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m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations and the re la tionsh ip  between the two 
at the present juncture. The Final Dociment of the F irs t  
Special Session of the General Assently devoted to Disarmament 
recognized tha t,  in accordance with the Charter, the United 
Nations ”has a central role  and primary re sponsib ili ty  in the 
sphere of disarmament" and that i t  "should f a c i l i t a t e  and 
encourage a l l  disarmament measures - u n i la te ra l ,  b i la te r a l ,
regional or n u l t i l a t e r a l  - and be kept duly informed through the 
General Assembly, or any other appropriate U iited  Nations 
channel reaching a l l  Ntobers of the Organization, of a l l  
disarmament e f fo r ts  outside i t s  aegis without prejudice to the 
progress of negotiations". A thorough and comprehensive 
discussion of the in te r-re la t io n sh ip  between B ila te ra l  and
M ilti  la te ra l  Negotiations on Disarmament was considered 
desirable  and, accordingly, INIDIR convened a Conference on th is  
inportant issue from 2-4 June 1987 in Baku, USSR with the 
assis tance  of the In s t i tu te  for Vferld Economics and 
International Relations of the USSl (INCMD).

The Conference was attended by 50 part ic ipan ts
government o f f i c i a l s ,  diplomats and scholars - from d iffe ren t  
parts  of the world and representing d iffe ren t  ideologies and 
approaches. The discussions were stimulating and extensive 
exchanges of views took place in an atmosphere of balanced and 
open debate. The success of the Conference has encouraged 
LNIDIR to publish the proceedings. I would like to take th is  
opportunity of thanking the Conference part ic ipan ts  for th e ir  
contributions. Although LNIDIR customarily takes no position on 
the views and conclusions expressed by individual pa rt ic ipan ts  
i t  does assune respon sib ili ty  for determining that the
transcr ip t  of the Conference proceedings merits publication. 
Hence we comnend th is  publication to the a tten tion  of i t s
readers.

Jayantha Dhanapala 
Director, LNIDIR
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INIRCCUCriCN

La Conference dont on va l i r e  les travaux a organ!s6e
par I'lNIDIR, avec 1'ass is tance  de L'LNIDIR t ie n t  a
remercier les autoritfes de la Ri6publique SoviStique 
d'AzerbaYdjan, qui ont apportfi a 1'organisation du s6jour des 
part ic ipan ts  tout le concours e t toute 1'a t te n t io n  desirab les .

II ne saura it  6 tre  ici question d'exprimer une position
sur le fond des rapports e t des discussions qui suivent. I ls  ne
debouchent au daneurant sur aucune conclusion, resolution ou
texte f in a l .  Tel n '6 t a i t  pas leur objet. I ls  constituent un
lib re  6change de vues, une presentation e d a i r e e  d 'analyses
d if fe ren te s ,  voire opposees. Nos travaux se sont conform6s a la 
morale de Flaubert qui ec r iv a i t  que la so t t i s e  est de vouloir 
conclure, e t ,  en ce sens, i l s  ont et6 sages.

D 'autant plus sages q u ' i l s  ont ettijrasse un grand noifcre de 
su je ts ,  e t  de su je ts  complexes. En un lieu unique, en un temps 
r e s t r e in t ,  les questions les plus graves et les plus diverses 
pour le desarmement e t la lim ita tion  des armements, roais aussi 
pour le maintien de la paix et de la securite , ont e te  
rassennbiees, questions qui sont t r a i te e s  par a i l le u r s ,  dans des 
endroits e t dans des instances tr§s  variees . II n 'e s t  guSre que 
la l ia ison  d6sarmement-developpement qui a i t  echapp6 a la
boulimie des pa r t ic ip an ts .  Notre conference a done constitue  une 
sorte  de module reduit de la reflexion de la ccmnunaute 
In ternationale en la matiSre. Get e ffe t  de concentration permet 
de mieux mesurer la d i f f ic u l te  e t la densite  des probldnes, e t ,  
naturellement, leur interdependence. A Bakou nous aurions pu 
d ire  avec le podte : T outes  les jo ies , tous les soucis des
anours qui durent toujours, on les trouve en raccourci dans nos 
p e t i te s  amours d'un jour” .

L'LNIDIR remercie les pa rt ic ipan ts  d 'avoir  consacre une 
p a rt ie  de leur tenps a c e t te  conference, et d 'avoir atiplement 
contribue a son succSs grSce a la qua lite  de leurs 
interventions. On en retrouvera la substance dans le present 
volume, qui contient la transcr ip tion  des rapports presentes et 
des discussions ora les . Les intervenants se sont exprim6s a 
t i t r e  personnel, et c 'e s t  ainsi q u ' i l s  avaient e te  inv ites , en 
depit des importantes responsabi1ite s  o f f ic ie l l e s  qu'assument 
noiibre d 'en tre  eux. On constatera  cependant que, bien souvent,
les p rises  de position  des uns e t des autres sont trSs proches
de c e l le s  de leurs gouvernements. Volonte ou habitude? Citons
c e t te  fois 1'auteur du Diable au Corps. Raymond Radiguet : "Ce
n 'e s t  pas dans la nouveaute mais dans 1'habitude que nous
trouvons nos plus grands p la i s i r s " .

1



Cette  fomule ne v ise  pas du tout la d ia lectique  entre  la 
"pens6e ancienne" et la "nouvelle pens6e", dont on trouvera plus 
loin quelques 6chos. E lle  pourrait en revanche constituer une 
charte  de I'anour conjugal, charte  qui prend tout son sens
lorsqu’on se souvient que les re la tions am6ricano-sovi6tiques
sont souvent prfesentSes comne c e l le  d ’un couple, aux re la tions  
d i f f i c i l e s  mais en d e f in i t iv e  fidd les . On a encore une fois pu
le constater a Bakou, e t dresser un diagnostic plutQt p o s i t i f  de 
l ’6 ta t  de ces re la t io n s .  Le couple am§ricano-sovi§tique se porte 
bien. F au t- il  en r e t i r e r  quelque amertume pour le 
multi lateralism e? Oui, si I 'on constate que le b ila tera lism e le
t ie n t  toujours en 6 ta t ;  non, si I 'on observe qu’ il  est bien rare 
que les progrSs des nSgociations b ila tS ra le s  n 'a ien t  pas eu de 
su ites  heureuses pour la conclusion d'accords m ultilat6raux.

Serge Sur 
Directeur adjoint 
INIDIR

2



First/Premigre Session

BIIA T m \L ASDIVLLTILAIBRAL DISARVWv©vIT NEGOTIAriCNS:
DIFFERENCES AND SEVflMRITIES/LES NEDOCIATICNS BILATEIVkLES 
ET MJLTILAreRALES SLR LE EESARvBVENT : DIFFEREN:ES ET SIMLITIEES

Repor t s/Rappor t s :

Rikhi Ja ipal,  Yuri Nazarklne 

Discussion:

Manfred MQller, Kurt Spillmann, John Sullivan,
Gustave Zoula, Michael I n t r i 1igator, Alexander Yankov, Jan 
Siccana, E]dnan Agaev, 'nicmas Barthelen^r

Qia i rman/Pr6s i den t : 

Alexander Kislov
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Alexander Kislov

Today we begin the work of the International Conference 
devoted to the In te rre la tionsh ip  of B ila te ra l and M i l t i la te ra l  
Disarmament Negotiations. V\fe have met here, in the beautiful 
c i ty  of Baku, to discuss th is  exceptionally inportant topic at a 
complex and crucial mcment in h isto ry .

IVfeinkind today stands at an unique crossroad. The question 
of i t s  preservation as a biological e n t i ty  is exceptionally
acute, yet at the same time we cannot but recognize that the 
present s i tu a t io n  ca rr ies  within i t  great p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for 
detente and co-operation. Our understanding of the fact that in 
a nuclear war there can be no v ic to rs  - an understanding 
re flec ted  in a number of exceptionally inportant international
documents - proves that mankind is capable of r is ing  to the 
challenge of the age.

The programne of ensuring security  through disarmament 
advanced by the Soviet Union on 15 January 1986, the sumnit 
meeting in Reykjavik as a resu lt  of ^^iiich, i t  seemed, only one 
more step ranained to the conclusion of tru ly  h is to r ic ,  tru ly
epoch-making agreanents in the nuclear disarmament sphere. The 
subsequent Soviet in i t ia t iv e s  have given a new dimension, a 
fresh impetus to the problem of reduction of m il i ta ry  arsenals 
and have made i t  possible to sketch out the contours of a world 
free frcm nuclear weapons. But in order for these contours to 
assume real shape, to become re a l i ty ,  there is need for a new 
thinking, a new approach to issues of war and peace, disarmament 
and other coiplex, global problems of our ind iv is ib le , 
interdependent world.

W iile speaking of new thinking I should like at the same
tine  to enrphasize that so far as our country and the Comnunist 
Party of the Soviet Union are concerned, the struggle for peace, 
for the prevention of war has always been one of the most
inportant tenets of our foreign policy. In th is  connection may 
I take the l ib e r ty  of reca lling  a statement by V.I. Lenin made 
as far back as in 1918. I t  was in 1918, less than a year a f te r  
the v ictory  of the October Revolution, \ 4̂ien V. I. Lenin wrote : 
" . . .T he development of technology w ill  lead to a s i tu a t io n  in 
which war between the leading countries w ill  not only be the
grea tes t  crime, w il l  not only mean a ccnplete breakdown of the
process of acquisition  of c iv i l iz a t io n  and cu ltu re , but w ill
also lead to savagery, famine, the u t te r  decline of a l l  
productive forces, and thus undennining of the very conditions 
for the existence of hiinan society".

This fact is becoming more and more widely understood 
throughout the world, but in order for the contours of a world 
free from nuclear weapons to become re a l i ty ,  to be transla ted
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into real l i f e ,  nBny things are s t i l l  needed. \Miat is needed is 
an understanding of the new problems r is ing  up ever more
acutely before mankind. In p a r t icu la r ,  \s4iat is needed is an
understanding of the apparently sinple yet exceptionally 
inportant fact that there cannot be security  of single S ta tes . 
Security in our interdependent, ind iv is ib le  world can only be 
universal. The solution to a l l  these problems, problems of
universal security , problans of disarmament, can be found only
by p o l i t ic a l  means. The only reasonable, sensible approach to 
the global problems of our time is sunned up in the wel 1-known 
formula: "disarmament and development". This formula r e f le c ts
the new p o l i t ic a l  thinking which re jec ts  m ili ta r ism  and the cu lt  
of force in the in ternational arena and is oriented towards 
co-operation.

Hence the need for united e f fo r ts  by a l l  S ta tes , for the
strengthening of confidence among S ta tes , especially  those 
belonging to d iffe ren t  social systems, for a correct
understanding of each o th e r 's  concerns, aims and in ten tions, 
above a l l  in the m il i ta ry  sphere. And the way to such 
understanding l ie s  above a l l ,  f i r s t  and foremost through 
negotiations. I t  is prec ise ly  to th is  theme that our Conference 
is devoted.

The d ia le c t ica l  unity of b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiations is ,  I believe, su f f ic ie n tly  c lear and evident. 
Everyone knows that more than 90 per cent - estimates vary, but 
a l l  the figures are of the order of 95 per cent, in any case 
over 90 per cent - of nuclear weapons are concentrated in the 
arsenals of only two Powers, the lAiited S tates and the Soviet 
IMion. I t  might seem that a l l  nuclear issues could be solved at
the b i la te ra l  negotiating tab le , but that would be an
over-s inp lif ied  view of the s i tua tion , an over-simplified 
approach to the r e a l i ty  lAiiich da ily  confronts us. Each of these 

. two countries - I have in mind both the Soviet Union and the 
United States - has i t s  own a l l i e s  with th e ir  own in te re s ts ,
the ir  own aims, p o l i t i c a l ,  economic and other. That is v^y a ll
S ta tes , and h r s t  among them the members of N\TO and of the
Wfeirsaw Treaty, must actively  contribute  towards the process of 
nuclear disarmament. Then there are the other nuclear and 
near-nuclear S ta tes, the re la t iv e  weight of whose arsenals - I 
mean apart from the Soviet Union and the United S tates - w ill  
become the grea ter, the further the reduction of Soviet and 
United States armaments may advance.

At the same time I should like to s tre ss  another idea, the 
idea that i t  is necessary to inprove the effectiveness of 
m u lt i la te ra l  nBchanisms, and in the f i r s t  place of mechanisms 
connected with the United Nations, which must ac tively  
contribute towards a l l  stages in the reduction of m il i ta ry  
po ten tia ls ,  must become transformed into a guarantor of the
security  of S ta tes , a kind of regulator for maintaining a
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balance at a level of reasonable sufficiency with a constant 
trend towards the lowering of that level of sufficiency. The 
role of the seme already concluded in ternational t r e a t ie s  is 
also exceptionally inportant. If for instance a reduction of 
ex is ting  nuclear arsenals takes place on the one hand and, on 
the other hand, there begins a process of p ro l ife ra t io n  of 
nuclear weapons, of the spread of nuclear weapons across the 
Earth, then the danger w ill  by no means diminish.

All these are matters we are to discuss at our present 
conference. It would be d i f f i c u l t ,  therefore, to overestimate 
the significance and to p ica li ty  of our Conference. After a l l ,  
the problem of the lim itation and cessation of the nuclear arms 
race on the Earth and the prevention of i t s  extension to outer 
space is ,  in the las t  analysis, the problem of the contenporary 
world. And the way to that goal l ie s  through negotiations. 
That is p rec ise ly  the topic we are going to discuss today and in 
the next few days at our Conference.

6



REPCRT

DISAR^«s^CN^ NEDOriATICNS: MJLTIIAIERAL /^ D  BIIAIBRAL

R ikh i  J a i p a l

M il t i la te ra l  approaches to the process of arms lim itation  
and disarmament did not begin with the establishment of the 
United Nations. They have an e a r l ie r  h is to ry  going back to the 
end of the las t  century, when the industria l revolution yielded 
new weapons of warfare in response to the demands of im perialist 
r iv a l r ie s  and ccnpeting m il i ta ry  a ll iances .  The Hague 
Conferences of 1899 and 1907 were the f i r s t  n u l t i l a t e r a l  
a ttenp ts to declare as the ir  objective the lim itation of the 
progressive development of armaments. The imnensely destructive  
potentia l of weapons of modern warfare had a le r ted  nation States 
to the need for control and lim itation  of armaments, and to 
fonm late  rules of war for reducing the scale and extent of
destruction . The other objective was the avoidance of war
through in s t i tu t io n s  and procedures for peaceful settlement of 
in ternational disputes. There was to have been a th ird  Ffague
Conference in 1915 to continue the process but i t  was 
unfortunately overtaken by the war in Europe of 1914, a war 
which Avas deplored by Winston Churchi11 as "en tire ly  unnecessary 
and avoidable” .

At the end of that war the League of Nations resimed the 
m u lt i la te ra l  e f fo r ts  for arms lim itation  and disarmament. Three 
naval conferences fixed the ra t io s  of the navies of the leading 
powers, froze naval bases and fo r t i f ic a t io n s ,  and limited the
tonnage of cap ita l ships. The League also drafted two inportant 
t r e a t ie s  - one for co llec tive  security  through a Treaty of 
Mutual Assistance and another for Peaceful Settlement of 
Disputes. These two instruments were designed to f a c i l i t a t e  the 
reduction and lim itation of armaments. TWo others, intended to 
buiId confidence among S ta tes, were a set of non-aggression 
pacts known as the Locarno Agreements, and a Treaty renouncing 
war as an instrument of national policy known as the 
Kellogg-Briand Pact. The League was also able to conclude a 
Convention in 1925 (which is s t i l l  in force) banning the use of 
chemical weapons in war.

In 1932 a f te r  seven years of preparatory work the League 
convened in Geneva a Conference for the reduction and lim itation  
of armaments. It was high water mark of the League's e f fo r ts  
but i t  ended in to ta l  fa i lu re .  The major powers of that time, 
having disarmed Germany, refused themselves to disarm, 
preferring to re ta in  the ir  mi 1i ta ry  superiority  for safeguarding 
the ir  security . Germany under H it le r  then withdrew from the 
League, embarked on a rearmament programne that led eventually 
to the second world war, which ended with the advent of the 
atomic bomb and the dawn of the present nuclear age. It is
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against th is  h is to r ica l  background that one should view the 
m u lt i la te ra l  e f fo r ts  being made under the LN*s auspices to 
negotiate arms control agreements. They are in fact the 
continuation of a pers is ten t  process that had been disrupted by 
two wars and may well be in danger of similar disruption again.

The Security Council of the LN is reponsible in terms of 
a r t i c l e  26 of the LN Qiarter for formulating plans for the 
establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments.
Unfortunately i t  has been unable to do so, because of
differences of opinion between the Great Powers about the 
establishment of a co llec tive  security  system and the peaceful 
resolution of several international disputes. In such 
circimstances the General Assembly's role in re la tion  to 
disarmament assumed an importance far beyond i t s  limited powers 
under a r t i c l e  11 of the Charter, \s^ich authorises i t  to make 
only recomnendations regarding princip les governing disarmament 
and the regulation of armaments. The paralysis of the Security 
Council induced the General Assembly to concern i t s e l f  also with 
negotiations on a l l  aspects of disarmament.

The very f i r s t  resolution adopted by the General Assembly 
in 1946 established  a Conmission on Atomic Energy whose purpose 
was to secure the elimination of atomic weapons and to ensure 
that atomic energy was used only for peaceful purposes, subject 
to e ffec tiv e  in ternational inspection. The USA proposed an
international authority  to control, inspect and licence a l l
atomic a c t iv i t i e s .  At that time the US\ alone had the atomic 
bonib, and i t s  proposal was seen by the USSl as an a ttenpt to 
subject i t  to inspection. I ts  counter proposal was an
international trea ty  banning the atomic boni) - i ts  use, and the 
destruction of a l l  ex is ting  atomic bont>s. The prac tica l e ffec t 
of the Soviet proposal would have been to destroy US stockpiles 
of atomic weapons and to prevent their  further production. 
Neither proposal was acceptable to the other side, but the
negotiations dragged on for three years un til  the Soviet Union 
withdrew from the CGranission a f te r  i t s  f i r s t  atomic bomb 
explosion in July 1949.

The General Assembly adopted anothei resolution during i t s  
f i r s t  session in 1946 on the regulation and reduction of
conventional armaments. But the rax lt i la te ra l  negotiations that 
followed also proved f ru i t le s s .  The Soviet Union proposed that 
atomic and conventional weapons should be taken together in the 
consideration of any plan for disarmament. The USA's views were 
that confidence among States should be restored, in ternational 
disuputes should be se t t le d ,  a co llec tive  security  system should 
be estab lished  and there should be international control of
atomic energy before disarmament. There was no convergence of 
views e i the r  on approaches to or measures of disarmament, 
although there was general agreement on principles and goals.
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The negotiations came to a h a lt  in 1950 ^ e n  the Soviet lAiion 
withdrew from them.

However, the General Assembly persevered in i t s  e f fo r ts  
and set up in 1952 a Disarmament Gontnission consisting of the 
nient>ers of the Security Council and Canada as a new forum for 
the negotiation of conprehensive and integrated disarmament 
measures. The same old proposals were revived and submitted to 
that forum, and during th e ir  consideration the USA exploded i t s  
f i r s t  thermonuclear bomb in November 1952, which was followed by 
a sim ilar event in USS^ in August 1953. A sub-comnittee of the 
Disarmanent Ccranission was set up in IVfay 1954 consisting of 5 
members - USA, USSR, IK, France and Canada - to consider in 
depth the various pending proposals.

The Korean war had ended, S ta lin  had departed from the 
scene, both the USA and U S ^  had the H-bcn±> and the atmosphere 
of apparent pa ri ty  seemed fu ll of hope. The B ri t ish  and French 
Goveriments proposed that the nuclear weapon should be banned, 
conventional forces and arms subs tan tia l ly  reduced and a control 
machinery established  for verify ing compliance. The Soviet 
Lftiion presented a de ta iled  disarmament programne that appeared 
to go so far to meet western concerns about v e r i f ic a t io n  that 
Jules N/bch, the French representative  said "The D^ole thing 
looks too good to be true".

The Great Powers met in Geneva in July 1955 to consider 
the various proposals and the USS^ agreed to locate foreign 
inspectors in i t s  te r r i to ry  at key points for purposes of 
v e r i f ic a t io n .  The U.K. suggested a t r i a l  inspection zone in 
central Europe. France proposed reductions in m il i ta ry  budgets 
for increasing development a c t iv i t i e s .  The USA suggested that 
there should be ae r ia l  reconnaissance of one another's  te r r i to ry  
to prevent surprise  a ttacks. 1\wo months la te r  the US delegate 
Harold Stassen declared that the USA was not prepared to 
negotiate any of the substantive proposals for disarmament, 
"pending the outcome of i t s  studies of inspection methods and 
control arrangements". The prac tica l e ffec t of th is  reservation 
on the negotiations was d isastrous.

The negotiations were somehow kept going with each side 
revising i t s  own proposals in response to the proposals of 
others. The General Assembly then expanded the Disarmament 
Conmission in 1958 to include a l l  Member S tates of the LN. The 
following year a small negotiating organ of ten States was set 
up, five belonging to N\10 and five to WTO. It met in March 
1960 only to find that i t  was faced with a l l  the old differences 
in approach, perception, p r io r i t i e s  and control machinery.

A spy plane of USA was shot down over the Soviet Union in 
IVfey 1960 and that event caused the so c ia l i s t  members of the 
negotiating group to withdraw. Relations between the USA and
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USSR reached a dangerously low level. At the General Assanbly 
session in 1960 the Indian Prime Minister Nehru moved a
resolution declaring that the two superpowers had a very special 
resp onsib ili ty  for safeguarding future of mankind and called  on 
them to meet together and formulate p rincip les  governing
disarmament negotiations. The resolution was unanimously 
adopted and in September 1961 USA and USSl announced the ir  
agreement on a set of p rincip les , "wtiich came to be known by the 
names of the two chief negotiators N idoy  and Zorin.

Agreement on p rincip les  was no more than a beginning, and 
the ir  application in prac tice  was le f t  to the 10-nation
negotiating body, v^ich had been expanded to include for the 
f i r s t  time 8 non-aligned S tates and to function under the
co-chairmanship of the USA and the USSl. To th is  new foriin the
UBSl presented in Nfarch 1962 a d raft t rea ty  for disarmament in 
three stages over a four year period. Hie USA submitted an 
ou tline  for a d raft  t rea ty  providing for disarmaonent in three 
stages over an unspecified period that was la te r  c la r i f i e d  as
nine years. Although the two proposals had many cotimon ideas, 
there continued to be serious differences over p r io r i t i e s ,  
measures and stages. The USA continued to in s is t  on s t r i c t  
v e r i f ica t io n  of compliance and an agreement on control prio r to
disarmament. It was c r i t i c i s e d  by \fr. Khrushchev in these words
- **The kind of control proposed by the USA is a control that
would precede disarmament and we would have every reason to
regard i t  as espionage". Once again, as in 1955, differences 
over -control and v e r i f ica t io n  were the ostensib le  reasons for 
the breakdown in 1962 of the negotiations for a conprehensive 
Disarmament Treaty.

The year 1962 was a sort of watershed in the negotiations, 
for i t  was then rea lised  that while a general disarmament plan
could not be agreed on, i t  might be feasib le  to reach agreement
on seme aspects of i t ,  especially  p a r t ia l  and co l la te ra l  
disarmament measures. The superpowers' confrontation over the 
Qiban missi le c r i s i s  in October 1962 ce r ta in ly  had a sobering
e ffec t  on them, and they began seriously to explore areas of 
agreement th e rea f te r .  Their negotiations entered a 
q u a l i ta t iv e ly  new phase that came to be known as detente.
During that phase they negotiated b i la te r a l ly  and presented to 
the 18-nation forun agreed d raf ts  of several t r e a t ie s  for 
general adoption. The following is a l i s t  of such T rea ties:

1. P a r t ia l  Test Ban Treaty 1963 banning nuclear tes ting  
in the atmosphere, outer space and under water;

2. (Xiter Space Treaty 1967 prohibiting nuclear weapons
in e a r th 's  o rb it  and in c e le s t ia l  bodies;

3. Latin Anerica Nuclear Free Zone Treaty;

10



4. Nbn-Proliferation Treaty 1968;

5. Sea-Bed Treaty 1971 banning nuclear weapons on the
sea-bed;

6. Bacteriological V\feapons Convention 1972 banning
biological weapons and toxins;

7. Threshold Test Ban Treaty 1974 lim iting underground
nuclear weapons te s ts  to explosions with a y ield  of 
150 kilo tons;

8. Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty 1976 limiting
explosions to a y ie ld  of 150 kilo tons;

9. Environmental Kbdification Convention 1977
prohibiting the modification of the environment for 
m il i ta ry  purposes.

On exanination one finds that these T reaties are not
rea lly  disarmament measures, nor could they be considered as
anns lim itation agreanents. However, they do respond to seme
matters of general concern, but they contain loopholes for the 
arms race to go forward along direc tions of in te res t  to the two 
Superpowers.

During the phase of detente other b i la te ra l  negotiations 
between USA and USS^ also yielded seme eight agreements. There 
was the Hot Line Agreement that established special and speedy 
cemnuni cat ions links betAveen the superpowers for use in
emergencies, as well as an Agreement for dealing with
accidents. There was also an Agreement for prevention of
nuclear war, \^ ic h  provided for consultations in times of
c r i s i s ,  and s tipu la ted  that removal of the danger of the use of 
nuclear weapons was the ccnmon objective of the po lic ies  of the
USA and LBSR. Another agreement of th is  period set out the
basic p rincip les  of US-Soviet re la tions , which recognised that 
with regard to the ir  awesome responsib ili ty  for mankind's
future, there was no a l te rn a t iv e  to peaceful co-existence. It 
pre-supposed re s t ra in t  in the ir  in ternational conduct and the 
preservation of peace by refra in ing  frcm the threat or use of 
force.

B ila te ra l  ta lks between the USA and US9^were necessary, 
because the multi la te ra l  forun was unsuitable for negotiations 
on matters of d irec t  and special concern to them (e.g. s t ra teg ic  
equation in arms; arms lim itation  to reduce the risks of nuclear 
war; and reduction of the costs involved in the arms race). 
Anong the inportant b i la te ra l  agreements in th is  f ie ld  are the 
SALT 1, the A ^  Treaty, i t s  Protocol and Interim Agreement, 
which sought to limit the competition in offensive s t ra teg ic  
weapons. These were followed by the SALT II agreements, \<4iich
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provided for lim its on delivery vehicles, launchers and warheads 
and equal ce il ings  on s tra te g ic  arsenals. A jo in t Statement of 
P rinc ip les  established the basis for the next round of SALT 111 
ta lk s ,  Mv̂ ich were expected to y ield  substantia l reductions in 
s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons and further q u a li ta t iv e  lim itations 
and measures for enhancing s t ra te g ic  s ta b i l i ty  and reducing the 
danger of nuclear war.

The SALT process was stopped in 1980 by the Reagan 
adn in is tra tio n , which fe l t  that i t  was unequal in meeting the 
threat from the Soviet Union's m il i ta ry  strength , deployment and 
capab ili ty .  After a break of sane three years the talks were 
resuned in 1982 to enccnpass s tra te g ic  weapons and intermediate 
range nuclear forces in Europe. The talks have now been 
broadened to include space-based weapons and a n t i - s a t e l l i t e  
weapons. So many proposals and counter proposals have been 
made, somg including the B r it ish  and French nuclear forces as 
well as weapons deployed in the Asian theatre , that i t  is not 
useful to reca ll  them here; even more so because the negotiating 
s i tu a t io n  is  s t i l l  f lu id .

The m i l t i l a t e r a l  negotiating body in Geneva created in 
1962 was broadly representative of the two major m il i ta ry  
a ll iances  and the non-aligned movement. I t  began with a 
membership of 18 States and was la te r  expanded to 26 and then 31 
members. I t  continued to function under the co-chairmanship of 
the USA and US9?. t i l l  the end of 1978. Following the decision 
of the f i r s t  special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, i t s  manbership was increased to 40 S ta tes , with the 
chairmanship ro ta ting  monthly among the member S ta tes. It began 
operating in 1979 on the basis of the ru le  of consensus, and is 
now known as the Conference on Disarmament.

As mentioned e a r l ie r ,  i t  had adopted nine t re a t ie s  during 
the period of detente, and the las t  one was in N/fay 1977 - the
Convention banning environmental modification for m il i ta ry  
purposes. Since then i t  has not been able to reach agreement on
another t rea ty , although i t  has been continually  engaged in
negotiations and discussions on a varie ty  of matters re la ted  to 
disarmament. There was a time in 198i \^^en there was near 
agreonent among the principal negotiators on a Treaty banning 
underground nuclear tes ting  and on a Convention banning the 
production of chemical weapons. But a change took place in the 
US adim inistra tion  and the new Reagan Government re-opened the 
two questions for fresh negotiation. As a resu lt  the 
negotiating process has been set back by almost a decade, virtiile 
the arms race has now reached the point of soaring into outer
space.

The Conference on Disarmament has been slow in probing for 
opportunities to break through deadlocks, keeping issues a live  
and Avaiting for a change for the b e tte r  in the p o l i t ic a l  climate.
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Concerning a nuclear te s t  ban, a 17-nionth long moratoriun 
observed by the Soviet Union u n i la te ra l ly  did not evoke a 
sim ilar response by the USA, and on February 5, 1987 a f te r  the 
la te s t  US te s t  the USS^ announced that i t s  moratoriun had cane 
to an end. Talks at the expert level between the USA and USSR 
on nuclear tes ting  are reported to have connenced, and one may 
assune they are about the methods and mechanisms of v e r i f ic a t io n  
of compliance. Sweden, ^ i c h  has the technology and the means 
of such v e r if ica t io n ,  has offered to help along with other 
neutral and non-aligned countries, but evidently adequacy of 
v e r i f ica t io n  is not just  a technical question but has become a 
matter for p o l i t ic a l  decision.

In regard to negotiations for banning production of 
chemical weapons, the main stiirbling block appears to be absence 
of consensus on several proposals for v e r i f ic a t io n ,  although 
there are reports of a race in chemical weapons, in p a rt icu la r  
binary weapons. This is a matter that concerns not only the 
superpowers, but also countries that have well developed 
chemical and pharmaceutical industries and hold strong views on 
the danger of ccmnercial espionage through in ternational 
inspection. I t  should not be beyond the wit and wisdom of the
negotiators to devise procedures and formulate p rincip les  for 
on-s ite  inspections, which though fa l l in g  short of 100 per cent 
v e r i f ic a t io n  nevertheless con s titu te  an adequate measure of 
reassurance that chemical weapons, >;\4iose use was banned in 1925, 
are not being produced. Where there are doubts, they could be 
resolved through consulta tions, c la r i f ic a t io n s  and v e r i f ic a t io n .

There have been several proposals for nuclear disarmament 
before the Conference on Disarmament, but i t  has been deprived 
of the opportunity to ccmnence negotiations. The position  of 
the western States is that in the f i r s t  instance, negotiations 
should take place between the USA. and USSR on nuclear arms 
lim itations and reductions. The sane argunent is used to 
prevent m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations on measures for avoidance of 
nuclear war and for keeping outer space free of weapons and 
c o n fl ic t .  This diminution of the respon sib ili ty  and conpetence
of the Conference on Disarmament in re la tio n  to s i tua tions  that 
could pose a general danger to a l l  countries and peoples is 
deplorable, especially  when b i la te ra l  ta lks between the USA. and 
US9?. have fa i led  to produce positive  resu lts  so far.

Talks between NATO and WIO have been going on at Vienna 
since 1973 about mutual and balanced reduction of conventional 
arms and forces in Europe, which are c losely  linked to the
negotiations on the nuclear equation. N\IO has claimed that the
Soviet bloc has a d is t in c t  advantage over i t ,  but the USSl has 
contended that there is in fact approximate pa rity . TTie two 
sides have been discussing comnon ceilings  for ground troops and 
a i r  force personnel as well as arrangements for v e r i f ic a t io n .

13



o n -s i te  inspection, observation posts e tc , and progressive 
reductions to equal lower levels.

I have a t ta in te d  to set out b r ie f ly  the sa l ien t  aspects of 
both the n u l t i  la te ra l  and b i la te ra l  approaches to arms 
lim ita tion  and disarmament. The resu lts  of the negotiations 
have been far from sa t is fac to ry .  The present stockpiles of
nuclear arms and delivery systems, the ir  c ap a b il i t ie s  and
deployment postures enhance the r isks of war. The arms race
continues keeping pace with the progress of science and
technology. Security perceptions sean rela ted  to weapons 
c a p a b il i t ie s  v^ich are seen as evidence of the adversary 's 
aggressive intentions; counter measures esca la te  the arms race. 
M il i ta ry  p a ri ty  is not good enough for some mi 1 i ta ry  minds, 
which seek e ffec tive  deterrence in maintenance of m il i ta ry  
superio ri ty .  Arms control negotiations tend to get bogged down 
in co n fl ic t ing  views over adequacy of v e r i f ic a t io n  measures.

A question that has haunted the negotiations from the 
beginning is — w^iich comes f i r s t :  security , or disarmament?
The answer is c lear enough from the behaviour of the negotiating 
p a r t ie s  — security . Hunan soc ie t ies  have got so used to living 
in a s ta te  of armed peace that a condition of disarmament would
make than feel exposed and extremely vulnerable.

If  disarmament is to be the ultim ate goal, then 
disarmament negotiations should be undertaken simultaneously 
with negotiating processes for two other goals, v iz, peaceful 
resolu tion  of international disputes and co n f l ic ts ,  and 
e ffe c t iv e  arrangements for co llec t iv e  security  and maintenance 
of peace. This was e x p lic i t ly  mentioned in the statement of
p rinc ip les  for disarmament negotiations agreed to by MsCloy and 
Zorin, but v i r tu a l ly  nothing has been done to inplement them.

Another pre-condition for successful negotiations is the 
existence of a climate of mutual confidence, and unfortunately 
l i t t l e  progress has been made through dialogues designed for
removal of misunderstandings and misperceptions at the m il i ta ry ,  
p o l i t ic a l  and ideological levels.

Although both sides have jo in t ly  acknowledged that there 
is no a l te rn a t iv e  to peaceful co-existence, there is as yet no 
agreed blueprint for i t .  In i t s  absence, peaceful coexistence 
is being in terpreted as a condition short of war, in which the 
arms race for security  may proceed, the ideological conpetition 
for peoples’ hearts and minds may continue, and r iv a lry  for 
influence, s t ra te g ic  locations and access to v i ta l  resources is
unavoidable. The resu lt  is that disarmament negotiations seem 
to address themselves more to threat control than to arms 
c o n tro l .
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Furthermore, negotiations in an atmosphere of mutual 
suspicion, fear of surprise  attacks and the arms race in fu ll  
swing acquire ce r ta in  unique ta c t ic a l  postures. Proposals for 
inspection and control invariably re f le c t  the depth and extent 
of each s id e 's  d is t ru s t  of the other. The side that has a 
m il i ta ry  disadvantage is na tura lly  inclined to delay the 
negotiations un ti l  i t  has caught up with the other side, \^e reas  
neither side appears w il ling  to surrender any ex is ting  advantage 
which i t  considers as crucial for i t s  security . The general 
tendency is  to negotiate from a position of strength , with 
bargaining chips, for a mi 1i ta ry  equ i1ibriun that has proved to 
be elusive because of the asymnetric s i tua t ion  of the two sides 
weapons systems. The proposals of one side appear aimed at 
weakening the other side, while re ta in ing  one's own advantages.

Security is thus perceived in a comfortable margin of 
m il i ta ry  superio rity . Ideological a t t i tu d es  have become 
increasingly se lf-r igh teous , and security  doctrine more and more 
se lf-cen tered , the resu lt  being a po larisa t ion  of in ternational 
m orality and an apparent in se n s i t iv i ty  to the fate  of mankind. 
The dynanics of the arms race has so far prevailed over the 
d ia le c t ic s  of disarmanent.

But today an opportunity presents i t s e l f  to change from 
the old habits of thought and action into new uncharted ways of 
begetting tru s t  for tru s t  and tolerance for tolerance in a 
diverse world. For US-UBSR re la tions  seem to be entering a 
q u a li ta t iv e ly  new stage marked by an unusually large number of 
far-reaching proposals by both for implementation in stages and 
within time-frames. The proposals include elimination of 
nuclear weapons, prohibition of space-strike weapons, 
substantia l reductions of s t ra te g ic ,  mediun range, short range 
and tac t ic a l  weapons as well as conventional arms and forces, 
and unexpected concession on v e r if ica t io n  requirements. The 
seriousness and s in c e r i ty  of these proposals is beyond doubt, 
and there also appears to be a great deal of negotiating 
f l e x ib i l i ty  both sides. It remains to be seen how far the two 
superpowers w ill go towards meeting each other in the cause of 
in ternational peace.

Rikhi Jaipal - (Oral presentation of report)

1 have given a general ou tline  in ny report of the 
important m u lt i la te ra l  and b i la te ra l  negotiations that have 
taken place since the beginning of the century. It is ,  I think, 
useful to have th is  h is to r ic a l  perspective for a proper 
understanding of the conplex problems of contenporary 
negotiations. In th is  introductory statement, I propose to
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re fe r  to these problems in the context of the r isks inherent in 
the present s i tua t ion .  The main problem, of course, is the 
ha lt ing  and reversing of the nuclear arms race, i»4iich has
reached the absurd point of in^jerilling the survival of
humankind in the event of nuclear war and thus exposed the
f u t i l i t y  of war i t s e l f  in the nuclear age. But negotiations for
stopping the arms race have been unsuccessful so far .

Nation S tates have been so used for centuries to fighting 
wars as a las t  resort  for s e t t l in g  the ir  disputes that they are 
s t i l l  firm believers in safeguarding the ir  security  by m il i ta ry  
means in the absence of a l te rn a t iv e s .  The League of Nations 
looked for non-military a lte rn a t iv e s  in the form of legal 
instrunents outlawing war, guaranteeing co llec tive  security , 
providing for peaceful resolution of disputes and arms 
lim ita tions leading eventually to general disarmament. Those 
noble e ffo r ts  of the League fa i led , because ultim ately the great 
powers of that time preferred th e ir  own m il i ta ry  strength for 
th e ir  security  to the co llec t iv e  security  system of the League. 
The United Nations has fared no b e t te r .  I ts  Q iarter provides 
for i t s  own co llec tive  security  arrangements M îich have not yet 
m ateria lized . Prescrip tions for peaceful settlement of disputes 
have remained unused so fa r .  In the current s i tu a t io n ,  lo t io n  
S ta tes  are obliged to re ly  on th e ir  own m il i ta ry  strength for 
se l f  defence or to form m il i ta ry  a ll iances to protect themselves.

The dramatic advent of the nuclear weapon with cmnicidal 
consequences in the event of i t s  use has brought lo t io n  S tates 
to agree that nuclear war should be avoided. There is no S ta te  
that is not in favour of nuclear disarmament in p rincip le . But 
there is no agreement among nuclear-weapon States on the ways 
and means of ge tting  rid  of the ir  nuclear arms without
endangering th e ir  security . i^paren tly , they are exploring the
f e a s ib i l i ty  of m il i ta ry  a l te rna tiv es  for safeguarding peace and
security . Such negotiations as have taken place so far have
yielded arms lim ita tion  agreements concerning s t ra te g ic  weapons 
but th e ir  continued validity, is now in question. There were
also  some other agreements of a preventive character that are 
generally  regarded as p a r t ia l  and 1 imited measures of no d irec t  
bearing on disarmament.

1 do not wish to minimize the ir  in tr in s ic  merits but the 
fact is that they have not stopped or controlled the arms race, 
Mdiich proceeds as i f  i t  were to ta l ly  impervious to on-going 
negotia tions, to detente or to c r i s i s  s i tua tions . I t  maintains 
a momentum that is set by the escalating demand made by the 
march of science and technology. Lfrifortunately i t  seems to be
the widely accepted view among many States that an arms race
with an adversary is inevitable  for the maintenance of national 
security . There are arms races going on in d iffe ren t regions of 
the world, and not only between the superpowers. Wiat is most 
d is tre ss in g  is that peaceful settlement of disputes has come to
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be regarded as impractical and unsatisfac tory , because each 
disputant believes that in the name of seme holy p rincip le  or 
other, his own cause is supremely just and non-negotiable. 
Europe, although free of t e r r i t o r i a l  and such-like disputes, is 
apparently obsessed with some other profoundly sacred princip le  
that has caused i t  to break up into two m il i ta ry  a ll iances  which 
are so heavily armed with the deadliest of nuclear weapons that 
war between them could destroy c iv i l iz a t io n  and hunankind as 
wel 1.

Nuclear arms w ill  c lea r ly  be counter-productive for 
dealing with m atters of the mind such as ideologies. But i t  is 
in the nature of ideologies to re s i s t  accomiodation and 
reconc ilia tion , and the co-existence of ideologies in peace 
therefore is the only prac tica l answer in the nuclear age. TTiis 
is also e x p l ic i t ly  recognized in the agreement regarding basic
princip les  governing re la tions between the USA and the Soviet 
Union. With the passage of time even ideologies may become 
modified and less and less mutually h o s t i le  as circimstances 
change. There are, however, differences of opinion over the 
meaning of peaceful co-existence, ^ i c h  now mask the struggle 
for power and influence. I t  seems to me that an agreed upon 
p o l i t ic a l  design for peaceful co-existence of diverse social 
systems would be of general in ternational in te re s t  and should be 
subject of m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations.

TVo other matters mentioned in the NfcCloy-Zorin Agreement 
as l ike ly  to contribute  to the success of disarmament
negotiations are, f i r s t l y ,  e ffec tive  arrangements for co llec tive  
security  and in ternational peace and, secondly, peaceful methods
for dispute settlement. These two could also be the subject of
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations, and in th is  regard I feel that the 
lead must ccme from the superpowers. Exclusive reliance on arms 
for security  as at present would not resu lt  in peaceful 
co-existence but rather in co-existence under threa t of war.

A psychologist might say, " f̂an cannot live  by dread 
alone” , ( i t  was actually  said by a C hristian  clergyman) but 
m il i ta ry  philosophers continue to advocate that the dread of 
nuclear war is a guaranteed inducement to the maintenance of
peace. If I may say so, the doctrine of deterrence is rea l ly  in 
the nature of a necessary f ic t io n  to ju s t i fy  the possession of 
nuclear weapons a f te r  agreeing that th e ir  use in war should be 
avoided. Wiile one country may view i t  as a deterrent to
aggression, i t s  adversary may perceive i t  as a threat and 
provocation. Any policy of threat or force would be in 
v io la tion  of a r t i c l e  2, paragraph 4 of the U iited  Nations
Charter. Besides, the philosophy that the necessary evil of the 
nuclear deterrent is actually  a blessing in disguise is likely  
to appeal to a l l  nation States that are in adversarial re la tions  
with one another.
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With regard to m il i ta ry  confrontation in Europe i t  seems 
that the ^Afeirsaw Treaty organization has pledged not to be the 
f i r s t  to use nuclear weapons, and i t  has also offered a pact on 
the non-use of any sort of force. And for i t s  part N\TO has 
reaffirmed i t s  ccmnitment under the IN Charter not to use force, 
including nuclear force, except in self-defence. Now, if  these 
ccmnitments and pledges are scrupulously honoured, war can be 
avoided in Europe. The only explanation then for the arms race 
in Europe is the fear that these comnitments may not be 
honoured. I t  seems to me, however, that there is a p o l i t ic a l  
basis in these comiitments and pledges for a legal instrument of 
the trea ty  type for reassuring one another and I feel that 
negotiations might be undertaken to explore that p o ss ib i l i ty .

I t  is surely unacceptable that there should continue to be 
a nuclear threa t to the survival of himankind in order to ensure 
the good behaviour of e ithe r  a ll iance . If such a monstrous 
threa t to mankind is not wrong, then nothing is wrong. What 
then are the values of modern c iv i l iz a t io n ?  It ra ises  
fundamental questions of law and m orality that have been deeply 
troubling our minds. To ny way of thinking, the nuclear weapon 
underlines the urgency of universal recognition of and respect 
for the paramountcy of hunanity 's survival in the conditions 
ordained by nature. I have refra ined from finding fau lt with, 
or putting  the blame on, one side or the other, because I think
that the s i tu a t io n  today is much too serious for such a 
f ru i t l e s s  exercise. I have also avoided going into the finer 
points of s im i la r i t ie s  and differences between m u lt i la te ra l  and 
b i la te r a l  negotiations which I think would only be of academic 
in te re s t .

M i l t i l a te r a l  negotiations that have produced t r e a t ie s  and 
conventions so far are about general goals that are shared also 
by the two principal actors in b i la te ra l  negotiations, the USA 
and the Soviet Union. Where m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations have 
fa i led  to resu l t  in agreement, i t  is mainly due to differnces
between the USA and the Soviet Union that s t i l l  remain 
unresolved. B ila te ra l  negotiations have been ch iefly  on arms 
lim itations and while they deal with the security  of the
superpowers and th e ir  a l l i e s ,  I believe that they also keep in
mind the multi la te ra l  concerns. There is obviously a natural 
link between the two sets  of negotiations, and I would say for 

nyse lf  that b i la te ra l  negotiations have the greater 
re sp onsib ili ty  for the future of peace everywhere in the world, 
because they set the trend as well as the pace for the others to 
follow. I feel that b i la te ra l  negotiations should go beyond
lim iting and reducing arms and the threat they pose and deal 
also with the prac tica l and p o l i t ic a l  basis for co-existence in 
peace and mutual t ru s t .  For one without the other would be like 
the ch ild  of a barren woman; i t  is a Sanskrit saying \n4iich I am 
quoting.
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The present mcment is timely for p o l i t ic a l  and ideological
accomnodation and understanding, because the arms race is on the
verge of soaring into outer space. That is a tjT)ical example of 
how the arms race esca la tes . Anerican in te res t  in space 
weapons, we are to ld , re f le c ts  Anerican concern over the threat 
from the capab ili ty  of Soviet land-based b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les  to 
destroy Arerican ICEM s i lo s .  It is ,  I think, reasonable to
presume that th is  Soviet posture is i t s e l f  a response to the
threat the Soviet Union perceives from Anerican weapons and 
th e ir  deployment. There is ,  of course, a negotiated way to 
reduce th is  nutual threat but evidently under the challenging 
conpulsions of science and technology, the USA. desires to meet 
the threat by developing and deploying weapons in space that 
could destroy Soviet m issiles  in f l ig h t .  Such a posture, i t  is 
claimed, would be defensive. Also the casua lties  would be
m issiles  and not hunans. So i t  is regarded as b e tte r  than
massive re ta l ia t io n  that would follow the fa i lu re  of 
deterrence. I cannot help feeling that coping with one threat 
by creating  an ever greater threat is  >̂ 1iat makes the arms race a 
g igantic  tantrum.

I t  re f le c ts  in my view a dualism in m il i ta ry  philosophy
that produces \^ a t  has been called  the mirror image. If the
negotiations have not been f ru i t fu l  i t  is because they are
rather like a man trying to shave his mirror image rather than 
shaving himself. In c la ss ica l  Greek tragedy the principal
actors are the victims of th e ir  own v ir tues ,  and the trag ic  end 
is sometimes averted by the device of deus ex machina. Hman
nature has changed l i t t l e  since ancient Greece. In a nuclear 
war there w ill be no such contrived divine intervention as deus 
ex machina and the victims of course w ill  be the e n t i re  human 

race. And therefore what is inportant for htmanity is not so 
much the splendid v ir tues of the principal actors but to know 
AAdiether they have the w ill  and the capacity for reconciling the 
c o n fl ic ts  between th e ir  respective v ir tues .

I should like  to end with the words u tte red  by Jawaharlal 
Nehru, the Prime M inister of India in his address to the United
Nations in 1957. He said: "I believe that i t  is in the power
of the USA and the Soviet Union to save hunanity from the
ultimate d isa s te r" .  It is true, of course, that the USA and the 
Soviet Union have th is  power, and i t  would do us a ll  a great 
deal of good to see much more of the manifestation of the w ill  
to use that power for the good of hunanity’s future. I t  is they 
who also have the responsib ili ty  to provide leadership and to 
set the trend and the pace for change for a more peaceful world 
that is free of fear and tension. To do th is ,  we a l l  expect 
them to sink the ir  d ifferences and co-operate for peace, if  the
res t  of the nations are also to do the sane.

ic ic -k ic ic

19



REPCKT

BIIAIERAL i«^D MLTIIAIERAL DISAFMa^®^ NBODriAriCNS: 
DIFPHRENCES /iND SIMILARITIES 

Yuri Nazarkine

In the nuclear space age the world has become too
vulnerable for p o l i t ic s  of force. Under conditions wiiere 
colossal qu an ti t ie s  of the most lethal weapons have been 
stockpiled, mankind finds i t s e l f  faced with the problem of 
survival. A world war, and even more a nuclear world war, would 
have catas trophic  consequences not only for the countries 
d ire c t ly  involved in the co n fl ic t ,  but also for l i f e  on the 
Earth i t s e l f .

The dilenma that a rises  today is the following: e ithe r
p o l i t ic a l  thinking w ill  become adequate to the demands of our 
time, or c iv i l iz a t io n  and l i f e  i t s e l f  may vanish from the 
Earth. Today's dominant a n ti th es is  between war and peace, 
betAveen being and non-being for mankind, must not be forgotten. 
To s t r iv e  jo in t ly  to resolve th is  a n ti th e s is  in favour of peace
- and to resolve i t  in good time - is e sse n t ia l .

All the world 's  peoples obviously have the same in te res ts  
in m atters perta ining to the maintenance of peace and security , 
but approaches to the concept of security  and to the means of 
ensuring i t  sonetimes d i f fe r .  The necessity  therefore a rises  
for close study of the positions of S ta tes , for a pe rs is ten t  
search for points of contact and ways of finding mutually 
acceptable so lutions. That would appear to be the principal 
purpose of disarmament negotiations, be they b i la te ra l  or 
m u lt i la te ra l .

All disputed in ternational issues can and must be resolved
only by peaceful means - by p o l i t ic a l  means. Vfe do not see our
future as linked to a m il i ta ry  solution of in ternational 
problems. That is the approach adopted by the Soviet Union and
other S ta tes of the so c ia l is t  commnity. I t  is an approach
Miiich stems from the nature of the s o c ia l i s t  system. This was 
emphasized very recently in the document on the m ili ta ry
doctrine of S ta tes  pa rt ie s  to the Warsaw Treaty.

The two opposing soc io -po li t ica l  systems natu ra lly  engage 
in disarmament negotiations. A great deal separates those 
systems, but \niiat unites us a l l  is the fact that we live on one 
planet and that however contradictory our world may be, i t
represents an interconnected single whole. That is why we must 
seek ways of co-existence, must learn to live and work together 
for the sake of the further advancement of mankind. No other 
choice is open to us.
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There is ,  as I see i t ,  one very inportant condition 
without ^ i c h  disarmament negotiations, both b i la te ra l  and 
m u lt i la te ra l ,  cannot succeed. It is that negotiations must not 
be used as means of trying to recreate  the other side in one's 
own image and likeness. Neither side must seek to obtain any 
u n ila te ra l  advantage - p o l i t ic a l  or m il i ta ry  - as a resu lt  of
the negotiations. Differences between socio-economic systems
are no reason for in s is t in g  on, for example, d iffe ren t  
approaches to the problem of v e r if ica t io n .  If  the point at
issue is ,  say, the banning of the manufacture of ce r ta in  weapons 
- l e t  us say chemical weapons - then v e r if ica t io n  must be 
applied in equal measure and must be carr ied  out to the same 
degree in respect of both private  and S ta te  en te rp rises . What I 
have just  said applies, as I see i t ,  to both b i la te ra l  and
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations. I t  is what they have in cannon.

The security  in te re s ts  of a l l  S ta tes everyvi^ere in the
world, of a l l  peoples without exception, are bound up with the
resolving of disarmament issues. This fact has found re f lec t io n
in the Final Document of the f i r s t  special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. That is where the 
foundations for the in te r re la t io n  of b i la te ra l  and multi la te ra l  
disarmament negotiations were rea l ly  laid . Let me take the
lib e r ty  of refe rr ing  to paragraph 28 of that dociment. In i t  we 
read: "All the peoples of the world have a v i ta l  in te re s t  in
the success of disarmament negotiations. Consequently, a l l
S ta tes have the duty to contribute  to e f fo r ts  in the f ie ld  of
disarmament". The Final Dociment s tresses  that a l l  S ta tes  have 
the right to p a r t ic ip a te  in disarmament negotiations. They have 
the right to p a r t ic ip a te  on an equal footing in those
m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament negotiations \«^ich have a d irec t 
bearing on th e ir  national security . While disarmament is the
responsib ili ty  of a l l  S ta tes , the nuclear weapon States have the 
primary responsib ili ty  for nuclear disarmament and, together
with other m i l i t a r i ly  s ign if ican t  S ta tes, for ha lting  and 
reversing the arms race.

I t  seems to me that the levels of p a rt ic ipa tion  in 
disarmament negotiations are defined with great precision. 
P rac tice  of in ternational l i f e  and experience of negotiations 
show that i t  is possible to hold both b i la te ra l  and multi la te ra l  
negotiations on the same problems. Sometimes they are held 
simultaneously. The two forms and the degree of the ir
interdependence are determined by the subject of the 
negotiations and by the prospective nunber of pa rt ies  to the 
agreements being elaborated at the negotiations.

In studying the in te r re la t io n  between b i la te ra l  and 
m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament negotiations we must, i t  seems to me,
consider the ways in which these negotiations in terac t with one 
another and also the role of the United Nations and other
organizations, including non-governmental organizations, in the 
negotiating process.
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As I have said, the form of the negotiations and the 
question as to m4io shall p a r t ic ip a te  in them must be determined, 
in the f i r s t  place, by the specific  subject of the 
negotiations. Qie of the main areas of negotiations, I daresay 
the main area, is obviously the lim itation  and eventual
elimination of nuclear weapons. And while a l l  S ta tes 
undoubtedly have an in te res t  in achieving the goal of nuclear 
disarmament, the principal responsib ili ty  for achieving them 
l ie s  with the nuclear Powers, f i r s t  and foranost the Soviet 
Union and the United S ta tes. That is the objective reason for 
the fact that i t  is p rec ise ly  between the Soviet Union and the 
United S ta tes  that b i la te ra l  negotiations on th is  set of issues 
have been conducted for a number of years. At the same time we 
are far from believing that our b i la te ra l  negotiations are
taking place in a vacuun. The broad in ternational exchange of 
views which is taking place indisputably a ffec ts  the development 
of the p a r t i e s '  positions. V\fe are aware of the close a t ten tion  
which these negotiations are receiving from the United Nations.

The United Nations has played a posit ive  role  in the
process of s t ra te g ic  arms lim ita tion  and is at present c losely  
watching the progress of negotiations on nuclear and space 
weapons. The issue a t t r a c t s  the close a tten tion  of every 
session of the lAiited lo tio n s  General Assaribly. For i t s  part ,  
the Soviet Union, as a partic ipan t in the b i la te ra l
negotia tions, is keeping other S ta tes c losely  informed about the 
progress of the negotiations, advances made and d i f f i c u l t i e s  
encountered. 1 refer to the periodic reports addressed by the 
Soviet Union to the Secretary-General of the United Nations and 
to meetings between Soviet delegations to the b i la te r a l  talks 
and p a rt ic ipan ts  in the Conference on Disarmament.

At the same time we do not hold the view that nuclear
disarmament is the domain of the USSR and the United S tates
alone. Our concept of th is  issue was set out in a most de ta iled  
and sp ec if ic  manner in the prograrane of nuclear disarmament put 
forward on 15 January 1986, the Programne for the Elimination of 
Nuclear Wfeapons by the Year 2000.

I w ill  not dwell on th is  theme in de ta i l  since i t  appears 
as a separate topic for our consideration.

Another inportant subject on \\iiich b i la te ra l  negotiations 
are being held, t r i l a t e r a l  negotiations have been held and 
n u l t i l a t e r a l  negotiations ought, in our opinion, to be held is 
that of a cau jle te  nuclear te s t  ban. \fay I reca ll  that 
negotiations on th is  question were conducted between the Soviet
Union, the United States and the United Kingdon from 1977 to
1980 and that the same issue was considered in the Comnittee on 
Disarmament, as the m u lt i la te ra l  negotiating body was then 
ca lled . The specif ic  features of the in te r re la t io n  between the 
two forims were determined by the fact that the trea ty  which was
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being elaborated in the course of the t r i l a t e r a l  negotiations 
was eventually to have a greater naiiier of S ta tes p a r t ie s ,  
including non-nuclear S ta tes . The partic ipan ts  in the 
negotiations therefore not only sulxnitted progress reports to 
in ternational foruns but also took account of re su l ts  of the 
consideration of the nuclear te s t  issue i^ ic h  was taking place 
in the United lo tio n s  and the Comnittee on Disarmament. Thus, 
for exanple, the part ic ipan ts  in the negotiations accepted as 
part of the system of v e r i f ic a t io n  of the observance of the 
trea ty  they were elaborating the reconmendations, approved by 
the Comnittee on Disarmament, of the Ad Hoc Group of S c ie n t i f ic  
Experts to consider International Co-operative Msasures to
Detect and Identify  Seismic Events.

Problems of the in te r re la t io n  of b i la te r a l  negotiations on 
the same set of issues and a n u l t i l a t e r a l  forun ex is t  today as 
well. In the Conference on Disarmanent the Soviet Union and 
many other States are advocating the s ta r t  of m u lt i la te ra l
negotiations on a general and conplete prohibition of nuclear 
weapon te s ts .  And at the same time, as you know, b i la te ra l  
negotiations between the Soviet Union and the lAiited S ta tes of 
Anerica are also taking place at present on the same subject.

One las t  example of in te rac tion  between b i la te ra l  and 
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations: the negotiations on the prohib ition
of chemical weapons. Since th is  topic, too, is l is te d  
separately for discussion at our Conference, I shall re f ra in  
frcm comnenting on i t  in d e ta i l .  1 should merely like to draw 
a tten tion  to the fact that the document being elaborated at the 
negotiations is also to be a multi la te ra l  one; a large number of
States are to becane part ies  to i t ,  and for th is  reason i t  is
quite  natural that they should a l l ,  in some measure, take part 
in the negotiations. At the same time, here again the Soviet 
Union and the lAiited States have held b i la te ra l  negotiations in 
the past, b i la te ra l  consultations are being held period ica lly  at 
the present time, and of course the resu l ts  of such b i la te ra l  
in terac tion  are a ss is t in g  the progress of the m u lt i la te ra l
negotiations.

consider that disarmament negotiations can and must be 
held in p a ra l le l ,  both on a b i la te ra l  and on a m u lt i la te ra l  
basis . They must complement and stimulate one another. Only
then can fu ll  use be made of the p o s s ib i l i t i e s  inherent in the 
very concept of negotia tiions. As for the form of the ir
in terac tion , i t  must, as I see i t ,  be determined by the nature 
of the subject of the negotiations and by the prospective number 
of pa rt ies  to the future agreement being elaborated. Of course 
the success or fa i lu re  of negotiations depends primarily on the 
a t t i tu d e  of the States taking part, but the mechanism for
holding disarmament negotiations determines the fate  of the 
negotiations, th e ir  effectiveness in terms of resu lts  achieved. 
In our interdependent world there are and can be no States that
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could abstract themselves from the surrounding r e a l i ty ,  that 
could ignore i t .  The mechanian for holding negotiations and i t s  
in te rac tion  with non-negotiating forums are therefore of great 
inportance from the point of view of making fu ll  use of ex is ting  
opportunities for improving nutual understanding, bringing the 
respective positions closer to one another and finding 
so lutions. That is wiiy, in speaking about disarmament 
negotiations, I cannot help reverting once more to the Final 
Document of the f i r s t  session of the C5eneral Asseniily devoted to 
disarmament, where the inportance of the role  of the United 
Nbtions in th is  respect is enphasized. Paragraph 114 of the 
Final Docunent s ta te s :  "The United Nations, in accordance with
the Q ia rte r ,  has a central ro le  and primary respo nsib i li ty  in 
the sphere of disarmament". Th place and role of m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiations and b i la te ra l  negotiations are also determined in 
the Final Docunent. In paragraph 121 we read that "b i la te ra l  
and regional disarmament negotiations may also play an important 
ro le  and could f a c i l i t a t e  negotiations of n u l t i l a t e r a l  
agreements in the f ie ld  of disarmament".

* * * * *
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DISCUSSICN

Manfred Mailer

lAiderstanding and agreement between the USS^ and the USA 
are decisive for peace and reducing the m il i ta ry  threat and the 
means of war. The s tra te g ic  weapons of both powers, mainly 
d irec ted  against each other, can at the same time h i t  every 
corner of the planet. A continuing or even accelerating
s tra te g ic  arms race and intentions to extend the race into outer 
space endanger s t ra te g ic  s t a b i l i ty  and could bring the arms race 
out of control. To stop and reverse the s t ra te g ic  arms race is 
therefore the main task in in ternational re la tions  of our time. 
I t  seems that there are seme prospects for progress now. Mast
people hope that an INF solution w ill open the window of
opportunities and give a new impetus to the s t ra te g ic  and space 
negotiations but at the satne time also for European disarmament.

There is growing understanding of the ccnplexity of 
disarmament problems and of the fac t,  that the European
s i tu a t io n  plays a great ro le . I t  is in the in te res t  of both 
sides in Europe, to reduce not only the s tra te g ic  and nuclear
confrontation but the conventional too. There is a certa in
in te rre la tionsh ip  between nuclear and non-nuclear forces. But 
th is  in te rre la tionsh ip  has not the degree of a condition. To 
crea te  a linkage between them, i .e .  to make one a precondition 
for the other, would not help e i th e r  the b i la te ra l  negotiations 
nor the European ones. The fact should be respected that 
agreements between the two powers have p r io r i ty  but at the same 
time the endeavers for nuclear and conventional reductions in 
Europe must be in tensif ied .

One argunent says that imbalances in the conventional 
f ie ld  in Eiirope would limit the western options in the s t ra teg ic  
and nuclear f ie ld .  However, with respect to conventional 
imbalances in Europe we have many variables to take into 
account: There are natural imbalances, for example differences
in geography, in dimensions of operating options on land, a ir  
and oceans. These imbalances have led to d iffe ren t  s truc tu res , 
options and concepts. I t  is obvious that those int>alances
cannot be changed. But the ir  role and consequences need
rational reevaluation. To mention only one fact: Land t r a f f i c
on railways and highways is eas i ly  to control and to in te rrup t.
O cean-traffic  which has thousands of s t r e e ts ,  is today fast and
re la t iv e ly  secure. •

Furthermore, there are imbalances in the level and in the 
s truc tu re  of the armed forces, grown through the years and on 
the basis of past experiences. Such infcalances do ex is t  on both 
sides. They should be discussed in negotiations with two 
objectives: to check the relevance of past experiences today
and to change s truc tu res  according to the actual security
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requirements and to eliminate inabalances within a process of 
reductions. That side which has more should reduce to the level 
of the other side. This means, infcalances should no longer be 
mainly a subject for propaganda and fantasy, but a basic element 
of the European disarmament negotiations.

The re su l ts  of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence and 
Security  Building Kfeasures and the prospects for new
negotiations discussed a t present in Vienna, seem to show
readiness in a l l  European S ta tes to search for new security  
concepts and s truc tu res  of and within the continent. The
understanding is growing that any m il i ta ry  confl ic t  on the 
continent, even i f  fought with so-called modern conventional 
weapons only, would lead to the destruction of the continent. 
By such a war nobody can hope to achieve any other aim than to 
destroy the other side but also himself. Under such
circumstances war, m il i ta ry  con fl ic t  of any kind, has to be 
prevented.

But th is  cannot be based on the policy and behaviour of 
one side or some Sta tes only. I t  is the respo nsib ili ty  of a l l  
European peoples. This is why the concept of ccmnon security  
finds more and more support. Nuclear deterrence cannot respond 
to the challenges of th is  s i tu a t io n .  The deterrence posture is 
constructed on past s i tua tions  and p o s s ib i l i t i e s  and since i t  
does not re f le c t  the requirements of our days i t  becomes more 
and more dangerous. But to su b s ti tu te  nuclear deterrence by 
comtion security  means to bring conmon security  to l i f e ,  to make 
i t  a working security  system. This demands basic changes. The 
Berlin  sinmit of the \^rsaw  Treaty Nferiier S ta tes las t  ^fey has 
proposed such basic changes. I t  has reformulated the pacts ' 
defense doctrine in underlining i t s  defensive nature and 
eliminating a l l  u n re a l is t ic  and fear causing elements. The WTO 
has s ta r te d  a process of change in i t s  m il i ta ry  concept, 
t ra in in g  and s t ruc tu res ,  based on th is  new doctrinal thinking. 
And the men±>ers of the a ll iance  have proposed a discussion with 
I'MTO on the respective m il i ta ry  doctrines.

V\fe are ready for far-reaching reductions of armed forces 
and conventional weapons on a vdiole-European-basis with regional 
and subregional elements. This should include the res truc tu ring  
of antBd forces in general and p a r t icu la r ly  in the border 
regions betAween the two m il i ta ry  a ll iances to defensive options 
only and the withdrawal or elimination of mainly 
offensive-capable weapons from these zones.

All this* shows the readiness of the s o c ia l i s t  S ta tes to 
change the conventional m il i ta ry  s i tu a tion  in Europe on the 
basis of equality . There is neither a need nor a reasonable 
purpose for nuclear or conventional rearmament and no convincing 
argunent for further insistance on nuclear deterrence behaviour.
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I t  is obvious the proposed developments in Europe would 
influence and inprove the conditions for disarmament 
negotiations in the b i la te ra l  and in the global f ie ld .  European 
hopes and expectations need progress in the complex negotiations 
on the other hand. The basic and central element for both is 
the readiness to respond to the needs and requirements of our 
time - to base concepts and s tra teg ie s  on r e a l i s t i c  perceptions 
and to act in the primary in te res t  of peace.

Kurt Spillman

I was p a r t icu la r ly  gratefu l to Ait>assador Jaipal and
Anbassador Nazarkine for addressing the central issue of goals 
and values. But coming from a small and neutral European
country, 1 would like  to express ny concern about the ex is ting  
s i tua t ion  in in ternational armaments f i r s t  by mentioning just 
the p o s s ib i l i t ie s  of anall neutral countries in the process of 
arms control and disarmament. Aribassador Jaipal is a lluding, on 
page 10 of his excellent paper, to the possible ro le  of Si^den 
in the process of v e r i f ica t io n  of t rea ty  compliance. I think i t  
is very appropriate to think of the inportant contribution of 
neutral and non-aligned countries in the process of v e r i f ic a t io n  
of t rea ty  compliance. One such proposal has been advanced in 
Stockholm, offering to provide a plan for v e r i f ic a t io n  by the 
neutral countries for purposes that were e n t i re ly  in the 
in te res ts  of the in ternational ccmnunity, an offer ^ i c h  to our 
regret has been turned down. Speaking for Switzerland i t s e l f ,  I 
think we have been trying to help the arms control and 
disarmament process in isiiich we believe and ixdiich we observe 
very carefu lly  by offering a neutral meeting ground for 
b i la te ra l  as well as m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations on arms control 
and disarmament. I think I don't have to repeat here that
Switzerland has been in terested  in in ternational co-operation 
and collaboration since very early  times. V\fe think of the Red 
Cross, the League of lo t io n s .  United Nbtions, and so on. Also I 
would think that a small neutral country like Switzerland has 
been trying to further the international arms control and
disarmament process by signing the m u lt i la te ra l  t r e a t ie s  and 
also by proposing a scheme for the peaceful settlement of 
disputes which, I think, w ill  come up for further discussion 
soon.

I would also like to think that our concept of armed 
neu tra li ty  may provide a model of non-offensive, non-provocative 
force posture. But the basic compromises have to be found by 
the two leading nuclear Powers. TTiere we are on a d iffe ren t
level. I propose that we look harder at the inner workings of
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our mind and not only at weapons and technical systems. 
"Perceived images" is the t i t l e  of an inportant LNIDIR study by 
our colleague Professor Frei published in 1984. This study 
danonstrates with anple material how much our perceptions are 
coloured and often destroyed by preconceived ideas and value 
judgements that inpair the process of mutual understanding which 
is so v i t a l ly  inportant. B ila te ra l  negotiations, as well as 
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations, should devote more time to 
identifying and defining as p rec ise ly  as possible the mutual 
in te re s ts  and the mutual goals to be achieved, as Avell as the 
basic assunption from which the d iffe ren t  pa rt ies  s t a r t .  I am 
convinced that greater progress could be achieved if  as much 
e ffo r t  were devoted to these basic problems as is devoted to 
technical d e ta i ls .  This process is cer ta in ly  extremely 
d i f f i c u l t ,  as touching upon so-called  non-negotiables, 
non-negotiable value assunptions, that is ,  but i t  has been for 
the defence of basic values that groups and nations have b u i l t  
up defences up to the present time, with the ir  overwhelming 
nuclear c a p a b il i t ie s .  Therefore, we should no longer avoid the 
basic issues of perceptions and values, as hard and 
controversial as they might be. Let me give an example: is i t
possible  to find a mutually acceptable de fin it ion  of the term 
"peaceful co-existence", or is peaceful co-existence - as 
pointed out in the Soviet M ili ta ry  Encyclopaedia - just "a 
continuation of the c lass struggle", a de fin it ion  which to 
A s t e r n  nations sounds threatening. I am simply ra is ing  the 
issue and pointing to the importance of these questions because 
I am convinced that not nuclear warheads but himan heads are 
going to decide the fa te  of hunan c iv i l iz a t io n .

John Sullivan

Vfe in A ustra lia  approach th is  question of b i la te ra l  and 
n u l t i l a t e r a l  disarmament negotiations with the conviction that,  
p a r t ic u la r ly  in th is  nuclear age, every nation, even a small and 
d is tan t  nation such as A ustra lia , has the right and the 
responsib i li ty  to play a fu ll  part in preventing war and in
securing the elimination of nuclear weapons and working towards 
a l te rn a t iv e  arrangements to maintain peace.

At the same time, as both Aribassador Jaipal and Aribassador 
Nbzarkine pointed out, and as was recognized in the Final
Document of the F i r s t  United Nations Special Session on
Disarmament, the nuclear powers, and in pa rt icu la r  the 
superpowers have a special respon sib ili ty  for the reduction of
nuclear arms. However, i t  has to be recognized that since the 
signing of the SALT-Il Agreement no further arms control 
agreements have been concluded between the United States and the
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Soviet Union, even though there have been v i r tu a l ly  continuous 
negotiations going on in Geneva these long years, with one major 
break between 1980 and 1982. I t  has even been claimed by seme 
that the b i la te ra l  arms negotiation process has come to 
f a c i l i t a t e  or even in s t i tu t io n a l iz e  the arms race. If th is  is 
true , then the b i la te ra l  arms control process has fa iled . But I 
question v^iether the ground in Geneva has become so a r id  and so 
barren that i t  can no longer bear f ru i t .  The p o ss ib i l i ty  of 
elim inating intermediate range nuclear weapons from Europe seems 
to be ge tting  closer in fac t. While th is  issue is largely one 
for the superpowers and for the European countries, we hope and 
many other countries that are far from Europe also hope that 
agreement w ill  soon be reached. V\fe welcome the fact that both 
United S tates and the Soviet Union have both presented d raft  
t r e a t ie s  on th is  question of intermediate-range nuclear forces. 
V\fe a lso  hope that i t  w il l  be the f i r s t  of many such agreanents, 
'wdiich w ill  include the elimination of these weapons, not only in 
Europe, but throughout the world and we hope that there w il l  be 
further agreements in the future leading to deep reductions in 
s t ra te g ic  nuclear forces which at long las t  is being talked of 
as a goal by both superpowers.

A ustra lia , of course, is not a d irec t partic ipan t in the 
b i la te ra l  process. However, we believe i t  is the role  of the 
smaller powers, the smaller countries such as ours, to 
constantly remind the superpowers that security  and the 
well-being of a l l  people is at stake in the ir  b i la te ra l  
negotiations, and that they bear a high level of responsib ili ty  
and accountability  to the wider in ternational coninunity. I must 
say that i t  is not always easy for small countries such as mine 
to take issue with the superpowers on these v i ta l  questions. 
Hoiwever, we feel that i t  is the duty of the small and medium 
countries to exanine the available  evidence on a pa rt icu la r  
question and if  i t  is found to be persuasive or otherwise, then 
to say so frankly and d ire c t ly .  Such representations do not 
always make us popular, but i f  many small and mediim countries 
do the same thing, then they may cumulatively a s s is t  in pushing 
the b i la te ra l  disarmament process forward.

I also believe, of course, that countries such as mine 
have a duty to do \s4iat they can to a ss is t  progress in the 
m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament f ie ld .  The key in s t i tu t io n  in th is  
area is the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. In va/ view the 
non-aligned countries which make up the largest group in the 
Conference have a part icu la r  role  to play. Their support is
often crucial to the success of any in i t ia t iv e s .  But even th is
in i t s e l f  can cause d i f f i c u l t i e s .  The "a ll  or nothing stance" 
taken by seme of the non-aligned countries, for exanple, on the 
question of a fu ll  negotiating mandate for a coranittee to
consider the question of a nuclear te s t  ban is preventing any
work being done on th is  issue. At the same time i t  is a small 
nimber of non-aligned countries which puts forward lack of
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progress on nuclear disarmament, including lack of progress on 
the nuclear tes t-ban, as an excuse not to adhere to the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Furthermore, the nuclear progranmes 
of some of these countries are a major cause of concern to those 
of us who are coranitted to preventing the acquisition  of nuclear 
weapons by any additional countries .

Of course, i t  must also be said that aligned countries 
share some of the responsib ili ty  for the lack of progress in the 
Conference for Disarmament. Because they have often used th is  
forim and other m u lt i la te ra l  forums to seek support for a 
p a r t icu la r  point of view without any real or genuine atten5>t to 
seek consensus. In ny view, i t  is in everyone's in te res t  to 
display f l e x ib i l i ty ,  co-operation and the a b i l i ty  to compromise 
in order to enhance the effectiveness of the Conference on 
Disarmament and other m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament fora, for 
exanple, by minimizing procedural disputes that prevent real 
work fron being done, and, as Aribassador Nazarkine mentioned 
e a r l i e r ,  so that the mutually-acceptable solutions can be found.

In view, the multi la te ra l  process can also be a ss is ted  
by in i t i a t iv e s  from individual countries. By th is  I do not mean 
u n ila te ra l  disarmament. What I am referr ing  to is the fact that 
there is already a considerable nunfcer of m u lt i la te ra l  
agreements in existence. Wiether they should rea l ly  be 
described as arms control agreements or as something less, as 
suggested by Arbassador Ja ipa l ,  they cons titu te  in my view a 
so lid  body of e ffec tive  measures ^ i c h  put real constra in ts  on 
the behaviour of Govertments and they ought not to be 
forgotten. Let me give you an exan^jle: while we complain about
the lack of progress on the chemical weapons convention, how 
often do we remember that an in ternational convention on 
Chemical V\feapons already ex is ts?  Of course I am refe rr ing  to 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol and A^iiile I do not wish to be accused 
of looking backwards, I ask >*iiy doesn't i t  have every member of 
the United Nbtions a party  to i t?  Now, apart from those few 
countries vŷ o have already chemical weapons, can i t  rea l ly  be 
that there are 30 or so countries which wish to reserve the 
right to make chemical weapons a part of the ir  defence forces? 
Or is i t  sinply the fact that they have not got around to taking 
the necessary bureaucratic and legal steps to become p a rt ie s  to 
the Protocol? The same could be said of a nutrber of other arms 
control agreements such as the Biological Vfeapons Convention, 
the Inhimane Vfeapons Convention, the Environmental 
Nbdifications Convention, and so on.

A special case is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
which in ny view is perhaps the most successful arms control 
trea ty  of modern times. And i t  has been a success because 
countries have in e ffec t chosen to do something by themselves: 
that is ,  they have given up the right to acquire nuclear weapons 
in the wider in te re s ts  of mankind. IVfr. Chairman, you indicated
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e a r l ie r  th is  morning that none of us want to see the emergence 
of any new nuclear arsenals. I agree. As the Palme Ganmission 
said, each additional nuclear power increases the r isk  that 
nuclear war w ill  occur. Further adherence to the Miclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty would go a long way to preventing that 
from occuring.

Another way I suggest that we can work to promote the 
m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament process is to promote regional 
measures, such as nuclear-free  zones. A ustra lia  has been active 
in th is  regard in the development of the South Pac if ic  Nuclear 
Free Zone. Now, I know that the Zone has been c r i t ic iz e d  by
some as not going far enough. But i t  danonstrates that even 
very small non-nuclear S ta tes can by the ir  own in i t i a t iv e  and in 
a m u lt i la te ra l  context, ensure the absence of nuclear weapons
from th e ir  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  and distance themselves from the systan 
of m il i ta ry  competition v>*iich they believe does not serve the
in te res ts  of peace.

A further measure Aniiich even small countries could
consider taking by themselves or in association with the ir  
regional neighbours is the question of control 1ing more s t r i c t l y  
conventional arms tran s fe rs .  At the very least exporters of
arms should s t r i c t l y  ensure that they w ill not wind up in 
countries where they w ill  only serve to exacerbate tension. And 
sim ilarly  inporters of weapons should be wary of buying arms
\\4iich could be seen as threatening by th e ir  neighbours, and set
off another stage in a regional arms race.

A greater degree of openess between countries could also 
a s s is t  in preventing the growth of tension, and promote that 
climate of mutual confidence that Aii>assador Jaipal pointed to 
as a pre-condition for successful negotiation. And again, th is  
is something that countries can do by themselves.

There also needs to be confidence that others have and 
w ill  comply with ex is ting  arms control agreements. This is very 
important for the constra in ts  they impose, as I mentioned
e a r l ie r ,  as well as being the basis for new and more 
far-reaching agreements. As \fr. Jaipal and other speakers have 
pointed out, lack of agreement on th is  question has often been 
responsible for the lack of progress in multi la te ra l  disarmament 
negotiations. Fortunately, there are some signs that the old 
a t t i tu d e s  to v e r if ica t io n  and transparency are changing. This 
basic concept has already been recognized in the confidence 
building measures which were agreed to at the Stockholm
Conference on Disarmament.

As 1 said at the beginning, disarmament is everyone's
responsib ili ty . In concluding, therefore, I would like a l l
delegates to consider personally \^ a t  opportunities they might 
have in the ir  various countries, through the ir  u n iv e rs i t ie s .
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research in s t i tu t io n s ,  foreign m in is tr ies  to devise programnes, 
to make suggestions that could promote the disarmament process. 
I believe i t  needs th is  personal touch because too often the 
process does become rather inpersonal, fu ll  of the rheto ric  of 
Cjoveriment statements, wdiich a l l  of us recognize make no real 
contribution to disarmament. I have t r ie d  to make a few 
suggestions today on ways in which we might advance the 
b i la te ra l  disarmament process; they may not be p a r t icu la r ly  new 
but I hope that you w ill consider them to be worth a new look.

* * * * *

Gustave Zoula

Nous avons tous entendu d ire  ce matin q u 'i l  n 'y  avait
pratiquement pas de difference entre  les n6gociations
b i la tS ra le s  et les nfegociations n u l t i l a t6 ra le s  ou que si
d ifference il  y a, c e l le -c i  n 'e s t  qu'acad€mique, voire 
thSorique, I 'e s se n t ie l  6tant d 'abaisser le niveau de suspicion
mutuelle e t d ’61ever le niveau de confiance mutuelle entre  les
d iffS ren ts  partenaires . Je partage un peu c e t te  id6e mais je me
demande dans quelle  mesure une region ccnme I'Afrique peut jouer 
un r61e influent dans des n6gociations d ites  im l t i la tS ra le s .  Ce 
n 'e s t  pas que I ’Afrique n 'e s t  pas p a r t ie  prenante au processus 
de dfesarmement ou q u 'e l le  ne se sent pas concern6e par la
recherche de la s6curit6  Internationale . Bien au con tra ire . 
Comme vous le savez 7 Etats a fr ica ins  partic ipen t aux 
n6gociations dans le cadre des Nations Unies, § la conference du 
d^sarmement qui est  la seule instance m u lt i la t6 ra le  dont dispose 
la ccmmnaute Internationale pour les nSgociations sur le
dfesarmement. II es t  vrai fegalement que pour les Etats a f r ica in s ,  
c 'e s t - a - d i r e  I'OIA, le dfisarmement constitue  un souci majeur
dans la mesure oQ nous avons voulu declarer I 'Afrique "Zone
d6nucl6aris6e". 11 y a m&ne un projet de convention qui date de
1964 et qui e s t  toujours S l ’6tude. Nfeis si je  me pose c e t te
question de savoir si I 'Afrique peut jouer un rQle, c 'e s t  qu'en 
1985, nous avons tenu une conference r6gionale sur le
dSsarmement, la s6curit6 et le dSveloppement en Afrique et 
beaucoup d 'E ta ts  a fr ica ins  ont reconnu que mSme si I'Afrique
devait s ' in t6 re s se r  a ces su je ts  i l s  constitua ien t plutOt une
preoccupation majeure pour les Etats europ6ens et autres de
1 'hemisphere Nord.

En rfealite, les E ta ts  a fr ica ins  adhSrent au concept 
general de desarmement et de 1 ' interdependence de la securite  
In ternationale . IVfeis i l s  reconnaissent egalement que le 
caractSre universel des ob jec t ifs  de securite  et de desarmement 
doit d 'abord ten ir  ccmpte de ce qui se passe au niveau des super 
puissances, en tre  les E tats Unis et 1'Union sovietique. Et c 'e s t  
la oQ je  voulais en venir en c i ta n t  I 'o ra teu r  qui nous a d it  que
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la d ifference entre  n6gociations b i la tg ra le s  e t nSgociations 
m u lt i la t^ ra le s  n '6 t a i t  qu'acad&nique. Dans toutes ces 
nSgociations en e ffe t  on retrouve toujours face a face les deux 
blocs ou les deux super E ta ts ,  1’Union sovifitique et les 
Etats-lAiis. Dans le rapport pr6sent6 par M. Rikhi Ja ipa l,  i l  est 
bien € tab li  par exemple comnent la CGmnission de I 'Energie 
Atcmique cr66e en 1946 a 6chou6 a cause de la r ival i t6  
sovi6to-ann6ricaine e t 11 a 6galement bien montr6 comnent les 
n^gociations n u l t i  la t^ ra les  sur les arnies atomiques et 
conventionnelles n 'ont pas abouti a cause des divergences 
d ’approche entre  amfericains et soviStiques. Et aussi ccimient en 
55 et 58 et en 60 toutes les nfegociations de GenSve ont subi le 
mgme so r t ,  les amfericains in s is tan t  davantage sur les mfecanismes 
de contrSle avant de proposer des mesures de dSsarmement. Par
contre, et i l  I 'a  aussi montrfi, au moment de la p6riode de la
d6tente, i l  y a toute une s6rie  de traitfes qui ont 6t6 proposes, 
6tudi6s e t qui ont 6t6 acceptfes par les deux E ta ts  sur une base 
b i la tS ra le  avant d 'S tre  proposes - j ' a l l a i s  presque d ire  imposes 
pour adoption - aux autres membres du Gcmit6.

Je sera is  done tent6 de d ire  que toutes les n6gociations 
m u lt i la te ra le s  se ramlnent d une n^gociation b i la tS ra le  en tre  
1'Union Sovi6tique e t  les Etats-Ltais et sur cela  beaucoup
d 'o ra teu rs  ont in s is t^ .  Ces pays sont les plus concern6s. I ls  
sont ceux, passez moi 1'expression, qui recherchent l'h6g€monie, 
la suprdnatie. I ls  cachent cela  sous un vocabulaire de p a ri t6  ou 
i l s  appellent cela  la s6curit6  au plus haut niveau ou i l s
revendiquent d eux seuls la responsabi1it6  pour le maintien de 
la paix e t de la s6curit6  globales. Et ce rd le  malheureusement 
leur est  presque reconnu expressfinent dans la Q iarte  des Nations 
lAiies. Les E tats a fr ica in s  eux-manes s 'y  refSrent souvent 
lo rsq u 'i l s  lancent des appels aux grandes puissances pour 
nfegocier en vue de rSduire la tension qui pSse sur le monde. Si 
je prends I'exeraple de la Conference de Lom&, organis6e par les 
pays a fr ic a in s ,  i l  es t  d i t  que " la  Conference considdre qu'un 
climat in ternational en p a r t ic u l ie r  dans les re la tions  entre  les 
grandes puissances, notamient les deux super puissances de mftne 
que dans les re la tions  Nord/Sud, ameiiorerait les e f f e c t i f s  de 
secu ri te ,  de desarmement e t de developpement". Parce que 
I 'o b je c t i f  avoue en ce moment par les E tats a fr ica in s  est 
effectivement de pouvoir constru ire  un developpement qui se ra i t  
exempt de c e t te  course aux armements que nous connaissons dans 
l'h€mi sphere nord.

N^lheureusement encore, les Etats a fr ica in s  sont menaces, 
et vous le savez tous, par la capacite nucieaire de I'Afrique du 
Sud. Ce matin un orateur I 'a  d 'a i l l e u r s  d i t ,  a propos des zones 
denuclearisees. L'Afrique avait souhaite, ccmne je I 'a i  d i t  tout 
a I 'heure, que c e t te  zone restSt une zone denuclearisee. 
IVfeilheureusement avec le concours de ces m§mes grandes 
puissances, I'Afrique du Sud est aujourd'hui en mesure de 
produire des armes nucieaires. Et cela constitue  un souci de
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plus pour les E ta ts  a fr ica in s  qui en ont d6ja beaucoup. Toute 
nfigociation inultilatferale, se ram&ne a la n6gociation Nord/Sud. 
Nous I'avons 6galement vu avec I 'exa ip le  de Rekjavik, a la 
Conference du 11 au 12 octobre 1986 oil deux E ta ts  ont voulu en 
quelque so rte  rSgler le probl8me de toute l 'hunanit6  entre  eux
deux. La reaction d ’autre  E ta ts ,  en p a r t ic u l ie r  des E tats
europ6ens qui poss§dent dSjS des armes nucl6aires, a €t€ de 
s'opposer § c e t te  ten ta tive  d*enr6gimenter le mande entre  les 
deux grandes puissances, car tout en refusant de conptabi1iser 
les armes anglaises et frangaises S c e t te  conference, les deux 
super puissances en sont venues presque a les prendre en compte 
dans les nfegociations qui se passent en ce moment a Gen§ve.

Du res te ,  quand on ne t ie n t  pas canpte directanent de ces 
E ta ts ,  on le f a i t  § travers les blocs. Et la encore, ccmne vous 
le savez, I'OIA, tout cornne les E tats non alignSs, est oppos6e § 
la p o lit ique  des blocs. L'OU\ pense que c ’est  c e t te  po lit ique
des blocs qui accroit r6guliSranent la tension. Parce que m§me 
si les deux chaipions s 'appe llen t  Lhion Sovi6tique et 
Etats-Unis, il  n 'en res te  pas moins q u ' i l s  doivent ten ir  canpte 
des in t6r8 ts  p a r t ic u l ie r s ,  des vis6es pa rt icu l iS re s ,  des
o b jec t if s  p a r t ic u l ie r s  des p e t i te s  nations qui font p a r t ie  de 
ces blocs. C 'es t  pourquoi au sein de l 'O i \  nous pensons que 
c e t te  po lit ique  des blocs devrait 6 tre  abolie 6galanent conme un 
premier pas pour a l l e r  vers un dSsarmement. II est peut Stre 
d i f f i c i l e  de danander cela aux repr6sentants de I'OTi^ et du 
Pacte de Varsovie que vous Stes, mais ce se ra i t  peut Stre un 
premier pas pour rfiduire les tensions e t a rr ive r  a un monde oQ 
les intSrSts h6g€monistes ne seraient plus vus en termes d 'Est 
ou d ’Ouest, ccmne c 'e s t  le cas aujourd’hui. Certes je ne dis pas 
que 1'Union Sovi6tique et les Etats-L&iis n 'ont pas d 'intferSts 
p a r t ic u l ie r s ,  i l s  veulent conposer avec le res te  des Nations 
p e t i te s  ou grandes de fagon a prendre en compte I ' in t6 r6 t  
g6n6ral qui seul se ra i t  susceptib le  de ga ran tir  le dfesarmement 
g6n6ral qui est  danande aujourd 'hui.

Je suis tente  en conclusion de d ire  avec 1'Aiijassadeur 
Jaipal que n6gociations m u lt i la t6 ra le s  ou b ila tf ira les ,  en ce 
mcment, nous scrnnes tous, un peu ccmne les nSgres de 1'Union 
Sovi6tique e t des Etats-Unis parce que c 'e s t  en d e f in i t iv e  pour 
leurs in t6r6 ts  que nous scnmes en t ra in  de d iscu ter.

Michael In t r i l ig a to r

TTie comnent I would like  to make builds upon the ca l l  for 
new thinking which I think does ca ll  for new procedures for 
disarmament. 1 would like to put on the table  a specif ic  
proposal for consideration by th is  Conference. It is a new
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m u lt i la te ra l  forum for disarmament negotiations, namely a five 
power forun consisting of a l l  five nuclear powers. In other 
words we would add to the negotiating process the smaller 
nuclear powers of the LK, France and China. I would point out 
that no such forum now e x is ts .  These nations are, of course, 
the permanent members of the Security Council, but th is  is no 
place in which to conduct disarmament negotiations. 1 believe 
in the past we could ignore the smaller nuclear powers because 
of th e ir  small inventories of weapons, but th is  is not true 
now. Each of those powers has a complete t r ia d  of weapons, and 
they have planned substantia l increases in the ir  weapons. One 
must also recall the devastating potential of even small 
inventories of nuclear weapons, such as, for example the amount 
of destruction that could be wrought by simply one nuclear 
m iss i les  carrying submarine. All five nuclear powers have such 
nuclear m iss i le  carrying submarines.

Now i t  is c lear that such a forum would be unwieldy, i t  
would be prone to p o l i t ic a l  argunents, i t  would be more 
ccmplicated in i t s  functioning than the current b i la te ra l  forums 
that we have, but i t  would recognize the r e a l i t i e s  of the world 
s i tua t ion , namely, the fact that we have at present five not two 
nuclear weapon s ta te s .  All of those should be represented in 
disarmament negotiations. Excluding relevant pa rt ie s  such as 
the three smaller nuclear nations creates problems and tensions 
of i t s  own which are themselves potentia l sources of in s ta b i l i ty .

I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that such a five nuclear 
weapon s ta te  forun has been proposed before, for exanple by 
former Prime Minister Trudeau of Canada and by the ^ v i e t  
General Secretary Gorbachev. But I think that one of the 
problems with the ir  proposals is that they re ta in  the 
trad i t io n a l  agenda, and I think that our new thinking should 
en±>race not only a new procedure for disarmament but also a new 
agenda. I think we can re ta in  disarmament as a long term goal 
of these negotiations, but, at the same time, I think we can
consider certa in  current and intennediate objectives i/ îiich would 
have the beneficial e ffec t of reducing current and potential
future areas of global s t ra te g ic  in s ta b i l i ty .  I would 
pa r t icu la r ly  nention five items that could be part of that 
current and intermediate agenda:

1. Comnunicat ions among the nuclear powers, for exanple 
by an expansion of the current type of b i la te ra l
hotline  agreements that ex is ts ;

2. Accidents and inadvertent nuclear war. V\fe have some 
valuable b i la te ra l  agreanents, the Accidents Measures 
Agreements and the Prevention of Nuclear /̂fer 
Agreement between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. I think i t  would be extremely beneficia l to 
extend those two agreements to a l l  five nuclear power 
s ta te s ;
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