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multilateral negotiations and the relationship between the two
at the present juncture. The Final Document of the First
Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament
recognized that, in accordance with the Charter, the United
Nations "has a central role and primary responsibility in the
sphere of disarmament" and that it "should facilitate and
encourage all disarmament measures - unilateral, bilateral,
regional or multilateral - and be kept duly informed through the
General Assembly, or any other appropriate United Nations
channel reaching all Members of the Organization, of all
disarmament efforts outside its aegis without prejudice to the
progress of negotiations". A thorough and camprehensive
discussion of the inter-relationship between Bilateral and
Multilateral Negotiations on Disarmament was considered
desirable and, accordingly, INIDIR convened a Conference on this
important issue fram 2-4 June 1987 in Baku, USSR with the
assistance of the Institute for World Econamics and
International Relations of the USSR (IMEMD).

The Conference was attended by 50 participants -

govermment officials, diplamats and scholars - fram different
parts of the world and representing different 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
WNIDIR to publish the proceedings. I would like to take this
opportunity of thanking the Conference participants for their
contributions. Although WNIDIR custamarily takes no position on
the views and conclusions expressed by individual participants
it does assune responsibility for determining that the
transcript of the Conference proceedings merits publication.
Hence we comend this publication to the attention of its
readers.

Jayantha Dhanapala
Director, INIDIR
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INIRODUCTION

La Conférence dont on va lire les travaux a €té organisée
par 1'INIDIR, avec l'assistance de 1'IMBVD. L'INIDIR tient a
remercier les autorités de la République Soviétique
d'Azerbaidjan, qui ont apporté a 1'organisation du séjour des
participants tout le concours et toute 1'attention désirables.

I1 ne saurait &tre ici question d'exprimer une position
sur le fond des rapports ‘et des discussions qui suivent. Ils ne
débouchent au demeurant sur aucune conclusion, résolution ou
texte final. Tel n'était pas leur objet. Ils constituent un
libre échange de vues, une présentation éclairée d'analyses
différentes, voire opposées. Nos travaux se sont conformés a la
morale de Flaubert qui écrivait que la sottise est de vouloir
conclure, et, en ce sens, ils ont été sages.

D'autant plus sages qu'ils ont embrassé un grand nambre de
sujets, et de sujets camplexes. En un lieu unique, en un temps
restreint, les questions les plus graves et les plus diverses
pour le désarmement et la limitation des armements, mais aussi
pour le maintien de la paix et de la sécurité, ont été
rassemblées, questions qui sont traitées par ailleurs, dans des
endroits et dans des instances trd@s variées. Il n'est gudre que
la liaison désarmement-développement qui ait échappé a la
boulimie des participants. Notre conférence a donc constitué une
sorte de modéle réduit de la réflexion de la comunauté
internationale en la matid&re. Cet effet de concentration permet
de mieux mesurer la difficulté et la densité des problémes, et,
naturellement, leur interdépendance. A Bakou nous aurions pu
dire avec le podte : "Toutes les joies, tous les soucis des
anours qui durent toujours, on les trouve en raccourci dans nos
petites amours d'un jour".

L'INIDIR remercie les participants d'avoir consacré une
partie de leur temps a cette conférence, et d'avoir amplement
contribué a son succ@s gr8ce a la qualité de |leurs
interventions. On en retrouvera la substance dans le présent
volume, qui contient la transcription des rapports présentés et
des discussions orales. Les intervenants se sont exprimés a
titre personnel, et c'est ainsi qu'ils avaient été invités, en
dépit des importantes responsabilités officielles qu'assument
nambre d'entre eux. On constatera cependant que, bien souvent,
les prises de position des uns et des autres sont tré&s proches
de celles de leurs gouvernements. Volonté ou habitude? Citons
cette fois l'auteur du Diable au Corps, Raymond Radiguet : "Ce
n'est pas dans la nouveauté mais dans 1'habitude que nous
trouvons nos plus grands plaisirs".




Cette formule ne vise pas du tout la dialectique entre la
"pensée ancienne" et la "nouvelle pensée", dont on trouvera plus
loin quelques échos. Elle pourrait en revanche constituer une
charte de 1'amour conjugal, charte qui prend tout son sens
lorsqu'on se souvient que les relations anéricano-soviétiques
sont souvent présentées camme celle d'un couple, aux relations
difficiles mais en définitive fidéles. On a encore une fois pu
le constater a Bakou, et dresser un diagnostic plutdt positif de
1'état de ces relations. Le couple américano-soviétique se porte
bien. Faut-il en retirer quelque amertume pour le
multilatéralisme? Oui, si 1'on constate que le bilatéralisme le
tient toujours en é&tat; non, si 1'on observe qu'il est bien rare
que les progrés des négociations bilatérales n'aient pas eu de
suites heureuses pour la conclusion d'accords multilatéraux.

Serge Sur
Directeur adjoint
WNIDIR
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Alexander Kislov

Today we begin the work of the International Conference
devoted to the Interrelationship of Bilateral and Multilateral
Disarmament Negotiations. We have met here, in the beautiful
city of Baku, to discuss this exceptionally important topic at a
camplex and crucial moment in history.

Mankind today stands at an unique crossroad. The question
of its preservation as a biological entity is exceptionally
acute, yet at the same time we cannot but recognize that the
present situation carries within it great possibilities for
détente and co-operation. Our understanding of the fact that in

a nuclear war there can be no victors - an understanding
reflected in a nunber of exceptionally important international
documents - proves that mankind is capable of rising to the

challenge of the age.

The programe of ensuring security through disarmament
advanced by the Soviet Union on 15 January 1986, the summit
meeting in Reykjavik as a result of which, it seemed, only one
more step remained to the conclusion of truly historic, truly
epoch-making agreements in the nuclear disarmament sphere. The
subsequent Soviet initiatives have given a new dimension, a
fresh impetus to the problem of reduction of military arsenals
and have made it possible to sketch out the contours of a world
free fran nuclear weapons. But in order for these contours to
assume real shape, to became reality, there is need for a new
thinking, a new approach to issues of war and peace, disarmament
and other camplex, global problems of our indivisible,
interdependent world.

While speaking of new thinking I should like at the same
time to emphasize that so far as our country and the Comunist
Party of the Soviet Union are concerned, the struggle for peace,
for the prevention of war has always been one of the most
important tenets of our foreign policy. In this connection may
I take the liberty of recalling a statemen. by V.I. Lenin made
as far back as in 1918. It was in 1918, less than a year after
the victory of the October Revolution, when V.I. Lenin wrote :
"...The development of technology will lead to a situation in
which war between the leading countries will not only be the
greatest crime, will not only mean a camplete breakdown of the
process of acquisition of civilization and culture, but will
also lead to savagery, famine, the utter decline of all
productive forces, and thus undermining of the very conditions
for the existence of human society".

This fact is becoming more and more widely understood
throughout the world, but in order for the contours of a world
free fran nuclear weapons to became reality, to be translated



into real life, many things are still needed. What is needed is
an understanding of the new problems rising up ever more
acutely before mankind. In particular, what is needed is an
understanding of the apparently simple yet exceptionally
important fact that there cannot be security of single States.
Security in our interdependent, indivisible world can only be
universal. The solution to all these problems, problems of
universal security, problems of disarmament, can be found only
by political means. The only reasonable, sensible approach to
the global problems of our time is summed up in the well-known
formula: "disarmament and development". This formula reflects
the new political thinking which rejects militarism and the cult
of force in the international arena and is oriented towards
co-operation.

Hence the need for united efforts by all States, for the
strengthening of confidence among States, especially those
belonging to different social systems, for a correct
understanding of each other's concerns, aims and intentions,
above all in the military sphere. And the way to such
understanding lies above all, first and foremost through
negotiations. It is precisely to this theme that our Conference
is devoted.

The dialectical unity of bilateral and multilateral
negotiations is, I believe, sufficiently clear and evident.
Everyone knows that more than 90 per cent - estimates vary, but
all 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 United States and the Soviet
Union. It might seem that all nuclear issues could be solved at
the bilateral negotiating table, but that would be an
over-simplified view of the situation, an over-simplified
approach to the reality which daily confronts us. Each of these
two countries - I have in mind both the Soviet Union and the
United States - has its own allies with their own interests,
their own aims, political, econamic and other. That is why all
States, and first among them the members of NATO and of the
Warsaw Treaty, must actively contribute towards the process of
nuclear disarmament. Then there are the other nuclear and
near-nuclear States, the relative weight of whose arsenals - I
mean apart fram the Soviet Union and the United States - will
became the greater, the further the reduction of Soviet and
United States armaments may advance.

At the same time I should like to stress another idea, the
idea that it 1is necessary to improve the effectiveness of
multilateral mechanisms, and in the first place of mechanisms
connected with the United Nations, which must actively
contribute towards all stages in the reduction of military
potentials, must became transformed into a guarantor of the
security of States, a kind of regulator for maintaining a



balance at a level of reasonable sufficiency with a constant
trend towards the lowering of that level of sufficiency. The
role of the same already concluded international treaties is
also exceptionally important. I[f for instance a reduction of
existing nuclear arsenals takes place on the one hand and, on
the other hand, there begins a process of proliferation of
nuclear weapons, of the spread of nuclear weapons across the
Earth, then the danger will by no means diminish.

All these are matters we are to discuss at our present
conference. It would be difficult, therefore, to overestimate
the significance and topicality of our Conference. After all,
the problem of the limitation and cessation of the nuclear arms
race on the Earth and the prevention of its extension to outer
space is, in the last analysis, the problen of the contemporary
world. And the way to that goal lies through negotiations.
That is precisely the topic we are going to discuss today and in
the next few days at our Conference.



REPCRT

DISARVAMVENT NEGOTIATIONS: MLTILATERAL AND BILATERAL
Rikhi Jaipal

Multilateral approaches to the process of arms limitation
and disamament did not begin with the establishment of the
United Nations. They have an earlier history going back to the
end of the last century, when the industrial revolution yielded
new weapons of warfare in response to the demands of imperialist
rivalries and campeting military alliances. The Hague
Conferences of 1899 and 1907 were the first multilateral
attempts to declare as their objective the limitation of the
progressive development of armaments. The immensely destructive
potential of weapons of modern warfare had alerted nation States
to the need for control and limitation of armaments, and to
formulate rules of war for reducing the scale and extent of
destruction. The other objective was the avoidance of war
through institutions and procedures for peaceful settlement of
international disputes. There was to have been a third Hague
Conference in 1915 to continue the process but it was
unfortunately overtaken by the war in Europe of 1914, a war
which was deplored by Winston Churchill as "entirely unnecessary
and avoidable".

At the end of that war the League of Nations resumed the
multilateral efforts for arms limitation and disarmament. Three
naval conferences fixed the ratios of the navies of the leading
powers, froze naval bases and fortifications, and limited the
tonnage of capital ships. The League also drafted two important
treaties - one for collective security through a Treaty of
Mutual Assistance and another for Peaceful Settlement of
Disputes. These two instruments were designed to facilitate the
reduction and limitation of armaments. Two others, intended to
build confidence among States, 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 still in force) banning the use of
chemical weapons in war.

In 1932 after seven years of preparatory work the League
convened in Geneva a Conference for the reduction and limitation
of armaments. It was high water mark of the League's efforts
but it ended in total failure. The major powers of that time,
having disarmed Germany, refused themselves to disarm,
preferring to retain their military superiority for safeguarding
their security. Germany under Hitler then withdrew from the
League, embarked on a rearmament programme that led eventually
to the second world war, which ended with the advent of the
atanic bamb and the dawn of the present nuclear age. It is



against this historical background that one should view the
multilateral efforts being made under the WN's auspices to
negotiate arms control agreements. They are in fact the
continuation of a persistent process that had been disrupted by
two wars and may well be in danger of similar disruption again.

The Security Council of the IN is reponsible in terms of
article 26 of the W Charter for formulating plans for the
establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments.
Unfortunately it has been unable to do so, Dbecause of
differences of opinion between the Great Powers about the
establishment of a collective security system and the peaceful
resolution of  several international disputes. In  such
circunstances the General Assembly's role in relation to
disarmament assumed an importance far beyond its limited powers
under article 11 of the Charter, which authorises it to make
only recammendations regarding principles governing disarmament
and the regulation of armaments. The paralysis of the Security
Council induced the General Assembly to concern itself also with
negotiations on all aspects of disarmament.

The very first resolution adopted by the General Assembly
in 1946 established a Camission on Atamic Energy whose purpose
was to secure the elimination of atamic weapons and to ensure
that atamic energy was used only for peaceful purposes, subject
to effective international inspection. The USA proposed an
international authority to control, inspect and licence all
atamic activities. At that time the USA alone had the atamic
bamb, and its proposal was seen by the USSR as an attempt to
subject it to inspection. Its counter proposal was an
international treaty banning the atamic bamb - its wuse, and the
destruction of all existing atanic bambs. The practical effect
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 until the Soviet Union
withdrew fran the Camission after its first atamic bamb
explosion in July 1949.

The General Assembly adopted another resolution during its
first session in 1946 on the regulation and reduction of
conventional armaments. But the multilateral negotiations that
followed also proved fruitless. The Soviet Union proposed that
atanic 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, international
disuputes should be settled, a collective security system should
be established and there should be international control of
atamic energy before disarmament. There was no convergence of
views either on approaches to or measures of disarmament,
although there was general agreement on principles and goals.



The negotiations came to a halt in 1950 when the Soviet Union
withdrew fram them.

However, the General Assembly persevered in its efforts
and set up in 1952 a Disarmament Commission consisting of the
members of the Security Council and Canada as a new forum for
the negotiation of comprehensive and integrated disarmament
measures. The same old proposals were revived and submitted to
that forum, and during their consideration the USA exploded its
first thermonuclear bamb in November 1952, which was followed by
a similar event in USSR in August 1953. A sub-camittee of the
Disarmament Cormission was set up in May 1954 consisting of 5
members - USA, USSR, WK, France and Canada - to consider in
depth the various pending proposals.

The Korean war had ended, Stalin had departed fram the
scene, both the USA and USSR had the H-bamb and the atmosphere
of apparent parity seemed full of hope. The British and French
Govermments proposed that the nuclear weapon should be banned,
conventional forces and arms substantially reduced and a control
machinery established for verifying campliance. The Soviet
Union presented a detailed disarmament programme that appeared
to go so far to meet western concerns about verification that
Jules Moch, the French representative said "The whole thing
looks too good to be true".

The Great Powers met in Geneva in July 1955 to consider
the various proposals and the USSR agreed to locate foreign
inspectors in its territory at key points for purposes of
verification. The U.K. suggested a trial inspection zone in
central Europe. France proposed reductions in military budgets
for increasing development activities. The USA suggested that
there should be aerial reconnaissance of one another's territory
to prevent surprise attacks. Two months later the US delegate
Harold Stassen declared that the USA was not prepared to
negotiate any of the substantive proposals for disarmament,
"pending the outcame of its studies of inspection methods and
control arrangements". The practical effect of this reservation
on the negotiations was disastrous.

The negotiations were samehow kept going with each side
revising its own proposals in response to the proposals of
others. The General Assembly then expanded the Disarmament
Camission in 1958 to include all Member States of the IN. The
following year a small negotiating organ of ten States was set
up, five belonging to NATO and five to WIO. It met in March
1960 only to find that it was faced with all the old differences
in approach, perception, priorities and control machinery.

A spy plane of USA was shot down over the Soviet Union in
May 1960 and that event caused the socialist members of the
negotiating group to withdraw. Relations between the USA and



USSR reached a dangerously low level. At the General Assembly
session in 1960 the Indian Prime Minister Nehru moved a
resolution declaring that the two superpowers had a very special
responsibility for safeguarding future of mankind and called on
then to meet together and formulate principles governing
disarmament negotiations. The resolution was unanimously
adopted and in September 1961 USA and USSR announced their
agreement on a set of principles, which came to be known by the
names of the two chief negotiators McCloy and Zorin.

Agreement on principles was no more than a beginning, and
their application in practice was left to the 10-nation
negotiating body, which had been expanded to include for the
first time 8 non-aligned States and to function under the
co-chaimanship of the USA and the USSR. To this new forum the
USSR presented in March 1962 a draft treaty for disarmament in
three stages over a four year period. The USA submitted an
outline for a draft treaty providing for disarmament in three
stages over an unspecified period that was later clarified as
nine years. Although the two proposals had many camon ideas,
there continued to be serious differences over priorities,
measures and stages. The USA continued to insist on strict
verification of campliance and an agreement on control prior to
di sarmament. It was criticised by Mr. 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 it as espionage". Once again, as in 1955, differences
over control and verification were the ostensible reasons for
the breakdown in 1962 of the negotiations for a camprehensive
Di sarmament Treaty.

The year 1962 was a sort of watershed in the negotiations,
for it was then realised that while a general disarmament plan
could not be agreed on, it might be feasible to reach agreement
on same aspects of it, especially partial and collateral
disarmament measures. The superpowers' confrontation over the
Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 certainly had a sobering
effect on them, and they began seriously to explore areas of
agreement thereafter. Their negotiations entered a
qualitatively new phase that came to be known as detente.
During that phase they negotiated bilaterally and presented to
the 18-nation forun agreed drafts of several treaties for
general adoption. The following is a list of such Treaties:

1. Partial Test Ban Treaty 1963 banning nuclear testing
in the atmosphere, outer space and under water;

2. CQuter Spaée Treaty 1967 prohibiting nuclear weapons
in earth's orbit and in celestial bodies;

3. Latin America Nuclear Free Zone Treaty;
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4. Non-Proliferation Treaty 1968;

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

6. Bacteriological Weapons Convention 1972 banning
biological weapons and toxins;

7. Threshold Test Ban Treaty 1974 limiting underground
nuclear weapons tests to explosions with a yield of
150 kilotons;

8. Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty 1976 limiting
explosions to a yield of 150 kilotons;

9. Envirommental Modification Convention 1977
prohibiting the modification of the enviromment for
military purposes.

On examination one finds that these Treaties are not
really disarmmament measures, nor could they be considered as
arms limitation agreements. However, they do respond to same
matters of general concern, but they contain loopholes for the
arms race to go forward along directions of interest to the two
Superpowers.

During the phase of detente other bilateral negotiations
between USA and USSR also yielded same eight agreements. There
was the Hot Line Agreement that established special and speedy
caomunications links between 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, which provided for consultations in times of
crisis, and stipulated that removal of the danger of the use of
nuclear weapons was the cammon objective of the policies of the
USA and USSR. Another agreement of this period set out the
basic principles of US-Soviet relations, which recognised that
with regard to their awesame responsibility for mankind's
future, there was no alternative to peaceful co-existence. It
pre-supposed restraint in their international conduct and the
preservation of peace by refraining fran the threat or use of
force.

Bilateral talks between the USA and USSR were necessary,
because the multilateral forum was unsuitable for negotiations
on matters of direct and special concern to them (e.g. strategic
equation in arms; arms limitation to reduce the risks of nuclear
war; and reduction of the costs involved in the arms race).
Among the important bilateral agreements in this field are the
SALT I, the ABM Treaty, its Protocol and Interim Agreement,
which sought to limit the campetition in offensive strategic
weapons. These were followed by the SALT Il agreements, which
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provided for limits on delivery vehicles, launchers and warheads
and equal ceilings on strategic arsenals. A joint Statement of
Principles established the basis for the next round of SALT III
talks, which were expected to yield substantial reductions in
strategic offensive weapons and further qualitative limitations
and measures for enhancing strategic stability and reducing the
danger of nuclear war.

The SALT process was stopped in 1980 by the Reagan
adninistration, which felt that it was unequal in meeting the
threat fram the Soviet Union's military strength, deployment and
capability. After a break of some three years the talks were
resured in 1982 to encampass strategic weapons and intermediate
range nuclear forces in Europe. The talks have now been
broadened to include space-based weapons and anti-satellite
weapons. So many proposals and counter proposals have been
made, same including the British and French nuclear forces as
well as weapons deployed in the Asian theatre, that it is not
useful to recall them here; even more so because the negotiating
situation is still fluid.

The multilateral negotiating body in Geneva created in
1962 was broadly representative of the two major military
alliances and the non-aligned movement. It began with a
membership of 18 States and was later expanded to 26 and then 31
members. It continued to function under the co-chairmanship of
the USA and USSR till the end of 1978. Following the decision
of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, its membership was increased to 40 States, with the
chairmanship rotating monthly among the member States. It began
operating in 1979 on the basis of the rule of consensus, and is
now known as the Conference on Disarmament.

As mentioned earlier, it had adopted nine treaties during
the period of detente, and the last one was in May 1977 - the
Convention banning envirommental modification for military
purposes. Since then it has not been able to reach agreement on
another treaty, although it has been continually engaged in
negotiations and discussions on a variety of matters related to
disarmament. There was a time in 198, when there was near
agreement among the principal negotiators on a Treaty banning
underground nuclear testing and on a Convention banning the
production of chemical weapons. But a change took place in the
US adiministration and the new Reagan Govermment re-opened the
two questions for fresh negotiation. As a result the
negotiating process has been set back by almost a decade, while
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 alive
and waiting for a change for the better in the political climate.
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Concerning a nuclear test ban, a 17-month long moratorium
observed by the Soviet Union wunilaterally did not evoke a
similar response by the USA, and on February 5, 1987 after the
latest US test the USSR announced that its moratoriun had came
to an end. Talks at the expert level between the USA and USSR
on nuclear testing are reported to have cammenced, and one may
assune they are about the methods and mechanisms of verification
of campliance. Sweden, which has the technology and the means
of such verification, has offered to help along with other
neutral and non-aligned countries, but evidently adequacy of
verification is not just a technical question but has became a
matter for political decision.

In regard to negotiations for banning production of
chemical weapons, the main stumbling block appears to be absence
of consensus on several proposals for verification, although
there are reports of a race in chemical weapons, in particular
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 camercial espionage through international
inspection. It should not be beyond the wit and wisdan of the
negotiators to devise procedures and formulate principles for
on-site inspections, which though falling short of 100 per cent
verification nevertheless constitute an adequate measure of
reassurance that chemical weapons, whose use was banned in 1925,
are not being produced. Where there are doubts, they could be
resolved through consultations, clarifications and verification.

There have been several proposals for nuclear disarmament
before the Conference on Disarmament, but it has been deprived
of the opportunity to cammence negotiations. The position of
the western States is that in the first instance, negotiations
should take place between the USA and USSR on nuclear arms
limitations and reductions. The same argument is used to
prevent multilateral negotiations on measures for avoidance of
nuclear war and for keeping outer space free of weapons and
conflict. This diminution of the responsibility and campetence
of the Conference on Disarmament in relation to situations that
could pose a general danger to all countries and peoples is
deplorable, especially when bilateral talks between the USA and
USSR have failed to produce positive results 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 closely linked to the
negotiations on the nuclear equation. NATO has claimed that the
Soviet bloc has a distinct advantage over it, but the USSR has
contended that there is in fact approximate parity. The two
sides have been discussing camon ceilings for ground troops and
air force personnel as well as arrangements for verification,
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on-site inspection, observation posts etc, and progressive
reductions to equal lower levels.

I have attempted to set out briefly the salient aspects of
both the multilateral and bilateral approaches to arms
limitation and disarmament. The results of the negotiations
have been far fram satisfactory. The present stockpiles of
nuclear arms and delivery systems, their capabilities and
deployment postures enhance the risks of war. The arms race
continues keeping pace with the progress of science and
technology. Security perceptions seem related to weapons
capabilities which are seen as evidence of the adversary's
aggressive intentions; counter measures escalate the arms race.
Military parity is not good enough for sane military minds,
which seek effective deterrence in maintenance of military
superiority. Arms control negotiations tend to get bogged down
in conflicting views over adequacy of verification measures.

A question that has haunted the negotiations fram the

beginning is -- which cames first: security, or disarmament?
The answer is clear enough fram the behaviour of the negotiating
parties -- security. Human societies have got so used to living

in a state of armed peace that a condition of disarmament would
make them feel exposed and extremely vulnerable.

If disarmament is to be the ultimate goal, then
disarmament negotiations should be wundertaken simultaneously
with negotiating processes for two other goals, viz, peaceful
resolution of international disputes and conflicts, and
effective arrangements for collective security and maintenance
of peace. This was explicitly mentioned in the statement of
principles for disarmament negotiations agreed to by McCloy and
Zorin, but virtually nothing has been done to implement them.

Another pre-condition for successful negotiations is the
existence of a climate of mutual confidence, and unfortunately
little progress has been made through dialogues designed for
removal of misunderstandings and misperceptions at the military,
political and ideological levels.

Although both sides have jointly acknowledged that there
is no alternative to peaceful co-existence, there is as yet no
agreed blueprint for it. In its absence, peaceful coexistence
is being interpreted as a condition short of war, in which the
ams race for security may proceed, the ideological campetition
for peoples' hearts and minds may continue, and rivalry for
influence, strategic locations and access to vital resources is
unavoidable. @ The result is that disarmament negotiations seem
to address themselves more to threat control than to arms
control.
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Furthermore, negotiations in an atmosphere of mutual
suspicion, fear of surprise attacks and the arms race in full
swing acquire certain unique tactical postures. Proposals for
inspection and control invariably reflect the depth and extent
of each side's distrust of the other. The side that has a
military disadvantage is naturally inclined to delay the
negotiations until it has caught up with the other side, whereas
neither side appears willing to surrender any existing advantage
which it considers as crucial for its security. The general
tendency is to negotiate fram a position of strength, with
bargaining chips, for a military equilibriun that has proved to
be elusive because of the asymmetric situation of the two sides
weapons systems. The proposals of one side appear aimed at
weakening the other side, while retaining one's own advantages.

Security is thus perceived in a canfortable margin of
military superiority. Ideological attitudes have became
increasingly self-righteous, and security doctrine more and more
self-centered, the result being a polarisation of international
morality and an apparent insensitivity to the fate of mankind.
The dynamics of the arms race has so far prevailed over the
dialectics of disarmament.

But today an opportunity presents itself to change fram
the old habits of thought and action into new uncharted ways of
begetting trust for trust and tolerance for tolerance in a
diverse world. For US-USSR relations seem to be entering a
qualitatively 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,
substantial reductions of strategic, mediun range, short range
and tactical weapons as well as conventional arms and forces,
and unexpected concession on verification requirements. The
seriousness and sincerity of these proposals is beyond doubt,
and there also appears to be a great deal of negotiating
flexibility both sides. It remains to be seen how far the two
superpowers will go towards meeting each other in the cause of
international peace.

* % % % %

Rikhi Jaipal - (Oral presentation of report)

I have given a general outline in my report of the
important multilateral and bilateral negotiations that have
taken place since the beginning of the century. It is, [ think,
useful to have this historical perspective for a proper
understanding of the camplex problems of contemporary
negotiations. In this introductory statement, I propose to
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refer to these problems in the context of the risks inherent in
the present situation. The main problem, of course, is the
halting and reversing of the nuclear amms race, which has
reached the absurd point of imperilling the survival of
humankind in the event of nuclear war and thus exposed the
futility of war itself in the nuclear age. But negotiations for
stopping the arms race have been unsuccessful so far.

Nation States have been so used for centuries to fighting
wars as a last resort for settling their disputes that they are
still firm believers in safeguarding their security by military
means in the absence of alternatives. The League of Nations
looked for non-military alternatives in the form of legal
instruments outlawing war, guaranteeing collective security,
providing for peaceful resolution of disputes and arms
limitations leading eventually to general disarmmament. Those
noble efforts of the League failed, because ultimately the great
powers of that time preferred their own military strength for
their security to the collective security system of the League.
The United Nations has fared no better. Its Charter provides
for its own collective security arrangements which have not yet
materialized. Prescriptions for peaceful settlement of disputes
have remained unused so far. In the current situation, Nation
States are obliged to rely on their own military strength for
self defence or to formmilitary alliances to protect themselves.

The dramatic advent of the nuclear weapon with amicidal
consequences in the event of its use has brought Nation States
to agree that nuclear war should be avoided. There is no State
that is not in favour of nuclear disarmament in principle. But
there is no agreement among nuclear-weapon States on the ways
and means of getting rid of their nuclear amms without
endangering their security. Apparently, they are exploring the
feasibility of military alternatives for safeguarding peace and
security. Such negotiations as have taken place so far have
yielded arms limitation agreements concerning strategic weapons
but their continued validity is now in question. There were
also same other agreements of a preventive character that are
generally regarded as partial and limited measures of no direct
bearing on disarmament.

I do not wish to minimize their intrinsic merits but the
fact is that they have not stopped or controlled the arms race,
which proceeds as if it were totally impervious to on-going
negotiations, to détente or to crisis situations. It maintains
a marentum that is set by the escalating demand made by the
march of science and technology. Unfortunately it 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 different regions of
the world, and not only between the superpowers. What is most
distressing is that peaceful settlement of disputes has came to
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be regarded as impractical and unsatisfactory, because each
disputant believes that in the name of same holy principle or
other, his own cause is supremely just and non-negotiable.
Europe, although free of territorial and such-like disputes, is
apparently obsessed with samne other profoundly sacred principle
that has caused it to break up into two military alliances which
are so heavily armed with the deadliest of nuclear weapons that
war between them could destroy civilization and humankind as
well.

Nuclear arms will clearly be counter-productive for
dealing with matters of the mind such as ideologies. But it is
in the nature of ideologies to resist accamodation and
reconciliation, and the co-existence of ideologies in peace
therefore is the only practical answer in the nuclear age. This
is also explicitly recognized in the agreement regarding basic
principles governing relations between the USA and the Soviet
Union. With the passage of time even ideologies may becane
modified and less and less mutually hostile as circumstances
change. There are, however, differences of opinion over the
meaning of peaceful co-existence, which now mask the struggle
for power and influence. It seems to me that an agreed upon
political design for peaceful co-existence of diverse social
systems would be of general international interest and should be
subject of multilateral negotiations.

Two other matters mentioned in the McCloy-Zorin Agreement
as likely to contribute to the success of disarmament
negotiations are, firstly, effective arrangements for collective
security and international peace and, secondly, peaceful methods
for dispute settlement. These two could also be the subject of
multilateral negotiations, and in this regard I feel that the
lead must came fram the superpowers. Exclusive reliance on arms
for security as at present would not result in peaceful
co-existence but rather in co-existence under threat of war.

A psychologist might say, "™™an cannot live by dread
alone", (it was actually said by a Christian clergyman) but
military 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 really in
the nature of a necessary fiction to justify the possession of
nuclear weapons after agreeing that their use in war should be
avoided. While one country may view it as a deterrent to
aggression, its adversary may perceive it as a threat and
provocation. Any policy of threat or force would be in
violation of article 2, paragraph 4 of the United Nations
Charter. Besides, the philosophy that the necessary evil of the
nuclear deterrent 1is actually a blessing in disguise is likely
to appeal to all nation States that are in adversarial relations
with one another.
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With regard to military confrontation in Europe it seems
that the Warsaw Treaty organization has pledged not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons, and it has also offered a pact on
the non-use of any sort of force. And for its part NATO has
reaffirmed its coamitment under the UN Charter not to use force,
including nuclear force, except in self-defence. Now, if these
comitments 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 commitments may not be
honoured. It seems to me, however, that there is a political
basis in these comitments and pledges for a legal instrument of
the treaty type for reassuring one another and I feel that
negotiations might be undertaken to explore that possibility.

It 1is surely unacceptable that there should continue to be
a nuclear threat to the survival of humankind in order to ensure
the good behaviour of either alliance. If such a monstrous
threat to mankind is not wrong, then nothing is wrong. What
then are the values of modern civilization? It raises
fundamental questions of law and morality that have been deeply
troubling our minds. To my way of thinking, the nuclear weapon
underlines the urgency of universal recognition of and respect
for the paramountcy of humanity's survival in the conditions
ordained by nature. I have refrained fram finding fault with,
or putting the blane on, one side or the other, because I think
that the situation today is much too serious for such a
fruitless exercise. I have also avoided going into the finer
points of similarities and differences between multilateral and
bilateral negotiations which I think would only be of academic
interest.

Multilateral negotiations that have produced treaties and
conventions so far are about general goals that are shared also
by the two principal actors in bilateral negotiations, the USA
and the Soviet Union. Where multilateral negotiations have
failed to result in agreement, it is mainly due to differnces
between the USA and the Soviet Union that still remain
unresolved. Bilateral negotiations have been chiefly on arms
limitations and while they deal with the security of the
superpowers and their allies, I believe that they also keep in
mind the multilateral concerns. There is obviously a natural
link between the two sets of negotiations, and I would say for
myself that bilateral negotiations have the greater
responsibility 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 bilateral negotiations should go beyond
limiting and reducing arms and the threat they pose and deal
also with the practical and political basis for co-existence in
peace and mutual trust. For one without the other would be like
the child of a barren woman; it is a Sanskrit saying which I am
quoting.
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The present mament is timely for political and ideological
accammodation and understanding, because the arms race is on the
verge of soaring into outer space. That is a typical example of
how the arms race escalates. American interest in space
weapons, we are told, reflects American concern over the threat
fran the capability of Soviet land-based ballistic missiles to
destroy American I(BM silos. It is, I think, reasonable to
presume that this Soviet posture is itself a response to the
threat the Soviet Union perceives fran American weapons and
their deployment. There is, of course, a negotiated way to
reduce this mutual threat but evidently under the challenging
canpulsions of science and technology, the USA desires to meet
the threat by developing and deploying weapons in space that
could destroy Soviet missiles in flight. Such a posture, it is
claimed, would be defensive. Also the casualties would be
missiles and not humans. So it is regarded as better than
massive retaliation that would follow the failure of
deterrence. I cannot help feeling that coping with one threat
by creating an ever greater threat is what makes the arms race a
gigantic tantrum.

It reflects in my view a dualism in military philosophy
that produces what has been called the mirror image. If the
negotiations have not been fruitful it is because they are
rather like a man trying to shave his mirror image rather than
shaving himself. In classical Greek tragedy the principal
actors are the victims of their own virtues, and the tragic end
is sanetimes averted by the device of deus ex machina. Human
nature has changed little since ancient Greece. In a nuclear
war there will be no such contrived divine intervention as deus
ex machina and the victims of course will be the entire human

race. And therefore what is important for humanity is not so
much the splendid virtues of the principal actors but to know
whether they have the will and the capacity for reconciling the
conflicts between their respective virtues.

I should 1like to end with the words uttered by Jawaharlal
Nehru, the Prime Minister of India in his address to the United
Nations in 1957. He said: "I believe that it is in the power
of the USA and the Soviet Union to save humanity from the
ultimate disaster". It is true, of course, that the USA and the
Soviet Union have this power, and it would do us all a great
deal of good to see much more of the manifestation of the will
to use that power for the good of humanity's future. It is they
who also have the responsibility 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 this, we all expect
them to sink their differences and co-operate for peace, if the
rest of the nations are also to do the same.

* * *x x %
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REPCRT

BILATERAL. AND MILTILATERAL DISARVAMENT NHEGOTIATIONS:
DIFFERENCES AND SIMILARITIES

Yuri Nazarkine

In the nuclear space age the world has became too
vulnerable for politics of force. Under conditions where
colossal quantities of the most lethal weapons have been
stockpiled, mankind finds itself faced with the problem of
survival. A world war, and even more a nuclear world war, would
have catastrophic consequences not only for the countries
directly involved in the conflict, but also for life on the
Earth itself.

The dilemma that arises today is the following: either
political thinking will became adequate to the demands of our
time, or civilization and life itself may vanish from the
Earth. Today's daminant antithesis between war and peace,
between being and non-being for mankind, must not be forgotten.
To strive jointly to resolve this antithesis in favour of peace
- and to resolve it in good time - is essential.

All the world's peoples obviously have the same interests
in matters pertaining to the maintenance of peace and security,
but approaches to the concept of security and to the means of
ensuring it sometimes differ. The necessity therefore arises
for close study of the positions of States, for a persistent
search for points of contact and ways of finding mutually
acceptable solutions. That would appear to be the principal
purpose of disarmament negotiations, be they bilateral or
multilateral.

All disputed international issues can and must be resolved
only by peaceful means - by political means. We do not see our
future as linked to a military solution of international
problems. That is the approach adopted by the Soviet Union and
other States of the socialist cammunity. It is an approach
which stems framn the nature of the socialist system. This was
emphasized very recently in the document on the military
doctrine of States parties to the Warsaw Treaty.

The two opposing socio-political systems naturally engage
in disamament negotiations. A great deal separates those
systems, but what wunites us all is the fact that we live on one
planet and that however contradictory our world may be, it
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 1 see it, one very important condition
without which disarmament negotiations, both bilateral and
multilateral, 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
unilateral advantage - political or military - as a result of
the negotiations. Differences between socio-econamic systems
are no reason for insisting on, for example, different
approaches to the problem of verification. If the point at
issue is, say, the banning of the manufacture of certain weapons
- let us say chemical weapons - then verification must be
applied in equal measure and must be carried out to the same
degree in respect of both private and State enterprises. What I
have just said applies, as I see it, to both bilateral and
multilateral negotiations. It is what they have in cammon.

The security interests of all States everywhere in the
world, of all peoples without exception, are bound up with the
resolving of disarmament issues. This fact has found reflection
in the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. That is where the
foundations for the interrelation of bilateral and multilateral
disarmament negotiations were really laid. Let me take the
liberty of referring to paragraph 28 of that document. In it we
read: "All the peoples of the world have a vital interest in
the success of disarmament negotiations. Consequently, all
States have the duty to contribute to efforts in the field of
disarmament". The Final Document stresses that all States have
the right to participate in disarmament negotiations. They have
the right to participate on an equal footing in those
multilateral disarmament negotiations which have a direct
bearing on their national security. While disarmament is the
responsibility of all States, the nuclear weapon States have the
primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament and, together
with other militarily significant States, for halting and
reversing the arms race.

It seems to me that the levels of participation in
disarmament negotiations are defined with great precision.
Practice of international life and experience of negotiations
show that it is possible to hold both bilateral and multilateral
negotiations on the sane problems. Sametimes they are held
simultaneously. The two forms and the degree of their
interdependence are determined by the subject of the
negotiations and by the prospective number of parties to the
agreements being elaborated at the negotiations.

In studying the interrelation between bilateral and
multilateral disarmament negotiations we must, it seems to me,
consider the ways in which these negotiations interact with one
another and also the role of the United Nations and other
organizations, including non-govermmental organizations, in the
negotiating process.
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As I have said, the form of the negotiations and the
question as to who shall participate in them must be determined,
in the first place, by the specific subject of the
negotiations. One of the main areas of negotiations, I daresay
the main area, 1is obviously the limitation and eventual
elimination of nuclear weapons. And while all States
undoubtedly have an interest in achieving the goal of nuclear
disarmament, the principal responsibility for achieving them
lies with the nuclear Powers, first and foremost the Soviet
Union and the United States. That is the objective reason for
the fact that it is precisely between the Soviet Union and the
United States that bilateral negotiations on this set of issues
have been conducted for a number of years. At the same time we
are far from believing that our bilateral negotiations are
taking place in a vacuun. The broad international exchange of
views which is taking place indisputably affects the development
of the parties' positions. We are aware of the close attention
which these negotiations are receiving fram the United Nations.

The United Nations has played a positive role in the
process of strategic arms limitation and is at present closely
watching the progress of negotiations on nuclear and space
weapons. The issue attracts the close attention of every
session of the United Nations General Assembly. For its part,
the Soviet Union, as a participant in the bilateral
negotiations, is keeping other States closely informed about the
progress of the negotiations, advances made and difficulties
encountered. [ 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 bilateral talks
and participants in the Conference on Disarmament.

At the same time we do not hold the view that nuclear
disarmament is the damain of the USSR and the United States
alone. Our concept of this issue was set out in a most detailed
and specific manner in the programme of nuclear disarmament put
forward on 15 January 1986, the Programme for the Elimination of
Nuclear Weapons by the Year 2000.

I will not dwell on this theme in detail since it appears
as a separate topic for our consideration.

Another important subject on which bilateral negotiations
are being held, trilateral negotiations have been held and
multilateral negotiations ought, in our opinion, to be held is
that of a camplete nuclear test ban. May 1 recall that
negotiations on this question were conducted between the Soviet
Union, the United States and the United Kingdan fram 1977 to
1980 and that the same issue was considered in the Cammittee on
Disarmament, as the multilateral negotiating body was then
called. The specific features of the interrelation between the
two forums were determined by the fact that the treaty which was
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being elaborated in the course of the trilateral negotiations
was eventually to have a greater number of States parties,
including non-nuclear States. The participants in the
negotiations therefore not only submitted progress reports to
international foruns but also took account of results of the
consideration of the nuclear test issue which was taking place
in the United Nations and the Cammittee on Disarmament. Thus,
for example, the participants in the negotiations accepted as
part of the system of verification of the observance of the
treaty they were elaborating the recammendations, approved by
the Committee on Disamament, of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to consider International Co-operative Measures to
Detect and Identify Seismic Events.

Problems of the interrelation of bilateral negotiations on
the same set of issues and a multilateral forun exist today as
well. In the Conference on Disarmament the Soviet Union and
many other States are advocating the start of multilateral
negotiations on a general and camplete prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests. And at the same time, as you know, bilateral
negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States of
Arerica are also taking place at present on the same subject.

One last example of interaction between bilateral and
multilateral negotiations: the negotiations on the prohibition
of chemical weapons. Since this topic, too, is listed
separately for discussion at our Conference, I shall refrain
fran comenting on it in detail. 1[I should merely like to draw
attention to the fact that the document being elaborated at the
negotiations is also to be a multilateral one; a large number of
States are to became parties to it, and for this reason it is
quite natural that they should all, in sane measure, take part
in the negotiations. At the same time, here again the Soviet
Union and the United States have held bilateral negotiations in
the past, bilateral consultations are being held periodically at
the present time, and of course the results of such bilateral
interaction are assisting the progress of the multilateral
negotiations.

We consider that disarmament negotiations can and must be
held in parallel, both on a bilateral and on a multilateral
basis. They must complement and stimulate one another. Only
then can full use be made of the possibilities inherent in the
very concept of negotiatiions. As for the form of their
interaction, it must, as 1[I see it, be determined by the nature
of the subject of the negotiations and by the prospective number
of parties to the future agreement being elaborated. Of course
the success or failure of negotiations depends primarily on the
attitude of the States taking part, but the mechanisn for
holding disarmament negotiations determines the fate of the
negotiations, their effectiveness in terms of results achieved.
In our interdependent world there are and can be no States that
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could abstract themselves fran the surrounding reality, that
could ignore it. The mechanism for holding negotiations and its
interaction with non-negotiating forums are therefore of great
importance fram the point of view of making full use of existing
opportunities for improving mutual understanding, bringing the
respective positions closer to one another and finding
solutions. That is why, in speaking about disarmament
negotiations, I cannot help reverting once more to the Final
Document of the first session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, where the importance of the role of the United
Nations in this respect is emphasized. Paragraph 114 of the
Final Docunent states: "The United Nations, in accordance with
the Charter, has a central role and primary responsibility in
the sphere of disammament". Th place and role of multilateral
negotiations and bilateral negotiations are also determined in
the Final Document. In paragraph 121 we read that "bilateral
and regional disarmament negotiations may also play an important
role and could facilitate negotiations of multilateral
agreements in the field of disarmament".

* % % % %
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DISQUSSION

Manfred Mil ler

Understanding and agreement between the USSR and the USA
are decisive for peace and reducing the military threat and the
means of war. The strategic weapons of both powers, mainly
directed against each other, can at the same time hit every
corner of the planet. A continuing or even accelerating
strategic arms race and intentions to extend the race into outer
space endanger strategic stability and could bring the arms race
out of control. To stop and reverse the strategic arms race Iis
therefore the main task in international relations of our time.
It seems that there are same prospects for progress now. Most
people hope that an INF solution will open the window of
opportunities and give a new impetus to the strategic and space
negotiations but at the same time also for European disarmament.

There is growing understanding of the coamplexity of
disarmament problems and of the fact, that the European
situation plays a great role. It is in the interest of both
sides in Europe, to reduce not only the strategic and nuclear
confrontation but the conventional too. There is a certain
interrelationship between nuclear and non-nuclear forces. But
this interrelationship has not the degree of a condition. To
create a linkage between them, i.e. to make one a precondition
for the other, would not help either the bilateral negotiations
nor the European ones. The fact should be respected that
agreements between the two powers have priority but at the same
time the endeavers for nuclear and conventional reductions in
Europe must be intensified.

One argument says that imbalances in the conventional
field in Europe would limit the western options in the strategic
and nuclear field. 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, air
and oceans. These imbalances have led to different structures,
options and concepts. It is obvious that those imbalances
cannot be changed. But their role and consequences need
rational reevaluation. To mention only one fact: Land traffic
on railways and highways is easily to control and to interrupt.
Ocean-traffic which has thousands of streets, is today fast and
relatively secure. .

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

The results of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence and
Security Building Measures and the prospects for new
negotiations discussed at present in Vienna, seem to show
readiness in all European States to search for new security
concepts and structures of and within the continent. The
understanding is growing that any military conflict on the
continent, even if 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
circunstances war, military conflict of any kind, has to be
prevented.

But this cannot be based on the policy and behaviour of
one side or same States only. It is the responsibility of all
European peoples. This 1is why the concept of cammon security
finds more and more support. Nuclear deterrence cannot respond
to the challenges of this situation. The deterrence posture is
constructed on past situations and possibilities and since it
does not reflect the requirements of our days it becanes more
and more dangerous. But to substitute nuclear deterrence by
common security means to bring cammon security to life, to make
it a working security system. This demands basic changes. The
Berlin sumit of the Warsaw Treaty Member States last May has
proposed such basic changes. It has refornulated the pacts'
defense doctrine in underlining its defensive nature and
eliminating all unrealistic and fear causing elements. The WIO
has started a process of change in its military concept,
training and structures, based on this new doctrinal thinking.
And the members of the alliance have proposed a discussion with
NATO on the respective military doctrines.

We are ready for far-reaching reductions of armed forces
and conventional weapons on a whole-European-basis with regional
and subregional elements. This should include the restructuring
of armed forces in general and particularly in the border
regions between the two military alliances to defensive options
only and the withdrawal or elimination of mainly
of fensive-capable weapons fran these zones.

All this* shows the readiness of the socialist States to
change the conventional military situation in Europe on the
basis of equality. There is neither a need nor a reasonable
purpose for nuclear or conventional rearmament and no convincing
argurent for further insistance on nuclear deterrence behaviour.
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It is obvious the proposed developments in Europe would
influence and improve the conditions for di sarmament
negotiations in the bilateral and in the global field. European
hopes and expectations need progress in the camplex 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 strategies on realistic perceptions
and to act in the primary interest of peace.

* % % % %

Kurt Spillman

I was particularly grateful to Ambassador Jaipal and
Ambassador Nazarkine for addressing the central issue of goals
and values. But coming fron a small and neutral European
country, I would like to express my concern about the existing
situation in international armaments first by mentioning just
the possibilities of small neutral countries in the process of
armms control and disarmament. Ambassador Jaipal is alluding, on
page 10 of his excellent paper, to the possible role of Sweden
in the process of verification of treaty campliance. I think it
is very appropriate to think of the important contribution of
neutral and non-aligned countries in the process of verification
of treaty campliance. One such proposal has been advanced in
Stockholm, offering to provide a plan for verification by the
neutral countries for purposes that were entirely in the
interests of the international cammunity, an offer which to our
regret has been turned down. Speaking for Switzerland itself, I
think we have been trying to help the arms control and
disarmament process in which we believe and which we observe
very carefully by offering a neutral meeting ground for
bilateral as well as multilateral negotiations on arms control
and disarmament. [ think I don't have to repeat here that
Switzerland has been interested in international co-operation
and collaboration since very early times. We think of the Red
Cross, the League of Nations, United Nations, 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 multilateral treaties and
also by proposing a scheme for the peaceful settlement of
disputes which, I think, will came up for further discussion
soon.

I would also like to think that our concept of armed
neutrality may provide a model of non-offensive, non-provocative
force posture. But the basic campramises have to be found by
the two leading nuclear Powers. There we are on a different
level. 1 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 title of an important INIDIR study by
our colleague Professor Frei published in 1984. This study
demonstrates with ample material how much our perceptions are
coloured and often destroyed by preconceived ideas and value
judgements that impair the process of mutual understanding which
is so vitally important. Bilateral negotiations, as well as
multilateral negotiations, should devote more time to
identifying and defining as precisely as possible the mutual
interests and the mutual goals to be achieved, as well as the
basic assumption fram which the different parties start. I am
convinced that greater progress could be achieved if as much
effort were devoted to these basic problems as is devoted to
technical details. This process is certainly extremely
difficult, as touching upon so-called non-negotiables,
non-negotiable value assumptions, that is, but it has been for
the defence of basic values that groups and nations have built
up defences up to the present time, with their overwhelming
nuclear capabilities. 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 it
possible to find a mutually acceptable definition of the term
"peaceful co-existence", or 1is peaceful co-existence - as
pointed out in the Soviet Military Encyclopaedia - just "a

continuation of the class struggle", a definition which to
Western nations sounds threatening. I an simply raising the
issue and pointing to the importance of these questions because
I an convinced that not nuclear warheads but human heads are
going to decide the fate of human civilization.

* % % % %

John Sullivan

We in Australia approach this question of bilateral and
multilateral disarmament negotiations with the conviction that,
particularly in this nuclear age, every nation, even a small and
distant nation such as Australia, has the right and the
responsibility to play a full part in preventing war and in
securing the elimination of nuclear weapons and working towards
alternative arrangements to maintain peace.

At the same time, as both Ambassador Jaipal and Ambassador
Nazarkine pointed out, and as was recognized in the Final
Documnent of the First United Nations Special Session on
Di sarmament, the nuclear powers, and in particular the
superpowers have a special responsibility for the reduction of
nuclear armms. However, it has to be recognized that since the
signing of the SALT-II 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 virtually continuous
negotiations going on in Geneva these long years, with one major
break between 1980 and 1982, It has even been claimed by same
that the bilateral arms negotiation process has came to
facilitate or even institutionalize the arms race. If this is
true, then the bilateral arms control process has failed. But 1
question whether the ground in Geneva has becare so arid and so
barren that it can no longer bear fruit. The possibility of
eliminating intermediate range nuclear weapons fram Europe seems
to be getting closer in fact. While this issue is largely one
for the superpowers and for the European countries, we hope and
many other countries that are far fram Europe also hope that
agreement will soon be reached. We welcame the fact that both
United States and the Soviet Union have both presented draft
treaties on this question of intermediate-range nuclear forces.
We also hope that it will be the first of many such agreements,
which will include the elimination of these weapons, not only in
Europe, but throughout the world and we hope that there will be
further agreements in the future leading to deep reductions in
strategic nuclear forces which at long last is being talked of
as a goal by both superpowers.

Australia, of course, is not a direct participant in the
bilateral process. However, we believe it 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 all people is at stake in their bilateral
negotiations, and that they bear a high level of responsibility
and accountability to the wider international camunity. [ must
say that it is not always easy for small countries such as mine
to take issue with the superpowers on these vital questions.
However, we feel that it is the duty of the small and medium
countries to examine the available evidence on a particular
question and if it is found to be persuasive or otherwise, then
to say so frankly and directly. Such representations do not
always make us popular, but if many small and mediun countries
do the same thing, then they may cumulatively assist in pushing
the bilateral disarmament process forward.

I also believe, of course, that countries such as mine
have a duty to do what they can to assist progress in the
multilateral disarmament field. The key institution in this
area is the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. In my view the
non-aligned countries which make up the largest group in the
Conference have a particular role to play. Their support is
often crucial to the success of any initiatives. But even this
in itself can cause difficulties. The "all or nothing stance"
taken by same of the non-aligned countries, for example, on the
question of a full negotiating mandate for a comittee to
consider the question of a nuclear test ban is preventing any
work being done on this issue. At the same time it is a small
nunber of non-aligned countries which puts forward lack of
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progress on nuclear disarmament, including lack of progress on
the nuclear test-ban, as an excuse not to adhere to the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Furthermore, the nuclear programmes
of same of these countries are a major cause of concern to those
of us who are comitted to preventing the acquisition of nuclear
weapons by any additional countries.

Of course, it must also be said that aligned countries
share same of the responsibility for the lack of progress in the
Conference for Disarmament. Because they have often used this
forun and other multilateral foruns to seek support for a
particular point of view without any real or genuine attempt to
seek consensus. In my view, it 1is in everyone's interest to
display flexibility, co-operation and the ability to campromise
in order to enhance the effectiveness of the Conference on
Disarmament and other multilateral di sarmament fora, for
exanple, by minimizing procedural disputes that prevent real
work fram being done, and, as Ambassador Nazarkine mentioned
earlier, so that the mutually-acceptable solutions can be found.

In my view, the multilateral process can also be assisted
by initiatives fram individual countries. By this I do not mean
uni lateral disarmament. What I am referring to is the fact that
there is already a considerable number of multilateral
agreements in existence. Whether they should really be
described as armms control agreements or as samething less, as
suggested by Ambassador Jaipal, they constitute in my view a
solid body of effective measures which put real constraints on
the Dbehaviour of Govermments and they ought not to be
forgotten. Let me give you an example: while we camplain about
the lack of progress on the chemical weapons convention, how
often do we remember that an international convention on
Chemical Weapons already exists? Of course I am referring to
the 1925 Geneva Protocol and while I do not wish to be accused
of looking backwards, I ask why doesn't it have every member of
the United Nations a party to it? Now, apart fran those few
countries who have already chemical weapons, can it really be
that there are 30 or so countries which wish to reserve the
right to make chemical weapons a part of their defence forces?
Or is it simply the fact that they have not got around to taking
the necessary bureaucratic and legal steps to became parties to
the Protocol? The same could be said of a number of other arms
control agreements such as the Biological Weapons Convention,
the Inhumane Weapons Convention, the Envirommental
Modifications Convention, and so on.

A special case 1is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
which in my view is perhaps the most successful arms control
treaty of modern times. And it has been a success because
countries have in effect chosen to do samething by themselves:
that is, they have given up the right to acquire nuclear weapons
in the wider interests of mankind. Mr. Chairman, you indicated
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earlier this morning that none of us want to see the emergence
of any new nuclear arsenals. 1 agree. As the Palme Comission
said, each additional nuclear power increases the risk that
nuclear war will occur. Further adherence to the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty would go a long way to preventing that
fram occuring.

Another way I suggest that we can work to pramote the
multilateral disarmament process is to pramote regional
measures, such as nuclear-free zones. Australia has been active
in this regard in the development of the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone. Now, I know that the Zone has been criticized by
sare as not going far enough. But it demonstrates that even
very small non-nuclear States can by their own initiative and in
a multilateral context, ensure the absence of nuclear weapons
fran their territories, and distance themselves fran the system
of military campetition which they believe does not serve the
interests of peace.

A further measure which even small countries could
consider taking by themselves or in association with their
regional neighbours 1is the question of controlling more strictly
conventional amms transfers. At the very least exporters of
arms should strictly ensure that they will not wind up in
countries where they will only serve to exacerbate tension. And
similarly importers of weapons should be wary of buying arms
which could be seen as threatening by their neighbours, and set
off another stage in a regional arms race.

A greater degree of openess between countries could also
assist in preventing the growth of tension, and promote that
climate of mutual confidence that Ambassador Jaipal pointed to
as a pre-condition for successful negotiation. And again, this
is samething that countries can do by themselves.

There also needs to be confidence that others have and
will camply with existing arms control agreements. This is very
important for the constraints they impose, as I mentioned
earlier, as well as being the basis for new and more
far-reaching agreements. As Mr. Jaipal and other speakers have
pointed out, lack of agreement on this question has often been
responsible for the lack of progress in multilateral disarmament
negotiations. Fortunately, there are same signs that the old
attitudes to verification 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 I said at the beginning, disarmament is everyone's
responsibility. In concluding, therefore, I would like all
delegates to consider personally what opportunities they might
have in their various countries, through their universities,
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research institutions, foreign ministries to devise programes,
to make suggestions that could pramote the disarmament process.
I believe it needs this personal touch because too often the
process does became rather impersonal, full of the rhetoric of
Government statements, which all of us recognize make no real
contribution to disarmmament. I have tried to make a few
suggestions today on ways in which we might advance the
bilateral disarmament process; they may not be particularly new
but I hope that you will consider them to be worth a new look.

* % % % %

Gustave Zoula

Nous avons tous entendu dire ce matin qu'il n'y avait
pratiquement pas de différence entre les négociations
bilatérales et les négociations multilatérales ou que si
différence il y a, <celle-ci n'est qu'académique, voire
théorique, 1'essentiel étant d'abaisser le niveau de suspicion
mutuelle et d'élever le niveau de confiance mutuelle entre les
différents partenaires. Je partage un peu cette idée mais je me
demande dans quelle mesure une région camme 1'Afrique peut jouer
un réle influent dans des négociations dites multilatérales. Ce
n'est pas que 1'Afrique n'est pas partie prenante au processus
de désarmement ou qu'elle ne se sent pas concernée par la
recherche de 1la sécurité internationale. Bien au contraire.
Comme vous le savez 7 [Etats africains participent aux
négociations dans le cadre des Nations Unies, a8 la conférence du
désarmement qui est la seule instance multilatérale dont dispose
la camunauté internationale pour les négociations sur le
désarmement. [l est vrai également que pour les Etats africains,
c'est-a-dire 1'OUA, le désarmement constitue un souci majeur
dans la mesure oll nous avons voulu déclarer 1'Afrique "Zone
dénucléarisée". Il y a m@me un projet de convention qui date de
1964 et qui est toujours a 1'étude. Mais si je me pose cette
question de savoir si 1'Afrique peut jouer un rdle, c'est qu'en
1985, nous avons tenu une conférence régionale sur le
désarmement, la sécurité et le développement en Afrique et
beaucoup d'Etats africains ont reconnu que méme si 1'Afrique
devait s'intéresser a ces sujets ils constituaient plutdt une
préoccupation majeure pour les Etats européens et autres de
1'hémi sphére Nord.

En réalité, les Etats africains adh@rent au concept
général de désarmement et de 1'interdépendence de la sécurité
internationale. Mais ils reconnaissent également que le
caractére universel des objectifs de sécurité et de désarmement
doit d'abord tenir campte de ce qui se passe au niveau des super
puissances, entre les Etats Unis et 1'Union soviétique. Et c'est
1a ol je voulais en venir en citant 1'orateur qui nous a dit que
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la différence entre négociations bilatérales et négociations
multilatérales n'était qu'académique. Dans toutes ces
négociations en effet on retrouve toujours face a face les deux
blocs ou les deux super Etats, 1'Union soviétique et les
Etats-Unis. Dans le rapport présenté par M. Rikhi Jaipal, il est
bien établi par exemple coment la Camission de 1'Energie
Atanique créée en 1946 a échoué a cause de la rivalité
soviéto-américaine et il a également bien montré coament les
négociations multilatérales sur les armes atamiques et
conventionnelles n'ont pas abouti a cause des divergences
d'approche entre américains et soviétiques. Et aussi comment en
55 et 58 et en 60 toutes les négociations de Gen&ve ont subi le
méme sort, les américains insistant davantage sur les mécanismes
de contr6le avant de proposer des mesures de désarmement. Par
contre, et il 1'a aussi montré, au manent de 1la période de 1la
détente, il y a toute une série de traités qui ont &té proposés,
étudiés et qui ont é&té acceptés par les deux Etats sur une base
bilatérale avant d'@tre proposés - j'allais presque dire imposés
pour adoption - aux autres membres du Camité.

Je serais donc tenté de dire que toutes les négociations
multilatérales se ramdnent a une négociation bilatérale entre
1'Union Soviétique et les Etats-Unis et sur cela beaucoup
d'orateurs ont insisté. Ces pays sont les plus concernés. Ils
sont ceux, passez moi 1'expression, qui recherchent 1'hégémonie,
la suprématie. Ils cachent cela sous un vocabulaire de parité ou
ils appellent cela la sécurité au plus haut niveau ou ils
revendiquent a8 eux seuls la responsabilité pour le maintien de
la paix et de la sécurité globales. Et ce rb6le malheureusement
leur est presque reconnu expressément dans la Charte des Nations
Unies. Les Etats africains eux-mdmes s'y ref@rent souvent
lorsqu'ils lancent des appels  aux grandes puissances pour
négocier en vue de réduire la tension qui p&se sur le monde. Si
je prends 1'exemple de la Conférence de Lané, organisée par les
pays africains, il est dit que "la Conférence considére qu'un
climat international en particulier dans les relations entre les
grandes puissances, notamment les deux super puissances de méme
que dans les relations Nord/Sud, améliorerait les effectifs de
sécurité, de désarmmement et de développement". Parce que
1'objectif avoué en ce moment par les Etats africains est
effectivement de pouvoir construire un développement qui serait
exempt de cette course aux armements que nous connaissons dans
1'hémisphére nord.

Malheureusement encore, les Etats africains sont menacés,
et vous le savez tous, par la capacité nucléaire de 1'Afrique du
Sud. Ce matin un orateur 1'a d'ailleurs dit, & propos des zones
dénucléarisées. L'Afrique avait souhaité, came je 1'ai dit tout
a4 1l'heure, que cette zone restit une zone dénucléarisée.
Malheureusement avec le concours de ces mémes grandes
puissances, 1'Afrique du Sud est aujourd'hui en mesure de
produire des armes nucléaires. Et cela constitue un souci de
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plus pour les Etats africains qui en ont déja beaucoup. Toute
négociation multilatérale, se ramdne & la négociation Nord/Sud.
Nous 1'avons également vu avec |'exemple de Rekjavik, 3 la
Conférence du 11 au 12 octobre 1986 oll deux Etats ont voulu en
quelque sorte régler le problame de toute 1'humanité entre eux
deux. La réaction d'autre Etats, en particulier des Etats
européens qui possédent déja des armes nucléaires, a été de
s'opposer a cette tentative d'enrégimenter le monde entre les
deux grandes puissances, car tout en refusant de camptabiliser
les armes anglaises et frangaises & cette conférence, les deux
super puissances en sont venues presque a les prendre en campte
dans les négociations qui se passent en ce moment a Genéve.

Du reste, quand on ne tient pas campte directement de ces
Etats, on le fait a travers les blocs. Et 12 encore, camme vous
le savez, 1'OQUA, tout camme les Etats non alignés, est opposée a
la politique des blocs. L'OJA pense que c'est cette politique
des blocs qui accroit régulié@rement la tension. Parce que méme
si les deux champions s'appellent Union Soviétique et
Etats-Unis, il n'en reste pas moins qu'ils doivent tenir campte
des intéréts particuliers, des visées particuliéres, des
objectifs particuliers des petites nations qui font partie de
ces blocs. C'est pourquoi au sein de 1'OUA nous pensons que
cette politique des blocs devrait &tre abolie également camme un
premier pas pour aller vers un désarmmement. [l est peut &tre
difficile de demander cela aux représentants de 1'OIAN et du
Pacte de Varsovie que vous &tes, mais ce serait peut &tre un
premier pas pour réduire les tensions et arriver a un monde ol
les intér&ts hégémonistes ne seraient plus vus en termes d'Est
ou d'Ouest, come c'est le cas aujourd'hui. Certes je ne dis pas
que 1'Union Soviétique et les Etats-Unis n'ont pas d'intéréts
particuliers, ils veulent camposer avec le reste des Nations
petites ou grandes de facon & prendre en campte 1'intérét
général qui seul serait susceptible de garantir le désarmement
général qui est demandé aujourd'hui.

Je suis tenté en conclusion de dire avec 1'Ambassadeur
Jaipal que négociations multilatérales ou bilatérales, en ce
mament, nous sames tous, un peu come les négres de 1'Union
Soviétique et des Etats-Unis parce que c'est en définitive pour
leurs intéréts que nous sarmmes en train de discuter.

* k% k% %k %

Michael Intriligator

The cament [ would like to make builds upon the call for
new thinking which I think does call for new procedures for
disarmament. I would like to put on the table a specific
proposal for consideration by this Conference. It is a new
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multilateral forum for disarmament negotiations, namely a five
power forun consisting of all five nuclear powers. In other
words we would add to the negotiating process the smaller
nuclear powers of the WK, France and China. I would point out
that no such forum now exists. These nations are, of course,
the permanent members of the Security Council, but this 1is no
place in which to conduct disarmament negotiations. [ believe
in the past we could ignore the smaller nuclear powers because
of their small inventories of weapons, but this is not true
now. Each of those powers has a camplete triad of weapons, and
they have planned substantial increases in their 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
missiles carrying submarine. All five nuclear powers have such
nuclear missile carrying submarines.

Now it is clear that such a forun would be unwieldy, it
would be prone to political arguments, it would be more
canplicated in its functioning than the current bilateral forums
that we have, but it would recognize the realities of the world
situation, namely, the fact that we have at present five not two
nuclear weapon states. All of those should be represented in
disarmament negotiations. Excluding relevant parties such as
the three smaller nuclear nations creates problems and tensions
of its own which are themselves potential sources of instability.

I would point out, Mr. Chairman, that such a five nuclear
weapon state forun has been proposed before, for example by
former Prime Minister Trudeau of Canada and by the Soviet
General Secretary Gorbachev. But [ think that one of the
problems with their proposals is that they retain the
traditional agenda, and I think that our new thinking should
enbrace not only a new procedure for disarmament but also a new
agenda. I think we can retain disarmament as a long term goal
of these negotiations, but, at the same time, [ think we can
consider certain current and intermediate objectives which would
have the beneficial effect of reducing current and potential
future areas of global strategic instability. I would
particularly mention five items that could be part of that
current and intermediate agenda:

1. Comunications among the nuclear powers, for example
by an expansion of the current type of bilateral
hotline agreements that exists;

2. Accidents and inadvertent nuclear war. We have same
valuable bilateral agreements, the Accidents Measures
Agreements and the Prevention of Nuclear War
Agreement between the United States and the Soviet
Union. I think it would be extremely beneficial to
extend those two agreements to all five nuclear power
states;
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