensive statement on 2 September about the replies received
and additional consultations held. The statement is available as
document CD/Rv/WP.38. That statement and subsequent discussions in the
Working Group show that the Working Group has not yet entirely succeeded in
eliminating the difficulties encountered in this regard. However, it alsc became
apparent — and I should maeke explicit reference to this positive feature — thet a
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new degree of flexibility existed regarding the relationship beiween the two
radidlogical weapons subject-matters and that the way now appears open for a more
promising resumption of negotiations on the issue next spring. Notwithstanding
some substantial nuances, there is a widespread view in the Working Group that the
two areas of the scope of the prohibition under consideration should in the future
be looked at under the twin concept of "separation" and "linkage". There is now a
clearer vision that the protection of nuclear facilities from attack deserves to be
more seriously looked at, and, in the view of most delegations — in fairmess, I
should add, not all — the negetiating context between the two areas of the future
prohlbltlon should be presexrved. . .

If on this matter of principle the stage is now better set for the future,
the same could perhaps also be said of the radiological weapons subject in the
narrower, "traditional" sense. Here again, it was not possible to agree on all the
necessary details of the provisions to be incorporated in a future treaty. It _
was, however, acknowledged at the close of the Group's spring session that -the level
of consensus on certain of the provisions under consideration was then higher than
it had been on previous texts. In order to facilitate further work and to preserve
the degree of consensus already reached, the Chairman, at. the end of this session,
has circulated his own compilation of radlologlcal weapons treaty provisions in
document CD/RW /UP 39. .

Delegations will easily see from the report, as I have now introduced it, that
a lot remains to be done and many problems remain to be solvedé. The mood in the
Working Group, however, has been good. If there is not a sense of outright
‘achievement; there is certalnly a sense of hope and co-operation. I am confident
that the Working Group will forge ahead.in its next session and attain tangible
results towards firm negitiated results.

CD/PV.137
a1

(t4r. Fielda, United States)

I also want ‘to say a brief word about the radiological weapons Vorking Group.
Despite the fact that this Working Group met formally only twice during the
summer session, I believe that, as a result of the efforts of its distinguished
Chairman, Ambzssador Wegener, the stage is set for more substantial progress towards
the conclusion of a treaty banning radiological weapons during the coming session
of the Committee. A3 I stated in my opening remarks to the Committee in August,
my delegation iz, and will continue to be, prepared to participate constructively
in discussions of the guestion whether additional measures should be negotiated
relating to the prevention of attacks on nuclear facilities. Ambassador Wegener
has, also introduced in the radiological weapons Working Group a compilation of
»treaty prov131ons (CD/Rh/JP 35), representing his efforts to move the work of the
Working Group toward a succussful conclusion. My dulegation appreciates theae
efforts, and beliecves that this compilation represants a useful focal point for
continuing radiological weapons trezaty negotiations next year.
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(Mr. Genscher, Federal Republic of Germany)

There ‘18 another areaz in which the Committee's work is we}l advanced and in
which speed is’advinglel_ I em referring. to the prohibition of radiological weapons.
We still have the opportunity to ban, for the first time ever, & category of weapons
of mass destruction even before they @re ready for deployment. My country's
delegation, which chaired the working group on radiological weapons in 1982, will
gohbiﬁué-tofatnive,fbr.the early nopclusion of such an agreement.

We sympathize with the proposal by a number of non-aligned countries to
incorporate in an pgreement banning radiological weapons a provision -that prohibits
attacks on pivilian;nuclear facilities and thus enhances the protection afforded to
the facilities above and beyond the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. However,:
this proposal creates so many technical and legzl problems that it is questionable,
in my view, whether this subject should be combined with the subject-matter of an
agreement on radiological weapons. ‘

Cb/PV.190
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(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

. This Committee should continue the negotiations en a treaty on radiological
weapons. Svwedan has proposed that such a treaty should include a ban on attacks

agalnst nuclear facilities containing radioactive ‘substances.

Nekt to a2 nuclear explosion this would be the most effective mathod .of
dispersing"radipaépivity. This possibility must obviously bes foreclosed, if such
a treaty is to be meaningful. The protection of nuclear facilities .is important --
not least fcr the civilian population ~- but the main purpose of. the Swedish
_propusal is’ to prevent any release of radioactivity, includipg military exploitation
of this possibility, as an act of radiological warfare. VWhen attacked, such a
nuclear facility could be turned into a2 radiological weapon. Such a2 prohibition
should consequently be included in a treaty on radiological weapons.

My delegation notes with gatiafactidn the growing support for our proposal
both here in the Comaittee on Disarmament and in the United Nations. The number
of negative or sceptical voices is diminishing as the importance of the issue ’
becomes clearer. The question of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities
is generally aclnowledged as a legitimate matter for negotiations. A growing
number of delegations share our View that the matter should be dealt with in the

context of 2 treaty on radiological weapons.

Cu/PV 101
14

(Mr. Bugh, uUnit2d Ststes)

¥y Government believes thet the negotiztions in thies body on a convenfi?n
to ban radiclogical weapons offer the prospect of e modest, but rsal, genu;ncr
step forwerd, z step thet could =lininzio e pctent%al}y very Eanggrogs tyzi of
wezpon. Mr. Cheirmcn, we ghould teks it a3 2 caxrdinel {ule of thkis o ee
that vhen there is the prospect for rezl progress towerd an agre=nent, wu.shoula
pursue it to its conclusion. While thsxre are & nunber of lsiuis.yet to_?eﬁ )
resclved, we believe thet on zereement is within the gresd ol »hls_Co§ml:t=e and
: that we should meve ghead with 211 dus speed to conclude the negetiations on
Ei this treaty.
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(Hr. Onkelinx, Belzium)

Another of the subjects I have described as being negotiable at the present’
time is that of tha prohibition of radiolozical weapons. This gquestion ‘ought not
to require such extensive work as that of chemical weapons. In fact the work on
it appears to have reached a more advanced staze. ¥ht we most neec in order to
reach positive results during the present session is political decisions.

I.ghall not repeat here the reasons which, in our view, warrant the ‘speedy
conclusion of these negotiations. 3elzium is well aware of the complexity of the
other problems connected with the prohibition of radiological weapons in ‘the .strict
sense. -We have in the past indicated the way in which we think a reasonable compromise
could be reached. Ve are convinced that possibilities exist for strengthening that '
compromise in such a way that the question of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear
installations, -to which we, too, attach importance, can be settled in the near future
in the- context in-which-it arose. , ' ' ‘

Belgium is not.one of those countries which orisinally linked the question of
attacks on nuclear facilities with that of radiolozical weapons.. The course of the
nagotiations on radiological weapons happens to have led to these two questionsz beingz
linked. WUhat we now suzgest is that the nature of this link should be defined ’
this approach being a chanze from our initial position. We look to others to adjust
their positions also, both those who consider that the two questions have no
connection with each other and those who wish to juxtapose them.

The solution we now envisage would include both a commitment to hegotiate the
prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, which would form an intezral part of
the convention on radiological waapons, and the workiny out of precise procedures for
the implementation of this comaitment. Belzium will put forward a proposal in this
connection at a later stage. . -

CD,/PV.192
14

(Mr. Cremariie, United Kingdom)

At the last session of the General Assexbly my delegation joined in a consensus
on resolution 37/99 C, dealing with radiological weapons. This resolution for the
first time referred tc the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. In the
view of my delegation, .the fact that such a reference was maGe does not imply that
the preposal to link this issue with that of radiologiczl weapons in the same
international instrument is generally accepted. Delegations will recall the view
expressed last week by the Foreign Minister of the Federal Republic of Germany thav
the proposal creates so many techpical and legal problems that it is cucstionable
vwhether the two subjects should be combined. As is well known, this is very much
the view that my delegation has always taken. We ere, however,- again prepared 1o
take part in a discussion of both these topice in the Working Group without
commitment either to the form of any insirument which might result or to- the forum
in which our agreemen: on a prohibition cf attacks on nucleer facilities night be
negotiated. We believe that such exploratory discussions can best be conducted in
the existing Working Group under thec present agende item.. ' '
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, ‘ {ic, Imai, Jzvar)
It is still fresh in everyone's memcry that the United Nations General Assembly

last year adopted by consensur an important rcsoluticn concerning 2 ban on

radiological weapons, thus expressing its rcnewed expectation for its early

realization. This rcsolution requectcu "thé Comfitiéé on Disarmarent b continte

negotiations on this.question in order that = drafi treaty prohibiting radiological

weapont might be submitted to the Generzl iAszeroly at its thirty-eighth session.,

It 2lso reqguested the Committee cn D;sarmanenu to continue . its sezrch for a

solution to the questicn of the prohivition of atiacks on nuclezxr fac11;tlc~.

VWe hzve negotiated on a2 ban on radiclogiczl weenons alreziy for three years., 45 =

result, dreft texts of a trezty have becen submitted by the VWorking Groun'r

ch;;rman, irbassedor Kémives of Fungery and Ambocsador Wegener of the Federzl

Republic of Germany. On the cuestion of the prchitition of attacks on nuclezx

facilities, we have on the tatle working papers sutmitted ty the Federzl Republic of

Germany and Japan., We are given to understaznd that other imitiatives, including

one from Sweden, are to be expected.

We continue to believe that the conclusion of an agreement prohibiting attacks
on muclear facilities for peaceful purnoses, within the framewcrk of a radiological
weapons treaty, is of grest significance in order to break the seeming deadlock in
the elaboration of the radiological wezpons treaty itself, In this sense, we -
strongly expect that the outline of a éraft cpticnzl protocol, which my delegaticn
proposed last September, will serve as a useful catalyst feor making progress on this
issue. My delegation, for its part, will spare no efforis towards the achievement .
of thi= objective.

.
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(Mr. Tellalov, Bulgaria)

My delegation is among those which are in favour of recaching spcedy agrecment
concerning an international convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons.

In regard to this issue we would like to draw the attention of Committee members
to the need for certain States to indicate their readiness to revise their :
maximalist formulations, which have failed, in the course of time, to win general
approval.  ‘We are convinced that e -demonstration of goodwill on the part of those
delegations will allow a process of bridging the differences on problems like the
scope of a future convention, and the way to the final solution of the problem of
the prohibition of radiological weapoas will be cleared.
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(¥z. Ahmad, Pekistan

A pimilar display of foresight at the decision-making level can forestall mass
destruction which will certainly follow in the aftermath of an attack on nucleax
facilities. Scientific enquiry has proved that thic is ‘the wvnly possible means of
radiclogical warfare available at present,: Without the prov'i's‘:.on of a prohibition ™
of attacks ‘ori nuclear facilities, the proposed rad:.ological weapons treaty will e
7o more than a dead letter. - '

A view has been expressed that the prohlbltz.en of attacks Un zmclem fac:xlitles T
should not be discussed by the Commitiee on Disarmament as it ¥alls within the @rea
of the rules of war. = On the other hand, the prevention of nuclear war ie Justifiably
considered & legltlmate ‘subject for this Comm‘t‘hoe s full and immediate attention.
Radiological warfaré and muclear warfare are ‘essentially the same iri character ‘drid
identical dn their mhumm consequences. - ‘The mass-destruct:.on Tritérion is edaally
appliceble in both'cases,...To .take a dlametrlcally dlfferent view of rad:.ological "
warfare from nuclear warfare -is man:.festly self—contradlctory This ‘ﬂnali'cy of’
epproachis hard to comprehend.

- We are -encouraged that in another ccnte:rt many States have recently aff:.rmed
their agreement to deal with the protection of nuclear facilities within the ™ -
’ radlologlcal veaporis ‘treaty. Our delegation will continue to participate poslthel‘y
in negotiations aimed -at preventing attacks an nuclear facilities, however modest,
involved in all stages of the nuclear fuel cycle, in the interest of the ‘speedy
- conclusion of a radlologlcal weapons ’creaty .

CD,”PV . 194
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(Mr. de lz Gorce, France)

With :r:ega.rd to radiclogical weapons, the French delegation earnestly hopes that
the Working Group will be a2tle finelly to conclude its negoetiztions on a éraft
convention. The cuestion of the protection of muclear facilities, which = mumber of
delegations wieh to include within the same fremework, appears to us to be a sepcorate.
issue, releting rather to the laws of war than to diszrmement. Those delegaticns
should ask themselves whether or nct they wish to make beadway towaxds a sclution.



i, KOMIVES (Hunzary): oSefore turning to the subject of my statement, I wish to
sav how much we feel honoured by the visit of the United Hations Secretary-General,
tir. Fépez de ‘Cuéllar, because his devotion to the cauze of disarmament and his
sincere interest in seeins progress achievec in this Committee fill us with
encourarenent. My delesetion ics in full agreement with the preoccupations and
exneciations contained in his ctatement.

Conracé Chairmaa, the Zroup of delegations representing the socialist countries
mombers of the Committee on Disarmament have requested the inclusion of a new item

in the agenda of the Committee. The item now ficures on the draft provisional agenda
as item 10, antitled, "Ensuring the safe development of nuclear energy".

In view of the numerous requests for a detailed explanation of the motives
behind our proposal, my delegation handed in to the secretariat a working paper,
explaining our position on-draft item 10. On behalf of the group of socialist
countries I request you, Comrade Chairman, to have that working paper -circulated

“as an official-document of ‘the Committee on Disarmament. By way of preliminary

presentation, may I be allowed to make a few remarks.

When proposing the inclusion of the said item in the agenda, and the
establishment of an-Ad Hoc Working Group as the most suitable organizational
framework to deal with the subject, the delegations of the socialist countries
took into account the relevant resolutions adopted oy the General Assembly of the
United Hations-at its thirty-seventh session. In one of those resolutions the
General Assembly requested the Committee "to continue its search for a solution to
the question of prohibition of military attacks on nuclear facilities, including
the scope of such prohibition, taking into account all proposals submitted to it to
this end". We are convinced that the elaboration of political and legal norms,
aimed at promoting the strengthening of international security in one of its most
important aspects, is a task vhich brooks no delay.

The question of -ensuring the safe develonment of nuclear energy has certain
specific features, which the Committee has not as yet come.across. Let me call
attention to a few of them: '

First, the question contained in our proposal is by its nature of a universal
character, and should, therefore, be treated and solved in the most suitable
multilateral framework, which.-- we are convinced -- is the Committee on Disarmament.

Secondly, the countries of the world without a single exception are deeply
jnterested in the solution of that question, since an attack on a facility producing
nuclear energy, wherever it may be located, would pose a grave threat to the vital
jinterest of all-States, whether in the neighbourhood or far away, and whether
themselves possessing any nuclear facilities or not.

Thirdly, the consideration of the question of ensuring the safe development of
nuclear energy, as a separate item on the Committee's agenda, would no doubt
stimulate the early solution in a favouraole manner of the question of prohibiting
radiological weapons through the elaboration and conclusion of a convention to that
end. : :

Finally, the initiative of the socialist countries is, and the implementation
of their proposal would be, a significant contribution to the solution of the most
urgent and acute problem facing the world community today -- the prevention of
nuclear war.
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(Mr. Oul-Rouis, Algeria)

As regards the negotiations on radiological weapons, the Ad Hoc Working Group
ought to direct its efforts more towards finding a solution to the problem of the
prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities.

CD/PV.195
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( v
With regard to the convention on radiological weapons, we welcome the wider

understanding znd support enjoyed by the Swedish proposals aimed at prohibiting

any attack on muclear installations. The importance of this issue. has been proved

by events. Consequently, it should not give rise to any differences among us,:

We must exert further efforts in order to complete the elaboration of this

convention, a goal which my delegation will seek to attain.

CD/PV.203
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR).

We sometimes come up against other methods of hampering the attainment of
agreenent on questions tnat are ripe for settlement. Let us take the matter of
tha prohibition of radiological weapons. As long ago as in 1979 a proposal was
put .before the Committee for the basic provisions of an appropriate international
treaty ‘which ‘had been- agreed on by a number of delegations, and furthermora those
delegations expressed their readiness to take account in a constructive spirit of ~

_the wishes of other members of the Committea. - It mignt have been expected that
a draft international agreement would very quickly have been prepzred in order to
pnevent the appearance of z2n extremely dangerous new type of weaponr of mass
destruction.

However, the settlement of this question was fatally linked with that of.
another question no less important but not directly connécted with the problenm
of radiological weapons -~ the question of the prevention of military attacks
on peaceful nuclear facilities.

we may well ‘ask what was the point of artificially linking two important
questions which could both have been fully dealt with independently of each
other? Who benefited from this linking? The course proposad radically contradicts
all past practice in the conduct of negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament
questions. This practice long ago reJected the "all or nothing" approach. We
urge . that the Committee should be given the opportunity of settling both questions
without delay.
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Mr: ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviét Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, allow me, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, to congratulate you,
the representative of the non-aligned State of Morocco, with which the Soviet Union
maintains good-neighbourly prelations, upon your assumption of the Chairmanship
of the Committee for the month of March. I should at the same time like to express
our profound gratitude to Ambassador Erdembileg, the distinguished representative
of the Mongolian People's Republic, for his-successful accomplishment of the duties
of Chairman of the Committee during the initial phase of its work in 1983.

The Soviet delegation would today like to draw the attention of the Coumittee .
to the question of ensuring the safe development of nuclear energy. -As you know, .
the group of socialist countries has submitted a proposal for the Committee on
Disarmament to conduct negotiations on this issue with a view to elaborating an
appropriate international agreement.

At the present time, the problem of ensuring the safe development of nuclear .
energy is particularly important and urgent; it is raised by life itself. The
extreme importance of this question is also due to the fact that it is one aspect
of the problem of the prevention of nuclear war.

.. The practical necessity of raising the question of ensuring the safe development
of nuclear energy is linked with the irreversible process of its rapid.development.
The number of nuclear installations for non-military purposes is growing in the
world. The interest of many States in the development of nuclear energy shows
that this vitally important industry will continue to develop -speedily in the future.
The rapid development of civilian nuclear energy in the .world is an indisputable .
fact of modern life, which has a great future. According to IAEA data, by the
end of 1981, in 23 States of the world, there were 272 nuclear energy reactors .
with a capacity of more than 150,000 zW (electric), which produced 9 per cent of
all electric energy output in the world. In addition .to that, 239 nuclear energy
reactors were under construction, the commissioning of which will bring the total
capacity of nuclear power stations up to 376,000 ¥ . By 1985 nuclear energy
reactors should produce 17 per, cent of world electric energy output, and by the
end of the current century, 25-30 per cent.

These facts show that the further development of nuclear energy is in the
interests of the progress of human.civilization. Modern science confirms . that
this process is inevitable. In the future it will acquire a still greater scope,
in particular because, as the non-renewable resources -of organic fuels are exhausted
on earth, peaceful nuclear power will make it possible to meet the ever-growing
requirements of mankind in the spheres of energy, supply industry,. agriculture
and scientific research. There is no doubt that nuclear.emergy will be developed
in a growing number of countries and on virtually -all .continents. Accordingly,
the technical equipment will become more sophisticated and there will be an
increasing number of such nuclear installations as nuclear power stations, research
reactors, nuclear fuel production and processing plants and depots for radicactive
materials. ' o . :

Nuclear power stations and other nuclear installations are located quite
"irregularly over the globe. . The majority of such installations are situated in
western Europe. Peaceful nuclear energy is being developed rapidly in the -
Soviet Union and other CMEA member countries.
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

In the 19808, the growth of electric energy production in the Soviet TUnion
will be basically assured by nucleir energy. More than 70 per cent of 'the’ increase
in electric energy production will be obtained from nuclear and’ hydro-electric A
power stations. In 1985, nuclear power -stations will produce up to 220-225 ‘billion kWH
of electric -energy. -  New facilities will be commissioned with a capacity ‘ot

2425 million kW. Work is being continued to develop fast neutron reactors ana”
to use nuclear fuel for the production of thermo-energy. -To this end capacities
will be commissioned at the Smolensk, Kalinin and Kursk nuclear power stations.
In - the Ukraine, new capacities are being commissioned at the South Ukrainian,
Khmelnitsky, Zaporozhye, Chernobylska, -Crimea and Rovrio nuclear-power ‘stations’
and at the Odessa nuclear- thermal power station. In Lithuania, the first stage
of the Ignalinsk nuclear power station is being put - into operation.

New energy units are being developed in the USSR with fast neutron reactors
with a cdpacity of 800-1,600 thousand kW.-:-We have initiated the constructioh of
several powerful nuclear stations for the Bupply of heat), each of'which will be -
able ‘to-supply heat to a city with a population of many thousands. T

The Soviet Union has participated and will participate in the construction
in the fraternal socialist countries of nuclear power stations and other installations.
On the territory of the USSR #a3or enterprises will be constructed on an integrated
basis, in the samé way as’ the Khmelnitskaya nuclear ‘power: station.

That is why We are interested in ensuring the safe development of peaceful
nuclear facilities and call upon the Committee on Disarmament to consider this -
important question. ’ .

The premeditated destruction of nuclear power stations, research reactors
and other similar facilities is capable of causing the release and: dissemination
of a tremendous gquantity of radiocactive substances, with disdstrous consequences’
for the population; -in other words, it may lead to conseguencés similar to those - -
resulting from the use ‘of nuclear weapons. Accordingz to the-estimates of the experts,
the radiocactive contamination occurring after the destructidn of only one nuclear
power station with 2 capacity of 1 million kW would in the short term be comparable
with the radiocactive ‘contamination after the explosion of a Y mt- ﬁuclear bomb’ and
it would be dézens’ of times higher after a period of one year: of more. 'The "¢ °
estimates of: Swedish experts show, for example, that after a‘ major- accident at’
a power station with such a capacity, the fatality-rate in a 16 Km zone of radioactive
contamination would be 58 per cent. The total surface of contamination ¢ould be
up to tens of thousands of square kilometres. Over this area, the prolonged effect
of radiation would cause ¢ancerous diseases and manifestations of adverse genetic
consequences, - It should “be‘added,that -owing to the fact that -the sét'of radioactive
isotopes occurring after the destruction-of such facilities is“different from those
occurring after a nuclear -explosion; the -cédnsequences of radioactive contaminationj
after the destruction of such facilities would last longer than dfter the explosion
of a nuclear charge and would continue for 50-100 years or more.

It is important to note that an attack on nuelear ‘installations ‘could have
serious consequences not only’for the States exposed to such an attack but’also
for neighbouring countries,’ since the radioactive substances released as a result
of such actions might spread far beyond the: State's boundaries. It is'not difficult
to understand what a danger an attack on peaceful nuclear facilities might constitute
for countries which have a large number of eivilian nuclear installations.



CD/PV.202

o5
LD

(Mr. IssraelyanLiuSSR}

- These facts convincingly show that it is in the interests of the international
community to ensure the safety of peaceful nudlear facilities and that the prohibition
of attacks on such facilities on the basis of an international agreement would
be ‘an extremely important measure.

As has already been noted, the destruction of peaceful nuclear installations
even with the use of conventional weapons would in fact have the same kinds of
consequences as an attack with the use of nuclear weapons. The destruction of
such facllities as a result of the use of nuclear weapons would have disastrous:
consequences of a global nature. Therefore, the need to ensure the safe development
of nuclear energy is organically linked with the task of the prevention of nuclear
war. That ‘is why the problems of ensuring the safe development of nuclear energy
and the'prevention-of nuclear war represent twocomponents of the general task
of elimipnating the nuclear threat. ‘A1l this supports the idea that the question
of. the prevention of attacks on peaceful nuclear installations should become the
subject of serious negotiations ‘in the Committee on Disarwement, with a view o
elaborating international legal -measures to prevent such actions. It is absolutely -
clear that the elaboration and adoption of such measures would make a significant
contribution to the prevention of nuclear war in another important way.

-It ‘should be noted that the ‘question of the safe development of nuclear energy
is not a new one. For a number of years it has been raised and actively discussed
in the Committee on Disarmament and other international forums.

The Soviet Union has taken an active part in the discussion of the question
of. .the- protectioncﬂ‘peaceful nuclear facilities in the Committee, and declared ° C
its readiness to make a contribution to the elaboration of appropriate international
legal measures in addition to the already existing legal instruments. ¥We have '
stated, in particular, that we are ready to conduct negotiations both within the
framework -of the Committes on Disarmament and at a conference convened especially
for this purpose. - We have also proposed the establishment of a certain time-limit
for the elaboration of the necessary international legzal measures to protect peaceful
nuclear facilities. The only thing to which the Soviet delegation has always -
objected, and these objections remain, is the confusion of two different questions:
~ the prohibition ‘of radiological weapons and the protection of peaceful huclear
facilities from attacks. We have always been in favour of independent negotiations
on these two different issues and against ‘their linkage. We believe that it would
be ‘correct .to try to complete the talks on a radiological weapons ban while at
the same-time ‘elaborating international legal measures aimed at preventing attacks
on peaceful riuclear facilities., In our view, the speedy completion of the
elaboration of ‘@ treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons would open the
way ‘to.progress in the negotiations on the protection of civilian nuclear facilities,
the safe development of which is of profound interest for all countries of the
world.

The prevention of attacks on civilian nuclear facilities is an important and
independent question requiring serious consideration, and we would like to emphasize
once again that it should not be artificially linked with the  problem of radiological
weapons.
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A (¥c. Fields, United States)

Let me be frank. In the four years since this Committee was formed, we have.
come to expect polemics and rhetoric as part of the normel course of business. -But
underlying this suxrface turmoil, there has been a solid desixre by all to do the
patient and time-consuming work of disarmament. We could be close to agreement on
a radiological weapons.btreaty; we have made progress-toward a chemical weapons .
convention, .and progress has been made in other areas. .Today, however, we see our
work stalled by a series of procedural manoeuvres and artificial linkages, and the
presentation of irreductible positions which seem to be based more on a desire to
make a theological polnt than a concrete desire to get on wlth the work of this
.Commlttee.

CD/PV.212.
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-Mr. CROMARTIE -(United Kingdom): I wish this afternoon to speak briefly on the
subject of ratdiological weapons, which figures on our programme.of work for this .
week, and to introduce the working paper (document CD/374) which was on our tables
this morning, setting out the views of my delegation on certain questions relating
to the scope and definition of 'a radiological weapons treaty.- This paper was in
fact the fruit of our reflections on the dimcusgion that took place in the
radiological. weapons Working Group in the spring session of last year, but it did
not seem appropriate to introduce it until the Group had begun its substantive
-work again. Fortunately this is now.the case, and I believe that it is now timely
to share these thoughts u1th the Committee.

The worklng paper. dedls first with the definition of radiological weapons as we .
believe they were originally conceived by the joint authors of the draft treaty
tabled in 1980. fhere are obvious difficulties in defining a weapon which does.
not exist; but it seems to us that the key features of such a weapon would be
that it would function by dispersing or .disseminating radicactive material in the
environment, and that it would be so designed that the primary danger would arise
from exposure to the dispersed radiocactive material. The means of digpersion might
be an explosion but our definition must include sprays, aerosols or any other method
of .dispersing radioactive material in large quantity. .

A major point of difficulty in defining a radiological weapon lies in how te
make clear that nuclear weapons-are-excluded from the treaty. It has not so far been
possible to.find lengusge acceptable to all delegations on this point. The :
United Kingdom: delegation has, as the Committee will be aware, made some suggestions
as to a fpositive" .definition, but neither this definition nor others which have
been put forward have been found te be wholly satisfactory. We have come to the
conclusion that the "positive" definition which .scme delegations wish to have may
be unattainable. Those put-forward so far are really ‘'"negative” definitions in
another guise. We have not been able to find a method of saying only what a
radiological weapon is, without at the same time saying what it ie not. The
United Kingdom delegation would prefer, therefore, that the definitior adopted shoulf'
specifically exclude nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices in so many
words, i.e. that we should have what has been termed in th2 Working Group a "negative-
.definition. Such a definition has, in our view, a greater possibility of being
unambiguous .and unmistakable in intent..
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(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom)

. The working paper that we have tabled .also considers the scope of..a treaty as

it relates to the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. I will only

. summarize briefly the arguments on this point because they are set out fully in the
_paper. Firstly, we draw attention to the fact that the question ofjéttacks on-
nuclear electricity-generating stations are already covered in the Additional -
Protocols to the Geneva Conventions, and to the risk of confusion if this question
were also dealt with in another legal instrument. Secondly, we argue that there are
fundamental dissimilarities between the use of radiological weapons‘ and attacks on -
nuclear facilities which make it inappropriate for these two matters to be dealt
with in-'a-single legal instrument. In the first case, an attack wphld'employ a
weapon or means of dispersal aspecifically designed to. disseéminate radiocactive’
material; -and this material would presumably be contained in' the weapon "itself. In
the second.case, an attack on a nuclear -facility, -not only is the -.radiocactive’
material“not delivered by the weapon system, but the immediate vehicle of :aktack
could be.a weapon of'a conventional type which would not, of course, be banned by the
treaty. *We find serious .conceptual difficulties in bringing together these two
jdeas. We conclude that the fact that both the use of radiological weapons and
attacks on nuclear facilities would have the effect of causing damage by dispersal
of radioactive-material:is too narrow a reason for attempting to prohibit them -
within a single legal instrument. S

~ Finally, our paper comments on ‘the differences of view which were expressed in
the Working Group last year among those delegations which wish in principle to see
a prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities included within the scope of the
treaty. In particular it draws attention to the differences as to whether military
facilities should be excluded from the treaty, and whether there should be a lower
1imit on the size of facilities which should -be included-in any prohibition. It
seems to my delegation that these quéstions must be resolved if any progress is to
be made. ' T .

‘However, . the fact that we have agreed that there should be further exploratory
discussions with this aim in mind ‘and that these should be held separately within
the radiological:weapons Working Group should not be taken as accebtance_on the
part of my delegation of the idea that the Committee on Disarmament is necessarily
the most apprqopriate body in which any subsequent negotiations on attacks on nuclear
facilities,:if such-were agreed to, -should be completed. We retain, as hitherto, an
open mind on:this-question. ‘
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(Mr. Tindemans, Belgium)

Another significant international agreement is within the Committee's grasp

“and that is an agreement on the prohibitiocy of radiological weapons. If such an
agreement were to be concluded, it could not only prohibit radiological weapons

but also initiate a more comprehensive regulation than at present exists of the

prohibition of deliberate attacks upon civilian nuclear installations. In order
to facilitate these negotiations, Belgium intends to prepare a proposal for the

inclusion in the convention of an undertaking to negotiate on the prohibition of

attacks upon civilian nuclear installations. At the same time, we would endeavour
to establish the precise modalities for implementing that undertaking without delay.

gD/Pg.zzl

(Mr. Sadleir, Australia)

. I turn now to the comments I foreshadowed on item 5 of the Committee's .agenda,
that is, radiological weapons. I address myself, in particular, to current -

. proposals for an international legal instrument on the protection of civilian..
nuclear facilities. ) :

, The Australian Minister for Foreign Affeirs, Mr. Bill Hayden, in a statement

in Parliament on 24 May, stated that Australia would announce its .support for a

ban on ettacks on civilian nuclear facilities. Many .considerations have led us to
this position. First, there is the basic need to ensure that resort is not had to

" radiocactive contamination as a method of warfare. Secondly, the relevant .
provisions of the 1977 protocols to the Geneva Convention of 1949 are inadequate.
“When the protocols were negotiated, Australia entertained doubis, for example,

sbout the ambiguity and narrow scope, for instance, of article 56 of Protocol I.
"Thirdly, fewW countries have, in fact, ratified the protocols, not least, presumebly,
because of their sheer complexity. . - :

We shall, however, be keeping an open mind on exactly how the ban we seek on
attacks on civilian nucleer facilities .should be negotiated. We see no bar to the
Committee on Disarmament doing so, hut we remain flexible on the precise form of
an agreement and its standing in relation to other international agreements.

As to a convention on the traditional radiological weapons material, my
delegation welcomes the initiative shown by the United States of America in
proposing mev verification end compliance procedures for a future treaty. We
see much merit in a consultative process which .encourages complience problems to
be resolved at & low level of what might be described as "political excitability".
The verification system for a comprehensive test-ban treaty could, if I may say
80, also benefit from such a procéss. .

My delegation is encouraged by the energetic approach to the treditional
radiologicel weapons material ghown by the sub-group co-ordinator, Mr. Busby, of
the United States delegation.. We epplaud his efforts to move the Group into
definitive negotiations and we urge all delegations to co-operate in a bold -
attempt to conclude a2 radiologicel weapons treaty by the end of this session.

' The Australian delegation looks forward to iis.contimuing role in the work of
ihis Committee on & nuclear iest ban and on radiological weapons. Both matters
offer the Committee clear and major opportunities to strengthen its standing in
the eyes of governments and in.the heerts of the world public which they represent.
The opportunities should be energeticaelly seized. ’ '
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(Mr. Carasales, Argentina)

.Jn the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Veapons there is & pretence of
villingness tc negotiate .on the prohibition of non-existent weapons of doubtful
effectiveness, the very definition of which is unclear. But in the delimitation
of this concept on the bagis of radiocactive materizls there is e risk of the
creation of new and additiopal restrictions on the use of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes, particularly as regards the &pplication of radioisotopes.
This could result .in significant increases in the cost of manufacturing food and
health producis, to the detriment of the countries with fewer resources; that.is
to say, an attempt is being made once more to prejudice particularly the
interests of the developing countries while at the ssme time inflexibility is

being shown as regarde the adopt:.on of effective mesasures to eliminate the real
end immediate threats. .

CD/PV,226
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(Mr. de Souza e Silva, Brazil)
Allow me also to make a few comments on the state of play regarding the work
on radiological weaspona. My delegation appreciates the effort made by the
co—-ordinators of Group & and Group B on the two tracks slong which the Working Group
agreed to consider the question of a possible treaty on radiological weapons and we
look forwerd to the consideration of the resulis achieved by Group A and Group B
8t 8 future meeting of the Working Group itself.

Some of the basic preoccupstions of my delegation, which ere .shared by the
Group of 21 ss 8 whole and which heve been stated s rumber of times in official.
documents of the Group of 21, have net yet been sstisfactorily resolved. First snd
foremost, a suitable definition of the exact kind of weapon to be prohibited .
continues to elude us. The proponenis of the prohibition are apparently umsble to
present to the Working Group & clear, precise and uncontroversial explanation-of
the characteriatics of the radiological wezpon whose banning they seek. The
solutions so far advanced either fall short of the necessary clarity or raise
serious doybts about their ultimste effect.

For my delegation, representing ss it does & country which’does not possess
nuclear weapons snd which has no inteniion of developing either such types of .
srmament or any radiological means of warfare, the pmpoeea treaty on the pro‘n:.‘nit:.on
of radiological weapons must not become another device to place restrictions on
the utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes and must not become an
instrument for the legitimizatioh of “th& poydeasionand continuing development of
any weapon of mmss destruction, especially nuclear Weapona. Brazil stends fully
behind the proposals made jointly by the Group of 21 in working papers CD/RW/WP 36
and GD/EH‘/WP.48 end we are confident that such poaitions, which represent the view
of a majority of the members of this Committee, will be fully taken into account
in the reports of the co-ordinators to be presented to the Working Group.

‘ My delegation continues to be willing to co-operste in the sesrch for a
satisfactory spproach that will take care of the basic concerns it has expressed
time and agaein, together with all members of the Group of 21. Despite the low
priority we stiach to the subject, we feel that the interest shown by a few other
delegations in the achievement of & treaty deserves our respect and understanding.
Ve trust that those delegations will show equal respect and understanding for our
own concerns,.
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r. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russien): Mr. Chairman, in its statement today the Soviet delegation would like
to dwell on two subjects, namely, the question of ensuring the safe development.
of nuclear energy through the prohibition of the intentional destruction of
nuclear facilities, and the question of the prokhibition of radiologicel weapons.

As you kmow, the question of the protection of nuclear facilities againsi
attacks is being actively discussed within contact group B. The grou» has
conducted a series of discussions on a wide range of aspects of this problem.
Although the work of the group has not yet been completed, the resuvlis of the
meetings end informel consultations it has held cen be summed up. and & number
of conclusions can be drawn.

The consideration of the subject of the proieciion of nuclear facilities
against attacks is being carried out actively, in a constructive -spirit and ir 2
‘practical manner. The impcrtance of the protection problem is now recognized by
virtually all delegations. The great interest in i% displayed by delegations and
the animated discussions convincingly show that the problem of the protection. of
nuclear facilities: is extremely importent and urgent. The active interest of the
participants in the discussions is clear not only from the intensive character of
the exchange of views, but also from the number of documents submitted on -this
question, which have been the subject of careful study, analysis and-corments
by delegations. The reason why there is a need %0 work out international legal
measures to prevent actions leading tc the deliberate destruction of civilian
nuclear facilitiss is that the destruciion of nuclear facilities could have
consequences similar to the effect of a nuclear explosion.

A1l this shows that the Cormittee on Disarmement is the best and most
appropriate place in which to ccnduct negotiations on this urgent disarmament -

issue.

Discussions have been held on such key issues of the protaction problem as
the scope of the prohibition, the adequacy of existing international legal
instruments in this field and their relationship with other agreementis, the.
establishment of protective zones around nuclear facilities and measures of
control and verification in respect of compliance with a possible agreement.
This very fact bears withess o the great interest displayed in.this question.
by the delegations of various States represented in our Cormittee.

An understanding is growing among dclegations that the problem of the
protection of nuclear facilities against attacks is both specific and extremely
complicated, not only from the political but also from the military, legal and
technical points of view.: The discussion which has been held has also been
useful in revealing new dimensions of the problem. All this hes helped to
establish a general understanding that the current consideration of the protecticn
problem represents only the beginning of its examination, comprehension and
elaboration from the legal point of view. This process could be continued in the
future with the participation of experts.
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The main Giscussion was held on the fundamental issue of the scope of_ .
protection against attacks on nuclear facilities, namely, on the question what
nuclear facilities, what types of nuclear installations should be protected by
a2 possible agreement, for example, a convention. It should be noted that the
overwhelming majority of delegations single out the probtlem of the scope of the
prohibition as the most important of the whole range of quesiions involved.

leferent views have been expressed in this connnctlon. Two main approaches
to this problem can be 1dent1f1eu.

The majority of delegations, including our own, -believe that protection
against attacks should cover only civilian nuclear facilities. Some delegations
considered that the future convention should protect only those civilian nucleer
facilities which are covered by IAEA safeguards, since they believe thai this is
the most reliable way of solving the problem and the easiest to implement.

The other delegations advocate a different approach according to which
protection should cover all nuclear facilities without exception, both civilian
and military, arguing that the destruction of such facilities could be a source
of radiocactive contaminetion. True, they explain that, for example, nuclear
submarines, aircraft carriers and cruisers equipped with nuclear power reactors,
as systems of weapons, should not be covered by a possible agreement on the
protection of nuclear facilities against attacks.

The Soviet delegation firmly advocates the prohibition of deliberate attacks
on civilian nuclear facilities. : :

. Certain differences and at the same time a proximity of positions have also
been identified on the subject of what specific nuclear faciliiies shouwld be
covered by the protection against attacks or, in other words, what should e
included in a list of such faciliiies. The Soviet delegation proposed including
in the list nuclear pcwer stations, research reactors, nuclear fuel production
and reprocessing plants - -and the places of siorage of 11881onable materlals. A
number of other delegations- havn approximately the same idea.

In our view, an exiremely interesting exchange of'opiniona was held also
in respect of the critsria for determininz the nuclear facilities to b2 protected:
the minimum threshold of heat and power outpuv for nuclear power and research
reactors, the minimun level of radioactive materials for other nuclear facilities,
potential danger, etc.

Many delegations legitimately ask how the task before us should be
renolved and what should be the aim of the currenil negotiations. A number of
delegations are in favour of making a rossible agreement the main and most
important part of a treaty banning radiological weapons because, in their opinion,
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the destruction of nuclear facilities is.the mosi probatle and dangerous form of
the use of rad.lolog.»ca.l weapons and thus of wzging radiological warfare. In
particular, this is the point of view.of the delegat:.ons of Swed.en, Palc:.stan and
Argentina.

However,, *%he a.ttempt to sglve the question of the prohibition of attacks.

againgt nuclear fa.cﬂ.:.tlec within the fremework of an agreement on the prohlb:.tlon .

of rad:.ologlcal weapons.has, as you know, become the pain obstacle o progress
in resolving both tnese issues.  We are convinced that the prohibition of
‘ra&mloglcal weapons and “the pro..ectlon of nuclear chz.lltz.es against attacks
are different questions only J.nc:Lden"ally connected. '

The Soviet delegation has cons..sten‘hl" a.dvoca.’ced the' independent cons:Lderat:g.on.

of the su'baec‘b of the protection of nuclear facilities against attacks and the
conclusion of a separate agreement on it. At the szme time, as we have already
repea.tedly staued we are ready to dlsplay a certa.m flex:.'b:.llty

The chscuss:mn of the. legal aspects of tne problem has also shom that the
majority of delegat:.ons consider the exiswving internatioral legal instruments,
including Additional Protocols I and II (.L977) ‘%0 the. Getieva Convention of 1949
concerning the victims of 1nternatlonal ‘conflicts tc be inadequate. The necessity
was stressed of elaborating a .,pec:.a.l separate ag"-eement on the question of the
protection of nucleer facilities against attacks. The SOV"Eu delegation agrees

' _‘w:.tq th:.s view.,

A‘b the -game time, lz_ke a nam'be'r' of otqﬁr delega.tw ons. e er2 in favour of
crea.tlng zones esround the nuclear facilities %0 te protected and the elaboration
of appropriate and effective verification procedures the nature and content of
which, naturslly, will be determined by the solution to thé queéstion of the
scope of- the prohikition. : :

. "‘he excha.n.ge of opinions was also necessa.:cy ang useful beca.zse it revealed
both: :the -common apovroaches and the differences i thn 'oos:.t:.ons of ‘delezati ons,
thus opening the way toward the identification of tne poteqt‘a.. working
possibilities in tiis direction as a whole. '

I should now like to touch~upon the:question of the elabtoration of a tresty
on the prohibition of ra.d_oloaz.cal wezpons. The situation here is different.
This subject has:been urider consideration in the Committee on-Diszrmement for
almost four years now. As you know, this was preceded by seven rounds of
Soviet-American talks as a result of which, in 1979, a draft of the basic
provisions cf a treaty banning radiological weapons.was submitied. Many
delegations have proposed sltemative versiens of the key provisicns of the .
tréaty; :.nclud.mg provisions’ on such giestions as the definition of ra.d;olog:.cal
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weapons, the scope of the’ prohibition, pea.oefui' co—operation'arid the control and
verification procedures. Positions have also been stated on the form'of“the
future sgreement. The points of view of delegations are known on practically all

aspects of the question of the prohibition of radiological weaponS.

Contact group 2, which is considering this problem, made a new attempt to
draft the text of the future treaty, this time on the basis of the co-ordinator's:
composite paper, document CD/R/CRP.20. As a result of the first reading of the
greater part of the document, the group managed to agree ad referendum the wording
of only four paragraphs of the preamble. In gpite of the fact that the exchange
of opinions on the content end wordings of other provisions of the draft treaty
promoted a certain clarification of positions, progress on the key issues once
- ggain proved impossible. The position of the Soviet delegation on the text of
the treaty, including the co-ordinator's version, was stated in detail in the
contact group and there is no need for me to repeat it here at ‘the plenary meeting.
In the attempts to find mutually scceptable -golutions on various aspects of the
question of the prohibition of radiological weapons we, for our part, have
displayed considerable flexibility and understanding. We believe that success
‘in solving this problem requires' realism and political will on the part of all
the delegations represented in the Committee. We are firmly convinced that our
main task in this field is to elaborate international legal measures for the
prevention of an arms race in one of the potentially more dangerous directions,
and not to weaken existing agreements.

It is high time to complete the elaboration of a treaty on the prohibition
of radiological weapons. Many people rightly consider the Committee's inability
to achieve an agreement even on the prohibition of a non-existent type of weapon -
indicative of the ineffectiveness of the Committee in general.

We once again urge those delegations which are interested in the prohibition
of this. type of weapon of mass destruction to try to find a possibility for a
final agreement duri the remaining few weeks of the Committee's work. Naturally,
this should not mean that the delegations that are not interested in this subject
should join in such an agreement. o : '

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Thank you ¥r. Chairmen. May I at the outset of this
statement congr'atula:be'Ambassador Oscar Vaernd of Norway for his very important
gtatement and also thank him and the Norwegian delegation for the important
working papers they have introduced today. . 4

The subject of today's deliberations of the Committee is, among other
matters, radiological weapons or, as my delegation prefers to call it
radiological warfare. I should like to take the opportunity to state ny country's
position on this subject.
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The United States and the Soviet TUnion suhmtted four years ago a document
entitled "Joint USSR — United States proposa.l on major elements of a treaty
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of rada.ologlca.l
weapons" —— to quote the text in document CD/31.

We studied the proposa.l and came to tha conclusion that the substantial
_content of the propecsed.elemenrts was - extremely limited. The Swedish delegation
then proposed that the-treaty should include also a prohibition of atitacks on -
noclear Fdcilities, ‘as such attacks could cause the emission of radicactivity
on a massive scale. We did so becauses we considered .it important that this
means of waging radiological war too, should be banned. 3But we a.lso did it in
order to inject substance into the joint draft. Or at any rate — if one is
prevarcd to admit that the draft is not entirely devoid of substance — in order
to add considerably, even crucially, to its conteni.

The proposal of the United States and the USSR was, in our opinion, firmly
rooted in the 1roposed Jjeint draft. More precisely, we considered it a spec:.fled
casé. underiarticle III of tha’ draft. The article laid down that "Each
State Party... undertakes not to employ deliberately, by its dissemination, any
radioactive material not defined as a2 radiological weapon-.-- to cause destruction,
damzge or injury...". . We adhered to the concept of radiological effect. We also
adhered to_ the concept of mass destruction. However, we did not suggest that
nuclear fecilities were weapons, but that they, by an enemy, could be used for-
radlologlcal varfars. Hence our preference for that troader term.

As to th, nuclear facilities that should be protected "rom attacks leading
to radiolegical comsequences, we consider that four main types qualify, namely,
nuclear rower and research reactors above a certain thermal output, infermediate
spent fuel storagss, reprocessing plants and, finally, high-level waste deposits.
Of *the i‘ou_ tyres, no doubi, the nuclear reactors are the most dangerous.

- Most o-‘ he nuclecr reactors in.the world camnot, when attacked, become
rad:.olog:.ca‘ v.arfare instruments as an unintended side effect, because they are
sirongly safeguarded against civil accidents. Swedish studies show that a
combination of different systems must be atfacked with hizh precision and even in
a certain time sequence if ths attacker wants to cause extensive radiological
consequances, Tnis means that such an attack must be carefully planned. It is

also perfectly possible, by using modern weapons of higk precision, to render them
incapable of f1ulfilling their normal function, like supplying electricity,
without causing radiological consequences.

Astacks on spent fuel storages, reprocessing plants and waste deposits could
rot, as we see it, have any other purpose than provoking dangerous situations from
a ra.diological noint oF view.

A ‘l:rsa‘l:y prohiviting radiological weapons has now been discussed and
negotiated in an Ad Hoc Working Group for some years. This year the deliberations
have taxen place in iwo separete contact groups within the framework of the
Working Group. Witlwut prejudicing the question of one agreement for the whole
subject-matter or two, what has been termed '"traditional RW" and "prohibition of
attacks' have been discussed separately in groups A and B. The Swedish delegation
actively participates in both groups.
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Useful exchanges of views have taken place. They have shad light on the
problems and at times suggested where solutions to the problems might lic. I will
not, however, today enter into the question whather agreement will be reached this
year or not. - ) ' - Co

There are several reasons for my reluctance to do so. Perhaps the main cause
is that the problem of the so-called linkage remains. "Linkage" in this context
refers to the link between the two halves of the subject-matter, uwgraditional RWY.
and "prohibition of attacks". Those desiring a combined treaty, like the Swedish
delegation, do so to make sure that thé mnegotiations on uprohibition of attacks™ -
are qarried to a succtessful conclusion, and that is the m2in reason. :

. My delegation's attitude was, as I have said, from the beginning that by
proposing the inclusion of "prohibition7of attacks" in the joint draft, the
substance of that draft would become supplemented in an essential way. iowever,
substance is to us mecre important than form.

' In thisféontext T would like to comment on additional Protocol I to the
Geneva Conventions of 1949. It is sometimes suggested that this Protocol contains
prgyisidns that offer sufficient protection to nuclear facilities.

“Wa do not deny that the Protocol is of some value in this connection. Bq£<it
has shortcomings. The only facility specifically named is the ‘'nuclear electrical

_ generating station". Reactors for other purposes are not mentioned. Facilities,

apart from n1alectrical generating stations", enjoy under the Protocol a certain
protection, but only in a very general wWay. Besides, and this goes also for the
one type of nuclear facility specified ‘in the Protocol, their safety is entrusted
to ﬁhg-judgement_of military commanders. It-is this subjective element in the
protection which my delegation considers unsatisfactory.

The Additional Protocol I I have referrad to also suffers from the
disadvantage of having a relatively small number of parties. This is illustrated
by the fact that among the 40 countries represented in this Committee, only three
have ratified the Protocol. ‘ ‘

Finally, the Swedish approach to this problem is that Sweden would like to
see the protection of the four types of nuclear facilities I have previously
enumerated completed, namely, through a provision that States parties to a treaty
prohibiting attacks stand absolute liability.’ s




CD/PV.234
10

) The CHAIRMAN:(translated from Spanish): I thank the representative of Venezuela
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair. I now give

the floor to the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany, His Excellency
Ambassador Wegener. '

Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany);;f~Mr. Chairman, I. should 1like to
address today the-topi-'elof radicrogical weapons. '

~ Colleagues will remember that in my capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc )
Working Group on Radiological Weapons in 1982 I conducted a series of in-depth
consultations on the future of our negotiations. I was satisfiedwtq report at that
time -- just about a year ago -- that my detailed inquiry had shown a general
consensus that substantial importance was still attributed to the subject of radio-
logical weapons and that negotiations should be pursued at a rapid pace with a view
to an early conclusion. My inquiry had also shown that the vast majority of
delegations ~agreed that the protection of nuclear installations from attack should
be improved by appropriate international regulation, and that such a ‘regulation
could be evolved in the framework of the Committee on Disarmament. The broad
agreement on these two points then seemed to constitute an excellent basis for
negotiations during the current year.

However, in spite of the commendabie effort of those who have presided over our
endeavours, almost no progress has been registered during the current session. Our
negotiations on radlological weapons, in both group A and group B, are in a sorry
state. Why? How can we explain that negotiations are at =2 p01nt of almost total
- stagnation in an area where the Committee has solemnly agreed to negotiate, where
three years of hard work have been put in, where the purpose of the exercise -~
a total ban on a particular type of weapon of mass destruction -- is universally
shared? Why does progress elude us in such a blatant, not to say scandalous manner? -

Last year's proceedings were rendered difficult, and often halted, by the
praoblem of linkage between the two related problems of the prohibition of radiological
weapons proper and the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. This year, by ’
contrast, we have succeeded in postponing the final consideration of this issue,
allowing two separate strands of negotiation to deal with the substantive merits of
the two subject-matters. The linkage problem will undoubtedly re-emerge, but other
difficult issues have been prominent during the current session. I do not purport
to go into a detailed analysis of these various problems and the prospects for
achievement or failure on each cne. I would rather suggest, as the view of my.
delegation, that there have been three overriding obstacles which have contributed to
stultifying this year's negotiating process.

In group A, two problems persist and seem to loom larger now than ever before.
In the first place, a group of delegations wishes to use the future radiological
weapons treaty as a platform for new, additional obligations on the part of
nuclear-weapon States in the field of nuclear disarmament. Secondly, compreheqsi?e
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demands have been restated that the future convention contain an article
providing for unencumbered -access to. nuclear technology in a broad sense,

going far beyond radioactive materials and for new obligations on the part of
technology-holding States in this ‘respect. These demands.extend. far beyond

the normal ~delineating clauses in similar treaties, wvhere, corresponding to the
scope of .prohibition, it is routinely stated that the stipulatiops,of the treaty -
do-not affect normal peaceful uses and patterns of international co-o eration.-
At the same -time, the formulation of these.demands betrays that there-is
hesitation on the part of some .delegations to spell .out the fact that the
peaceful use of nuclear energy and radioactive materials should be fully
consistent with the need to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

On these two_problems all compromise proposals in group A, stemming in part from
last year, have been-brushed a31de and discussion has gone around in circles..

In group B, fundamental contradictigns and mutually exclusive views persist

- as ‘to the scope of prohibition and the ‘purpose of the pcssible new legal

instrument in this field. .In seemingly endless rounds of discu331on, some
delegations have insisted that, quite apart from preventing the mass~destruction
effects -of possible attacks on dangerous nuclear facilities, the real purpose. of °

a legal ‘instrument should be-the safeguarding and sanctuarizing of their total ,
nuclear: fuel cycle; while others: have been adamant in demanding that the prohihition—
of attack must in an undifferentiated manner- pertain-both to. ciyilian_and.military
facilities,,even.lncluding weapons.systems.

My delesation, and I want to stress this, does not question the 1egit1macy
;of these . demands or the desirability for those delegations which have put them
_foryard to ‘see them adopted and observed. Nor do I want to question or even
examine,. the objective-significance of-these demands in terms.of the. national '
security perspective of the proponents. '

Since, houever ‘these demands have proven to be the main stumbling—blocks Ofi
our negotiations this year, and since there is not even a remote prospect for any
consensus which would cover them in full,. it would appear equally legitimate to

my. delegation to examine these three proposals from the view—poxnt of negotiating
methodology. - .

. In this perspective the maintenance of the positions I have described seems

to be at.variance with the accepted tenets of multilateral negotintions in a
twofold manner. - .

First negotiation, in.my view, is a purposeful endeavonr to reach a shared
.regulating objective by a gradual meeting of minds, a ratiqnel dialonue which
aims at the maximization of collective interest, and the greate,t possible
consideration. of indivmdual interests in the attainment ‘of the collective goals._
But if multilateral treaty-making is a process of balancing “out a variety of qt
interests, then no participant in the negotiations can hope to prevail entirely -
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with his prgdetermiﬂed poéitioﬁ;"Negétiatingfwould~thén seem to require "a permanent -
disposition towards flexibility where national "perspectives are constantly ‘re-examined.
in the light of the progress of the negotiations:’ . If that -disposition is:not
pregent,“ahd_delegations'pebsist in restatifig detailed positions that ‘were fashioned
.yeargnggo‘uithéutfgpj’notéble change, then the negotiations will degenerate into a
very sterile and repetitious exercise,"éﬁ"ékteﬁnalTjuxtaﬁositionfof views. .: This is,
unfortunately, what ‘we have’ seen’ in-our radiologfcal weapons negotiations ‘this-year.
It is, thgpetpr?;";mporﬁanﬁ“thatﬁné”arri?éfat an intellectual discourse.where
arguments]angjintereét positions-of all sides are weighed and :assigned their
relative place. IR SR o

In the same vein; it would be evident that éach negotiation has its.own
internal ‘logic¢. The Scope of regulation of a ‘treaty determines-what one can
reg;gngply,expecy to settle in the same defined negotiating context. In the case
of the radiological weapons Working Group, - the agenda item under which it has been
established ‘and the mahdate which it has been glven would seem to limit the exercise
to., the. prohibition of one particular weapon of mass destruction, used directly- or
indirectly. | In terms of negotiating méthodology, it would therefore .appear: .- -
impracticablé to use the radiological- Weapons treaty as a véhicle for extraneous
.qpbjéqt-matteré = outside of the purview of these guiding documents -- only
_because it is thought that the bargaining situation is right. . In the opinion -
‘of my delegation, this would imply that”the radiological weapons convention is
not the place to regulate access to nuelear technology in a broad sense, nor .the.
place to establish new obligations in the field of nuclear disarmament, or to promote
the development of civilian nuclear industry in its entirety free from any external
threat.. Let ‘me elaborate a little upon the -peaceful uses demands. Obviously; eve;
treaty needs delineating clauses. A radiological weapons convention should .certainly
spell out that the existing uses of radioactive material which are not anywhere-near
the employment of such substances for hostile purposes should remain unaffected by
the .treaty. ..But it is a different thing to attempt the establishment of unrelated
obligations in this field which may not ‘even be in-the competency of the Committee
on .Disarmament or may have little to do with disirmament -itself. -~ If“one wishes
to broaden access to certain forms ‘of nuclear technology or to strengthen the
obligation of technology-holders to contributé to this end, there would ‘certainly
be possibilities for intensifying co-operation through the IAEA in Vienna; -one-..
could bring one's voice to bear in the preparation of PUNE and work on the
sthengt@éniggfbrjébrtain'ppi@biples in thé ‘general negotiating process on science
and technology for developzent in the United’ Natiohs. -~ The: attempt to win battles
on technology that are difficult to win elsewhere cannot succeed in this body:--
Ihe_game_is;true.of"the_QemanQS relating to nuclear disarmament. Again, this
package is,too'héav?_fpr.the,vehicle'ot our radiological weapons treaty. " Logically,
it is a.difficult. propcsition to request from the niclear-weapon ‘States —= desirable
and ,legitimate -as this may seem by itsélf -= new obligations -on nuclear ‘explosive
weapons at the same time as these weapons are expréssly ‘excluded from the scope .of
the.treaty. . T S - T

A -
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In pointing to the incompatibility of certain demands with these accepted
tenets of nggotiating methodology, I do not wish to lecture any delegation or
claim to Qeﬁphg’ugpire or guardian of our rules of the game. I only wish to
make clear, ~- indescriptive terms -~ why certain positions have become the
principa};obstaclés‘to the successful conclusion of our negotiations oh .
radiological weapons. . I have pointed to these incomptabilitieSQbécause in the
present context.they appear to be particularly grave. It .is generaily agrééd
that the practical relevance of the interdiction of radiolééiqal weépons is ‘
1imited and that the attention of the Committee should not be overly divertédgby such-
a medium-priority item from other more impartant .items.. In ' this sense, last year, . '
I spoke of the radiological weapons convention-as "a perishable good" where a premium.
would seem to be placed on quick and purposeful acticn. Apart from the basic -
usefulnesé'of~having ticked oi'f one.more-item on a list of .potentially dangerous
weapons to be banned for ever, the attraction of the rapid conclusion of a radio-.
logical .weapons convention lies in the heightened credibility of the Comhi&tée on ..
Dis;rmament. . A sucgessfully concluded convention, even on such a2 limited subjéct-J
matter,. could contribute to the momentum of the multilateral disarmanment process
and could show-that the Committee is able to act swiftly and diligently. - The
stagnation, more. the retrograde movement which we now witness, is by the same
token a destrover .of credibility. The two deviations from accepted negotiating
principles which-I have described —— a lack of well-adapted instructions, and%the
saddling of .the “future treaty or treaties with extraneous demands -~ are not Qh1Y~
unfortunabempecause“they wili cost us time, but they may: well. in this sense.bejﬁl
self-destructive.i The present-danger is that the negotiations may..just fade away,
that the perishabie good will-indeed perish. Those who wani to overburden the .,
treaty vehicleswith extraneous demands would then be ieft without anything. There
would be no treaty-fulfilling a shared and relevant purpose, and there would be no - .
satisfaction.of their specific demands either. If -the interest of other parties
to a negotidtion-is .overestimated, and one's own demand is formulated in the 1ight'.‘
of such exaggergtédnviews,'failure is certain to occur.

These are unfortunate prospects, and the danger is real. In-the opinion
of my delegation, ‘however; it can still be averted. Taking a constructive view.
I w?uld 1ik to'makéjsomewsuggestﬁons.as to how negotiations .could possibly be
invigorated, anc a “viable radiological weapons treaty —- ‘hoth on the side of the:
ntpaditional™ prohibition of radiological  weapons, and on the -nuclear facility
side —— be elaborzted in a relatively short time.

T would like to start from the premise that in bothx group A and-group B .there
is a broad basic consensus on a good number. of things. -Tnose who have put-fébward.
collateral demands do not contest the ‘desirability of what the majority of-
delegations favour, but they want something in addition. In group A, everybody
has agreed that padiological weapons should be benned. In group B, there is a
broad consensiis that four or five categories of civilian nuclear facilities,
including nuclear power reactors above a certain power threshold, should be
protected from attack. These consensus’ views should be the starting point for
treaty-making. '

In group B, the different perspectives might be accommodated in a phase concept.
In phasc 1,the negotiaticns would pertain to the particularly dangerous civilian
nuclear facilities cn the protection of which 'a consensus:exists. Full use could
be made of the work accomplished during the last two years-in this.field. ¥ith
the main controversial issu= temporarily out of sight, the negotiations would
probably proceed smoothly, and all could collaborate in a joint effort to provide
for the speedy elimination of the admittedly greatest danger, the threat to civilian
nuclear facilities with a substantial mass destruction potential.
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In a second phase, the protection of additional installations could be
envisaged, as recommended 'by a number of delegations. There would.be an agreement
that those delegations which do not attach value to this additional exercise would
not object to its being held within the framework of the.-Ccmnittee::on ‘Disarmament.
It would, hoever, be possible for.delegations: not so.inclined to abstain from active .
participation. ‘While "the number:-of effective participants might thus be smaller than
in phase 1 ‘thereiwould-not appear to be a difference in principle. - Even in. the
present group Bj-at“least: one délegation remains absent, while not blocking the.
work- of ‘otheis, "and some: ‘delegations have doubts as: to thelr ultimate partzoipation
in formal negotiatlons.n * A tentative plan could be .drawn up for the. successive
schedulin° of the two gtrands of* negotlatlons, phase 1 and phase -2.:

As-regards’ the "raditional®. rad1°10g1cal weanons trenty matter, the process
may be mbre difficult to organize as a staggered sequence. - Here again. it would be
desirable to proceed quickly with the negotiation of a prohioltion treaty that would
contain the normal delineating clause as to peaceful uses and, preferably in the
preamble-as part-of the general environment in which the treaty is -concluded, a proviso
recalling the existing obligations of States parties in the field of nuclear
disarmament. Such a treaty, to be sure, would not fulfil the aspiration of a
number of countries in these two areas; and their demands would have to be dealt
with in a different fashion. However, those members of the -Committee who have
additional wishes would, following the model of the ENMOD Convention, even in the
absenee of a complete consensus not object: to the treaty bzing forwarded at the
appropriate time, once the "linkage" problem-is solved. One -could taink of a
joint undertaking to be given by all.members. of the Committee at the. conclu31on
of negotlations ont .this treaty text, that the additional demands put forward by
a group of delegations should be dealt with bona fide and on their. merits, but
outside of the formal negotiatinz process.- The Committee- could for 1nstance,
agree to 'suitably ‘broaden the mandate of the radiological Weapons: Fbrklng.ﬁroup
to have a full-fledged discussion of remaining issues of access to nuclea".
technology, in the context of the radiological weapons sub ject-matter, ‘with a
view to facilitatinz their consideration, in part by the member. States, of the.
Committee to which the:demands are addressed, in part by other, more competer*
international organizitions. As regards future additional. commltments in the
field of nuclear-disarmament, this would seem in any event to be lodged .under
agenda itém 2 of the Commitcee s agenda and should be given appropriate and heightened
treatment in that context. It would be important thzt those members of the
Committee, who would in this scenario allow the radiological weapons treaty to go
forward, notwithstanding their own farther-reachingz perspectives, would obtain an
acknovledgement of the seriousness of their particular concernz and a procedural
compensatlon allowing them to pursue their aspirations. further in an appropriate
framework.’

These are initial ideas on how the current stalemate in the radiological
weapons field might be overcome. They appear to be pertinent at a time when
many delegations doubt even the usefulness of re-establishing the rzdiological
weapons Workinz Group next year and are disenchanted with a process which has
secemed so futile this year. My delegation would wish that others join in an
earnest search for appropriate methods to instil new hope in these negotiations.
That would help to enhance the credibility of our negotiation’ process and, in
full recognition of the limited significance of the radlologlcal weapons subJect-
matter, provide momentum fo“ arms control in general '
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(¥r. Ramzker, Netherlands)

One item on our agenda over the years has certainly matured to a point where
fruitful negotiations heve become a real possibility. . I am referring to efforts of
this Committee to bring about & treaty prohibiting rad:.olog.\.cal weapons. We will
have ‘to solve in one way or enother the problem of the linkage between the two
main elements of the subaec‘b—matter, radiological wezpons in the traditional sense
of the word and e prohibition of atitacks on nuclear facilities, mimed at releasing
huge gquantities of radioactive materiesl. My delegation continues to attach wuch
value to this important linkage. During this session we have seen that
negotiations an the former element--traditional radiological wéapons——seemed to
make headway. - The Committee owes this in particular to the untiring efforts of
the co-ordinator of contact group'4; Mz. Busby, who systematically.and rele:ntlessly,
through a process of intense consultatlcns, 4ried, where possible, to.accommodate -
the views of delegations, and where this turned out to be impossible, to’ reflect
accm-ately and truthﬁ:lly the remaming aivergences.

In my delega.tmn's view-—and this is‘without prejudice to our position es to
the substance of this issue--the proceedings in sub-group A clearly indicated that
this Committee can function efficiently. It is therefore a source of great
disappointment to my delegation that the end-product of all these efforts, as
contained in a conference room paper, jdocument ‘CD/RW /CEP.20/Rev.1, gained no status
other than that of a Chairmen's paper. My delegation does not doubt the sincerity
of the oconcerns and sims of those delegations which did not wish to associate
themselves with a different and more p051t1ve outcome, but it feels sitrongly that
these concerns were quite out of place in the context of & radiological weapons
treaty. Unless these delegations proceed in the coming months to & fundawental
reessesement of their position on this point, it’is difficult for my delegation to

imagine in what way this Committee can usefully continue its efforts in this field
next year.

CD/PV.236
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The CEATRMLN (translated from Spanish): I thank the Chairman. of the .
48 Hoc Working Group on e Nuclear Test Ban for his statement introducing the xreport:
‘of that Group. I now give the floor to the representative of Sweden, .
Ambzssador Ekéus, who will introduce the report of the £d Hoc Working Group on
Radiologicel Weapons on behalf of ﬁ.s Chairman, Ambassador L:.dgaru.

Mr. EKEUS EKEUS (Sweden) Thenk you very much for giving me tha floor, A= you
mentioned your: you:csclf I will introduce the report of the Aid Hoc Working Group on

Rediologicel Weespons on behalf of the Groun's Chairman, Ambassador Lidgarc, vho has
had to leave early in order to teke up oiher duties,

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiolocgical Weapons decided this year, at the
suggestion of the Chairmzn, to establish tuo subgroups czlled Group A and Group 3.
Group A was to consider the subject of rafiological wezpens in the so-celled

traditionz1 sense, while Grour B would deal with the question of prohibition of attack-‘
against nuclear facilities.
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Mr. Busby of the United States delegation undertook to act as co-ordinator
cf Group A, while Mr. Nazarkin of the Soviet delegation assumed the same¢ task for
Grcup B. Mr. Nazarkin was succeeded as co~ordinztor in the second part of this
year's session — what we normally call the summer session — by Mr. Prokofiev
of the same delegation.

The time available in the first part of this session was, as we.all kmow,
short, but the twc Groups begen over-all consideration of the two issues allotted io
them. This more generzl discussion continued in the Groups for a short tinme at the
beginning of the second part of the session. But after that they successively
entered into three—week-long periods of intensive discussions. Group A began,
followed by Group B. o

The Working Group hzs discussed in plenary the question of linkage between the
so~called traditional radioclogiczl weapons and the prohibition of attacks against
- nuclear facilities.  This issue was debated only after both Groups had comple‘bed
their intensive work periods.

A1l other issues of substance were considered in the two Groups. It would be
going too far to enter into 21l the details, but it may be mentioned that Group A had
to deal with questions like "definition", "peaceful uses" and "compliance and
verification". Group B particularly dlscussed the "scope" of a pI‘Ohlblulon, also in
a broader sense of that term., The report of the Ad Hoc Hoc Working Group (CD/414)
reflects the particulars of these discussicns.

Groups A and B reviewed very thoroughly the subjects that fell within their
respective mendates. These ave complex, which, no doubt, is one of the reasons that
progress towards consensus was limited in both Groups. However, it is the impression
of the Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group that knowledge of the issues, including
their detajls, 2nd 2lso of the positions of delegations has increased considerably
during this year's session. A good basis has been laid for further work in the
1984 session of the Committee. If the Committec now follows the recommendation of
the Ad Hoc Working Group, it will, at the beginning of its 1984 session, re-establish
- the Working Group znd in that context consider the procpects for progress in the work
of the Group.

I

Mr, Chairman, it is my plea.su:ce to pay tribute to the co-ordinators of Groups &
and B, Mr. Busby for the first-mentioned Group, and Mr. Nazarkin and Mr, Prokofiev
for Croup B. -They have devoted themselves to their tasks with admirsble skill and,
not least, patience. They have contributed decisively to the great utility of the
deliberations of their respective Groups. On behalf of the Chairman of the
2d Hoc Working Group I express descp gratitude +to-these -three outstanding d:.plom::l:s.
T venture to suggest that the Committee on Disarmament also stands in debt to them
for their tireless efforts, ultimately on its behalf. .

Finally, Mr. Chairmen, I will certainly not neglect to express thanks to the
staff of the Secretzriat. It has become customery to do so because of the :
outstanding quality they manifest year after year: skill, devotion to duty and
judgement. Special mention must be made of Mr. Lin, who, as secretary of the
Working Group, with his knowledge and experlence, greatly contributed to the
successful conclusion of its work.
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(Mr. Ahmad, Pakistarn)

The negotiation or a trzaty . on radiological weapons is a. subjent both .
misunderstood and mislnterpreted. It is asked- “th does progress. elude us 1n a o
blatant, not to say scandalous, manner®? _Before I proceed to answer this question
T wish -tc express my own bewilderment at ‘the absence of similar-questioning about o
the CTBT. cessation of the nuclaar.qrms race and prevention of nuclear wipr, '~ - -
negafive seourity assurances and the Coaprshensive ‘Programme ol Disargament’ - all
1ssues of higher priority than the. prohibibion of the non~existing radiélbgioal
weapons. Iy 1t that soae, of us, wish to compensate fbr lack of political: ﬂill to

present 1£ to the ‘world’ as, evidence of "the -momentum of the multilateiral: dintrnanent
progress® to which they, ere ¥ailigently? contributing din the.Committee? Inour-
view: the - COmmittee's image will :suffer -greatly if it were to hastily cohclude a™
radiclogical weapons treaty merely to give a facade: cf’ ‘progress. It -can have’ )
intrinsic value only with a clear reiteration of commitments to nuclear disarmament
and to peaceful uses of nuclear fechnology."” "The inclusion of these provisions at .
any rate is an issue which. 1n our view is-not unresolVable. But we ‘are of the ~':
firm opinion that an agreement én the substance bf-the proposed treaty can-only’ be
reached ‘in the light of: (1) the recognition ‘of the fadf that attacks on nuclear”
faé¢flities are the most practical form that Fadiclogical - warfare can take, snd -
(11) a demonstration of the political will‘te substantiveiy negotiate on'a
prohibition of such attacks, in the Committee on Disarmamént.

CD/PV.237
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(Mr. Cromartie, Unitad Kingdom)

Turning to radiologicel weapons, my delegation is very -disappointed at’ the lack
of progress. In an attecmpt to speed up matters the Working Group agrecd to set up
separate co-ordination groups to deal with what we have come’to eall the "traditional
radiological weapons treaty", and the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities.
The ‘'work in these two groups was ably and energetically led by Mr. Busby of the
United States delegation and Mr. Prokofiev of the Soviet delegation, and I wish to
pay tribute to both of them. Mr. Busby exerted the greatest efforts to break
through the difficulties, which, for years, had surrounded the negotiations of a
treaty on radiological weapons; and he has succeeded in producing a text which, we
believe, would provide a good basis for further negotiations, even though we have
reservations about a number of the suggestions which it contains. It is the view
of my delegation that agreement oould quickly be reached on such a treaty if we
were to concentrate on essentials: but we shall not do so if some delegations
continue to insist on trying to solve, in this context, problems which we have not
been able to solve elsewhere, and which have slight, if any, genuine connection
with the subject-matter of the treaty. -

My delegation is alsc disappointed at the outcome of the work on prohibition
of attacks on nuclear facilities. Once again, a small group of delegations has
continued to insist that a prohibition must be all-embracing, in spite of the fact,
which must be as obvious to them as it is to us, that such an all-cmbracing
prohibition could neither be practically implemanted nor theoretically justified.
As a result, no progress has been made this year, and none is likely to be made

until .there.is agreement on the genaral principles on which a future legal instrument
could be based. .



CD .2
/‘Pg?_ 37

Mr. Sadleir, Australis

“Frankly, I-have to pey we are dissppointed .at the lack of progress mads on
both Ptracks” of the radiological wespons issue. On the traditional -track there
would eppear, on an objective assessment, to be mo barriers to the quick conclusion
of a convention. . The Committee as a body has recognized the merits of & ~
. redfdlogical weapons;treaty by placing the item on its agenda. Delegaticns have

- ndgotiated-long-and hard on it since .the inception of the Committee. As an aIms

control measmire, & radiclogical wespons. treaty will, however, be & ¢hin T
achievement — 8o thin that it will mot bear the weight of extraneous loads that
gome delegations wish to bring to bear on it. A treaty on this subject camnot
 be expected- tc resolve differences smongst us over the peaceful uses of mclear
ensrgy snd-over miclear diparmament. No delegation is prepared tc pay such &
price:forisuch e treaty. In 1984 the Committee should in our view, sesk a quick
bere-bones spproach-io the radiclogical weapons treaty and digpatch it before it
damages: further. the-gtanding of this body. v .

, On the ruclear facilities issue, Australia is ready to commence nsgotiations
and urges ;those who have yet to decide on the merits of the igpue to reach &
decigion.sgon. . While, the: negotiation of such a comvention will be complex, the .
need for added protection for civilian muclear facilities is itself glear-cut,
especially:in viev of the ghortcomings of the 1977 Protocols to the. o

Geneva Conventions. We see no harm in the Committee bolstering the provisions

of those Protocols during the long haul towards their entry into force.
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(Mr. Fields, United States)

- Now let me address the subject of radiological weapons. My delegation had
the honour dur:.ng 1933 to co-ordinate the work of Group A of the Radiological
Weapons Working Group. "That Group was entrusted with what. has become known as
the tra.dltlona.l rada.olog:.cal weapons subject matter. Significant progress was
made.. dur:.ng this session; however, it was largely procedural in nature. The
lntensne negqtlatlons held by Mr. Busby end the considerable efforts of others
should have produced more substantive gains. We should ask ourselves why this is
the ‘case. After 'all, we have now spent four years in multilateral negotiations
on this subject. The prohibitions and other opera‘b:we provisions are mot -
difficult, nor would they cause major adaustments in the national secunty posture
of any Sta.te represented in the Committee. .

But a radlologlca.l weapons treaty is not, by virtue of these consldnratlons,
irrelevant. It is well known that my Govemment sore three decades ago, :.nvested
considerable effort and money in & serious mestlgatlon of radiological weapons.
And,. on one occasion durlng ‘this period, a senior military commander in the’ fleld
ra.l,se;’. the possibility of laying down barriers of radiocactive waste ma.tena.l
across the major supply lines of an adversary. These matters were not pursued to
the point that radiological weapons were actually developed, produced, or used, -
and copsequently these weapons of mass Gestruction rema.ln, as some delega.t:.ons
have.termed them, "hypothetical". But in. the past 30 years, as my delegatlon has
poa.n%ed ont before, “the amount of radioactive material that could be put %o weapcns
use has increased dramatically. Consequently, the United States believes strongly
that there are genuine and significant security reasons for prohibiting such use
and for negotiating provisions that protect rad::.oactlve material against 1ts
diversion to banned.activities.. N

Reg:cettably, conclusn.on of a rad.:.ologlcal weapons treaty remains hostage
to a set. of complex linkages which are related more to the character of this body
then to ‘the substance of the treaty itself. ‘This is & matter of serious ‘concern
to my delegation. We must ask ourselves, are we prepa.red. to negotiate limited
measures which may fall short of the expectétions of some of our members, or will -
we, forever be putting aside the possible in the illusory pursuit of the perfect?
The answers "to these questions have an impact on the assessment of many Governments,
J.ncluch.ng my own, aS to whether this body is in fact an appropriate forum for
serious arms—control initiatives.

hLet me eypiain my concern.

My.Government is ‘convinced that a treaty prohlbltlng radiological weapons
could be concluded with dispatch. But, at the same tirme, it appears impossible-
to negotiate it in the Committee. There are those who take the position that
there will never be a radiological weapons treaty submitted to the Genmeral Assembly
unless there is submitted at the same time a treaty on the prohibition of attacks
on nuclear facilities. In a consensus bod,f that pos:.t:.on, even 1i‘ held by only
one delegation, is definitive oi‘ ‘what is possible.,

So what are the chances of sucoess? wr
We should look at what has become lmq.m as Track B. As is well knawn, with

the exception of excluding such th:.ngs as nucleu—powered warships from
consideration, the issues are as yet undefined, and there may be differences of
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(Mr. Fields, United States)

view which are perhaps wider than had been thought before. Consequently, a great .
deal of work remeins to be done even to arrive at a widely-shared understanding

of the problem. In.fact, the situation may be even more bleak. There are
delegations among us who take ‘the position that the Committee on Disarmament is
not competent to deal with the material entrusted to Group B. Indeed, at least
one delegation does not even participate in its meefings. ~ :

My collesgues, the time bas come for us to face reality. Let us mot continué. .
to delude ourselves and the world community by pretending that we are making -
progress when, in fact, none is possible until we collectively decide to go
forwaxd. . ,

There is another "linkage". Some delegations from the Group of 21 take the -
view; that, even if a prohibition on atfacks against nuclear facilifies were to be
concluded, 2 treaty prohibiting radiological weapons still would not be appropriate
for.4he.Committee on Disarmament. These delegations maintain that the most
pressing issue facing the world today; and therefore facing the Commnittee; is
nuclear disarmament and that, if the Committee is to be seen as a relevant body,
it must conclude. as a first endeavour a treaty dealing with nuclear disarmament. -

How many of us here today believe that view to be realistic in the short term?
There is no more complex issue facing the world today. My Government is sparing

no effort to arrive at a solution in both the START and INF negotiations which . ;. |
will achieve a positive outcome. But should we hold all other progress hostagé =
to these complicated deliberations? Delegations who hold this view are presenting
‘us with a situation which is "all or nothing" and, therefore, preventing.progress
from being made on _more limited measures which could contribute measuzja,biy to the
security of all of us. I do not, in speaking frankly as I have, mean to deride .
the position of any .delegation or any group, but I think it is a fair question to -
ask whether we are to continue along the same lines: year after year pretending to .
make progress where none is possible. We should have a very frank amd open .
discussion regarding these issues, which manifest themselves most apparently in' ’
the field of radiological weapons, but which are, I suspect, present in other areas
of our endeavour as:well. My delegation intends to raise this issue when we

return in 19684... - R N




1984
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(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

~The conclusion of a treaty on radiological weapons has up till now been °
impossible because complex probleme concerning both the nature of our negotiating
body as well as the substance of the problems pending have been bound up together.
Last year we took our efforts as far as we could; each delegation now knows the
extent of the compromises which can be made. However much one may wish to pad
out a treaty which looks too slim, one cannot try to resolve in it problems that -

are only indirectly within its scope which it has not been possible to solve
elsewhere.

With regard to the protection of nuclear facilities against attacks much work
remains to be done before even achieving any widely-sharcd view of the scope of
the measures to be negotiated; my delegation is ready to undertake that work here,
without, however, rigidly linking it to thc so-called "traditional" treaty which
has reached an incomparably more advanced stage.

The conclusions and recomnendations arrived at by the working group last year
provide a basis for starting off again with fresh impetus. Once the Ad Hce Working
Group on Radiological Weapons has been re-established, a frank debate on the best
means of progressing in this sphere, as the 1983 report recommends, seems essential.

CD/PV.241
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(¥r. Iuce, United Kingdom)

Rapid agreement should however be possible on 2 Radiological Weapons Treaty.
My Government has been disappointed to see how little progress has been made in
four years of negotiation in the Committee on Disarmament. A Radiological Weapons
Treaty would perhaps be only a modest step forward but it would be one with a
definite place in a corpus of arms control agreements. Unfortunately the drafts
vhich have been prepared in each of the last three years have been rejected by a
small group of delegations. We would see little point in repeating once again the
same sterile exercise of negotiating detailed language unless we see evidence of a
new attitude and a new approach to this subject. We hope that the Conference will

rrovide the Working Group with advice as to the ways in which progress could best
be achieved. o ‘ S .

One major difficulty has been the linkage made between a Radiological Weapons
Treaty and the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, We do not accept that
a convincing case has been made that the latter subject should be dealt with in
the same instrument as a ban on radiological weapons; it should instead he studied
on its own merits. In the first instance it seems to us that we should concentrate
on an attempt to define further those types of nuclear facilities to which any
prohibition might apply. We have given some thought to the possibility that
existing international legislation might give us some guidance and at an appropriate
time the United Kingdom delegation hoves to put forward some suggestions in this

regard. We hope that these sBuggestions will be regarded as a positive contribution
to this debate.
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(¥z. Berg, Norway)

It is the cpinion of the Norwegian Government also that the time has now come
to finalize a convention on radiologicel weapons. Such a convention would be a

limited, but nevertheless welcome arms—control measure. In the current internationa

climate, suck a conventior. would heve & pcsitive effect on the multileteral

disarmament process. The Norwegian Goverrment believes that-a radiological weapons

convention can be based on the joint USSB-United States proposal of July 1979 and
on the results of subsequent negotiations in this Conference.

The prohibition of attacks on civilian nuclear facilities is another -issue.
that should be vigorously pursued. The conclusion of a radiologicel weapons -
convention must not lessen our resolve to make progress also on this guestion.

Ch/pV.252
14

(Mr. Ahmad, Pakistan)

May I now turn briefly to the questzon of radiological weapons. I would 1ike
to state first of all that my delegation is not opposed to the conclusion of a
legally binding international instrument prohibiting the so-called radiological
weapons.~ Having said that, I must expreas my delegation's perplexity at the
pre-eminerice being accorded to this subject at the expense of such. questions as
the :NTB, ‘cessation of the nuclear-arms race and prevention of nuclear war.. A’
distinguished colleague, while informing us of the significance: attached by. his
delegation:to the prohibition-of radiological weapons, stated inter alia, "if we
can ‘but:save.one future life by taking what to some may appear to be an
unimportant .step now, are we 'not thereby being faithful to our. duty"? I fully
share this sentiment. For me-it encompasses first and foremost the .abolition
of nuclear weapons and the prevention of mass death and destruction from
radiation: My delegation's position on the question of radiological weapons rests
on’ the premise, uncontested so far, that for the present, attacks on nuclear
facilities constitute the only concrete form that radlologlcal ‘warfare can take
and that the issue of eliminating the posszbillty of such attacks must, therefore,
besettled within or along with a future radiological weapons convention.

CD/PV.261
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Mrs. THEORIN- (Sweden)
Five years ago the United States and:the Soviet Union: submltted Ldentlcal

draft treaties on Radiological Weapons entitled "Joint USSR-USA proposal om |
major elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, productlon, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons"

Since 1979 the deliberatlons on & treety prohihiting radlologlcal warfare
are being carried out at the Conference on.DisaImmment :
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Last year exploratory discussions and negotiations were carried oot in the
Ad Hoc Working Group both on prohibiting development and production of radiological
weapons- and on the prohibition of radiological warfare in the form of attacks on
nuclear energy facilities. o : L

’S,weden. is prepa::ed'fbo par'biciﬁate actit;ely in negotiations qﬁ ,both *l;raéks .

Radiological weapons as such do not exiet in the present. This fact provides
ps with an opportunity to negotiate a model convention on the prohibition of |
possible future means of warfare. Such a convention ghould contain provisions on
concrete measures to halt research and devélopment of new weapon systems and even
weapon concepts. Our goal should be to rezch provisions that are more ambitious
then those developed in the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Othex™
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques (ENHMOD) . '

. My delegation would, in a spirit to facilitate the work on track A, like to
reiterate a proposal, presented in the Ad Hoc Working Group in June last year ‘for-

o formula for e positive definition on the concept of radiologicel weapons that
in our view solves the problem of not legitimizing nuclear weapons. '

Sweden is working on the problem of delimiting the concept of radiological
weapons from that of particle--beam weapons not having mass destruction effects
‘ and based on the principle of accelerated radioactivity.

_As to track A verification, we think that safeguarding the relatively few
deposits of radioactive material that are large enough to be significant as
potential sources for production of radiological weapons, should such-weapons ever
be produced, would be & relatively simple one. The experience gained regarding
international safeguards aimed at preventing diversion of meterial from peaceful
uses to weapons is considerable.. '

~ The most powerful means of conducting radiological warfare is an attack on
npclea:: facilities. Iet me give you a few examples.

 The radioactive effects of an attack on an ordinary power reactor could cause
sgmediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20 KT nuclear-weapon surface
explosion, while the long-term radioactive effects could be in orders of magnitude
more severe than those for = nuclear explosion. It would be noted in this
connection that the production rate of radioactive substances in a1 00 MW nuclear
electrical generating station is equal to that of one 60 KT atomic bomb every day.
After some time of operation, the core of such a reactor is very dangerous indeed,
if brought into the open. ‘

Although only rather modest amounts of short-lived compoundé would emanate
from the burnt out reactor a substantial amount of long-lived compounds would be
released, which would contaminate and render uninhabitable a considerable area for
decades. . S . .

If an attack is carried out with a nuclear weapon the effects will be
disastrous. Immense driving force for dispersal of radioactive substances would be
added by the nuclear explosion. The radioactivity contained in the reactor would
also be added to the radioactivity produced by the bomb itself. :
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(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

The reactor contains relatively smaii amounts of short-lived radioactivity
and would only - contribute modestly to the total dose rate during the first.week
after the detonation., However, the amounts of the more long-lived..compounds
are very substantial in the reactor and after only one week the radicactivity
that emanates from-the burnt-out reactor would overshadow the radioactivyity. of

the bomb-itself. - : -

If a one-megator bomb is detonated, the area affected by a radiation dose
exceeding 100 rads would be some 2,000 square kilometres, If the same bomb hits
a nuclear reactor of 1,000 megawatt — a common size.— the area affected by the. .
same - radiation -dose of 100 rads perimeter would encompass an about 20 times '
larger area.ar sbout 30 to. 40,000 square kilometres.:.. The consequences of a
nuclear bomb explosion on a storage. tank could be even more disastrous and .

result in doses exceeding 100 rads in an area of more than 50,000 sgquare kiloﬁétreé.

It is thus quite obvious that the damage inflicted on countries where ‘many . -
reactors are in operation and many more are being built or planned would be
disastrous indeed. Attacks on miclear facilities would make practically the
whole -of these and neighbouring countries uninhabitable for years or decades.

Attacks on nuclear facilities involve risks for mass d&¥truction n ;nany
countries where such facilities exist and in neighbouring countiries as well.
These risks exist right now. I do not have to remind anyone here ;that this is

a means of warfare that does not necessarily require the possession of nucleaxr
weapons on the part of -the attacking side. . : ’

An agreement on the prohibition of attacks, including nuclear attacks on.,
nuclear facilities should be simple and straightforward. Attacks on nuclear
reactors, reprocessing facilities, spent fuel storages and waste deposits on
land should be prohibited. My delegation will present.z concrete proposal in
these terms. e : .

On the question of the link between tracks-A and B, the Swedish position.
is rather flexible. Originally the Swedish delegation congidered the track B
proposal as a specification tp draft article III in the United States/USSR
proposal of 1979.- But other solutions to secure the link are possible.
Substance is more important than form.
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(Mr. Beesley, Canada)

I propose now to comment very briefly on the question of radiological.weapons.
This issue, in which progress has long appeared possible, is one on which we seem
to have shown a singular lack of imagination and commitment.:-The effort expended
by successive chairmen of the Ad Hoc Committez on Radiological- Weapons, and I
single out as a particular example Ambassador Wegener of the Federal Republic
of Germany, has been nothing short of prodigious. Last year, the Soviet Union
and- the United States chaired contact groups which attempted to reach consensus
but ultimately fell short of the mark. I suggest that we should all review our
positions with the objective of coming to an agreement and approving a draft
treaty during the summer session. Let us consider the opportunities. First, it
is an area in which the Soviet ‘Union'and theé United States are in agreement, as. .
indicated in their 1979 proposals. Surely this in itself is an important fact
of 1lifé for this Conference. Secondly,:e‘draft treaty would effectively ban a
weapon system before it has been developed and deployed. Indeed, it would
preclude the research and development of such a system. Finally, and of no small
importance, it would givé a psychological 1ift to the international community,
vwhich by all accounts not only needs but deserves it. We could provide a
message of hope, where one is badly needed, and on a future-oriented problem-
which might contain lessons applicable to other issues.

Ve recognize thzt »hers are de=ply-held conqictlons that the Joint treaty
of 1979 should deal with other aspects. ¥hile not disagreeing with those who
argue that such other matteirs should be addressed, we suggest that such |
questions be addressed in subsequent nego»latious. The Canadian delegation
supports a review of the issues pertaining directly to radiological weapons
with the objective of simplifying the negotiating process. Indeed, we could
agree to a draft based on the original 1975 submission. It is in fact an
embarrassment to us and, we suggest, to the Conference, that this relatively
straightforward issue should remain unresolved. It would serve us all well to
remove radiological veapons from our agenda by reaching consensus on a draft

freaty. This would permit us, in turn, to focus our attention on other
substantive issues.
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{Mr-. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

I would also like to say a few words on the activity of the Ad Hoc Committez on
Radiological Weapons. As this year's Chairman of thzt subsidiary body which we
managed to re-establish.only at the end of ‘the spring part of the session, I intended
te make maximum use of the time .remaining for substantive work in line with the ’
practice of last year when thc prohihitior of . radiolog.ica1 weapons and the--protection -
of nuclear facil;tiesnwerc oiscussed in two separate groups. However, right-from '
the beginning.of the summer part ‘of the session "thé problem of the so—called linkage
-pame -into focus again anc brought with it a number of ofganizational problems. -We .
have finally decided not to create two working groups and to work within the plenary
of the Ad Hoc Committne, but ‘we still have to reach agreement on ‘the frameworkiwithin
which we should .address the, twe problems. .In spite of thease procedural difficulties
we succeeded in dedica‘in° several meetings to substantive work. Two new documents
were introduced by: the uelegations of Sweden and the United Kingdom, respectively
and-a first exchange of v1eus on these documents was undetrtaken.

Apaft from. the p051ticn of my Beleuation, to which I shall refer later, as
Chairman. of. the Ad Hoc Comuittee I would very much prefer if we could consider the
problem of the prohibition of. radiological weapons and that of the protection of
nuclear facillties separately, on their own ‘merits. It would give us a chance to tzke
up where e stopped last year and to malie use of the results of the last two ‘yzars -
of activitv in this field., I realize that these results were not very impressive, bul
et least a number of problemswere clarifled which could create a basis for fTurther
efforts to -Bolve these two problems. I am interested in organizing our workisce that
each delegation is free to express 1tse1f an ‘all problems it deems relevant “to the
: sub;ect-matter. I would “however, prefer “to havc a structured discussion-so that

at the end of the scssion we seé élearly Wherc ‘we stand. Some interesting proposals
for our programme of work were advanced recently, and it is my intention to find out
at the next meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee whcther they could meet with consensus.

As for the position of my delegation on the problem, it proceeds from the fact
that the prohibition of radiological weapons is a question of a basically different
nature than that of ;he protection of nuclear facilities. Thesec two important problems
differ as far as ﬁeqhnical nature as well as ‘military and legal background are
concerned. Hithin the. prohibition of radiological weapons we shall take into account
the possibility of;greating concrete ueapons in the full sense of the word. - They
would comprise radioactive material w‘th an’ oPtimum half-life of decay, which: has to
-be produced and’ stored as well as the necesdary munitions, devices and equipment which
would also have to be produced and stored. The final weapons could hypothetically be -
prepared for use, transported and used. All these characteristics render the question
of the prohibition of radiological weapons a typical disarmament problem with a
possibility for appropriate verification measures.

On the other hand, theprohlbitiorlof ‘attacks against nuclear facilities is of
a different nature, since it amounts only to a problem of non-use of force-against
certain objects or installations. Since there is no possibility of applying the
same measures of compliance and verification to the prohibition of radiological weapons
as well as to the material and technical pre-conditions of a possible attack against .
nuclear facilities, the latter problem should be treated with a completely different -
approach.,
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Mr. CROMARTIE (United Kingcom): Mr. President, my statement on 12 July was
devoted to chemical weapons. This morning I wish to anticipate next week's agenda
item by devoting my statcment principally to New Heapons of Mass Destruction and
Radiological Weapons. I intend, however, also to touch upon some other items on
cur agenda for this~session.

My Government's view on the question of new weapons of mass destruction is
well known. Ve have repeatedly stated, both here and at the United Nations, that

the British Government believes that it would be most serious and regrettable if

any new kinds of weapons of -mass destruction were invented and deployed for use.

But my delegation ﬁas noted, as others will have done, that although this subject

has been on our agenda fcr many years no substantial evidence of any kind has been

put forward to indicate that there are new types of weapons of mass destruction in
prospect. Tnere has been no solidly-based proposal for the prohibition of any
specific kind of new weapon of mess destruction. In the absence of such a proposal,
my delegation continues to oppose. the negatiation of 2 comprehensive agreement on '
what would still be a bypothetical;sﬁbject ﬁattér. ‘Disarmament treaties need to

be specific in scope ;nd susceptible of verification if they are to command
international confidence. A comprehensive agreeient dealing with gnspecified new
weapons .of mass destruction could not fulfil these regquirements. Furthermore, the
United Kingdom.delegatiqg'méde clear, as_long ago as 1980 (CD/PV.81) that they saw

no justificatibn_for the_establishment of an expert group on this subject, in the
absence of the identification of any new weapons of mass destruction or of the o
principles on which any new weapon of mass destpuctioﬁ might be based. No evidence
has been produced since that time which inclines us to change this view. Many other
delegations hold similar views. ‘ o '

It was therefore a matter of surprise to us that a group of socialist States
should propose at the beginning of this year, in document CD/434, that an Ad Hoe
Committes should be set up. to deal not only with radiological weapons, according
to well—established pnecedcnt,ibut.also to negotiate with a view to preparing a
draft comprehensive agreement in this field. Hothing, to our knowledgs, had occurred
which could lead any delegation to belisve that such a proposal was more acceptable
now than it had been in earlier years. The only result of this manoeuvre was to
delay the setting up of the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Veapons until it was
too late to embark on substantive work in the first half of our 1934 session. The
responsibility. for this delay must clearly rest with those delegations,who made, and
persisted with, this proposal to enlarge a hitherto uncontroversial mandate.

Waen I spoke on 26 August last year, T made clear the disappointment of my .
delegaticn at the lack of progress in the negotiations on radiological weapons during
1983. The intensive negotiations which were conducted in the Vorking Group last
year did.not result in an agreement on what we have to come to call the "trag;tional"
radiological weapons treaty; and the discussion of the prohibition of attaqkS[on
nuclear facilities made no sensible progress towards any agreement on the general
principles of which a future legal jnstrument might be based. We had hoped that the
Conference would give guidance, as the Working Group's report -put it, on "how best
to make progress on the subject matter". This guidance was not, . however, provided
by the Conference, and our hopes of making systematic progress were further dashed’
by the procedural wrangle which marred the start of the ad Hoc Committee's work.

This procedural difficulty was emphasized by the introduction by the Swedish
delegation of a draf: treaty which once more concentrated attention on the question
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of the linkage between the traditional radiological weapons treaty and the

prohibition of attacks .on nuclear facilities. Work was consequently delayed while

one group of delegates argued that we should continue ‘our work on the previously’
accepted lines, with a clear division between the two subjects, and others called

for them to be treated together. My delegation, with others, pleaded for a

practical, not an ideological, approach. We were ready to accept whatever the
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Vejvoda, thought most appropriate.-

The programme of work finally adopted, is however, in our view, an unhappy compromise
which, as has become only too evident, renders it difficult to conduct a systematic
discussion of the problems before the Ad Hoc Committee. The Ad Eoc Committee on
fadiological Weapons has so far this year concentrated very largely on the questions

of definition and scope. ‘As one delegation has ruefully remarked, the passage of
time. has not eased our difficulties. Much of the discussion. has repeabed vieus

put forward in earlier years, and there has been little evidence of readiness to

‘seek pragmatic solutions The Swedish draft treaty has been presented by its authors
as "an honest attempt to find compromise solutions which could be acceptable to all'.
But it is already clear that many delegations do not s=ze a draft whose basic approach
is to set the two tracks firmly in the context of a single legal instrument as a.

basis for compromise. The Swedish delegation has proposed a single criterion -- that
of so-called "mass destruction" -- for the selection of nuclear rfacilities to be covere
by any prohibition and in setting lower limits to the size of these facilities. Member
of the Group of 21 have supported the general approach 6f the Swedish draft, but they
have not shown themselves ready to support the draft in detail. For example some
have continued to argue that "all nuclear facilities" should be included in the scope
of any prohibition. As I szid last year the all-embracing prohibition which such a
statement implies could neither be practiczslly implemented nor theoretically justlfied.

We cannotsexpect a great dezl of progress in the limited time that now remains
to us this year. . But in my-delegation's view the time would be well spent, and we
could have something worthwhile to report, if we could firstly reach agreement in
principle on the criteriz which would 2pply in determining which facilities should
be protected from attack; and, secondly, on the basis of those criteria, a list of
the categories of facilities which migzht fall within the scope of any prohibition.
- My delegation is ready to join in such discussions without prejudice to our basic
position as met out in earlier working papers (CD/374, CD/RW/WP.47). 'As a model
for the type of definition which is needed my delegation has already drawn attention
to the Convention on Third Party Liability in the Field of Nuclear Energy
(CD/RU/WP.53).

Agreement on these two basic points could provide 2 foundation for further work
but many other problems remain. The Swedish drzft treaty proposes, by implication,
that attacks on z2ll nuclear facilities falling withnin their definition should be
prohibited even.-if. these facilities are used for military purposes. Other
delegations have continued to argue that only civil facilities should be covered;:
in this connecticn there is no consensus on the role which the IAEA might play.

The Swedish draft treaty does -not deal with the question of the physical marking
of facilities or delimitation of zones of protection, to which some delegations have
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attached importance. Indeed . in this respect the Swedish draft treaty amounts
to little more than an extension to a wider range of installations of the
prohibitipns already contained in the Additional Protocol to the Geneva Conventions.

My delegation continues to doubt whether it is either practical .or desirable
to continue to attempt to combine the two subjects of radiological weapons in the
tra@itional sense and prohibition of attacks on nuclear fedéilities in a single
legal instrument. We set out the reasons for these doubts fully in an earlier
paper (CD/374), and no arguments to the ‘contrary have been advanced since then which
seem .to us convineing. But continuing argument over form will not promote a2 .
solution to our .difficulties. We should instead ‘concentrate on the building .blocks
both.of a tre ty to ban radiological weapons and on a possible prohibition of
attacks on nuclear facilities. "Only by systematic stage-by-stage examination of

each element,- untramelled by preconceptions as to the finzl form, can we expect to
-mekc progress.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Russian): The 277th plenary meeting of the

" Conference on Disarmamznt is called to order. The Conference today takes up the
consideration of item 77 -of its agenda, entitled "New types of weapons of mass

" destruction and new systems of. such weapons; radiological weapons'i. However, in
accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure any member may raise any subject
relevant to the work of “the Conferencz.’ The indicative time-tezble for this week
included th: possibility of holding an informal mecting today after the conclusion
of the plenary meating. At the request of a number of delegations, and bearing in
mind that today the representativc of the Soviet Union is concluding his presidency,
I do not intend to hold an informal meeting. The list of speakers for today ‘includes
the representatives of Sweden, Burma, India, Venezuela and Mexico. I now give the
floor to the "epreSAntatLVc -of Swedcn, Aimbassador Ekdus.

Mr. EKEUS (Swaden): Thank you Mr. Pre sidcnt. May I, at this late stage in our

. work for the month, congratulate you on your assumption of the Presidency of the
Conference on Ulsarm znt, 2nd also express tho appreclatzon of my del¢gauion for

your skill and energy in the purformancc of your duties, as well zs for the good -

humour and spirit you have brought to this past month. May I alse, through you,

Mr. President, =xpruss thznks for the kind words directud to my delegation with
regards to the Presidency of Swed~n for tha 1onth of Junc.

Mr. President, the item on this week's agendz is, as you just mentioned,
“New types of weapons of mass destruction and nuw systzms of such weapons;
radiological weapons", and it is on this item that I wish to speak today.

. In 1972 the Soviet Union and the United States of America presented a joint
draft treaty prohibiting radiological weapons and in Juns 1930 Sweden proposed
that the scope of the draft treaty should be broadenzd to include also the- __-
prohibition of radiological warfare (CD/RW/iWP.6). The negotiations have since
then reached a certzin impasse and during the last year or so progress has been
very limited and in some respects practically non-existent. This has particularly
been the case as rzgards the issues falling within the scope of what has genzrally
been called Track 3, i.e. the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities.-

i few days ago, on 26 July, the distinguished representative of the
United Kingdom expressed- his ‘disappointrent at the lack of progress in the
negotiations on radioclogical weapone during 1985. This disappointment is fully
shared by Swzden. Furthermore, this negative trgnd Was worsened durlng the-3pring :
part of the session this yzar when no negotiations at’ all ‘took - piacw on thls issue.
What became most important at this juncture was to bring about BPPiQUb negotlationq
on all aspects of the substancz. -

The very essencz of the word negotiation implicz that we have to com= to
terms with our differences, that we must continuously uvaluate ‘and preievalbate:
our positions and try to give in-ordzr to gezt. Not only are .thére considerable

ifferences between d=legations on substanc: but the very process of negotiations,
the interplay between give and teke, has besn hamperad by the fact that the
issues falling under Track A, i.&. radiological weapons in the frazditional sensc,
have been dealt with separately from those of Track B. My delegation therefore
felt, and still fcels, that the two aspects of the issuc should be negotiated
within one and the same framework -- or neithcer of the two aspzets are likely to
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find their solutions. Nobody can reclly know today if the final result of such
nugotiations will emerge in the form of one or two legal instruments since our
negotiations have simply not reached a stagc where a clear picture of this question
is at hand. It is therefore not without' concern that the Swedish delegation notes
that some dclegations continue to bz preoccupied with the possible final form
rather than with the substantive content of an agreement or agreements. Actually

I think that such a2 preoccupation servas no othér purpose thar to divert us from
our true task, that of negotiating solutions to the problems.

In ordur to break the impasse Sweden ehdeavoured to elaborate some compromise -
text propocals which we hoped would serve to bring us bacik to negotizting on
substance. These proposals were presented in document CD/Ri/WP.52, dated
13 June 1984; This Working Paper was intended as a possible basis for -
comproaises on all sides and it addresses some of the pajor still outstanding
issues where, as we see it, little or nc progress has been made during the last
year. One-such major issue is the question of prohibiting attacks on nuclear -
facilities.’: A ‘ ' . )

In thz course of tho last month and a haif, a great number of interesting
and important questions have been raised with my delegation as 2 result cf the
abovumentioned Yorking Papur CD/RW/WP.52, and most of them have been or are being
d=alt with in the Ad Hoc Committee on Radiological Vieapons. Some of those
questions merit-the attention of tha whole Conference and I wish to use this
ovbportunity te reflect a little cn then. :

The first and foremost question that must be addressed is: What is the aim

. of the trzaty or treaties which we are trying-to elaborate in thz Ad Hoc Committee
on Radiological Weapons? In this context w2 might be wall served by rem;nding'
oursclves that the Committes has bezen set up under an ag=nda item entitled "New
types of weapons of mass destruction and new-systems of such weapons;

radiological w:zapons".. " A definition of -weapens-of mass destruction was given:
‘already in 1948 in resolution S/C.5/30 of the- Commission for Conventional ’
Armaments sct up under the 'United Nations Security Council.’ tRadioactive material
weapons® was thon defined as a weapon of mass destruction.. Other such weapons
were "atomic explosive weapons, lethal chemical and tiological weapons and any
weapons doveloped-in the future which have characteristics comparable in
destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above®.

The specific question of radiological wcapons was then' for the first time
raised at-the twenty-fourth session of the Genercl fissembly in 1969 which, in
resolution 2602 (XXIV) invited the Conference of the Committeé on Disarmamant
inter 2liz to consider effective mothods of control azgainst the use of
radiozctive methods of warfars conducted indepsndently of nucleer disarmement.
llow, in dealing with this agenda item, the main aim, as the Swedigh delcgation
sces it should be to prohibit radiologically causcd mass destruction. Therefore
in Lirticle I3l of the Swedish Working Paper it is proposad that the use of
radioactive material- for hostile purposes causinz destruction® damage or injury
by means of tno radiation producud by the deény of such material should be
prehibited irrespective of the method applied. The two nethods so far discussecd
in the Committce are that of using actual radiolozicnl uweapons and that of
attacking .nuclear facilities. From a mass destruction point of view it matters
1ittle if the radioactive material used is produced by the attacicer or if it
already exists in the country of the attacked. o
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A8 regards the question of prchibiving attacks on. nuclear facilities, .some
delegations argue that adequate protection is already given in the 1977 Additionzl
Protocols to the Geneva Conventions on the laws of war, TFor the reascns elaborated
on a number of times by the Swedish delegation we do not think that it is so. Not
all kinds of dangerous installations of the nuelear fuel cycle are coverad, only
"nuclear electrical gencrating stations® accorcing to the Protocol. Furthermore,
too much room is left for subjective assessments by individuzl commanders for the
protection to be satisfactory. : I would also like to draw attention to Protocol I,
Article 56, point 6, in which the Protocol itself contains z recognition that the
protection it graats is not. complete. It reads: "The High Contracting Parties
and the Parties to the conflict arc urged to conclude further agreements among
themselves to provide additional protection for objescts containing dangerous
forces", Furthermorc, it is a sad fact that only a very small number of States
have ratified the two Protocols. Protoecol I, which is the onc¢ most commonly
referred to in this context, has for example not yet been ratified by any of the
members of the Conference on Disarmament b2longing to the twe military alliances.
It could alsc be noted that it is usually those delegations which have not '
ratified the Additional Protocols which most eagerly argue that this is where
the question of prohibiting attacks on nuclear facilities arz or should be dealt
with. i S .

Other delegations hold the view that. the ain of a prohibition of attacks on
‘nuclear facilities should be to protect the nuclear installations themselvis so o
as to ensure the safe davelopzent of nuclear encrzy. Ensuring the safe-
development of nuclcar energy is as such a commendable undertoking which Sweden
certainly could support. But no matter how great its desirability it is not a
task for a disarmament body. Actually, arguing that the purpose of prohibiting
attacks on.nuclear facilities is to .ensure the safe development of nuéléar'energy
amounts in this context to nothing less than arguing that this question does not

belong in the Conference on Disarmament. I even, think that this is precisely the
point those delegations wish £o make. However, as'my delegation sees it, the )
guestion is noct one of protecting- the installztions but one of prohibiting the use
-for hostile purposes of the radioastive materizl within those installations, as
means of mass destruction, '

Having established that thc overriding purpose should be to prohibit the use
of radioactive material for hostile purposes ané that the means utilized to do se
could include not only radiological wezpons in the traditional sense but also
attacks on nuclear facilities in such a way that radioactivity may be released,
weapons as well as nuclear facilitiecs must be defined. HNot a1l nuclear facilities
contain enough radioactive material to causa damage substantial enough to possibly
qualify as mass destruction. Swzden has tried to identify the facilities that
would meot with this criterion and has concludaed that a prohibition of attacks
shiould basieczlly encompass four categories of facilities name:ly nuclear reactors,
internadiate spent-fuel storages, reprocessing plants and waste deposits. .
Furthermore, they must be of a certain sizz or have a certain capacity in order to
contain. enough radiocactive material to quelify as potentially dangerous from a
mass destruction point of view. The method for calculating these thresholds has
been described in document CD/RW/CRP.27.

MNow, . 3ome dzlegations have expressed concern that thase provisions imply
that production for military purposes is tacitly sanctioned and that military
facilities would be cxempt from nttacks. '
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~ Froz.th2 point of view of thi pctential to causc mass destruction this
potenti=1 is ths same no matter the intended use of a particular facility. Let me
also state that in the opinion of my delegation the necessity of preventing mass
édestruction should at any given time have priority cver other military interests.
-Having said this I wish -to recognize, however, thait the concern expreesed has-a -
eertain political legitimacy and this is why th2 Swiedish preposzals have been
formulated in 2 way as to minimize such possible consequences. First of all,
typical military installations such as nuclear weapons production plants and
nuclear weapons depots are not included. Secondly, the provisions cover only
. attacks. that would cause the releass or dissumination of radioactive material.
Thirdly, the need for informztion and international control is met in Article III
and Annex IIT of the Swedish proposal, czlling for a register to be kKept by the.
Deposcitary which is based on detailed information verified throush mandatory -
on-zite inspzctions.” Sweden is of the opinion that if a State party chooses to
coaply with theac regulations the possibl:z military or ncu~militery nature of a
reactor, oP“ﬁt"fUul storage,:.reproccssing plant or waste .deposit can be con31derud
to be of less concern to the internotioncl conmunity than the need to pr;vent a
possible mass-destruction situation. If the Suedish proposal is studied in great
detail. it should bucome quit: clear that reul worry in respect cf possible
sanctioning of miIlitzry activiti=s is not called for.

Another question which has.causzd some concern in the.Committee is how to
deal with rezctors in different stages. Ynat the issuc boils down to is the
question of when a reactor is to be considerzd z reactor for the purpose of the
proposed'provisions.

1t t kes scae glme for a reacter. to reach its critical stage. Furtherﬂﬁ?é;'
reactors are shut dowm from time to time. This aust for exemplc be done when
fuel is replacd. But making provisions for all tine temporary changes in-the
normzl life-cycics of each individual reactor would not be ruzlistic or practical
nor would it serve any particular purpos:= asz it would not be possible to keep
military commanders continuously informed of ths:fanentary status. of .each and
“eévery reactor in the world. - The main aim being to- oxclude evzry possibility of -
release of radioactive materizl, Swaden is of tnc opinidn that for the purpose cf
our proposed provision a rcactor should be considered a reactor frem when it
reaches its first critical stage until the stage when it is decommissioned, i.e.
finally shut down.. If delegations would want this clearly reflected in the’
provisions, ways -to.do so could»easily te found.

In his. spcucb on. 26 July the dlstln”u shed representative of the | .
uqiteg Kingdom Ambassador Cromertic, pointed out thzt the..Swedish draft treaky
does not deal with the quesstions of the physical marking of facilities-or )
delimitation of zorus of protection.. Thiz is trua anc:thu,reusons for this have
been clearly spelled out in the Commictes in rosponse to questions put by the
delegation of the Federal Repubiic of Germany. Thes: reasons have also been
presented to the Committe: in writing, in document CD/RIi/CRF.29 dated '

19 July 1984. Allow me therefera to read out some relzvant passages from this
document.

"Concerning the question of establishing particular safety zones around the
facllities, Sweduen has from the past deliberations in the Committee come to the
conclusion that the problems tney give rise to outweight their possible advantages™.
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Since "by the term attack Swaeden understands all attacks on the facilities in
quastion which caus:z releasc or dissemination of radiocactivi material, the question
if the facility itself has-been the intunded target or if the damage is incidentzl
is 'in the Swedish opinicn of less significancc’. Tha necessity to prevent mass
destruction should at any given time prevail over other irnterests. Froam this
follows “that any attack on military targets in tha vicinity of nuclear facilities
~nust be planned and performed so as to excluds any possibility of radiocactive E
material being released. Given the high precision in today's weapons this is no’
ovarwhelming task. Furthermore, the existence of protectivc zoncs might give '
rise to thz temptation to use them as military sanctuaries, thereby enhancing the
risk of military targets buing placed closza to nuclear facilities and -consequantly
zlso the risk of accidental damage being caused to the facilities. Actually, the
protective zones could in some instances diminish the very safety they were =
intended to enhance™. ’ : ; : o

."Physical identification (marking) of nuclear facilities poses great problems
for some govermmentz fearingz that such markings could cause worry to the
population to such an extent that the develbpment of nuclzar energy for peaceful
purposes could be made difficult. However, Sweden has no objection to such-
markings, should States Partiess wish tc make them. However, w@ consider that such
identification should be voluntary, and that absuence of sucn markings in no way
should relieve any Party of its obligations according tc other provisions of the
treaty. A norm for physical identification is provided in the 1977 Additional
Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, Annex I, Article 16.%

I have now commented on scme of the major issues so far discussed in the
Ad Hoc Committee on Radiclogical Weapons. Other important issues rsmain and
some of them have not yet been dealt with in the Committee. May I therefore
conclude this statement by expressing my intention to revert to this matter at a
- later stage, should the duevelopment of the nagotiations prompt me to do so.






