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DERARTMSNT for DTS4j?jiAi,:sNT AFFAIRS 
'N̂  BSFER^Ca IiIBRAT̂ -̂  ----—

FREFyCE

The United Nations In s t i tu te  for Disarmament Research - 
LNIDIR - Andiich has been in existence since October 1, 1980, was 
established by the General Assembly as an autonomous in s t i tu t io n  
within the framework of the United Nations to carry out 
independent research on disarmament and rela ted  in ternational 
security  issues.

The work of the In s t i tu te ,  \x4iich is based on the 
provisions of the Final Doctment of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly, aims at:

Providing the International ccnminity with more 
d iv ers if ied  and conplete data on problems re la ting  to 
in ternational security , the armaments race and disarmament in 
a l l  f ie ld s ,  p a r t icu la r ly  in the nuclear f ie ld ,  so as to
f a c i l i t a t e  progress, through negotiations, towards greater 
security  for a l l  S ta tes , and towards the econanic and social 
development of a l l  peoples;

Pronoting informed part ic ipa tion  by a ll  S ta tes in 
disarmament e f fo r ts ;

Assisting on-going negotiations on disarmament and
continuing e ffo r ts  to ensure greater in ternational security  at a 
progressively lower level of armaments, p a r t icu la r ly  nuclear 
armaments, by means of objective and factual studies and 
analyses;

Carrying out more in-depth, forward looking and 
long-term research on disarmament so as to provide a general 
insight to the problems involved and stimulating new in i t ia t iv e s  
for new negotiations.

As an integral part of i t s  research a c t iv i t i e s  and i ts
re la tions  with other academic centres WIDIR has, from time to 
time, organized Q>nferences and Seminars with a view to
providing a forun for the exchange of ideas and discussion of 
proposals on various aspects of disarmament. Carefully
structured and well prepared Conferences with balanced
p a rt ic ipa tion  have proved to be of s ign ifican t value in LNIDIR's 
contribution to disarmament research. These gatherings have 
provided useful opportunities for scholars and diplomats to view 
specific  issues in disarmament and international security  from 
d iffe ren t  perspectives Andiile appreciating their  essen tia l
caiplementarity.

The rapid pace of b i la te ra l  negotiations between the USSR 
and USA since January 1985 raised the question of the role of



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 " .
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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
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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.
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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;
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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 .
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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
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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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3. Nuclear c r i s i s  and nuclear th rea ts .  I think i t  would 
be extremely beneficia l i f  we had agreements or 
understandings anong the five nuclear >veapon s ta te s  
on the procedures they would follow in case of a 
nuclear c r i s i s  or nuclear th rea ts ,  before and not 
a f te r  the event has occured.

4. Non-proliferation. I believe that the existence of 
such a new forun could in i t s  functioning strengthen 
the Non-Proliferation Regime, p a r t icu la r ly  to deal 
with the threat of newly emerging nuclear supplier 
s ta te s  and the potential nuclear role of non-nation 
s ta te s .  Neither is now trea ted  as part of current 
Non-Proliferation Regime.

5. Other weapons of mass destruction. Such a forum 
could also deal with chemical, biological and other 
such weapons.

F ina lly  looking to the theme of th is  Conference, on the
in te rre la t io n sh ip  between b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament 
negotia tions, I would propose that we s ta r t  with para lle l  
negotiations between the current fora that ex is t at both a 
b i la te r a l  and m u lt i la te ra l  level and th is  proposed new forum, 
but with the idea eventually of sh if t ing  much of the 
re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  to th is  five power forum as i t  deals with 
global issues and as i t  reaches ce r ta in  in i t i a l  agreements, such
as for exanple in the five areas I have mentioned before.
Eventually, i f  we sh if t  most of the global re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  for 
weapons of mass destruction to th is  five power forun, I would 
suggest that an ideal arrangement would be to have a p a ra lle l  
set of n u l t i la te ra l / r e g io n a l  negotiations, building on the
examples we have in Europe of and CSCE but for several
regions of the world with periodic consultations between the 
global forun I have suggested and the several regional 
n u l t i l a t e r a l  fora that I think could be very benefic ia l.  So I 
would like  to propose th is  as a specif ic  and concrete suggestion 
for the consideration of the Conference.

•k ic ic ic ic

Alexander Yankov

I would like to offer some b r ie f  corments on the interplay 
between b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  arms lim itation  and
disarmament negotiations viewed from the ir  legal aspects and 
legal inplications as an interplay between b i la te ra l  and

n u l t i l a t e r a l  arrangements in th is  f ie ld .
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Before doing so I would like  to make seme observations on 
the introductory reports submitted by Arijassador Jaipal and 
Ait>assador Nazarkine. I appreciate very much the h is to r ic  
background and analy tical survey made by Anbassador Jaipal 
regarding the evolving process of arms lim itation  and 
disarmament negotiations throughout the las t  decade. Nfey I
point out, however, that looking backwards we have also to draw 
some conclusions v^ich may be pertinent to the present and the 
future. I have in mind seme inportant new factors which have 
had s ign if ican t impact on in ternational re la t io n s .  I t  would be 
a too s im plis tic  p ic tu re  i f  we consider the process of 
disarmanent negotiations per se and not whether there have been 
seme new developments \»4iich have exercised ce r ta in  influence on 
these negotiations. I do not Avant to argue with Arbassador
Jaipal on v^iat has happened un til  now but I Awould like  to submit 
that perhaps th is  p ic tu re  may be more accurate i f  we take into 
consideration ce r ta in  new factors of p o l i t i c a l ,  soc ia l,  or
econonic nature and that they are re f lec ted  in the in ternational 
posture. For instance, if  we go back and consider the record of 
the League of Nations and the f ru s tra t io n s  f e l t  in the f ie ld  of 
disarmament, we w ill  notice the absence of some p o l i t ic a l  forces 
M^ich now play an inportant ro le  in in ternational re la tion s .  Vfe 
have in mind the emergence of the s o c ia l i s t  States and the r i s e  
of the non-aligned movement. The global dimensions of the
nuclear arms race is also a re la t iv e ly  new phenomenon.

Therefore, I think tha t ,  perhaps, i t  would be a much more 
r e a l i s t i c  approach i f  we consider the in terp lay  of a l l  these
fac tors. On th is  point I would like  to express ray agreement 
with Anbassador Nazarkine that although we recognize the special 
re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  of the major powers and especially  the two 
grea tes t  nuclear weapons powers, the Soviet Union and the Iftiited 
S ta tes , and th e ir  predominant influence in shaping the 
re la tionsh ip  between the d iffe ren t  p o l i t ic a l  and m il i ta ry  
a ll iances ,  such as the Vfersaw Treaty Organization and the North 
A tlan tic  Treaty Organization, i t  would be correct to consider 
also the place of other countries on regional and global basis, 
v is -a -v is  the ongoing negotiations between these two great 
Powers. I t  is obvious that each of them has to take into 
account the inplications and the consequences of i t s  s t ra teg ic  
doctrine and how they are accepted by the international 
conminity. Some w rite rs  adnit, that the USSR and the USA occupy 
the centre  of the in ternational stage. They occupy the centre 
of the stage but not the \\4iole stage, since there are many other 
actors ^ i c h  should not be overlooked. The in ternational public 
opinion expressed through trade union, or youth and other 
p o l i t ic a l  organizations, have also to be taken into 
consideration.

Now, turning to the main point of ray few comnents on the 
interplay between the b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  agreements, I 
would like  to say at the outset that I agree with some of the
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observations made by Mr. Sullivan on the broadening of the 
ex is ting  arms lim itations agreements and th e ir  legal grounds.
For there are some agreements y^iich by the ir  nature could be 
considered as b i la te r a l ,  but may have broader significance with
global dimensions. I take as an example, the ho t- l in e  agreement 
of 1963, the agreement between the Soviet Union and the United 
S ta tes to reduce the r isk  of nuclear war, the agreement on the 
prevention of incidents on the high seas, or the basic 
statements of p rincip les  governing the re la tions  between the
USSR and the United Kingdom or between the USSR and France,
e tc . If  we consider the 10 m u lt i la te ra l  agreements which were
negotiated and ^diich are in force since the las t  decades, 
excluding the Geneva Protocol of 1925, we see that most of them, 
i f  not a l l  of them, although they i n i t i a l l y  were contenplated as 
b i la te ra l  agreements or w ithin the framework of b i la te ra l  
negotiations, they acquired much more extensive global
significance . Such agreements have e ithe r  to be transformed 
into m u lt i la te ra l  t r e a t ie s  or from the outset negotiated and 
signed as m u lt i la te ra l  agreements. Thus, we cannot conceive 
today, for instance, the non-pro liferation  trea ty , the outer 
space trea ty ,  the sea-bed trea ty  or the convention on the 
prohibition of bacterio logical weapons within a b i la te ra l
framework of UBA-USS ,̂ or East-V\fest re la tionsh ip . These 
agreements v^ich o r ig ina l ly  were negotiated through the 
mechanism of b i la te ra l  negotiations, have involved the large 
m ajority  of S ta tes , including members of the non-aligned
movement. These agreements by th e ir  scope and object have much
larger f ie ld  of application. They could go together with
p a ra l le l ,  b i la te ra l  or regional arrangements, including the 
nuclear weapon-free-zone arrangements. In th is  connection 
special referrence could be made to the suggestion to e s tab lish  
a zone free  of nuclear and chemical weapons in the Balkans.
Several goverments in the region have s ta ted  that they attach  
great inportance to such regional measures. In the case of 
regional arms lim ita tion  and disarmament agreements, such as 
nuclear weapon free zone in several parts of Europe, they could 
prove to be an important contribution to arms control and
disarmament. In confidence buiIding measures too the interplay
between b i la te ra l  and n n l t i l a t e r a l  arrangements could have 
p a r t icu la r  significance. Those were the few cannents I wanted 
to o ffe r  enphasizing the in te r re la t io n  between b i la te ra l  and 
broader in ternational negotiations and between b i la t e r a l ,  
regional and global arms control and disarmament agreements.

Jan  S ic c a n a

I would like to ra ise  three elementary but, in my view, 
fundamental points in respect to what has been said and a l l
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three points are connected, in ny view, with the policy that
disarmament always serves the peace.

TTie f i r s t  point has been expressed in various ways; that
the world can no longer susta in  a war, that m il i ta ry  solutions
are inpossible, that only p o l i t ic a l  solutions are possible, that
war more or less would be abolished. I think i t  should be
sinply said th is  is not true if  you look at Iran/Iraq  or at 
Afghanistan or at other wars. You can see that m il i ta ry  
solutions are s t i l l  attenpted and are used. Perhaps i t  is 
wrong, but i t  is happening.

The second point concerns \niiat has been said by several 
speakers that to ta l  nuclear disarmament is a desirable  
objective. I think i t  is not. A world without nuclear weapons 
was a world with a lot of wars. V\fe know that countries, 
especially  here in Europe fought each other many times. I 
think, if  there were nuclear disarmament, to ta l  nuclear 
disarmament, the chance that a conventional war would break out 
would be large or larger again, and then one or both pa rt ies  of 
course would know, or would remember that nuclear weapons 
existed so that they would s ta r t  a race to acquire them again
and they would be used. So I am convinced that the quickest way 
to a nuclear war is to ta l  nuclear disarmament. Therefore, I am 
not in favour of that objective.

Nfy th ird  point concerns some remarks by Dr. M iller .  I 
think i t  should be said that I don't know of a subs ti tu te  for 
nuclear deterrence as a means to avoid war. I don 't know 
exactly what cannon security  is .  Dr. Mttller has mentioned the 
word "conventional balance". I never use the words 
"conventional deterrence" because I think i t  does not ex is t .  
Conventional balances are not at a ll  recipes for avoiding war as 
was made abundantly c lear  in 1914 and in 1939-1940. Then, there 
was almost a perfect equilibriun , a conventional balance between 
the warring p a r t ie s .  So I think i f  Europe wants to have a Third 
W)rld V\feir i t  should become nuclear free as soon as possible. If 
not, we should rely  on a nuclear deterrence.

ic ic if -k ic

Ednan Agaev

Je voudrais en quelques mots essayer de rSsuner la 
discussion qui a eu lieu ic i .  On a exprimS beaucoup d 'id6es sur 
le f a i t  que tous les pourparlers au sujet du d6sarmement visent 
avant tout a assurer la s6curit6 gfenfirale et In ternationale  et a 
prSvenir l '6clatement d'un c o n fl i t  arm6 qui d 6 tru ira i t  tout.
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Quand on parle  du lien rSciproque entre  les pourparlers 
bilatSraux et rrultilatferaux sur le dSsarmement, de ce qui les 
unit et de ce qui les diffSrencie, on peut d ire  avec cer t i tude  
que ce qui les u n it ,  c 'e s t  incontestablement la conminautS des 
buts. CcranunautS de buts qui a un caractSre universel et qui 
touche aux int6rSts de tous les E tats; c 'e s t  pourquoi les
pourparlers b ila t6raux sur le dSsarmement eux-m&nes deviennent 
I ’objet d'une constante a tten tion  et de discussions 

m u lt i la t6 ra le s .  En a llan t  plus loin et en d6veloppant ce t te  
id6e, on peut d ire  que dans une certa ine  mesure les pourparlers 
bilatSraux ne sont b ilat6raux que dans leur fomie et que dans 
1'ensemble leur contenu et leur o rien ta tion  pr6sentent un
caractSre multi l a t e r a l . S 'ag issant de la forme b i la t6 ra le  de ces 
pourparlers, e l le  est objectivanent pr6d6termin6e par un fa i t
h is to rique , dont on a dSjS beaucoup parlS ic i ,  § savoir que
c 'e s t  sur I'LRSS et les Etats-Unis - et c 'e s t  bien de ces deux
pays q u ' i l  s 'a g i t  quand i l  est question de pourparlers
b ila t€raux - que c 'e s t  sur ces deux pays que repose la
responsabi1it6  p a rt icu liS re  du destin  de I'humanitS et que c 'e s t  
a eux qu'incorabe la lourde tSche d 'ouvrir  la voie qui 
a ffranchira  le monde de la menace de la destruction. Une des 
carac tS ris tiques  d is t in c t iv es  de ces pourparlers b ilat6raux, 
c 'e s t  qu'on y t r a i t e  en profondeur et sous tous leurs aspects 
des problSnes tr§s complexes, qui touchent aux int6rSts de tous 
les E ta ts .  Nfeis on peut d ire  aussi que le lien  rfeciproque 6 t ro i t  
entre  pourparlers bilatSraux et multilatSraux est pr6d6termin6 
non seulement par I 'ob je t  de ces pourparlers, mais encore par
les mSthodes au moyen desquelles i l s  sont men6s.

En f a i t ,  les pourparlers bilatferaux, bien que deux p a rt ie s
seulement y interviennent, ne sont quand mfime pas des
pourparlers ferm§s et ne reprSsentent pas une quelconque 
diplomat ie secrSte, c e l le  qui se p ra tiqua it  aux tenps de
l ’6quilib re  des forces; 1 ' information concernant ces pourparlers 
est  accessible  § tous. Tout le monde est parfaitement au courant 
et 1'Union soviStique et les Etats-lMis informent 
syst€matiquement e t  de la fa^on la plus ccnplSte le res te  de la
conraunautS Internationale sur la faQon dont se d6roulent ces
pourparlers, sur les progrds r6alis6s et aussi sur les
ccmplicat ions et les obstacles qui se pr6sentent en chemin. II 
faut aussi souligner & ce sujet que la conrunautS mondiale ne se 
cantonne pas dans un r61e d'observateur passif  des pourparlers 
bilatferaux. La discussion m ulti la tS ra le  qui se d6roule autour 
des pourparlers bilatferaux donne lieu a 1'expression de
norabreuses recomnandations et de diverses id6es qui exercent 
incontestablement une influence et une action dSterminSes sur 
1'Evolution de la position des deux protagonistes qui se produit 
au cours de leurs pourparlers. Je voudrais c i t e r ,  en signalant 
au passage la caractSre assez remarquablement repr6sen ta tif  des 
collSgues amfericains qui sont parmi nous, un €minent politologue 
an^ricain, qui en f a i t  a expos6 tous les fondements de la 
diplcmatie amfericaine d 'au jou rd 'hu i , le rencmn& Hans Nbrgenthau,
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selon lequel la diplomatie est I 'a r t  de concentrer les e f fo r ts  
pour a tte ind re  un o b jec t if  donn6. Et I 'on peut d ire  a ce propos, 
pour a l le r  plus loin, que les pourparlers b ilat6raux sont
pr6cis&nent dans une certa ine  mesure une concentration des 
e f fo r ts  de toute la connunaut6 In ternationale  dans les 
d irec tions les plus urgentes e t que 1'Union soviStique et les 
Etat-Unis, dSs 1 ' instant oil i l s  engagent des pourparlers 
bilatferaux, deviennent en quelque sorte  les porte-parole des
in t6r6ts de toute la commnaut6 des E ta ts .

On a aussi souvent d it  ici que les pourparlers bilatSraux
et multilatferaux doivent 6 tre  menis paralISlonent. Et I 'on 
pourrait d ire  aussi que ce paral1§1isme et 1 ' interdfependance 
entre  les deux modes de pourparlers aide S trouver en quelque 
sorte  le juste  m ilieu e t a in sc r ire  les decisions dans un cadre 
qui convient S tous. Le lien  d ialectique rfeciproque entre  
pourparlers bilatferaux e t  multilatferaux trouve la son expression 
dans le f a i t  que, si les pourparlers bilatferaux concentrent la 
recherche, les multilatSraux en 61argissent le format, ce qui 
produit, pour fa ire  appel a une expression imagfee, un e ffe t  de 
zoon; on s a i s i t  le but et on le fixe avec precision; ses 
paramStres fondamentaux se dSgagent en gros plan; on in troduit 
ensuite dans 1'o b je c t i f  les 61€ments constitu t i fs  et les 
d e ta i ls ,  ce qui donne enfin une ca iposition  entidrement achev6e. 
C 'est par exemple en vertu du mgme principe qu'on a t rav a i l lS  
sur le T rait6  de non-prolifferation des armes nucl6aires e t sur 
la Convention d 'in te rd ic t io n  de I'arme bactfiriologique ainsi 
que, dans une certa ine  mesure, sur la Convention sur la 
suppression des armes chimiques.

Quand on parle  des pourparlers bilatSraux et 
multilatfetaux, on ne peut certes  pas ne pas rappeler le sens et
le rQle de la Conference du Ctesarmanent, ce forum m u lt i la te ra l
de discussion unique en son genre. Et I 'on pourrait d ire  a ce 
propos que ce forum poss§de le plus puissant des po ten t ie ls ,  
qu'on u t i l i s e  malheureusement fort peu. Certes i l  se ra i t  in jus te  
de ne pas indiquer q u ' i l  y a quand mane une certa ine  animation 
et un ce r ta in  mouvement dans les d6bats de la Conference du 
DSsarmement. Les diverses delegations apportent a I'appui de 
leurs positions des docunents concernant la substance des 
questions debattues. Nfeis en mSne taips on ne peut pas ne pas 
6 tre  alarme par le f a i t  que norbre des documents presentes a la 
Conference du Desarmement ne font pas I 'o b je t  d'un developpement 
logique et d'une concre tisa t  ion m ate rie lle ,  et que bien souvent 
I 'a c t i v i t e  ree l le  se metamorphose en paperasse proceduriSre. On 
pense qu 'a  cet egard la Conference du Desarmement pourrait jouer 
un rQle beaucoup plus a c t i f .  Et pour terminer, je voudrais
avancer une id6e imagee : quand on regarde 1'ensemble du
processus de pourparlers sur le desarmement, on est tente  de le 
coiparer au jeu d'un grand orchestre symphonique. A certa ins
moments, on entend surgir au premier plan un th&ne et des 
so l is te s  qui mSnent le jeu cependant que, loin de se ta i r e ,  les
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thSnes fondamsntaux ne font que s 'a sso u rd ir .  quoi, i l  y a
des moments ofl toutes les varia tions se fondent en un crescendo 
construct i f .  Tous les groupes d 'instruments interviennent, les 
va ria tions  se rejoignent et 1’oeuvre aboutit a son fina le .  On 
peut a lo rs  se demander qui d ir ige  vraiment cet orchestre . La 
raeilleure r6ponse, c 'e s t  que le chef d 'o rchestre  n 'e s t  autre  que 
notre raison co llec t iv e  conrnune et c 'e s t  le m eilleur r6gulateur 
de nos ac t iv itS s  dans I ’arSne In ternationale .

Thomas Barthelemy

I would like to make a coxment or two on statements that
have been given, p a r t icu la r ly  on the two formal presentations. 
But I would like  to s ta r t  by ccmnending Professor Spillmann for 
h is  s t re s s  on the real and/or perceived conflic ting  a t t i tu d e s  
and goals of Governments rather than on the bean counting 
exercise.

I think, rea l ly ,  i t  is very important for us to begin by
addressing the roots of in ternational tension, or at least to be 
very conscious of them A^en we discuss arms control and 
disarmament nKasures. Because arms are a re f lec tion  of the 
tensions and c o n fl ic ts  and agression that occurs and not, in our 
view, the cause of them, we are not involved in an arms race 
^ i c h  is  satiehow mschanistic and beyond the control of n«n. Of 
course when we speak of these sources of tension and insecurity  
in the world, we have to s ta r t  at the beginning with v io la tions 
of A r t ic le  2(4) of the United Nations Q iarte r .

Secondly, we have to deal with the intolerance of seme in 
the ccmnunity of S ta tes for the varie ty  of soc ie ties  and forms 
of GovernnBnt that ex is t .  And I think we need to think about 
how we can reach a climate of live and let live in th is  world of 
ours.

TTiird, I think we even have to be conscious of and
recognize that i t  is important as an underlying factor in our 
work that there is a great deal of intolerance, even by
Govermients, for a varie ty  of views, p o l i t ic a l  ideology, 
re lig ious  views, and so on of th e ir  own c it iz e n s .

I believe that we have to s ta r t  with the issue of 
security . Anbassador Jaipal described the goals of security  and 
of disarmament as in c o n fl ic t ,  in refe rr ing  to the b i la te ra l  
negotia tions. I t  seemed to be that he was in p l ic i t ly  condemning 
the two great Powers for putting security  f i r s t .  But, a f te r  
a l l ,  i s n ’ t security  the f i r s t  respo nsib ili ty  of every Government 
( I f  i t  does not provide security  for i t s  c it izen s  then \«4iat
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purpose does i t  serve for them). Obviously arms control and 
disarmament measures can, under ce r ta in  circumstances, serve to 
advance th is  goal of security , of national and in ternational 
security .

I noted that in Aribassador Nazarkine's statement he 
addressed the issue of b i la te ra l  and multi la te ra l  negotiations 
in a somewhat d if fe ren t  way than I have heard i t  expressed in 
the past. Of course, i t  has long been said by the in ternational 
ccnmunity that the in i t i a l  responsib ili ty  for nuclear arms 
control and disarmament belongs to the two Powers with the 
overwhelmingly largest arsenals. I t  is also widely known that 
the three other nuclear Powers (- and by the way I regret that 
one of those is not represented at th is  meeting - ,  we miss them 
here -) but that those Powers, coni>ined, possess approximately 5 
per cent or less than 10 per cent of the world’s nuclear 
forces. They have said there w ill come a time, once major 
reductions in the forces of the two major Powers have been 
achieved, for them to play a role; but that that time is not 
here now. And yet we have heard for many years in the 
Conference on Disarmament and in the F i r s t  Q nm ittee  of the 
Lfcii ted Nfeit ions General Assembly that somehow the Conference on 
Disarmament is prevented from performing i t s  appropriate role  in 
negotiating nuclear disarmament. Indeed, in nny view, the
conference on Disarmament provides a tremendous opportunity for 
sustained dialogue on the issue of nuclear arms control and
disarmament. That subject has been on the agenda of the
Conference throughout i t s  h is to ry . It p a r t icu la r ly  o ffers  a
good opportunity for the neutral and non-aligned States who are 
members of that body to present the ir  views on the subject, and 
i t  is reg re ttab le  that a few neutral and non-aligned S tates (I 
should say, a few non-aligned S tates) have discouraged such a 
serious dialogue over the years but have ins is ted  instead on 
imnediate negotiation or nothing. lAifortunately, th is  small
group of countries has been abetted by the ^ r s a w  Treaty
Organization S ta tes , ^ o  have called  for negotiations
imxBdiately - without delay in the Conference on Disarmament to 
achieve nuclear disarmament. I think i t  rea lly  is widely 
understood that we do need to get beyond that kind of rheto ric . 
I t  seemed to me that the things that we heard th is  morning 
rea lly  ref lec ted  a new glassnost i f  not to ta l  candour, that the 
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiating forim has a place - must have a place 
in i t s  agenda for the nuclear disarmament issue but tha t ,  at 
th is  stage, i t  cannot r e a l i s t i c a l ly  negotiate on that subject.

I would like to say one or two more words about the 
statement or Anbassador Ja ipa l.  Frankly, he presented a 
description of the negotiations, b i la te ra l  negotiations in the 
la te  1970s and early  1980s, that was not recognizable to me. He 
said that the SALT process was stopped in 1980 by the Reagan 
Administration. Of course, we know that the Reagan 
Adninistration took o ff ice  in 1981 and began by enphasizing the
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fa i lu re  of the SALT process in not getting  to the point of 
reducing nuclear warheads. Yet, as we see, p a r t icu la r ly  in the 
las t  year, that process has gotten to precisely  that point now. 
And, of course, the b i la te ra l  negotiations on INF began in 
Navember 1981. They were broken off in 1983. I d id n 't  see any 
notation of that by /'Wjassador Jaipal but, in any case, they 
were la te r  resimed.

As far as the subject of the arms race soaring into space 
or on the verge of soaring into space, ny recollec tion  is that
the arms race soared into space 30 years ago when I C ^ ’s -
b a l1i s t i c  m issiles  began to be tested  and deployed. I would
like to say just  one word in conclusion about the progress of 
chemical weapons negotiations. I think i t  should be borne in
mind that the b i la te ra l  negotiations did go on fron the
beginning of 1977 un til  the end of that decade but that they did 
not reach a successful conclusion. I think i t ' s  now c lear to 
a l l ,  as we are in 1987, i f  you go back and look at the 1982
Soviet d ra f t  convention, Aniiy those b i la te ra l  negotiations had 
come to a dead-end in the la te  1970s. The United States 
Government chose not to resume those b i la te ra l  negotiations in 
the 1980s but preferred and pressed for the beginning of
m u lt i la te ra l  negotiation, which did begin in 1983. There is a 
reference in Anbassador J a ip a l 's  report to reports of "a race in 
chemical weapons, in pa rt icu la r  binary weapons". 1 think that 
is somewhat euphemistic. For what has happened, as you a ll  
r e c a l l ,  is that the United States ceased production of chemical 
weapons in 1969. One might describe that as a moratorivni if  he 
wished to. That has continued up un til  the present day, and the 
point now in the United States is the necessity that is seen by 
the United S tates Government and the United S tates Congress to 
do something to re ta in  i t s  deterrent capab ili ty  in th is  area 
a f te r  these 18 years. Now i t  happens that those Aweapons w ill  be 
binary in nature in order to provide greater protection for the 
users. I think a final point on chemical weapons needs to be 
made here. 1 refer to th is  question of v e r if ica t io n ,  Avhich is 
re ferred  to in Artoassador J a ip a l 's  paper. He urges a solution
to the problem, i .e .  an agreement, though fa l l in g  short of 100 
per cent v e r i f ic a t io n ,  none the less constitu ting  an adequate 
measure of assurance that chemical weapons are not being 
produced. Frankly, 1 think that that approach is saiewhat 
overtaken by events. In the actual course of the negotiations 
we see now that the Soviet Union has joined the lAiited S tates in 
ca ll ing  for mandatory o n -s i te  challenge inspection in at least a 
nunber of circunstances, including use and when there may be 
doubt of production - i l l i c i t  production. There has been a 
substantia l narrowing of the differences. The real issue is not 
'seme’ v e r i f ic a t io n  but v e r i f ic a t io n  that gives a l l  pa rt ie s  to a 
trea ty  assurance that the weapons are not being produced, so 
that they can destroy v»4iatever deterrent forces they may have 
and feel confident that the ir  security  has been strengthened and 
not weakened.

•k -k ic ic ic
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REPCRT

NUCLEAR m/B LMITAriCN REEXJCTICN: 
BIIAIERAL NULTIIATER^L PERSPECTIVES

Alexei Arbatov

I should like  to begin ny statement by noting that our 
discussions frcm the previous session have sufficed to convince 
us that there are d iffe ren t  approaches to nuclear disarmament. 
It is not by chance that the problems of nuclear weapons and 
the ir  place in war and policy have now become matters of sharp 
disagreement, and are widely discussed among p o l i t ic ia n s ,  
sp e c ia l i s ts  and the public. The point is that radical measures 
of nuclear disarmament are seriously on the agenda for the f i r s t  
time in the 40 years for which nuclear weapons have been in 
existence. Wiat is being discussed is a 50 per cent reduction 
of s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons, and the ccnplete elimination of 
mediun-range and tac t ic a l  m iss i les .  The discussion on a l l  these 
m atters is no longer th eo re tica l ,  but now has a p rac tica l 
meaning. Wfe have, therefore, to consider with real urgency what 
we can achieve in the foreseeable period, whether there is a 
hope, whether there is point in giving serious consideration to 
the questions of a world without nuclear weapons.

In th is  connection, I should like to say that i t  is quite  
obvious that one view of the problem which is c lea r ly  expressed 
in the \Afest, and w ill apparently be argued here by some la te r  
speakers, is that nuclear weapons are an integral element of the 
security  of s ta te s .  All that can be done is s l ig h t ly  to reduce 
excess nun±>ers of nuclear weapons, and es tab lish  seme regulation 
of new m il i ta ry  programnes, without becoming too en thus ias t ic  
over nuclear disarmament.

I shall not seek to persuade the sp e c ia l is ts  here assembled 
of the m erits of complete nuclear disarmament. The audience 
that I have the honour to address today is highly qua lif ied , and 
I shall not therefore elaborate extensively on general and 
long-term concepts.

Instead, I would like to draw your a tten tion  to some
aspects of the "nuclear deterrence" concept, ^ i c h  as some
western representatives assert  has been saving the world frcm 
war for 40 years. I should like, f i r s t ,  to point out the
following: the assertion  that nuclear weapons have prevented a
th ird  world war for the las t  40 years is unproven, and evidently 
cannot be proved. It is a fact that, fortunately , there has not 
been a war, but i t  is now inpossible to e s tab lish  v>̂ y we were so 
lucky, \n^iether i t  was p a r t icu la r ly  the nuclear deterrence that 
was so e f fec tiv e ,  or whether the p o l i t ic a l  reasons for a new 
world war were not su f f ic ie n t ly  strong. History does not
recognize a subjunctive mood, \̂ fe do not know what might have
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happened during those 40 years had nuclear weapons not been
invented. There is ,  however, one circumstance that casts a most
serious doubt on the thesis that i t  were nuclear weapons that 
saved us.

Obviously there is no need for a nuclear deterrent in 
routine times, in time of peace, in a calm s i tua tio n . At such
times i t  is as if  the deterrent does not ex is t at a l l .  V\Jien i t
comes into play is - in a serious c r i s i s  s i tu a t io n ,  when s ta tes  
are approaching armed conflic t  in v̂ îich major nuclear powers may 
get involved.

I t  is of in te res t  in that connection that according to the 
available information the Ltoited States has only twice placed 
i t s  s t ra te g ic  nuclear forces on high ra te  of a le r t  during the 
last 40 years: at the time of the Caribbean c r i s i s  in 1962 and
during the Near Eastern c r i s i s  in 1973. Over that period, 
during the las t  40 years, the Soviet lAiion has never placed i ts  
nuclear forces on generated a le r t  s ta tu s .  V\fere deterrence
rea l ly  to work as a guarantee of peace, we should have had many 
exanples of s ta te s  tha t,  on entering a co n f l ic t ,  placed the ir
nuclear forces on high combat a le r t  and a f te r  doing that were 
able to draw back fron the brink of war. But h isto ry  has
p rac t ic a lly  no such exanple. M)st inportantly , i t  is absolutely 
unknown how events would have developed in 1962 and 1973, had 
not only one side, but both major powers, placed the ir  nuclear 
forces on generated a le r t  s ta tu s .

As a sc ie n t is t  I am deeply concerned about th is  problem. 
I feel that the problem is one of the most dangerous, and I 
would say explosive, flaws of nuclear deterrence. The point is 
that the nuclear forces of East and ^ ^s t  are vast organizations 
with extremely ccnplex material resources, i . e .  forces deployed 
with nuclear weapons known to to ta l  roughly 50,000 warheads and 
more than 10,000 delivery vehicles and launchers for the most 
varied purposes. Because of the ir  growing co ip lex ity , these 
systems have to function in a s t r i c t l y  co-ordinated manner over 
the shortest periods of time and cover vast expanses of land, 
oceans, a ir  space, many of them the whole globe and outer 
space. These systems are in terlinked in the most in t r ic a te  
early  warning, monitoring and ccmnand, control, and 
ccnmuni cat ions network. All th is  implies tha t,  in a c r i s i s  
s i tua tion , these systems may function only in accordance with 
previously devised, de ta iled  procedures and previously approved 
operational plans. These plans are continuously used for s ta f f  
tra in ing  and excercise of the forces, but these plans are 
developed and continuously refined in time of peace and 
independently from each other by the Soviet Union and the United 
S ta tes, by E^st and Vfest.

^  know from h is to ry , however, that con fl ic ts  have never 
developed in accordance with previously devised plans, and at

47



the same time the functioning of m il i ta ry  organizations has 
never before been so dependent on rigorous monitoring of 
p re-established  procedures. Never before has there been so 
l i t t l e  tinns for the p o l i t ic a l  leadership to take decisions. 
Time now is nsasured at best in hours, at worst in minutes. And 
never before has the functioning of these vast organizations 
been so overwhelmingly determined not by p o l i t ic a l  
considerations and conmon sense - but by the technical 
c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  sheer numbers, d isposition  of the weapons and 
targeting  p r io r i t i e s .

The conclusions to draw and extrapolate  fron th is 
s i tu a t io n  are very d is tress ing  for a l l  of us. The point is that 
should nuclear deterrence rea lly  cane into operation in some
future c r i s i s  s t i tu a t io n ,  an uncontrollable escalation of
m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s  is quite  possible. The p o l i t ic a l  leadership 
on both sides may find i t s e l f  in the te r r ib le  dilemna of having
e ithe r  to follow previously laid  down and developed plans and
procedures for bringing the vast nuclear machinery into 
operation and generate i t  for the most e f f ic ie n t  fu lfillm ent of 
preprogramtied missions - or to tenporize, to in^jrovise and
reduce these organizations to a s ta te  of u t te r  chaos since they 
can function only on the basis of de ta iled  procedures. 
Escalation of the conflic t  - escalation of operations and 
counter-operations by both sides, and the placing of s t ra te g ic  
and other nuclear forces on ever higher levels of canbat a le r t  
may give a powerful stimilus towards a preenptive nuclear
s t r ik e ,  or nuclear use even if  only because some of the 
opponent's operations may be in terpreted  as conmencement of the 
use of nuclear weapons. For exanple, the placing of s t ra teg ic  
a i r c r a f t  on ae r ia l  pa tro l; deployment of additional submarines 
with SLBVfe in launch areas; placanent of SSENs and cru ise
m iss i le  submarines close to the opponent shores, which threatens 
short warning attack on C^I systems; d is tr ib u t io n  of ta c t ic a l
nuclear weapons for storage s i te s  to combat troops;
predelegation of authority  to use nuclear weapons out of fear of 
comninicat ions breakout; exercise of fiSN operations which can 
endanger SSBNs and operations against Ixnfcers and tanker
a i r c r a f t ,  e lec tron ic  warfare, interference with s a t e l l i t e s ,
e tc . On the other hand no one is certa in  how the monitoring and 
ccmnini cat ions network w ill  operate in the case of a nuclear 
s t r ik e  by the opponent. Clearly , i t s  c ap a b il i t ie s  may be 
seriously  affec ted , which also gives a powerful stimulus towards 
a preenptive s t r ik e ,  or an attack on warning. The above
mentioned problem is one of the most serious flaws of nuclear
deterrence, but there are others.

One of the others is that deterrence is too abstract and 
broad a concept. No nuclear weapon system is being produced and 
developed purely for deterrence, nor is any operational plan. 
Deterrence does not provide any indications of the weapon 
systems to be developed and deployed or of the m il i ta ry  plans to
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be adopted for them. Each weapon system is produced for
specific  m il i ta ry  missions under cer ta in  combat conditions. 
Only those missions and contingency plans may be regarded, in 
the ir  turn, as conforming to deterrence or, conversely, as 
undermining i t .  The systems of one country are frequently 
in terpreted  by the other as undermining deterrence. A e th e r  
deterrence is strengthened or weakened by these weapons or by 
new ones is quite  a subjective opinion, dependent on a number of 
assm ptions by the person making the assessment.

There are two specif ic  aspects of nuclear deterrence that 
ca ll  into question the very concept i t s e l f .  F i r s t ,  when
planners address themselves to the problem of deterrence, they 
have to make a niraber of specific  assumptions concerning the 
adversary to be deterred, the part icu la r  acts and operations to 
be deterred, and plans and operations by which to exercise 
deterrence. Over the las t  quarter of the century, nuclear 
s tra tegy  has transformed s ig n if ican tly  from plans of massive 
nuclear s tr ik es  in response to a massive nuclear attack in the 
s ix t ie s ,  to plans for limited nuclear s t r ik es  in response to 
limited nuclear attacks in the early  seventies, then, in the 
la te  seventies, to plans for nuclear s tr ik es  against the 
opponent’s comnand, control and connunications system and plans 
for counter-force s tr ik es  against the opponent's s t ra te g ic  
forces in a "protracted and limited nuclear war", and la s t ly ,  in 
essence, to the idea of "predominance" in a nuclear war through
the reduction of one's own losses to an acceptable level by a
combination of nuclear offensive weapons and wide scale 
an ti-m iss i le  systems in space.

V\fe see ^ e r e  the evolution of nuclear deterrence has led 
us towards the end of the e igh ties .  The r e a l i t i e s  of nuclear 
planning and the means that i t  errploys are by now s tr ik in g ly  
d iffe ren t  from the abstract aims of nuclear deterrence. Wiat is 
at issue is that under the ambiguous notion of "deterrence" 
there are plans and weapons for actual nuclear w ar-fighting to 
fin ish  the war "on favourable tenns" which may prove fa ta l in a 
c r i s i s  s i tua tio n .

One more flaw of nuclear deterrence is that those who, in 
contrast to theore tic ians, are concerned with m il i ta ry  planning 
in prac tice  are always faced by the question of w îat to do if  
nuclear deterrence f a i l s .  No one p rac t ica lly  involved in th is  
area can leave out of account that nuclear deterrence may
"catastrophically" fa i l  and that war may begin. Here we find
the quite  obvious paradox that the forces and means best suited
to deterrence are least suited to a s i tua tion  in which 
deterrence might f a i l ,  and vice versa. Wiat is needed for the 
most impressive nuclear deterrence is the probability  of the 
most destructive  nuclear s t r ik es  in response to even small
nuclear or conventional a ttack , a rapid, almost automatic 
escalation  of nuclear s t r ik e s ,  and the impossibility of lim iting
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danage - th a t 's  \n4iat Is good for nuclear deterrence. But
according to some theories what is needed for the case when 
nuclear deterrence might not work is ,  on the contrary, to rule 
out uncontrollable  escala tion , and to make possible f lex ib le  and 
measured use of nuclear weapons, and have c ap a b il i t ie s  for the 
l im ita tion  of damage. These two aspects of pre-deterrence and 
post-deterrence therefore anerge as deeply contradictory.
However, those p rac t ica lly  involved in m il i ta ry  plans and
programies think by necessity of the s i tua tion  in which
deterrence might f a i l ,  and they attenpt to envisage seme ever so
s l ig h t ly  expedient ways of ac tua lly  using weapons. Wiat they 
frequently do not understand - is that th is  approach in i t s e l f  
weakens deterrence by making nuclear war less unthinkable, more 
conceivable, and therefore more probable in a c r i s i s  s i tu a t io n .  
In large, bureaucratic organizations, moreover, nothing is more 
coimon than acting fron in e r t ia  in pursuit of an end that may
not even be approved of or agreed to by everyone, but which is
pursued as a routine p rac tice  because no a l te rn a t iv e  goal have 
been put forward.

I have reasoned in the above manner to substan tia te  a 
single  idea, namely that the concept of nuclear deterrence 
contains the seeds of i t s  own destruction; the d ia le c t ic s  of 
deterrence are such that nuclear deterrence gradually cones 
increasingly to negate i t s e l f ,  as factors build  up within i t  
that may, one day, resu lt  in i t s  catastrophic  fa i lu re  and 
nuclear war.

I shall not speak in de ta i l  on the cotbination of 
b i la te ra l  and multi la te ra l  measures of nuclear disarmament, to
wiiich reference has been made previously. I should like to 
confine myself to a few conments. F i r s t ,  the supplanenting of 
b i la te r a l  negotiations on nuclear disarmament by multi la te ra l  
discussion and multi la te ra l  agreements is not merely desirable  
or promising, but a v ita l  necessity , in the absence of which a 
reduction of nuclear weapons by the U S ^  and the USA. w ill  sinply 
reach deadlock at some, not very d is tan t stage. After the 50 
per cent reductions of s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons and a f te r  the 
elimination of mediim range and tac t ic a l  m issiles  in Europe, the 
time w il l  very soon come when i t  w ill  be inpossible to proceed 
further along that road without the part ic ipa tion  of the other 
nuclear powers. Furthermore, unless we take serious, rigorous 
neasures to strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime, the 
p a r t ic ip a tio n  of the other nuclear powers may also quite  quickly 
reach i t s  natural lim it.

The second conment is that the supplementing of heavy 
reductions in nuclear weapons by a radical cut in conventional 
armed forces and arms is not a concession by the Soviet Union to 
the \Afest. The Soviet Union and the V\feirsaw Pact Organization as 
a > îiole are no less, and perhaps even more in teres ted , in having 
nuclear disarmament supplemented by radical measures in the
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sphere of the armed forces and conventional armaments. In the
f i r s t  place, i t  w ill  be inpossible in p rac tica l terms and 
technically  to go very far on nuclear disarmament without
considering and including conventional weapons, because
conventional and nuclear weapons are very closely integrated
together at the level of tac t ic a l  nuclear weapon systems, and
frequently errploy the same delivery  vehicles. This problem w ill  
have to be solved at the same time both for ta c t ic a l  nuclear 
means and for conventional means.

In the second place, i t  has to be borne in mind that there 
are a nunt>er of objective considerations why a conventional arms 
race in the case of radical reduction of nuclear armaments is 
not at a l l  an a t t r a c t iv e  future for us. N\IO has larger gross 
national product than the V\feirsaw Pact, larger population, and is 
superior in the to ta l  nutibers of the armed forces personnel and 
in mobilization c a p a b il i t ie s .  The V\fest has an even greater 
superio rity  i f  Japan is included in these estimates. 
Consideration nust be given to the fact that the current 
investment of the Vfest in conventional armaments is largely 
determined by the considerable s t ra te g ic  tasks assigned to
nuclear weapons. In the ir  absence those tasks would confront 
conventional armaments, and that may influence the e f fo r ts  being 
made by the countries of the V\fest in the sphere of conventional 
armaments and armed forces. Consequently, a reduction of
conventional armaments on land, in the a i r  and at sea, and th e ir  
reorganization on defensive p rinc ip les ,  are essen tia ls  for 
nuclear disarmament, and ca ll  for m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations.

Third, and la s t ,  the existence of feedback between weapons 
and policy is frequently overlooked when considering the 
possible elimination of nuclear arms, ^^re  we, for exaiple, to 
reduce nuclear arsenals by 50%, and then reduce the remainder by 
50%, and then again by 50%, we would return mi 1 i t a r i  ly and 
purely quan ti ta t ive ly  to the s i tu a t io n  as i t  perhaps existed  in 
the middle or early  f i f t i e s ,  but the world would not return to 
the f i f t i e s ,  to a s i tu a t io n  v^en s ta te s  were daily  on the brink
of an escalation of the cold war into real war, including
nuclear war. In that context, i t  seems to me that an
appreciable reduction of nuclear weapons, i f  para lle led  by an 
appreciable reduction of conventional arms, would i t s e l f  lead to 
such changes in in ternational p o l i t ic s  that the world would 
ultim ately  become quite  d if fe ren t;  that other, more c iv i l is e d  
ways would be found for the settlement of in ternational 
co n fl ic ts  than those used by s ta te s  at the present time.

In conclusion, I should like to recall a h is to r ic a l
episode of the early  f i f t i e s .  When President Eisenhower came to 
power in the United States and the m il i ta ry  approached him with 
the suggestion that resources be a llocated for the production of 
300 nuclear warheads, Eisenhower told them that they had gone 
mad. "VWiy do you need so many”, he asked. Nowadays, world
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stockpiles contain some 50,000 nuclear warheads. V\fe rea lly  live 
in a mad world, but some people got used to i t  and consider i t  
to be nonnal. They argue that a world without nuclear weapons 
w ill  bemad, like mentally i l l  people view the outside world as 
i l lo g ica l  and mad.

P o l i t ic a l  re la tions between s ta te s  are inseparable from 
th e ir  mi 1i ta ry  re la tions  and nowadays also from the s ta te  and 
prospects of the antis control and disannament negotiations. 
Could we once again reduce the nunijer of nuclear weapons to 300, 
200, 100, we might witness so profound changes in the re la tions  
between s ta te s  that even the remaining 100 would be unnecessary.

•k ic ic ic 'k
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REPCFO’

NLXLE«R m/B  LIMITAriCN /ND RH3JCTICN: 
BIIAIBRAL MLTIIAIERAL FtRSPECTIVES

David Bnery

The development of nuclear weapons has presented to
mankind a challenge and a dilemna of profound gravity . The 
basic paradox of the nuclear weapons dilemna, as o rig ina l ly  
s ta ted  by Winston Churchi11 in 1955, is that we have reached a 
condition where safety is the sturdy child  of te r ro r ,  and
survival the twin brother of annih ila tion . To re s ta te  that
paradox more simply we must a l l  recognize the s ta b i l iz in g  role 
which nuclear weapons have played in maintaining s t a b i l i ty  
between the great powers while, at the sane time, we need to 
reduce the poten tia l  r isks should deterrence ultim ately  f a i l ,  or 
should nuclear weapons be used by misjudgeoKnt, m iscalculation, 
accident, or te r ro r ian .  lAitil peaceful resolution of con fl ic t  
becomes the norm rather than the exception, un til  nations accept 
and abide by the princip les and provisions of the IN Q iarte r ,  
prudence d ic ta te s  that anned forces for defense and deterrence 
must be maintained.

For reasons that should be obvious, nuclear weapons arms 
control has been conducted primarily, although not exclusively, 
by the USA and the UB91. There are, however, inportant 
m u lt i la te ra l  considerations which have affected those 
negotiations in a nimber of ways. The s truc tu re  of a ll iances in 
the world today, the growing voice of th ird  world countries with 
respect to arms control issues in various international fora, 
and the ever-present danger of nuclear weapons p ro l ife ra t io n  a l l  
serve to highlight the in te res ts  of non-nuclear weapons s ta te s  
in today’s security  issues. None of these in te re s ts ,  however, 
can fundamentally a l te r  the deep differences in the in te re s ts ,  
objectives and s t ra teg ie s  which the United States and Soviet 
Lhion pursue in negotiations.

M ulti la te ra l  considerations, nonetheless, w ill  continue to 
influence the conduct and the atmosphere of nuclear weapons 
negotiations. The reduction of nuclear arms, in th is  context, 
would improve global security  in greater measure i f  such 
reductions were accotpanied by the resolution of regional
con fl ic ts  and the e ffec tive  exercise of human r ights  and respect
for fundamental freedoms, so that people everywhere can make 
basic choices and hold th e ir  governments accountable. Moreover, 
the m il i ta ry  balance between East and V\fest involves not only 
nuclear arms, but also conventional and chanical weapons. 
Reductions of nuclear arms which ignore or even exacerbate 
conventional force imbalances, or which magnify the threat fran  
other categories of weapons such as chemical arms, may neither
improve East-Wfest mutual security  nor reduce the risk  of war.
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On the other hand, these d i f f ic u l t  m u lt i la te ra l  issues 
need not, by any means, block genuine progress in b i la te ra l  
negotia tions. The balancing of ccnpeting in te res ts  between 
adversaries and a ll iances ,  as well as those within an a ll iance ,  
in a way that w ill  permit genuine progress in areas of c r i t i c a l  
comnon in te res t  - is the ultimate task of diplomacy.

Finally , although our most c r i t i c a l  objective is 
preventing nuclear war, we must at the same time ensure that we 
also reduce the risk  of a l l  war, remen±)ering that there have 
been over 150 wars since 1945, a l l  of them using conventional 
arms. Indeed, any steps that we can take to prevent such wars 
w ill  c rea te  improved conditions for reducing and eliminating the 
ultimate threat of nuclear weapons.

In the many years of nuclear weapons arms control ta lks ,  
the fa i lu res  have ce r ta in ly  out nun±>ered the achievements. 
After a decade of b i la te ra l  negotiations during the 1970’s, the 
USA and USSl accottplished no more than a cod if ica tion  of 
ce il ings  for s t ra te g ic  nuclear delivery vehicles which, rather 
than reduce the to ta l  number of weapons, permitted a further
buildup. Not un t i l  October of las t year, during the meeting
between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev in
Reykjavik, Iceland, was there Soviet agreenent in p rinc ip le ,  for 
the f i r s t  time, to genuine and deep cuts in s t ra te g ic  offensive 
arsenals . That was t ru ly  a h i s to r ic  occasion.

EXiring the current round of the Geneva Nuclear and Space 
Talks, the United States tabled a Draft START Treaty Text v(^ich 
provided the basis for completing a S tra teg ic  Arms Reduction 
Agreement, hopefully th is  year. F ifty-percent reductions of
s t ra te g ic  offensive arms over seven years, as proposed by the
United S ta tes ,  represents a s ign if ican t f i r s t  step toward a
world in v^iich the nuclear threat would be g rea tly  reduced. 
Like the Reykjavik Sinrnit, th is  occasion also offers  h i s to r ic
p o s s ib i l i t i e s .  In addition, the USA and UBS^ are near to 
reaching a final agreement on eliminating a l l  intermediate-range 
b a l l i s t i c  m issiles  from Europe and, possibly, as we hope, on a 
global basis .

C learly, these endeavours must be care fu lly  planned, 
step-by-step processes. Nuclear disarmament, although an 
ultimate long-term objective long espoused by world leaders, 
cannot and should not be negotiated according to any 
predetermined timetable. It is necessary that one learns to 
crawl before walking, to walk before running. There are 
p o l i t ic a l  conditions that must be met before we can seriously 
contenplate a world tru ly  free of nuclear weapons.

A more r e a l i s t i c  short-term goal is safer, more stable  
world. The United States believes that p rac tica l steps toward 
that goal should ce r ta in ly  include sharp reductions in offensive
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nuclear arms and when feasib le , movement to greater reliance on 
non-nuclear defenses for deterrence instead of to ta l  reliance on 
nuclear re ta l ia t io n .  Other p rerequisites  for nuclear 
disarmament which would contribute to a safer, more stable  world 
include:

1. Correction of the conventional arms int>alance in 
Europe, achieving a chemical weapons ban worldwide, 
and strengthening and increasing the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty Regime;

2. Cessation of using and threatening use of force to
solve international disputes, and peaceful resolution 
of con fl ic ts  that permit peoples to freely  determine 
the ir  own destiny without outside interference;

3. An improved arms control climate, including greater
Soviet ccnpliance with the ir  arms control 
ccmnitments, past and future, and expanding contacts 
and comnunicat ions through such concepts as the
inproved hotline  and the Nuclear Risk Reduction 
Centers;

4. Adherence to international ccmnitments to respect
hunan r igh ts  - an inportant condition for peace - and 
progress in a l lev ia t in g  the many regional con fl ic ts  
\niiich continue to plague the e f fo r ts  toward genuine
peace in many places throughout the world.

Nuclear arms reductions, and the ir  ultimate elimination, 
are our ultimate goals; but no one can predict i f ,  or when, the 
conditions just mentioned can a l l  be s a t is f ie d .  Nor can we 
agree to set a r t i f i c i a l  deadlines for la te r  stages before
agreement is reached on the f i r s t  stages. Grandiose plans for
nuclear disarmament may be good public re la tions  and/or usable 
propaganda m ateria l,  but they cannot provide a basis for 
r e a l i s t i c  negotiations on matters c r i t i c a l  to national and 
international security .

Aside from the question of disarmament, there are 
in te rre la tionsh ips anong various categories and numbers of 
annament, and respective proposals for the ir  lim itation and
reduction, which also have m u lt i la te ra l  dimensions. For 
example, in the INF negotiation, the USA has insisted  that 
shorter-range INF (SRINF) m issiles  also be subject to 
l im itations. TheUBAmust have the right to match Soviet levels 
of S^INF which, if  fully-deployed, can target some of the 
Vfestern European targets  that Soviet lower-range INF (LRINF) 
m issiles currently  ta rge t ,  thereby circumventing the intent of 
the LRINF proposal.
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On the other hand, a r t i f i c i a l  linkages intended to inpede 
progress or gain u n ila te ra l  m il i ta ry  advantage are unacceptable 
to the United S ta tes .  It would not be an overstatement to say 
that years of b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  anus control 
negotiations have been frustra ted  and wasted with the periodic 
introduction of one-sided proposals, or proposals aimed not at 
serious negotiation, but rather, aimed at audiences and media in 
th ird  countries, especially  in Western Europe.

For i t s  pa rt ,  the lAiited States has never - and w ill 
never - accept proposals which undermine NATO's security  as long 
as world conditions require the Alliance to deter and defend 
against aggression. Both b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiations with d isc re te  and well-defined topics, and 
conducted in an equitable fashion to a t ta in  limited but 
p rac tica l agreements, are the only way to serve both s ides '
in te re s ts .

Wien arras negotiations do d irec tly  involve broader 
m u lt i la te ra l  in te re s ts ,  they may be conducted in diverse fora 
and with varied formats; there has been no single model for 
b i la te ra l  or m u lt i la te ra l  arms negotiations over the years.
Instead, each is ta i lo red  to f i t  the prevailing geopolitical and 
h is to r ic a l  circimstances of the time. A survey of previous and 
ex is ting  arras control agreements suggests that no one formula 
has proven to be superior, e i th e r  for reaching agreement or for 
resolving outstanding disputes. But when the great powers have 
found the ir  in te re s ts  to coincide, the probabili ty  of agreement 
has r isen  accordingly.

For exanple, the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) was
negotiated by the USA, IK and USSR in 10 days of three-power 
meetings a f te r  years of fa i led  a ttenpts to negotiate such an 
agreement through other m u lt i la te ra l  channels. TTie LTBT was 
then opened for signature and accession by a l l  s ta te s .  In
con tra s t ,  the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was negotiated 
much more c losely  within the framework of the Eighteen Nations 
Disarmament Conference. The NCFR negotiation, to c i t e  a 
cd ip le te ly  d iffe ren t  exartple, has been a m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiation with a b i la te ra l  framework, i . e . ,  N^IO and the 
^ r s a w  Pact. In other multi la te ra l  fora, such as the Conference 
on Disarmament (QD) or the Conference on Confidence and 
Security-Building Msasures and Disarmament in Europe (CIE), 
substantia l internal cohesion and co-ordination goes on among 
like-minded s ta te s .  Other s ign if ican t  arms control agreements 
such as the A ^  Treaty of 1972 and the SALT agreements were 
negotiated through s t r i c t l y  b i la te ra l  channels.

During recent years, the INF and SE ^^ talks bagan as 
separate negotiations only to be subsequently suspended due to 
the u n i la te ra l  Soviet walkout in 1983. I^vertheless , once the 
Soviet Union decided to return to Geneva, a new type of format
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for the Nuclear and Space Talks was arranged. This negotiation
now consists  of three separate negotiating groups wiiich,
nevertheless, s t i l l  maintain internal coherence and logic.

Although the INF negotiation is b i l a t e r a l ,  i t  deals with 
weapons which bear upon the security  of many countries other 
than the US or the USSi. On the V\festern side, consultation and 
unity precede a l l  major decisions, as they should, in an 
a ll iance  of denx>cratic sovereign s ta te s .  The orig inal decision 
of 1979 to deploy US LRINF m iss i les  in Europe was in d irec t  
response to the e a r l ie r  Soviet deployment of SS-20 m iss i les .
This, coupled with the expressed willingness to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union on the l im ita tion  and elimination of LRINF 
m issiles  on both sides, was a jo in t  N\IO decision. As you know, 
we have continued to support the zero option, now agreed to by 
both sides. UB positions in the INF negotiation have been, and 
continue to be, c losely  co-ordinated with the A ll ie s .  The
United States also consults regularly  with the Alliance
concerning the s ta tus  of, and a l l ie d  in te res ts  in, the overall 
Mjclear and Space Talks. With US and A llied  security  
inseparable, the United States must ensure that i t s  arms control 
proposals and any resu lting  agreements with the Soviet Union 
enhance the security  of both the United States and i t s  A l l ie s .

The INF negotiation has seen the mast s ign if ican t  
progress. I t  is the view of the United States that an
e ffec tive ,  v e r if iab le  agreement should be completed, signed, and 
implemented as soon as possible . The UB also believes that a 
separate START agreement could be within our grasp, as early  as 
th is  year, if  the Soviet side is as determined as the UB to 
complete serious work in that negotiating group. I remind you 
that as long ago as 1982 the United States proposed a 50% cut in 
s tra te g ic  m issiles  and a 1/3 cut in the ir  warheads. And at the 
Reykjavik sumnit both sides agreed to a 5CP/o cut in the ir  
s t ra te g ic  forces. F inally , the UB continues to pursue 
discussion of s t ra te g ic  defenses in the Defense and Space 
negotiating group. ^  seek to consider jo in t ly  with the Soviet 
Union the p o ss ib i l i ty  of a future t ran s i t io n ,  jo in t ly  managed by 
both sides, to a greater reliance on non-nuclear defenses and to 
a reduced reliance on nuclear r e ta l ia t io n  for deterrence.

These steps w il l  be p a r t icu la r ly  iiiportant in the years 
ahead. As you know, both the United States and the Soviet Union 
have long had major programnes and investments in s t ra te g ic  
defense. Unfortunately, the problem of a r t i f i c i a l  linkages
between negotiations has impeded the progress in the current 
Geneva ta lks .  Nevertheless, vNdiere a legitimate
in te rre la tionsh ip  ex is ts ,  the UB has incorporated such concerns 
in i t s  proposals - for exanple, in the US Defense and Space
proposal to accept an ABVI Treaty non-withdrawal comnitment 
through 1994, contingent on implementation of 50 percent 
reductions in s t ra te g ic  offensive arms.
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Where an i lleg it im ate  linkage has been inposed - such as 
vvdien the Soviet Union announced the linkage of START and INF 
agreements to i t s  own position in the Defense and Space 
negotiation - i t  has been ca tegorica lly  rejected  by the United 
S ta tes .  W ith respect to INF, the US is encouraged that General 
Secretary Gorbachev has apparently removed for the final time 
th is  Soviet inposed condition, thus opening the door further for 
the possible  conclusion of an INF agreement.

A major concern of both nuclear and non-nuclear weapons 
s ta te s  is the pa rt ic ipa tion  of th ird  country nuclear weapons 
s ta te s  in nuclear antis reduction negotiations. Indeed, th is  may
at some point become feasib le. But as sovereign s ta te s ,  only 
the governments concerned can decide when, and i f ,  to join a 
process of disarmament. Those s ta te s ,  whether a l l i e s ,  friends, 
adversaries, or neutral countries, have the ir  own security  
problems. Only w^en the nuclear arsenals of the US and USSR
have been deeply reduced, and only ŵ ien other conditions for a 
safer and more secure world are advanced, w ill  we see, in vay 
view, m u lt i la te ra l  nuclear arms control ta lk s .  I might add here
that th is  view is supported by the position of the other three 
nuclear weapons s ta te s .

In the meantime, we must guard against the euphoria of 
u n re a l is t ic  expectations for nuclear disarmament, since these 
almost invariably will  lead to p o l i t ic a l  a lienation . Only 
governments can disarm, therefore only goverrments can take the 
necessary in i t i a t iv e s  to secure the peace. But, we must also 
avoid undue pessimism, lest th is  grows into an excuse for 
inaction. The lAiited States and the Soviet Union have had a
special responsib ili ty  in managing a sometimes unruly nuclear 
re la tionsh ip  w^iile simultaneously pursuing very d ifferen t  ends. 
Today, as the nuclear arsenals become more sophisticated and as 
conventional wars increase in nurriber and in tensity  and are hence 
more dangerous, that responsib ili ty  is weightier than ever.

The United States fu lly  accepts the responsib ili ty  of 
leadership in trying to find a b e tte r  path toward peace. The 
United S ta tes has also sought and continues to seek as i t s  
primary objective the preservation of both peace and freedom. 
President Reagan's four-point agenda for dealing with the Soviet 
Union is to pursue progress in the areas of b i la te ra l  re la t ions ,  
regional disputes settlement, arms control and human r ig h ts .
Both he and his  advisors have addressed th is  broad agenda
consis ten tly  with the Soviet leadership at every opportunity.

Although the path to peace is usually seen as a 
step-by-step process, our po l ic ie s ,  programnes and negotiations 
must also be aimed at broader goals beyond the confines of the 
negotiating table . The United States does not believe i t  
productive to pursue unco-ordinated, u n i la te ra l ,  ad hoc steps. 
Our approach to nuclear arms reductions must be a part of a
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larger long-range s tra teg ic  concept involving several 
ccnplementary goals. During the next 10 years, the UB objective 
in arms control is a deep reduction in the power of ex is ting  and 
planned offensive nuclear arms, plus the s ta b i l iz a t io n  of the 
rela tionsh ip  between nuclear offensive and defensive arms, 
whether on earth  or in space. V\fe are even now looking forward 
to a period of t ran s it io n  to a more stable world, with greatly
reduced levels of nuclear arms and an enhanced a b i l i ty  to deter
war based upon the increasing contribution of non-nuclear 
defenses against offensive nuclear arms. A world free of the 
threat of m il i ta ry  aggression and free of the threat of nuclear 
war is an ultimate objective to vv^ich we, the Soviet Iftiion, and
a ll  other nations can agree.

F ina lly , let me close with reference to our host country, 
the Soviet Union, p a r t icu la r ly  with regard to the celebrated
glasnost - or openness - po lic ies  as a r t icu la ted  by Soviet
General Secretary Gorbachev. I t  is within th is  context that I 
feel the p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for progress might be brigh test  
presuming, of course, that glasnost is real and not ephemeral.

I conclude on th is  note because arms control is the one 
area where we could use a lot more g lasnost. TTiere is a d irec t  
and prac tica l link between openness and progress in arms 
control. That link l ie s  in the problem of v e r if ica t io n .
V erification  has always defined the outer fron tie r  of what Ave
can e ffec tive ly  verify . But v e r i f ica t io n  is often d irec tly  
limited in turn by the degree of openness permitted by the 
s ta tes  that subscribe to an arms control agreement.

There is , in short, almost no area of arms control in 
Asdiich greater openness would not pave the way to greater 
progress. In seme of these areas, lack of openness is among the 
most crucial ba rr ie rs  to meaningful agreement. Thus, unless the 
Soviet Union moves forward toward the openness i t  now talks 
about, acccnpl ishnents w ill  be limited, if  not thwarted 
a ltogether. Only time will t e l l  i f  glasnost in the 
international arena and spec if ica l ly  with respect to arms 
control is real or is sinply a public re la tions  gesture. lAiless 
i t  is rea l ,  genuine and las ting  progress, arms control w ill  be 
very d i f f ic u l t  to achieve.

* * * * *
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RAPPCKT

LIMITATICN ET REEU3TICN DES ARVES NXLEAIRES: 
FERSPECriVES BILAreRALES ET MXTIIATERALES

Pierre  Lei louche

La p6riode actuelle  me semble caract6ris6e par une 
mutation fondamentale tant dans le ton que dans la teneur des 
n6gociations Est/Ouest sur la lim itation des antiernents 
nucl^aires. Cette mutation a ffec te  d6ja les re la tions  Est/CXiest 
dans leur ensemble. E lle  porte 6galesnent en germe une 
transformation potentiellenient radicale  des syst&nes de s6curit6 
S tab lis  en Europe depuis 1945 e t ,  par voie de consequence, de 
I 'o rd re  po lit ique  e t mane t e r r i t o r i a l  sur le continent. Au coeur 
de c e t te  im tation, une id6e, jadis consid6r6e ccrnne utopique, en 
tout cas depuis l'6chec du plan Baruch L ilien thal en 1946, mais 
qui semble aujourd'hui partag6e par les d irigeants des deux plus 
grandes puissance nucl6aires. Cette id6e, c 'e s t  q u 'i l  se ra i t  
souhaitable d'61iminer toutes les armes nucl6aires, a ccmnencer 
par ce l les  d6ploy6es en Europe; par implication, q u ' i l  se ra i t  
souhaitable aussi de renplacer le syst&ie de s6curit6 que nous 
connaissons, fond6 sur la dissuasion nucl6aire, par quelque 
chose d ’autre , un nouvel ordre stratSgique mondial. Les super 
puissances ne sont au demeurant ni d'accord entre  e l le s ,  ni trSs 
pr6cises - c ’est le moins que I'on puisse d ire  - quant a la
d e f in i t io n  de son contenu. Tant que I'idfeologie anti nuclSaire 
n'animait que des groupes m inorita ires  au sein de 1'opinion 
publique occidentale ou f a i s a i t  p a rt ie  de la rSthorique de
cer ta ins  pays opposes au t r a i t 6  de non p ro l ife ra t io n ,  e l le  
pouvait 6 tre  consid6r6e comne une retombee, scmne toute
na tu re lle ,  des systSmes strat6giques de dissuasion e ta b l is  
depuis la fin de la seconde guerre mondiale, mais sans grande 
consequence sur I 'aven ir  du systOme. La s i tua t ion  devient tout 
autre  dSs lors que le th&ne de la denuclearisation de 1'Europe - 
e t au-deia de la planSte toute entidre - devient la base de 
reference de la po lit ique  de s6curite  des deux super puissances. 
Ceci d 'au tan t plus que c e t te  p rise  de position conmune,
symbolisee par le sonmet de Reykjavik d'octobre 1986, vient a la 
fois legitimer et anp lif ie r  le profond malaise anti nucl6aire 
qui continue de p e rs is te r  dans les opinions publiques 
occidentales, et q u 'e l le  trouve un premier point d 'app lica tion  
dans le projet de t r a i t e  sovieto-americain sur 1*eiimination de 
tous les m iss iles  nucieaires de 500 a 5000 km de portee deployes 
en Eiirope. Devant I 'a ip le u r ,  potent iel lement h isto rique , d'un 
te l  processus sur le syst§me strategique mondial, et a plus 
court terme sur le syst&ne de securite  en Europe, il  me senijle 
to u t -a - fa i t  important d ’6changer quelques idees sur ce qui est 
en t ra in  de se produire. II convient de se demander en 
p a r t ic u l ie r  si la voie du "desarmement nucl6aire" qui semble 
animer les deux grands aujourd'hui, est bien c e l le  q u 'i l  
faudrait continuer § cho is ir  pour I 'aven ir ,  ou bien si c e t te
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voie n 'en tra inera  pas des consequences plus nSfastes encore, 
pour la paix et la s6curit6 de tous, que ce lles  que I 'on 
entendait 6v iter  & I 'o r ig in e .  On peut se demander 6galement s i ,  
au lieu  de continuer S u t i l i s e r  c e t te  voie, il  ne se ra i t  pas 
plus raisonnable d ’u t i l i s e r  une approche plus modeste, mais qui 
maintiendrait S un niveau minimum le principe de la dissuasion 
atcmique. Le bon sens populaire en France, en France tout au
moins, veut que le mieux est  souvent I'ennoni du bien. Ce
principe s ’applique & mon avis aussi aux re la tions strat6giques 
entre les E ta ts ,  e t c 'e s t  dans c e t te  optique que, dans ce t te  
br§ve presentation, je vais ten ter de fa ire  le point sur ce 
courant anti nucl6aire qui semble se d6gager aussi bien a 
V\feishington qu’S IVbscou, puis d 'analyser les consequences
m il i ta i r e s  et po lit iques du futur t r a i t e  am6ricano-sovi6tique
sur les INF, IS^INF, et enfin de tracer les grandes lignes de ce 
qui me saii)le Smoi, en tant qu 'analyste de ces questions, § tre  
une approche a mon sens plus prudente de ce q u ' i l  conviendrait 
de fa i re .

Trds bridvement, I ’orig ine de c e t te  nouvelle c r i t iq u e  anti 
nucieaire et de ce regain d 'in t6 r§ t  pour la denuclearisation. 
Le scmnet de Reykjavik est en r e a l i t e  le produit de t ro is  
courants. A I 'o r ig in e ,  un malaise profond dans les opinions 
publiques occidentales, depuis une dizaine d'annees a I 'egard de 
tout ce qui est  nucieaire , nucieaire  c iv i l  ou m i l i t a i r e ,  malaise 
an p li f ie  au f i l  de la querelle  des euro^nissiles . Le deuxi&ne 
courant resu l te  du revirement de la position amSricaine sur la 
dissuasion, intervenu dans le fameux discours du 23 mars 1983 du 
President Reagan, discours d i t  de "la  guerre des e to i le s " ,  et 
qui a vu le lancement de I ' i n i t i a t i v e  de defense stragegique. 
Le troisi&ne courant, tr§s important, provient egalanent d'un 
discours, mais c e t te  fois de Mikhail Gorbatchev, du 15 janvier 
1986. Quelques br§ves observations sur ces divers points.

En ce qui concerne les opinions publiques occidentales, 
les choses sont assez ccnplexes. Je cro is  que si I 'on veut 
ccnprendre le mouvanent anti nucieaire en Europe et aux Etats 
Unis dans les annees 70-80, il  faut fa i re  appel a un cer ta in  
ncn±>re de facteurs. Des facteurs s truc tu re ls  d'abord, ccmne le 
renouvellement des generations et le f a i t  qu 'a  chaque generation 
toute d€mocracie digne de ce non va devoir expliquer pourquoi 
e l le  entend baser sa defense sur la menace de I 'ann ih i la t ion  de 
la planSte. Des facteurs conjoncturels ensuite , la rupture de la 
detente a la fin des annees 70, 1'a f f a i r e  d'Afghanistan, la
rupture du dialogue americano-sovietique, qui ont contribue a 
une diffusion de la c ra in te  du pe r i l  nucieaire.

Enfin, 1'evolution des doctrines strategiques a laquelle a 
f a i t  a llusion  tout a 1'heure Alexei Arbatov - sur ce point je 
suis d'accord avec lu i.  11 en resu lte  qu 'au jourd 'hu i, a cause de 
la revolution de la precision des m iss iles ,  la doctrine de 
dissuasion nucieaire a evolue d'une frappe a b s t ra i te  et massive
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§ des plans de combat qui sont des plans de combat r6els . A 
p a r t i r  de la, toute d€mDcracie doit fa ire  face § une 
contradiction majeure qui est la suivante : si e l l e  veut se
dSfendre contre un adversaire qui lui-m&ne dispose de toute une 
garme d 'options m i l i t a i r e s ,  conventionnelles et nucl6aires, e l le  
aussi doit se doter d 'options analogues, fvfeis a mesure que l*on 
augfnente le nombre d 'options on te r ro r ise  aussi 1'opinion 
publique que I 'on veut prot6ger. C’est ce dilenme, ce t te  
tension permanente entre  la dimension technologique de la 
dissuasion et ce que Michael I-fcfward a appel6 la dimension 
sociale  de la dissuasion, le f a i t  de rassurer sa propre 
population, qui constitue  le noeud du problSne du courant anti 
nucl6aire dans les d&nocraties.

J 'a jo u te  un dernier point, a mon sens trSs inportant, S
savoir la coloration de plus en plus nationale de ces 
contestations anti nuclSaires. Malgr6 les apparences, e l le s  
n ’ont rien  a voir entre e l le s .  Si I 'on prend par exeraple le
courant anti nucl^aire en Allemagne f6d6rale, ou le mouvement
pour le gel "freeze" aux Etats Unis, on s 'apergo it  que dans le 
permier cas la reaction de 1'opinion allemande est une reaction
de peur devant une ins6curit6 perdue comne cro issante  e t des 
risques nucl6aires 6galement ressen tis  conme c ro issan ts .  A 
I 'in v e rse ,  les partisans du gel nucl6aire aux Etats-Unis sont 
surtout inquiets de se voir entrainSs dans un co n f l i t  nucl6aire 
que les Etats-Unis ne contrS leraient pas. IVfeis encore une fois , 
ce qui change tout, c 'e s t  que ces arguments et ces courants sont 
a la fo is re l ig ieux , Sthiques et po lit iques .

Cette  inquietude d iffuse  a 6t6 reprise , u t i l i s 6 e ,  dans les 
discours o f f i c i e l s  des deux plus grandes puissances du monde. 
Dans le premier cas, c 'e s t  le discours de la guerre des S to iles  
du President Reagan oO I'on trouve, expos6e pour la premi&re 
fo is , par le President amSricain, la vision d'un monde 
debarrass6 des annes nuclSaires. Quand le President Reagan d it  
"je  veux rendre les armes nucl6aires impotantes et obsoldtes", 
i l  donnne a son peuple, conme a 1'ensemble du monde, une vision 
qui est  post-nucl6aire . DerriSre c e t te  vision il  y a aussi une 
po lit ique  strat§gique que je ca rac t€ r ise ra is  comne une sorte  de 
n6o-isolationnisme nucl^aire, c 'e s t - ^ -d i re  de non intervention 
nucl6aire en cas de guerre a I 'ex tS rieu r .  Dans le discours de 
Mikhail Gorbatchev du 15 janvier 1986, on note tout d'abord, 
au-del§ du sch€ma en tro is  phases de l '6 lim ination  de toutes les 
armes nuc 16aires, un 61&nent fondamental a mon sens, un 
revirement § 180 degr6s de la polit ique  sovietique en la
mati§re. Je me souviens et je cro is  qu'on se souvient tous ic i ,  
qu'au lendemain du discours de Ronald Reagan sur la guerre des 
e to i le s ,  la position sovietique 6 ta i t  sonme toute assez proche 
de la position franco-britannique : les am&ricains sont en t ra in  
de dangereusement mettre en cause le systSne de la dissuasion 
qui ju squ 'ic i  assu ra it  la paix. Puis du c9t6 sovietique, a 
p a r t i r  de janvier 1986, et encore aujourd'hui par la bouche m&ne
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d ’Alexei Arbatov tout-S-1 'heure, on voit que 1'Union Sovi6tique 
adopte e l l e  aussi corme polit ique  de s6curit6 I 'id6e  q u ' i l  faut 
se d6barasser de toutes les armes nucl6aires. Le point culminant 
de c e t te  tendance est 6videmnent le scxmet de Reykjavik oQ, 
premiSre concrfetisation, un accord s 'e s t  f a i t  tout de su i te  sur 
le z6ro-z6ro sur les armes armes nucl^aires a moyenne port6e en 
Europe. Get accord n 'S ta i t  pas Evident au depart, puisque le 
President Reagan s '6 t a i t  engagS auprSs de ses a l l i e s  a maintenir 
une centaine de m iss i le s ,  et que M. Gorbatchev lui-m&ne avait 
la iss6  entendre au cours de l '6 t6  1986 q u 'i l  n '6 t a i t  pas h o s t i le  
Ik une formule intermfediaire. Mais ce qui est inportant c 'e s t  que 
vers la fin  du scmnet on a a s s i s t s  § une ve ri tab le  surenchSre, S 
une sorte  de fu i te  en avant vers, d'une part 1'61 imination 
ccnplSte des m issiles  b a l1is t iques , d 'au tre  part 1'61 imination 
complete de toutes les annes nucl6aires. Or je  crois  que c 'e s t  
cela q u ' i l  faut essayer de juger, a I'aune des seuls c r i tS res  
qui inportent ic i .

Je crois  q u ' i l  y a un point sur lequel tout le monde est 
d'accord, c 'e s t  q u ' i l  nous faut pr6server la paix et la 
s6curit6 . On peut cependant ne pas Stre d'accord avec les 
mSthodes. Et c 'e s t  sur ce point maintenant que je voudrais 
in s i s te r ,  en partant tout d'abord de 1'analyse du t r a i t6  
sovi6to-atn6ricain sur les syst&nes a moyenne et courte port6e en 
Europe.

Premidre observation, cet accord ne concerne que 1'Europe 
et non les deux super puissances el les-m&nes. Les INF et les 
SRINF ne repr6sentent en e ffe t  qu'une toute p e t i te  frac tion  des 
deux arsenaux strat6giques des deux Grands. Dans le m&ne temps 
on peut constater qu'aussi bien aux Etats-Unis qu'en Union 
sovi6tique les progratmies strat6giques nucl6aires continuent. II 
n 'y  a pas d'exemples, d'aprSs la l i t t6 r a tu re  publique en tout 
cas, de ralentissement ou d 'a r rS t  volontaires de programnes
nucl6aires majeurs, q u 'i l  s 'ag isse  de bon±>ardiers, de 
sous-marins oil de m issiles  b a l l is t iq u es  bas6s au sol. II est peu 
probable qu'un accord puisse se fa ire  entre  amSricains et 
sovi6tiques sur les armes in tercontinentales tant qu'eux-mSmes 
ne se seront pas mis d 'accord sur les conditions de la d6fense 
an tim issile , et sur ce point des d6saccords importants
pers is ten t  aprSs Reykjavik. II est peu probable aussi qu'on 
a s s is te  a un v6ritab le  d6sarmement coiparable a ce qui est  en 
t ra in  de se passer en Europe, tant que AtiSricains et Sovi6tiques 
n'auront pas red6fini ce que c 'e s t  que la puissance m i l i t a i r e  a 
l ' in t6 r ie u r  mgme de la notion de super puissance. Que 
deviendraient An6ricains et Sovi6tiques s ' i l s  cessaient d '6 t re  
des puissances nucl6aires capables de frapper 1'ensemble de la 
planSte en n'importe quel point du globe camie il a 6t6 d i t  ce 
matin par mon collSgue est-allanand? LS est la vraie  question, 
et c 'e s t  pour cela que je pense que 1'accord qui est en t ra in  de
se fa ire  sur 1'Europe se fa i t  sur 1'Europe et non sur I'ensetxtole
des arsenaux des deux grands.
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Deuxigme point, 1'accord et la rethorique de Reykjavik 
sont en t ra in  d 'a f fec te r  le sens m&ne des nSgociations de 
l im ita tion  des armements. Tant, en e f f e t ,  que i 'on d is a i t  que 
la dissuasion 6 ta i t  un mal nScessaire, i l  en rS su lta i t  
logiquement que le but de I'anns control 6 ta i t  de lim iter c e t te  
ccnp6tition nucl6aire S des niveaux inf^rieurs , mais de 
preserver la dissuasion. D§s lors qu'am6ricains et sovi6tiques 
disent aujourd'hui que tous deux veulent un monde d6nucl6aris6 
avec des moyens plus ou moins d iffS ren ts ,  le but de 1'arras 
control devient le dSsarmement g6n6ral et ccnplet et I 'on fa i t  
un saut en a rr iS re ,  un retour si I 'on veut au plan Baruch 
L ilien tha l de 1946 - 49, avec les consequences que I'on s a i t ,  
c 'e s t - a - d i r e  une loudspeaker diplaiiacy.

Reste I 'e s s e n t ie l ,  & savoir la s6curit6 en Europe. Et 
permettez moi, en tant qu'Europ6en, de donner un point de vue 
qui n 'e s t  pas le point de vue an&ricain et qui n 'e s t  pas le 
point de vue sovi6tique sur c e t te  a f fa i re .  Je vais le fa ire  avec 
franchise, au risque de choquer certa ins .

Regardons les choses d'abord du point de vue mi 1i ta i r e .
D'un point de vue europfeen si I 'on ccrrpte large, les sovi6tiques
vont r e t i r e r  en gros 1300 ogives SS 20, SS 22 et SS 23, ce qui
repr6sente entre  1/10 et 1/15 de 1'ensemble des armes nucl6aires
sovietiques capables d 'a t te in d re  le continent europ6en. Done 
sur le plan mi 1i t a i r e ,  re la tiv isons .  En revanche, les Europ6ens, 
en acceptant le r e t r a i t  des m issiles  am6ricains a longue port6e 
capables d 'a t te in d re  le sol sovietique vont perdre les seuls 
moyens de r iposte r  S une frappe pour laquelle i l s  continueront 
d 'S tre  vulnSrables. Ceci s 'appe lle  le d6couplage strat6gique, 
quand on est soi ndne vulnerable et qu'on ne peut plus r iposter 
sur I 'adversa ire  6ventuel. Et d'un point de vue europ6en, on ne 
peut pas ne pas se demander si 1'accord qui est en t ra in  d 'S tre
sign6 par les AnSricains et les SoviStiques n 'e s t  pas au fond un
contrat de sanctuarisation mutuelle. 11 en r6 su l te ra i t  que s i ,  
par malheur, i l  devait y avoir une guerre en Europe, c e l le -c i  
r e s t e r a i t  limit6e sur le t e r r i t o i r e  europ6en, so it  
pr6f6rablatent au niveau conventionnel, ccmne I 'a  d i t  Mt. Bnery 
tou t-a-1 'heure , so it  au niveau d'armes nucl6aires tactiques a 
tr&s courte port6e. Ceci est 6videnment inacceptable d'un point 
de vue de s6curit6  pour quiconque est europ6en.

Plus grave, sur le plan po lit ique, a I ' in tS r ie u r  de ce t te  
zone de s6curit6  in€gale que res te ra  1'Europe, ouverte aux
frappes de tout le monde et incapable de r ipos te r ,  se trouvera
une deuxi&iE zone encore plus in6gale repr6sent6e par le 
t e r r i t o i r e  de la R6publique F6d6rale d'Allemagne sur lequel 
res teron t loca lises  tous les syst&nes d'une port6e infSrieure a 
500 km. Autranent d i t ,  la RFA va se trouver a la fois le 
dSpositaire  des armes tactiques et en mSne tenps le principal 
centre du risque nucl6aire. Et va se cr6er in6vitablorient § 
p a r t i r  de IS une s i tua tion  po lit ique  extraordinairanent
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dangereuse et dangereuse pour tout le monde, aussi bien pour les
Sovietiques que pour les Occidentaux. Cette s i tua t ion  
dangereuse c 'e s t  que les allemands ne vont pas pouvoir accepter 
le dilenme suivant : ou bien se rv ir  de g lacis  nucl6aire pour la 
protection des autres europ6ens ou bien se dSbarrasser des armes 
nucl6aires par la neu tra lisa tion . I l y a  dans c e t te  a f fa i r e ,  en 
genne, un risque de d6stab i1isa tion  de I ’ordre po lit ique  et 
t e r r i t o r i a l  en Europe qui est considerable et sur lequel il  
convient de s ' in te r ro g e r .

Mais nB direz vous, toutes ces consequences vous les 
voulez vous m&ne puisque vous refusez la denuclearisation 
ccnplSte. La logique des propos de Mikhail Gorbatchev, a Prague
notanment, e t a i t  de d ire  : enlevons tout, denuclearisons
conplStement 1'Europe. Cette logique, encore une fois peut Stre 
parfaitanent acceptable pour les An6ricains e t pour les 
Sovietiques. C 'est  mane dans ce sens la que I'on voit evoluer 
les doctrines m i l i t a i r e s  des deux grands, vers la 
conventionnalisation de la guerre, \feis, d'un point de vue 
europeen, les choses sont tout autres. II ne su f f i t  pas de d ire  
secu rite  ccmrune; il  ne su f f i t  pas de d ire ,  cotniE on I 'a  d i t  
tout a I 'heure, que le monde sera d ifferen t  aprds la 
denuclearisation; i l  ne su f f i t  pas de d ire ,  comie je I 'a i  
entendu dans certa ins  discours prononces a Prague, que tout cela 
sera renplace par un nouveau syst&ne ju rid ico -po li t ique  pour
g aran tir  la securite  dans une Europe denuciearisee. 1^ tant 
qu'Europeen, je ne peux oublier que la 2Sne guerre mondiale, 
conventionnelle, a f a i t  plus de 40 m illions de morts, q u 'e l le  a 
valu a mon pays 1'occupation, q u 'e l le  a valu § ce pays des 
souffrances te r r ib le s .  Je cro is  que le fond des choses c 'e s t  
que, tant q u ' i l  y aura des E tats e t des oppositions de nature, 
po lit iques e t au tres, i l  n 'y  a pas d 'a l te rn a t iv e  a la seule arme 
qui fasse suffisamnent peur pour qu'on ne 1'u t i l i s e  pas, c 'e s t  a 
d ire  I'arme nucieaire . Si § 1 ' inverse nous donnons aux
m il i t a i r e s  la garantie  absolue q u ' i l  n 'y  aura pas d 'escalade
nucieaire , ne nous y trcmpons pas, la guerre se reproduira conme 
e l le  s ' e s t  produite 150 fois depuis 1945. Done, je cro is  q u ' i l  
faut garder cela en m&noire, garder en m&noire aussi les
consequences quant § I 'o rd re  po lit ique  et t e r r i t o r i a l  en Europe 
qui resu l te ra ien t  d'une denuclearisation, quand I'on re f ie ch i t  
sur I 'aven ir  de ces n6gociations et sur lam e il leu re  approche 
possible pour t r a i t e r  ce genre de problStne.

Alors, et ce sera tna conclusion, quelle s e ra i t ,  a mon
sens, et tout a f a i t  modestanent, une approche souhaitable? Je
ne vais pas vous surprendre, 1'approche que j 'a u ra is  plutQt 
tendance a favoriser est une approche qui perm ettrait de
conserver, mais § des niveaux trSs reduits ,  une dissuasion
minima de part et d 'au tre .  PlutOt que de saucissonner la 
dissuasion en fonction de la portee des m iss iles ,  pour
finalesTient n'enlever qu'une toute p e t i te  fraction - encore une 
fo is , le 15&ne des annes capables d 'a t te in d re  1'Europe, ou
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quelques 300 ogives am6r ica ines - i I me semble beaucoup plus 
inportant de donner aux deux part ies  en Europe un plafond 
global. On pourrait le fixer trgs bas, 400 systSmes par exenple, 
S l ' i n t 6r ieur duquel chaque p a r t ie  aurait  tout lo is i r  de cho is ir  
quels systdmes d'armes et quelles port6es il pourrait conserver 
pour assurer la dissuasion minima en Europe. J ’ai d i t  400 
syst§mes, pares que c 'e s t  le niveau de dissuasion minima qu'ont 
choisi des pays cornne la France ou la Grande Bretagne pour se 
protfeger dans les annSes 1990, et i 1 ms semble que c 'e s t  le 
niveau qui devrait Stre suff isan t aussi bien pour les non 
nucl^aires en Europe que pour 1'Union soviStique face S ses 
voisins europSens. Avec un te l  syst&ne corme cela, vous n 'aurez 
ni les inconv6nients polit iques dont je pa r la is  tout a I 'heure, 
ni les risques d 'a ttaque  surprise  ou d 'a ttaque  preventive qui 
sont de toute fagon l i 6s § la p ro l ife ra t io n  des arsenaux actuels .

Pour ma part j ' a i  naturellement 1 ' impression que c e t te  
proposition vient ccnme dans les carabin iers de I 'h i s to i r e ,  bien 
aprSs la fin de I 'h i s to i r e .  Je me permettrai tout de mane de la 
fa i re  ic i ,  parce que je  pense vraiment, en tant que citoyen 
europ6en, que 1'accord qui va g tre  sign6 , s ' i l  n 'e s t  pas 
accan5)agn6 de r 6e l le s  reductions, e t rapidement, au niveau tant 
des forces classiques que des forces s t r a t 6giques 
in te rcon tinen ta les ,  est potentiellement un accord qui sera 
d e s tab i1isant pour 1'Europe, et nullement un accord solide.

* * * * *
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DISOJSSICN

Viktor Karpov

Let me begin by saying that the speakers who preceded me 
were able to operate with rather broad categories because they 
are p rinc ipally  concerned with science. concerns are more
with p rac tica l matters and I an therefore obliged to operate 
with categories that are p rac tica l and r e a l i s t i c .  So that is the 
point of view from which I should like to approach the matters 
under discussion.

Sane of the speakers have argued tha t ,  allegedly, nuclear 
weapons must be preserved; Nfr. Lei louche has just been speaking 
of nuclear deterrence. I should like to approach the issue from 
the other end. You say you are a European and therefore in 
favour for the maintenance of nuclear deterrence in Europe. But
let us look at th is  fron the point of view of a European
balance, in ter  a l i a  in nuclear weapon m atters. On the N\IO side 
there are three nuclear Powers - the Lhited States of Anerica, 
France and the United Kingdom. On the Warsaw Treaty side, one
nuclear Power, the Soviet Union. As a resu lt  of the balance you 
propose to e s tab l ish ,  you want the presence in Europe of two
nuclear Powers on the N\TO side - i f  ^ a t  we are talking about 
is that nuclear weapons of the Lftiited States should not be 
present - and on the side of the "eastern bloc", as you
sometimes ca ll  i t ,  nuclear weapons only of the Soviet Union. 
Wiere then is the balance, the nuclear balance you are ta lking
about, that could be established at a mininun level? It seems
to me that such a balance is simply u n re a l is t ic ,  i t  would not 
offer the p o ss ib i l i ty  of e s tab lish ing  a just co rre la t ion , in ter  
a l ia  of nuclear forces, such as would guarantee the security  of 
Eiiropean countries both in the Wfest and in the East of Eiirope.

But le t us look at seme other p rac tica l problems. The 
question of intermediate nuclear forces in Eiirope now arises  at 
a rea lly  prac tica l level. I cannot agree with the thesis that,
allegedly, the solution of th is  problem concerns Europe alone
and is unrelated to other global security  problems. It seems to 
me that the point at issue is ,  p recisely , a f i r s t  p rac tica l step 
in the sphere of nuclear disarmament, and if  th is  step could be 
taken i t  would have significance not only for Europe but would 
be a f i r s t  step in the d irec tion  of global nuclear disarmanent 
and, as such, i t s  significance would of course go beyond the 
European framework. Precisely  in speaking of the in te r re la t io n  
of m u lt i la te ra l  and b i la te ra l  negotiations I should like to c i t e  
the example of intermediate nuclear forces as an issue which is 
both b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  - an issue lAiiose m u lt i la te ra l  
nature cannot be separated from i ts  b i la te ra l  nature. Take the 
question of how th is  problem is at present being considered in 
N\IO. The consultations are m u lt i la te ra l .  All the N^IO 
countries are taking part in them. W th in  the Warsaw Treaty,
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too, the question of intermediate nuclear forces was discussed 
quite  recently  at a session of the supreme leading p o l i t ic a l  
organ of that a ll iance . Therefore, i t  seems tom e, we cannot 
say in th is  case that the issue is a b i la te ra l  one just because 
negotiations on i t  are being held between the Lftiited States and 
the Soviet Union. TTiose two countries are holding negotiations 
with the de facto pa rt ic ipa tion  of the ir  a l l i e s ,  in as much as 
the issues under discussion have a d irec t bearing upon the 
security  in te res ts  of both the Vfest European N\IO countries and 
the countries of eastern Europe \^4iich belong to the \^rsaw  
Treaty.

But let us look at the problem from yet another angle: is
there a d ifference between the adoption of a decision at the 
m u lt i la te ra l  level and the inplementation of such a decision - 
whether at the level of n u l t i l a t e r a l  negotiations or of 
b i la te ra l  ones? I think there is a difference and a great one, 
between these two concepts. In 1979 the N\ID countries adopted 
the so-called  "dual option" - a decision which enpowered the 
lAiited States to conduct negotiations with the Soviet Union on 
the subject of intermediate nuclear forces in Europe. But now 
that the United States finds i t s e l f  faced with the choice 
whether to accept or not to accept the double-zero option on 
European m iss i les ,  i t  turns out that the N^IO decision w^ich the 
United States accepted in 1979 has, in substance, been 
u n i la te ra l ly  reviewed. Secretary of State  Shultz arrived in 
Miscowwith a proposal to s e t t l e  the issue with regard not only 
to intermediate nuclear forces but also to short-range 
intermediate nuclear forces. Although the N\TO decision of 1979 
said nothing of the kind. Now, a proposal has been made in 
Moscow to Secretary of State  Shultz which goes in quite  a 
d iffe ren t d irec tion  fron the one with which he catm to \bscow - 
for he caiTB to IVbscow with the proposal that short-range 
intermediate nuclear forces in Europe should be maintained, and, 
in substance, wanted to persuade the Soviet Union, not to 
withdraw i t s  short-range intermediate nuclear forces from
Europe, but to agree to the United States deploying i t s  m issiles  
of that category there. But the proposal he received was for 
the complete elimination of such m iss i les .  Ffere, one might have 
thought, was a s i tua t ion  that reverted to the N\IO decision of 
1979, but look at \(^at is happening now - the issue is being
discussed in N\PO as i f  anew, M^iile at Geneva, in negotiating 
with us, the United States is nevertheless proceeding on the 
basis of i t s  position as u n i la te ra l ly  adopted and not as decided 
by N\rO in 1979. In th is  context, then, I think that the tru ly  
m u lt i la te ra l  nature of the problem of intermediate nuclear 
forces in Europe c a l l s  for a m u lt i la te ra l  approach - an approach 
that takes into account the security  in te res ts  of a l l  S ta tes . 
These security  in te res ts  are taken into account by the Soviet
proposal, which proceeds from the need for the conplete
elimination, not only of intermediate nuclear forces, but also 
of short-range intermediate nuclear forces as a major step
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towards the denuclearization of Europe. I t  does not frighten me 
\yiien people say that by adopting such a course we would weaken 
European security  because we would destroy deterrence. \̂ fe are 
not, a f te r  a l l ,  proposing - neither the Soviet Union nor any 
other V\feirsaw Treaty country is proposing - a return to the 
s i tua t ion  Aŝ iich existed  in Europe before the Second War Id War. 
If you read c losely  the Declaration of the Vfersaw Treaty 
countries on the ir  m il i ta ry  doctrine, i f  you read c losely  the 
Soviet Union’s proposals on intermediate nuclear forces, on 
short-range intermediate nuclear forces and on conventional 
armed forces and weapons in Europe you are bound to conclude 
that we are proposing, on the basis not of pious wishes but of 
r e a l i s t i c ,  p rac tica l measures, the establishment of a new system 
of European security , a system that would be free from the 
threat of nuclear weapons and at the same time would eliminate 
the very p o ss ib i l i ty  of waging war with conventional arms. 
Para lle l  with the ccnplete elimination of nuclear weapons, we 
are proposing a reduction of conventional weapons to such levels 
as would preclude the conduct of offensive operations. To th is  
end we are proposing that the most dangerous, offensive types of 
weapons should be the f i r s t  to undergo reduction and elimination 
- that categories of >«4iich c rea te  an offensive potential should 
be eliminated. In th is  context, of course, we do not say that 
th is  can be done today, at once. But a s ta r t  must be made. And 
the elimination of nuclear weapons, of short-range intemaediate 
nuclear forces following the intermediate-range nuclear forces, 
could proceed in pa ra lle l  with th is ,  and tha t ,  then, is the 
proposed line of action leading to the establishment of a new 
European security  system. On the basis, I repeat, of real 
disarmament, a disarmament that precludes the very p o ss ib i l i ty  
of s ta r t in g  a war in Europe.

As an intermediate step, i f  you wish to ca ll  i t  so, in 
th is  d irec tion  we are proposing, together with our friends fron 
the German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia, that with 
respect to Central Europe the problem should be solved in such a 
way as to re lieve  the tension that ex is ts  along the lines of the 
divide between N\TD and the ^ r s a w  Treaty. That is the proposal 
put forward by the German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia 
concerning the establishment of a 300 km wide corridor frcm 
which a l l  nuclear weapons would be withdrawn. Not only the 
nuclear charges themselves but also the ir  means of delivery. 
A ll, I repeat, the dual-purpose ones as well. Wiat does that 
nean? I t  means that despite  what Nfr. Lei louche was saying, the 
Federal Republic of Germany would not, as a resu lt  of such a 
decision, be transformed into some kind of special reserve lAdiere 
a nuclear war could be waged on, precisely, German te r r i to ry .  
On the contrary, i t  is the establishment of such a zone that 
would preclude the p o ss ib i l i ty  of the use of short-range 
intermediate nuclear forces and could strengthen security  in the 
area.
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But, as I have said, issues connected with the general 
security  system are one thing and prac tica l approaches to them 
another. Today we hear many, I might say, euphoric 
pronouncements to the e ffec t that an agreement on intermediate 
nuclear forces in Europe could already be concluded tcmDrrow. 
But is that so in rea li ty?  If we look at the s i tua tion  at the 
Geneva negotia tions, matters there are not proceeding a l l  that 
anoothly. VWtien a l l  is said and done, the United States position  
is s t i l l  that intermediate nuclear forces in Europe should be 
maintained, only under a d if fe ren t  shop-sign. The United S tates 
proposals put forward at Geneva are that the Lhited S tates 
should have the right to maintain i t s  >n4iole ramified system for 
basing and servicing m issiles  ^ i c h  has already been 
established . The e n tire  in fras truc tu re  is to remain. In 
addition to v^ îich the Lhited States must have a right to 
maintain cru ise  m issiles  without nuclear charges in Europe, or 
e lse  i t  must be given the p o ss ib i l i ty  to switch cruise m issiles  
to marine use, i .e .  not to destroy them. And in addition to 
that the Ltaited States would like to have the right to convert 
i t s  Pershing-2 m issiles  into shorter-range m iss i les ,  for 
p rac tica l  purposes into Pershing-IB m iss i les ,  the Pershing-IB 
being a variant of the Pershing-2 without a second stage but, 
p ra c t ic a l ly ,  with the same nuclear warhead. The conversion 
operation, the sp ec ia l is ts  t e l l  us, takes 48 hours and 
reconversion approximately the same length of time. That is the 
nx)st inportant feature of the United States position today. And 
to say that on such a basis a solution that meets the security  
in te re s ts  of both sides can be found soon is sinply laughable. 
Because in these same proposals the lAiited States envisages a 
completely d iffe ren t  solution for the Soviet Union. The SS-20 
m iss i les  are to be destroyed and the Soviet Union is to have no
right to develop cru ise  m iss i les .  There you have a double
standard which in no way corresponds to the objective of the
elimination of intermediate nuclear weapons in Europe. So i t  is 
not enough to speak about the in te r re la t io n  of im l t i la te r a l  and 
b i la te ra l  negotiations and consultations. It is inportant that 
b i la te r a l  negotiations which have a bearing on n u l t i l a t e r a l  
problems should be conducted with, as the ir  s ta r t in g  point, the
objective  of strengthening security . If they were conducted in
th is  way, then the United States and the Soviet Union, ix^ich, 
bas ica lly ,  are today holding negotiations on the subject of 
nuclear weapons, could also, by so doing, come within reach of a 
solution to more general nuclear problems, both with regard to 
Europe and on a world scale.

* * * * *
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Cesare Nferlini

The dynamic course of the Soviet foreign policy has taken 
in the last year or two is a welcome development which opens up 
new avenues for East/V\fest agreement of major inportance in such 
d iffe ren t  sectors as econonic co-operation and arms control. 
This applies in pa r t icu la r  to constraining the deployment and 
reducing the nirabers of nuclear weapons. Let me say, 'en 
passan t ' ,  that perhaps had th is  course been followed before, the 
decision to deploy long-range intermediate nuclear forces, the 
so-called SS-20’s, in the midst of a phase of relaxation of 
tension may not have taken place. Nor would a similar decision 
concerning short range nuclear weapons, also a new fact, 
possibly have been made at the moment NW) had just s ta r ted  to 
reduce i t s  short range and b a t t le  f ie ld  nuclear weapons 
stationed in Europe. To come again to the subject of Soviet 
foreign policy, I would like in part icu la r  to underline that 
favourable prospects now ex is t  to make substantive steps forward 
in the f ie ld  of v e r i f ica t io n  A« îch is considerably important in 
order to give arms control more s truc ture  and more 
i r r e v e r s ib i l i ty .  In th is  respect I would ce r ta in ly  support w4iat 
Secretary General Mikhail Gorbachev has declared to the I ta l ia n  
Ccmnunist Party, in the Daily Units, in an interview \(*iich has 
been given much public ity  also in the Soviet Union. "There 
should be created powerful legal and p o l i t ic a l  mechanisms for 
regulating international re la tions" .  Hofwever, I f a i l  to 
understand why such future achievements would only be brought
into existence "in a nuclear free world" a condition like ly  to 
k i l l  the e n t i re  process frcm the s t a r t .  I t  is h is to r ic  fact 
that the nuclear threat because of i t s  nature and because of i ts  
dimension has had the consequence of not only preventing nuclear 
war between East and Wfest but also discouraging conventional 
c o n fl ic ts  in Europe and containing them elsevi^ere.

I have lis tened with great in te res t  to the conments of
Alexei Arbatov and I regret they have not been put in the form 
of a w rit ten  report for the benefit  of those >ndio have the role 
of discussant. I cannot reso r t ,  thus, but to my hasty notes 
frcm which I take in pa r t icu la r  the l i s t  of "bottle-necks" he 
iden tif ie s  in nuclear deterrence. I ce r ta in ly  agree with some 
of them, for instance the r isks associated with the large 
numbers of tac t ica l  nuclear weapons, or I would say with too low
a nuclear threshold. It is for these reasons that I would make
reduction of these weapons a p r io r i ty ,  reducing the risks of a 
nuclear exchange in i t ia te d  by mistake. This has already been 
pointed out here. I would welconB indications that seme
progress is being made on th is  issue, a progress that cannot be
made but b i la te r a l ly  by the two superpowers. Without going any 
further into the many facets of the complicated set up of 
nuclear deterrence, may I suggest, that scholars and in s t i tu te s
devote further scrutiny and studies to them and, jx)ssibly,
UNIDIR should choose th is  as a subject for future in i t i a t iv e s .
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As for myself, I want only to say that negotiated 
b i la te r a l  or mutually respondent un ila te ra l  reductions can be
performed in nuclear and non-nuclear weapons but they stand a 
b e tte r  chance if  they are performed so that mutual deterrence 
continues to exercise i t s  inhib iting  role. This remains valid  
at least un til  b i la te ra l  or m u lt i la te ra l  instruments of 
v e r i f ic a t io n  of compliance and control of the sources of
in s ta b i l i ty  become e ffec tive .  Reference has been made here to
the nuclear non-proliferation trea ty . This reference is
appropriate in two instances. F irs t  of a l l  there ex is ts  a 
nxitually reinforcing link between nuclear non-proliferation and 
nuclear deterrence in so far as the la t t e r  res ts  upon i t s  quasi 
b i-polar nature and would be brought into question by the 
ra i l t ip l ic a t io n  of new nuclear countries. And, on the other 
side, the a ttrac tiveness  of nuclear weapons is reduced by their  
role which is confined to the p o l i t ic a l  th rea t,  and thus to
deterrence. Secondly, the in ternational v e r if ica t ion  provisions
re la ted  to the non-proliferation regime are the most advanced in
the present world and provide an excellent precedent and 
reference for new agreements in the f ie ld  of nuclear arms 
contro l.  In light of the remaining v a lid i ty  of nuclear 
deterrence must be seen the issue of withdrawal of nuclear 
weapons from Europe whether short and intermediate range 
m iss i les  or " b a t t le f ie ld "  nuclear warheads.

The I ta l ia n  Covernnent, I believe, (I an not an o f f i c i a l ) ,  
w il l  not pose obstacles to an agreement which would bring down 
to zero the nimber of the INF on both sides, sticking thus to 
the so-called  double track N\TO decision. But i t  has to be kept 
in mind that the underlying concern ccranon to p rac t ica lly  a l l  
European countries is that arms control is not a matter of 
quantity  only but also of qua lity , meaning by tha t,  s t a b i l i ty .  
Or to put i t  in Ai±>assador J a ip a l 's  words, that negotiations
continue to exert "threat control" An îile s tr iv ing  to achieve 
arms contro l.  I am thus joining the ^^festern Eiiropean choir in 
favour of warning against the r isks associated with giving away 
nuclear deterrence. I do not need to remind our Soviet hosts 
about the devastating consequences of a conventional war, nor 
have I to stimulate the ir  imagination to an tic ipa te  what the 
consequences would be of a chemical or chemical-biological 
exchange in EXirope. In concluding, I would like to say tha t ,  
\*4iat is needed is  more than a nuclear ifree world.

Eberhard Schulz

I should f i r s t  of a l l  address myself to a few observations 
on wording and thinking. Professor Spillmann impressed me when 
he made the observation that p o l i t ic a l  thinking is sometimes of
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great inportance also in the f ie ld  of disarmament. But 
sometimes Awhat is missing is clearness of wording. Let me give 
one exanple. Sometimes people are speaking about to ta l  
elimination of nuclear forces. That may be desirable  but i t  is 
hardly to be expected that a to ta l  elimination of nuclear 
weapons which are so dangerous to mankind can be effec ted  as 
long as there is no replacement. Replacement might be a new 
weapons systan \^^iich is s t i l l  more e ffec tive  but perhaps less 
dangerous. This is not v is ib le  and as long as i t  is not v is ib le  
i t  would be highly u n re a l is t ic  to assiHne that nuclear weapons 
w ill  disappear. On the other hand, i t  seems to me that i t  is 
not at a l l  urgent to dismiss nuclear weapons. Vfe had some 40 
years of peace in central Europe and \(iiy should we dispose of i t  
in an easy way? cannot, by disposing of nuclear weapons,
without any r isk  enhance our security . V\fe w il l  not have 
financial advantage from giving up nuclear weapons and we should 
abstain from enpty propaganda which hardly increases the
c re d ib i l i ty  of Goveriments speaking on disarmanent. A second 
example. I t  was said that i t  might be useful to res truc tu re  
armed forces in a way such as to remove the offensive 
c a p a b il i t ie s  of armed forces. I t  seems tome that the AAfest is 
not at present in a position to engage in an offensive war and I
have serious doubts that the East, the V\feirsaw Pact, is in a
position to engage in an offensive war against \ ^ s t  Germany
without serious r isks  and, on the other hand, I don’t see any 
weapons system in the Avorld which can be characterized as purely 
defensive. Wiat is the difference between defensive and
offensive weapons? Let us be cautious in using such wording.

Another observation on thinking. For the f i r s t  time a f te r
Vferld V^r I I ,  perhaps for the f i r s t  time in h is to ry , we are in a
s i tua t ion  >Â iere serious reductions of arms forces, in th is  case 
of INF, seems possible within a re la t iv e ly  short period. The
reason for the readiness of the two major Powers to engage in an
agreement on the elimination of long-range INF may be largely 
domestic. Anyway, the very fact that there is a real chance of
removing those weapons systems indicates some change of
p o l i t ic a l  thinking. At least i t  shows that there is a change in 
p r io r i t i e s .  Seme time ago, no Anerican President and no
Secretary General in the Soviet Lhion would have dared to say 
that an agreement on such a sharp reduction of very inportant 
weapons is  possible. Second, i t  shows that there is a cer ta in  
demi1i ta r iz a t io n  of p o l i t ic a l  thinking. In fac t,  i t  should be 
clear that in the present s i tua tion  in central Europe, that is 
in the central s t ra te g ic  area between the two blocs, a
continuation of a certa in  policy by intervention of force i s n ' t  
possible any more, or at least doesn’t lead to a cer ta in  
p o l i t ic a l  purpose anymore. V\feir in central Europe has become 
extremely unlikely. In th is  respect, perhaps I am, very
optim istic  but i t  is true opinion and I do not share the 
various scenarios which are constructed by the s t ra teg ic
conmunity in many countries. I t  was already mentioned that the
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theory of escala tion , for instance, is u n re a l is t ic .  I t  seems to 
sue that nay praneditated escalation  under war-fighting 
conditions is hardly to be expected.

And the last point in th is  context. I t  was said that 
there is a danger of V\fest Germany d r i f t in g  into n e u tra l i ty .  It 
seems to rne that th is  assm ption is very u n re a l is t ic  for various 
reasons. The f i r s t  reason is that I expect an agreement on the 
long-range INF to be e ffec tive  th is  f a l l .  I do not see any 
chance to expand agreement on further areas such as short-range 
INF or tac t ic a l  weapons or conventional weapons which are so 
c losely  linked. The process is so corrplicated that to f in ish  an 
agreement on a l l  these problems within the tenn of the present 
Anerican President seens tom e u n re a l is t ic .  Second, the Federal 
Republic of Germany is firmly integrated in the A tlan tic  
A lliance. It is sinply not true that the Federal Republic would 
have a chance, i f  she wished, to leave that Alliance. In the 
present time a l l  States are equal but seme States are a l i t t l e  
more equal and seme a l i t t l e  less. The Federal Republic belongs 
c lea r ly  to those vA\o are a l i t t l e  less equal but, and th is  is 
th ird  point in th is  respect, the domestic s i tua t ion  in the 
Federal Republic of Germany is grossly misrepresented i f  one 
feels that V\fest Germany is  one large peace movement and that the 
population is aiming at leaving the Alliance. On the contrary, 
a l l  we know shows, or polls we know show that the population is 
firmly ccmnitted to protection by the Vastern A11iance and that 
there is no m ajority  wishing to leave the Alliance. And I can 
only warn people not to rush into concerns which are not founded.

At the end I should like to make a few remarks on the very 
substance of th is  Conference, on the problem of, to what extent 
i t  is possible to deal with disarmament problems on a 
m u lt i la te ra l  or a b i la te ra l  basis . Mich has been said in th is  
respect and I agree with most of i t .  In ny mind reductions of 
nuclear arms between the two superpowers are hardly achievable 
in a m u lt i la te ra l  framework. In multi la te ra l  negotiations there 
is too much diplomatic wording and the resu l ts  normally are very 
weak cdiprcmises. If an agreement is achieved, punitive actions 
against v io la t ion  in a m u lt i la te ra l  framework sometimes are 
unrealiab le . But, on the other hand, a m u lt i la te ra l  enforcement 
of agreements in terms of v e r i f ic a t io n  and control is not only 
possible but is he lpfu l. So the proper order of indulging in 
b i la te ra l  or m u lt i la te ra l  negotiation in view would be to 
begin by u n ila te ra l  concessions in order to f a c i l i t a t e  b i la te ra l  
agreements M^ich are in force and ve rif ied  by m u lt i la te ra l  
processes such as the CSCE.

•k ic ic ic ic
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Ednan Agaev

J 'a i  jug6 inpossible de la isse r  sans rSponse 
1’ intervention de 1'honorable M. Bnery. II faut d ire  que c e t te  
intervention m'a passablement a t t r i s tS .  II a malheureusement 
d6clar6 une fois de plus qu'aux Etats Iftiis, la pens6e nouvelle 
ne se f ra ie  que trSs p6niblanent et tr§s lentement un chemin 
tout au moins dans les milieux de 1'ad n in is tra t io n  ac tuelle .  Je 
voudrais notamnent m'6tendre sur les thSses suivantes, avancfees 
dans 1 ' intervention de M. Bnery. II a beaucoup par 16 de ce qu'on 
appelle les lia isons et les rattachements. IVfais les lia isons 
auxquelles il  a pens6 ont d6ja trouv6 une r6ponse trSs precise, 
trSs logique et argumentfee dans 1’ intervention de 1'Aribassadeur 
Karpov. Et les lia isons que M. Bnery a 6voqu6es sont vrairaent 
de nature a cr6er 1 ' impression qu'S Washington on cherche 
simplement a a t t rap e r  et S e n to r t i l l e r  dans un ccmplexe le 
problSme du d6samiement. II faudrait p a ra i t - i l  s ’entendre sur la 
fagon de sauvegarder la s6curit6 des E ta ts . Je dois d ire  S ce 
propos que M. Bnery enfonce vigoureusement une porte ouverte. Je 
voudrais a t t i r e r  son a tten tion  sur la l e t t r e  rScenment publi6e 
dans la presse que le M inistre  des A ffa ires  6trang6res de 
1’Union Sovietique a adress6e au Secre ta ire  g6n6ral de 1'CNJ au 
sujet de la convocation d'une TroisiSne session sp6ciale de 
l*Assanbl6e g6n6rale de I ’Q̂ U consacr6e au dfesarmement, l e t t r e  
ofl i l  est d i t  express&nent que 1'Union Sovi6tique est en faveur 
d'une conception large du dSsarmement, pr6sent6 conme un 
ensemble de probl&nes de dSsarmement et de sauvegarde de la 
s6curit6 H6s en tre  eux. II a ensuite 6t6 question de probl&nes 
qui seraient H6s a celui du d6sarmanent, a savoir qu'avant de 
proc6der au dfesarmement il  faudrait - je r6p§te la thSse de M. 
Bnery - assurer S tous les pays la p o s s ib i l i te  de rSgler
librement leurs problSnes in tS rieurs. A cet 6gard je voudrais 
encore une fois de plus a t t i r e r  son a tten tion  sur le recent 
dociment sovi6tique que j ' a i  d6ja mentionnS, oil i l  est d i t  
express&nent que la rfealisation du dSsarmeraent contribuera § la 
diffusion de la ccnprShension r€ciproque et a une large 
cooperation Internationale entre  pays l ib res  et democratiques. 
Ejifin un dernier point : M. Bnery a une fois de plus soulevS une 
question rebattue, a lors que nous esp6rions tous qu'on avait
enfin renonc6 aux E ta ts  Ib i s  S c e t te  association d'idfies, 3 cet 
a r t i c l e  de propagande qu 'est la lia ison  entre  d6sarmement et 
d ro its  de I'hcmne. Je ne vais pas poiemiquer ici S ce su je t .  Je 
pense que le problgme des d ro its  de I'hcnme exige encore une 
conference part icu l iS re  et des experts spec ia lises .  IVbis je 
voudrais rappeler a ce sujet que quelques jours aprds la
rencontre sovieto-americaine de I^ykjavik a paru dans 
1'" In terna tiona l Herald Tribune" une carica ture  trSs expressive 
representant le President Reagan, trSs deprime et se posant la 
question "Qie fa i re  maintenant? Les Russes acceptent toutes nos 
propositions. Qu'est ce qu'on peut encore leur demander?" Alors 
une idee lui vient et il d i t  : "Je vais leur danander de
res taurer le tsarisme".
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M. Bnery m'excusera mais c 'e s t  lui qui a cornnenc6 par d ire  
qu'en matiSre de dSsarmement on fa i t  souvent des declarations 
qui ont un caractSre de propagande. Or malheureusement sinon 70, 
du nx»ins 60 pour cent de son intervention ont eu un caractSre de 
propagande trSs accus6. J'espSre vivement que c e t te  p e t i te  
pol&nique entre  M Bnery et moi sera la seule et que ce sera 
aussi la dernidre pol&nique entre  SoviStiques et AnSricains S 
c e t te  conference.

•k "k ic ic ic

Edward I f f t

I would like to make some b r ie f  remarks about the major 
b i la te ra l  negotiation Aŝ iich is now in progress. That is ,  of 
course, the Nuclear and Space Talks between the lAiited States
and the Soviet Union in Geneva. In as nuch as the Soviet
Delegation in Geneva does not have a representative  here, 
perhaps i t  f a l l s  to me to represent both Delegations. To the 
extent that t h a t ' s  true, I w il l  try  to be even more fa i r  and 
objective  than I would usually be.

The p ic tu re  I would like to paint is more op tim istic  one 
than has been painted thus far about these inportant 
negotiations. The three Negotiating Groups which are at work 
there - that is the INF group, the s tra te g ic  offensive arms 
group and the defense and space group - are a l l  accelerating 
the ir  work and I believe we are entering a decisive period in 
these negotiations. The Reykjavik discussions between President 
Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev provided an important 
impetus to the negotiations by resolving a number of substantive 
problems which had been blocking progress for some time.

F i r s t  of a l l ,  in the INF group, as has already been 
mentioned, both sides have tabled draft  t r e a t ie s  which are based 
upon the general understanding reached at Reykjavik. V\brking 
groups have been formed which are meeting at an intensive pace
to achieve agreement on trea ty  language. I believe i t  is
r e a l i s t i c  to think in terms of an agreement on INF th is  year. 
Now inport ant problems do remain and Arbassador Karpov has 
called  a t ten tion  to that fac t,  and I do no wish to underestimate 
the work which remains to be done. But I think the picture  
y^iich has been painted about the United States revising i t s  
position is rea l ly  backwards. On the question of constra in ts  on 
shorter range INF systems, the United States made c lear  frcm the 
very beginning of these negotiations in 1981 that there must be 
some constra in ts  on the shorter range systems as part of a 
general agreement on the longer range INF systems, so th is  is 
not a new development. However, the United S ta tes ,  in 
consultation with i t s  A ll ie s ,  has revised i t s  position in INF in 
one inport ant
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respect - that is ,  with regard to the long range INF m iss i les .  
We did th is  in order to meet the Soviet desire  to re ta in  100 
\rarheads in th is  category. Thus i t  was the f l e x ib i l i ty  
displayed by the United States and i t s  A ll ies  which allowed a 
breakthrough to be made in Reykjavik isiiich has brought us as 
close as we are presently  to an agreement.

Regarding the S D ^  negotiating group - that is ,  the 
s t ra te g ic  offensive arms - I would like to say the following. 
Although the media has given a great deal of a t ten tion , and 
r ig h tly  so, to the INF negotiations, and although that 
negotiation deals with a very inportant problan, i t  is true, I 
believe, that the question of s t ra te g ic  offensive arms ranains 
the central and most important problan between the lAiited States 
and the Soviet Union. President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev have both recently made statanents which make th is  
c lea r .  The goal in th is  part of the negotiations, of course, is 
to achieve roughly a 50 percent cut in s t ra te g ic  offensive 
arms. The United S tates has put th is  aspect of the negotiations 
on the fast track, i f  I may put i t  that way. The lAiited States 
tabled a draft  t rea ty  reducing s tra te g ic  offensive anus last 
iVfay, 8 and we expect that the Soviet side will  be tabling i ts  
own d raf t  t rea ty  sometime in the near future. Yie hope to
e s tab lish  working groups very soon, i f  possible, to begin to 
work out agreed trea ty  language in much the samie way that 
working groups are proceeding in the INF negotiations. W th  a 
vigorous e ffo r t  by both sides - and one might even say, a heroic 
e f fo r t  - I think i t  is possible to think in terms of an 
agreement even th is  year in ST/^RT.

Now turning to the th ird  negotiating group - that is
Defence and Space - the s i tu a t io n  is more carp iica ted . I think 
one could fa i r ly  say that th is  group is not as far advanced as
the other two negotiating groups, but here as well positions are
being c la r i f ie d .  There has been some narrowing of differences 
and the negotiations are proceeding in a businesslike fashion. 
Now we have heard a lot of discussion today on the inportant
question of whether we should be moving toward a nuclear free 
world and, i f  so, at what pace. On that question, I think i t  is 
in te res t ing  to note that both sides made very ambitious 
proposals at the Reykjavik Sunrmit regarding Axiiat the world 
should look like  in the year 1996 - that is ,  what kind of
reductions they would like to see by 1996. These proposals, as 
I said, were very ambitious on both sides and they have proved 
too d i f f ic u l t  to negotiate at th is  time and so the sides have 
set them aside in favour of the 50 percent reductions which had 
been agreed in princip le  e a r l ie r .  Now if  I might make a 
personal comnent at th is  point, i t  seens tome in arms control 
i t  is a problan to avoid two extremes or two ta tp ta t io n s .  One 

might say the problan is to steer the ship of arms control
between Scylla and Qiarybdis. On the one hand there is the
taxptation to have goals which are so modest that the agreements
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Asiiich are achieved are merely cosmetic. V\fe have had such 
agreanents in the past. On the other hand, there is also the 
tetrptation to have goals v^ich are so ambitious that they beccme 
almost utopian. These lend thanselves to beautiful speeches but 
not to negotiating specific  agreements, and nations have fallen  
prey to th is  temptation in the past as well. I t  seatis tom e 
that the agreements w^iich are emerging in Geneva s t r ik e  a good 
balance between these two tenptations - that is ,  the agreements 
\\diich are emerging there would be rea l ly  s ign if ican t.  They 
involve s ign if ican t  reductions and cons tra in ts ,  but are not so 
ambitious as to be utopian and inpossible to achieve in a 
reasonable time period.

In conclusion let me just say that the work is 
accele ra ting  in Geneva. V\fe do not underestimate the problems 
v^liich remain. Much d i f f ic u l t  negotiating l ie s  ahead but there 
is a good p o ss ib i l i ty  for s ign if ican t  developments within the 
near future and I think that that should come as good news to 
a l l  the pa rt ic ipan ts  in th is  conference.

ic ic -k 'k ic

P ie rre  M>rel

Je voudrais, en prolongement de 1' intervention de M. 
Lellouche, essayer d 'e x p l ic i te r  c e q u ' i l  a 6voqu6, c ’e s t -^ -d i re  
un c e r ta in  mouvement, assez rfepandu chez beaucoup d'Europ6ens, 
de scepticisme quand il  est question d ’un nouveau systSne de 
s6curit6 , ou de nouvelle pens6e po lit ique . Je c ro is ,  en e f f e t ,  
que ce scepticisme vient d'un sentiment assez profond que I'on 
ne change pas de syst&ne de s6curit6  par dfecret. Cela t ie n t  a 
la m&noire de beaucoup d*Europ6ens, m&ne s ' i l s  n 'ont pas v6cu 
l'6poque de I 'entre-deux guerres. Je voudrais en donner un 
exertple en c i ta n t  une phrase qui a 6t6 prononc6e S peu prSs de 
la faQon suivante: "arriSre  les m itra i l leu ses ,  a rr iS re  les
canons, place S la n6gociation et place § la paix". Ceci a 6t6 
d i t ,  si je  me souviens bien, par A ris t ide  Briand vers 1928. Si 
je I'6voque, ge n 'e s t  pas pour en conclure que Briand a cornnis 
une erreur d 'appreciation personnelle, parce q u 'i l  est bien 
Evident que 1'a sp ira t ion  q u ' i l  t rad u isa i t  § l'6poque 6 ta i t  
largement r6pandue, et reposait sur le sentiment que I 'on 
pouvait justement changer de syst&ne de s6curit6  par d6cret ou 
par t r a i t s .  Aujourd'hui, quand on entend ou quand on risque 
d 'entendre "arr i§ re  les forces nuclSaires interm6diaires, 
a rr iS re  la dissuasion, place a la nouvelle pens6e, place au 
nouveau systSne de s6curit6", i l  y a un r6flexe d 'in te rroga tion ,  
pour le moins, qui renvoie S ces experiences douloureuses, 
partag6es par beaucoup de pays europ6ens, et pas seulement par 
les pays europSens. Ce type de basculement ccnporte ou peut 
conporter 6norm&nent de risques. Quand on veut pr6cis€ment
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s'appuyer sur des concepts et en quelque sorte an tic iper  un 
systeme par la voie d6clarato ire , on retrouve la d i f f ic u l t^  
q u ' i l  y a dans ncntire de prises  de positions sovi6tiques, 
r6centes ou anciennes; e l le s  donnent I 'inpression  que d&s lors 
que I 'on  a f a i t  une d6claration, dSs lors que l*on a f a i t  une
proposition, le monde a changfe, le monde est d i f fe re n t .  
Malheureusement, l 'exp6rience du 20gme si§cle  est  13 pour nous 
d€nx>ntrer le contra ire  et obliger a une trds  grande prudence. 
Non pas pour g tre  pessimistes; il  faut nSgocier, i l  est 
indispensable de n6gocier. IVfais il  y a incontestablement une 
multitude de precautions § observer et d'abord la n6cessit6 de 
gager tout mouvanent polit ique  sur des donnfees aussi stables et
aussi confirm&es que possible .

Je crois  que c 'e s t  IS le vrai problSne qu 'essa ie  de 
d 6 c r i r e M  Lei louche dans son expos6, a savoir le sentiment que
I'on a s s is te  actuellement § la ten ta tion , pour les deux plus
grandes puissances, d 'organiser en Europe, en se r6f6rant au 
concept de denuclearisation, une s i tua tion  d e f in i t iv e ,  
i r rev e rs ib le ,  un changement fondamental, a lors que ces mgrnes 
puissances ne mettent en jeu, pour leur pa rt ,  que des moyens 
secondaires, ta ipo ra ire s ,  reversib les . I l y a  dans ce decalage
un vrai probl&ne et une raison profonde et durable de
scepticisme et de reserve de la part des pays europeens.

Je me refSre § un exenple qu'on a souvent c i t e ,  qui est 
celui de Reykjavik. II y a la un inversion de p r io r i te s  assez
troublante, en moins de six  mois. Qael est l*ei€ment le plus 
frappant de Reykjavik ? C’est 1'accord des deux plus grandes 
puissances pour reconnattre la necessite  de reduire de 50% leurs 
armements s tra teg iques. Tout analyste ob jec t if  doit reconnaTtre 
q u ' i l  y a la 1'element principal de c e t te  rencontre, la
perspective la plus in teressante  en matiSre de m artrise  des 
armements. Six mois aprSs, que voyons-nous ? Que tout court § 
un accord INF, non pas p r6cip ite ,  nous venons de v e r i f ie r  par
les echos de M. I f f t  que tout ceci est prepare serieusement,

mais enfin il  y a changement de p r io r i te :  ccnme par hasard,
aprds avoir annonce un ob jec t if  ambitieux, cen tra l ,  e sse n t ie l ,  
on revient vers un autre  aspect, qui a ffec te  directement les 
pays europeens.

Ce changement de p r io r i t e  est trSs in s t ru c t i f .  En f a i t ,  
tous les propos sur la nouvelle securite , sur le nouveau systgme 
de secu rite ,  auront une autre  c re d ib i l i t e  le jour ou nous aurons
a s s i s te  effectivanent a c e t te  reduction de moitie d'antianents
stra tegiques manifestements redondants. On entrera  a lors dans 
un debat polit ique  gage sur des r e a l i te s  stra tegiques. Je
crains que, pour le mcment, les choses ne se presentent pas
a in s i ,  et c 'e s t  pour une bonne part ce qui explique le 
scepticisme exprime dans 1 ' intervention de M Lellouche.

79



N6gocions partout oil cela est possible, mais avec la prudence, 
le r6alisme n6cessaire, te l est je  crois le message qui viendra 
au cours des prochaines annSes de beaucoup d'europ6ens.

Peter Davies

The implication seems to be contained in some of the 
remarks made e a r l ie r  that arms control and reductions can take 
place independently of other aspects of international re la tions 
and that the arms control process can automatically lead to 
improvements in those international re la tions .  I would put 
forward the view that arms control cannot in fact bear the Andiole 
weight of in ternational re la tions in the East/V\fest context and 
they do not have a separate existence, they are not a separate 
cctipartment. There also has to be improvement in a level of 
confidence that undertakings wi 11 be respected and that premises 
w ill  be kept. In other words, one is looking outside the 
inmediate confines of the arms control context. It follows that 
in the area of arms control that full and effec tive  rreans of 
v e r i f ic a t io n  are necessary if  confidence is to be created and 
maintained in agreements reached and quite  obviously ambiguous 
or ind is t inc t  and unverifiable  agreements will not enhance 
ccmnon security  but undermine i t .

There was a further proposal made by a speaker e a r l ie r  for 
a wider nuclear forum outside the b i la te ra l  talks taking place 
in Geneva to include also the United Kingdom, France and Qiina, 
I believe. Now of course, as everybody knows, the United S tates 
and the Soviet Union have some 95 percent of the world 's nuclear 
stocks and from that point of view, in ny own personal view, I 
would not see such expanded nuclear ta lks as an a l te rn a t iv e  to
the b i la te ra l  process. Vfe should also bear in mind what we have
heard many times, Axiiat the two superpowers have in view. They 
are currently  discussing a 50 percent reduction in s tra te g ic  
offensive weapons as well as the separate point of the INF 
agreement so I personally would not favour at th is  time wider 
nuclear forun ta lks  cutting  across possibly and complicating 
what appears to be in some regards a very promising process in 
Geneva.

F ina lly , I just want to refer  in re la tion  to the question 
of confidence, to the ccnmuniqu6 issued a few days ago at the 
end of the N̂ iTO Defence Planning Comnittee on the 27 Nfay which, 
in refe rr ing  to the developments which there have been in the 
f ie ld  of aims control in Eiirope, recalled the r e a l i t i e s  of
growing Soviet m il i ta ry  power as well as the varie ty  and 
offensive cap a b il i t ie s  of Wfeirsaw Pact forces. Given th is
s i tu a t io n  the N^IO stra tegy of f lex ib le  response and forward
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defence which is defensive in nature remains both valid  and
necessary and continues as the basis for N\TO's defence
planning. In other words, as I see i t ,  we should give fu ll
c red it  for good intentions and new thinking but also to have to 
take account of the continuing m il i ta ry  cap a b il i t ie s  of the 
groups.

•k ic ic ic "k

Genrikh Trofimsnko

In the process of developing weapons and of responding to 
those developments, by v ir tue  of a c e r ta in  logic of the arms 
race, our countries, and above a l l  the Ih i te d  States and the 
Soviet Union - I do not wish to speak here about who is right 
and ŵ io is wrong - have reached a stage \\^ere, in the event of a 
nuclear c o n f l ic t ,  they can rea l ly  destroy each other. TTiis was 
not done through planning of any kind but by v ir tue  of that same 
logic of the arms race w^ich has placed us in a s i tua t ion  v^ere 
a con fl ic t  between the Iftiited S ta tes and the Soviet Itaion can 
lead to the destruction of the Aŝ iole world. That is precisely  
Asiiy the b i la te ra l  negotiations taking place on these issues 
between the Iftiited S ta tes and the Soviet Union are not simply of 
b i la te ra l  but of global s ignificance. Both sides, adnitted ly , 
accept the logic that th is  s i tu a t io n  is in to lerable  and must be 
changed, but the conclusions they draw frcm the premise that the 
s i tua t ion  is in to lerab le  and must be changed are not the same. 
The Soviet Union considers that i t  is necessary to renounce the 
old stereotypes, to stop replacing one form of the arms race by 
another; i t  considers that the concept of emulation between the 
two systems as being exclusively an emulation in building up 
arms nust be scrapped. That is w^at d ic ta te s  a l l  the Soviet 
Union's proposals. But the United S ta tes ,  while agreeing that a 
s i tua t ion  of niitual destruction is unthinkable, is again looking 
for solutions along the stereotype path, the path of embarking 
on a new arms race, an arms race in outer space. It is in th is  
that the Soviet Union's approach d i f fe r s  frcm that of the United 
S ta tes . And the Anericans keep te l l in g  us - the same note was 
sounded yet again in Mr. Hnery's remarks - that we should, so to 
speak, ensure a smooth t ran s i t io n  to a world dominated by 
s t ra te g ic  defence. Yet the very idea of s tra te g ic  defence was 
advanced by the Anericans as a challenge to the Soviet Union, as 
an a t te ip t  to t e l l  us: look, here is an even higher
technological level, a level on which you will not catch up with 
us, and that is \«^y we are throwing out a challenge to you in 
th is  area. But, in such a case, can the State  which has 
received such a challenge consciously a s s is t  the United S tates 
in once more taking the lead in the arms race and, by so doing, 
once again provide i t s e l f  with a reason for racing to catch up 
the IMited States and s ta r t in g  yet again a fresh round of the
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arms race? V\fe are trying to get the basic idea across to the 
Anerican side that th is  insane race must not be allowed to 
continue, although for the time being thelA iited  States side 
does not accept th is  idea. Of course i t  would be naive to hope 
that in a s i tua t ion  where SDI is regarded by the Lhited States 
leadership as a challenge to the Soviet Union i t  w ill  be
possible to reach agreement on any radical reductions of
s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons, because the one contradic ts  the 
other. And incidenta lly  th is  position of the United S ta tes  even 
contradic ts  the logic of the President of the United S ta tes , 
who, in c r i t i c i z in g  the SALT-2 trea ty ,  said that a l l  the
agreements reached thus far were, in a sense, a de facto
legalization  of the anns race and that th is  course should be 
abandoned. And yet, while adopting such a position , the Uiited 
States is trying to continue the arais race in the area of
s t ra te g ic  defence, a subject which we are s t i l l  to discuss and
one which should be discussed more concretely in due course.

In a cer ta in  area, however, that of intermediate nuclear 
forces, there e x is ts  at present a d e f in i te  convergence of the
Soviet and Lhited States positions and there ex is ts  a
p o s s ib i l i ty  of agreement. I t  has to be said that in order to 
reach such agreement the Soviet Union has made very considerable 
concessions. You know for yourselves that at f i r s t  we linked 
agreement on intermediate nuclear forces very firmly with the
intermediate nuclear forces of the United Kingdom, France and so
forth . For the sake of reaching agreement we gave up th is
linkage. We untied the Reykjavik package and we extracted  the 
problem of intermediate nuclear forces from the i^ o le  set of 
other problans. Incidentally , as I understand, th is  was done 
largely a f te r  the Moscow forim, \xiiere representatives of the

\ ^ s t  European powers had argued very strongly for such an
approach to the issue. But as soon as the package was untied 
some kind of counter-movements began to take place in Vfestern 
Eiirope, and today i t  turns out that despite  NATO's "double 
option" decision of 1979, when the whole of Vfestern Europe was 
in favour of negotiations, of the negotiating channel, unlike 
the United States wiiich, in princip le , favoured deployment - 
today the roles have, so to speak, been reversed and western 
Europe now appears in the ro le  of a res tra in ing  factor upon the 
successful solution of th is  problem.

I t  is said that such a solution would c rea te  a threat to 
the security  of the Federal Republic of Germany. But would the 
security  of the Federal Republic of Germany be more assured if
the Federal Republic of Germany were saturated  with United
States nuclear weapons and, from that point of view, represented 
for the Soviet Union one of the principal targets?  Of course 
not. That is why th is  la te s t  logic, th is  note we heard sounded 
in the statement of Mr. P ie rre  Lei louche, is not a ltogether 
cdtprehensible, because on the one hand i t  was prec ise ly  the 
V\fest Europeans, s ta r t in g  with Schmidt's well-known declaration ,
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Audio used to in s is t  on s tab il iz in g  the s i tua tion  in Europe, but 
as soon as the conditions are created for s ta b i l iz a t io n  at a far 
lower level of nuclear confrontation, there are these 
incomprehensible objections on the part of the V\fest European
Sta tes. And in th is  context the proposal made at the Vfersaw
Treaty session which has just ended concerning the need for real 
ta lk s ,  for s ta r t in g  consultations between the N̂ TO countries and 
the Warsaw Treaty countries about the concept of m il i ta ry  
doctrines is ,  of course, highly important. The m il i ta ry  
doctrine of each bloc is ,  of course, a personal matter for N\IO 
and the ^̂ felrsaw Treaty, but there are many misunderstandings,
much inconprehension. For exanple, we have been operating with
the term "deterrence" for many years but i t s  t rans la t ion  into 
Russian varies, sometimes i t  comes across as "ustrashenie" \iiiich 
means "intimidation" and sometimes as "razubezhdenie" ~ ^ i c h  
means "dissuasion". In princip le  a great deal depends on th is  
and there is obviously a real need for ta lk s ,  a need for a 
modi cun of mutual understanding of ^̂ 4iat is meant by various 
s tra te g ic  terms so that more balanced and mutually acceptable 
decisions can be taken on so conplex a matter as nuclear weapons.

•k ic ic ic -k

James Dougherty

Before I s t a r t  with the main point I would enter a 
deiurrer to something that Aiijassador Karpov has said. He 
suggested that the Ltoited S ta tes u n i la te ra l ly  a lte red  NATO's 
December 1979 decision ^ i c h  was, as he has correc tly  sta ted , 
limited to INF but the s i tua tion  did undergo a s ign if ican t 
change a f te r  tha t .  The Soviet Union announced more than three 
years la te r  that i t  was going to place SS-21s, 22s and 23s into 
East Germany and Czechoslovakia and i t  was only la te r  that the 
a l l i e s  became increasingly concerned Asiien the United S tates 
appeared ready to negotiate a zero option on INF. I t  was the 
s ign if ican t  change in the s i tua tion  which led to bringing the 
question of short range m iss iles  into the p ic ture  and i t  was the 
^ f̂est European a l l i e s ,  v^o insis ted  that we do bring them into 
the p ic ture .

On the larger subject of the rela tionsh ip  between nuclear 
deterrence and conventional defence, I agree with \(^iat Alexei 
Arbatov said: Nobody can prove a negative; nobody can prove
that i t  is nuclear deterrence which has prevented war in Europe 
for the past 40 years, do not know what might have been, but 
we do know that the existence of nuclear weapons has made 
Govertments more cautious than ever before about getting 
themselves into risky s i tua t ions .  It has made i t  incuribent upon 
the nuclear weapon Powers to avoid coming into c r i t i c a l  
confrontations and i f  they do get into than to act with
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consurrmate caution in those confrontations. If we ranove 
nuclear deterrence en tire ly  from the European scene, I think 
that the propensity to take risks will  probably r i s e  regardless 
of how fr igh tfu l  modern conventional war w ill  be and we know 
that i t  w ill  be. Nevertheless the inhibition to undertake i t  
w ill  be weakened for reasons given by the c la ss ica l  s t r a te g is t s  
of deterrence, namely, that Governments think that they can 
ca lcu la te  more e as i ly  the costs of taking a r isk  through the use 
of m il i ta ry  force. They may not be able to ca lcu la te  i t
co rrec tly  but they think that i t  is easier  to ca lcu la te  the cost 
of conventional aggression in w^ich the worst outcane would be 
denial of the objective but not escalation  to the nuclear level 
with i t s  unpredictable consequences. National passions which 
have been held in check by the spectre of nuclear war could
again become unleashed; there are plenty of na tiona lis t  passions 
in Europe, the most war-prone region known to h is to r ian s .

Can there be conventional deterrence in Europe? must
pay a tten tion  to w îat Jan Siccama said e a r l ie r .  If you look at 
the l i t e r a tu re  of the las t  five years there have been many
proposals on how to sh if t  from reliance on nuclear to a greater
reliance on conventional defence, in order to reduce the 
d isp a r i ty  between western European conventional in fe r io r i ty  and 
AAfeirsaw Pact superio rity . There has been a l ive ly  debate about 
reinforcement c ap a b il i t ie s ,  the extension of conscription, the 
build-up of conventional forces and arms levels, building an 
intra-German boundary fo r t i f ic a t io n  (which would be very
undesirable and p o l i t i c a l ly  unacceptable). Some have talked 
about a "strategy of manoeuvre" and Sam Piintington has suggested 
a conventional re ta l ia to ry  s t r ik e  into Eastern Europe in 
response to a '^ r s a w  Pact a ttack. N\TO planners have considered 
going to high-tech "smart weapons", deep-strike  in te rd ic tion  and 
follow-on-forces-attack against second and th ird  echelon
forces. All of these concepts are part of the debate about 
sh if t ing  frcm nuclear to conventional deterrence. If  you deploy 
new conventional weapons in forward positions - m issiles  able to 
shoot a 150 kilometres or so eastward - to replace nuclear 
c a p a b i l i t ie s ,  th is  w ill  not rea l ly  inprove the 
po lit ica l-m i 1 i ta ry  s t a b i l i ty  of Europe in ny estimation. If 
Europe t r i e s  to sh if t  from mutual nuclear deterrence to a 
re liance  on conventional defence c ap a b il i t ie s ,  i t  w il l  probably 
increase security  apprehensions in Europe, at f i r s t  in Vfestern 
Europe and eventually in Eastern Eiirope. It w ill  move our
thinking frcm war deterrence to war fighting s t ra te g ie s .  It
w il l  heighten nervousness and lead to temptations to pre-enpt in 
c r i s i s .  I t  w il l  ra ise  the p robability  of a war that has 
h i th e r to  been deterred. ce r ta in ly  want to reduce the r isk  of 
catastrophe in the low probabili ty  of deterrent fa i lu re  by 
subs tan t ia l ly  lowering the levels of nuclear weapons on both 
sides, but we have to recognize that the subs ti tu t ion  of 
conventional for nuclear deterrence wi 11 not necessarily  enhance
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the security  of nations e i the r  in western Europe or in eastern 
Europe. AAfe ought to remember the old Chinese proverb "he who 
rides a t ige r  should be a fra id  to dismount".

•k ic ic -k -k

Nicholas Burakow

I would just like to conment b r ie f ly  on the ccmnent made 
by M-. Agaev. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  for me to understand what 
prec ise ly  \fr. Agaev was objecting to in Mr. Bnery's statement. 
As 1 understand i t ,  the theme of IVfr. Enery's statement is one 
that we should a l l  welcome. It is precisely  that substantia l 
progress has been made in Geneva and that we are very close to 
an agreement on INF. As to linkages to human r igh ts  in other
areas I an a fra id  that Nfr. Agaev perhaps missed the point that
Nfr. Bnery was trying to make. Mr. Snery did not say that
progress in nuclear arms reduction must be predicated on 
progress in human r igh ts  or in other areas. Wiat he did say,
however, was that to the extent that we can make accompanying 
progress in himan r igh ts  or resolving regional c o n fl ic ts  in
progress in other areas, then global security  w ill  be enhanced 
that much more, and th a t 's  something that th is  type of
conference should not lose sight of. As to the question of 
propaganda, I do believe as well that i t ' s  unproductive to
debate \»iio was a ttenpting  to employ Â iiat type of propaganda to 
enibellish i t s  own position , whether directed at i t s  own
audienceor at d irec t  countries. But fromn^r perspective I would 
say quite  firmly that to the extent that one side or the other 
does enploy demagogic characterizations of the o th e r 's  position  
as appeared in today's Pravda's p o l i t ic a l  cartoon for example, 
the day of our reaching a durable arms control agreement w ill  in 
fact be put off that much further.

ic -k ic ic ic

Alexei Arbatov

Instead of a concluding statement I should like to make a 
few comnents on the issues discussed during th is  session. 
F i r s t ,  on a few specif ic  points. In his statement Mr. Bnery 
said that the United States would prefer to deploy a c e r ta in  
quantity of short-range intermediate nuclear forces in Europe in 
order to ensure the security  of i t s  a l l i e s ,  above a l l  of the 
Federal Republic of Germany - in order to equ il ib ra te  the threat 
fron the E as t 's  nuclear forces v^^ich allegedly wi 11 ex is t  for 
the Federal Republic of Germany \;viien the longer-range nuclear 
forces, intermediate nuclear forces, have been withdrawn from
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Europe. In th is  context I should like to associate  myself with 
the point made by Professor Trofimenko that nuclear weapons in 
Europe, and p a r t icu la r ly  on the t e r r i to ry  of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, can in no way ensure the security  of that 
S ta te . Since we are proposing a zero option for short-range 
intermediate nuclear forces, real security  would consis t ,  
p rec ise ly , in no m issiles  with a range of between 500 and 1000 
km reTiaining e i th e r  on the East or on the West side. The United 
S ta tes proposal that the United States should keep the right - 
more co rrec tly ,  that i t  should be permitted - to modernize
Pershing-2 m iss i les  by converting than into Pershing-IB m issiles  
cannot in any measure enhance the security  of the Federal
Republic of Germany.

And i t  seems to me that,  purely technical grounds aside, 
we cannot agree to such a scenario on p o l i t ic a l  grounds, 
e i th e r .  I f ,  a f te r  the elimination of Pershing-2 m iss i les ,  
Pershing-1 m iss i les  were deployed on the t e r r i to ry  of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, that would msan, would i t  not, that 
the Soviet Union had traded off the security  of i t s  a l l i e s  or 
i t s  own security . Such an exchange, such a trade-off  is 
conpletely unacceptable to us. A reduction of the nuclear
threat d i rec t ly  on the t e r r i to ry  of the Soviet Union with the 
similtaneous build-up of a similar nuclear threat to the 
t e r r i to ry  of our \Afeirsaw Treaty a l l i e s  does not suit us.

I should also like to ra ise  a few points of disagreonent
with Professor Dougherty, ŵ iom I have known for a long time and 
for whctn I have great esteem both professionally  and personally. 
I t  seems to me that to object to the ultimate goal of nuclear 
disarmsment as the idea being proposed by the Soviet Lftiion is to
su b s t i tu te  something that would rea l ly  be utopian for the Soviet
lAiion's actual proposal. The Soviet lAiion is far from proposing
nuclear disarmament today, tomorrow or in the next few years.
So rapid an advance towards such a goal is c learly  not possible 
from e i th e r  the p o l i t ic a l  or the p rac tica l point of view. The 
Soviet Union is proposing nuclear disarmament as the ultimate 
objective which both p o l i t ic ia n s  and nations would see before 
them and for the sake of Axiiich i t  would be worth M^ile to hold 
negotiations on the step by step reduction of nuclear weapons.

Otherwise, i f  we do not see such an end goal before us,
then - as the experience of the 1970s has shown - negotiations
are doomed to follow blindly in the wake of advances in m il i ta ry
technology, to u t i l i z e  the by-products of m il i ta ry  programnes, 
to pick up the old junk le f t  over from nuclear arsenals v^ich 
are earmarked for scrapping in any case. In substance, the idea 
of nuclear disarmament put forward by the Soviet Union means 
that already now, in our current negotiations, the approach of 
both sides should not be to regulate the arms race, not to adapt 
agreements to m il i ta ry  programnes, but to formulate c lear and 
well-defined goals for the gradual reduction and lim itation of
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s t ra te g ic  and other nuclear forces with the object of reducing 
the probabili ty  of an outbreak of war.

Then the lim itation of weapons as a goal w ill  cane before 
m il i ta ry  programnes, then i t  w ill  not be agreements that are 
adapted to m il i ta ry  programmes but, on the contrary, the goals 
of reduction and s ta b i l iz a t io n  of forces and, in the final
analysis, of the ir  complete elimination will stand in the 
forefront. That, i t  seeiis to me, is the significance, at the
present juncture, of the adoption of the ultimate objective of 
nuclear disarmanent or, on the contrary, the non-adoption of 
such an ultimate objective.

And in th is  context no one thinks we can reduce nuclear 
weapons and return to a s i tu a t io n  of co n fl ic ts ,  of a mad
conventional arms race - I spoke about th is  e a r l ie r  on. I t  is
assumed - and without such an assinption radical nuclear 
disarmament is e ssen t ia l ly  impossible - that re la tions between 
States w ill  undergo fundamental changes which w ill  enable 
international contradictions to be resolved by other means. 
That is an interconnected d ia le t ic a l  process. The further we 
advance along the path of nuclear and conventional disarmament - 
and these, too, are inseparable aspects of a single process - 
the more the methods we shall enploy in p o l i t ic s  w ill  not be 
methods of force but ccnpletely d iffe ren t  ones. I t  seems to me 
that in his statement Professor Dougherty approached the issue 
of nuclear disarmament not d ia lec t  ica lly  but, somehow, very 
mechanistically; he, as i t  were, singled out nuclear weapons and 
t r ie d  to imagine ^ a t  the world would be like now, today, if  
nuclear weapons were suddenly eliminated. Such an approach is 
not well-founded e i the r  frcm the prac tica l or from the 
theore tical point of view.

And \\4iile we are on the subject, the exanples Professor
Dougherty c ited  concerning conventional weapons, concepts
currently  being elaborated of a s t r ik e  against the opponent's 
deep rear - I an referr ing  to PCFA ("follow on forces a ttack") 
or "a ir- land  b a t t le "  - these are highly c h a ra c te r is t ic ,  highly 
graphic exanples but they do not support the idea expressed by 
Professor Dbugherty. They support the exactly opposite idea, 
narasly, that even under conditions of super-saturation with 
nuclear weapons there is no s t a b i l i ty  whatsoever. Don’t you
see, a l l  these concepts in the sphere of conventional arms, in 
the sphere of an ti-m iss i le  defence, in the sphere of space 
weapons systems - they are not based on the premise of the 
elimination of nuclear weapons, on the contrary, they ex is t  in 
para lle l  with vast arsenals of nuclear weapons, with progratmies 
for the further refinement of nuclear arsenals. Lftider the
conditions of a nuc1earized world there is no s t a b i l i ty .  That 
is why intensive development is taking place not only in the 
f ie ld  of nuclear weapons. Just look, there is SDI, there is the
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European defence in i t i a t iv e ,  there is the European conventional 
progrannie Professor Dougherty mentioned. That is what the world 
is moving towards. That is not a s tab le  s i tua tion  at a l l .

•k 'k ic ic ic

P ie rre  Lellouche

Je voudrais r^agir aux propos de 1'Artoassadeur Karpov sur 
deux points:

Le premier est son r^sunfe de ma position, que j ' a i  trouv6 
un p e t i t  peu carica tu ra l  lorsque j ' a i  propose une approche 
a l te rn a t iv e  S ce qui se fa i s a i t  en ce moment. 1^ Karpov a d i t  : 
" 1 'accord sur les armes intermSdiaires e s t  un prenier pas vers 
le d6sarmement". Je le r6p§te, ce n 'e s t  pas le cas. Le r e t r a i t  
des ogives SS 20, 22 et 23 sovietiques ne reprSsente, encore une 
fo is , qu'environ l/15gme des forces sovi6 tiques capables 
d 'a t te in d re  1'Europe. De mane, le r e t r a i t  des 300 ogives 
Pershing II et c ru ise  m issiles  bas6s en Europe ne repr6sente 
qu'un 20gme des forces nucl6a ire s  tactiques et a moyenne port6e 
charg6es de dSfendre 1'Europe. Si on voulait vraiment d^sarmer
en maintenant la s t a b i l i ty ,  i l  se ra i t  infiniment pr6 f6rable  de
se d6barrasser des mil Hers d'armes nuclSaires tactiques qui
sont d€ploy6es de part et d 'au tre .  C 'est  pour cela  que je
d isa is  tou t-§ - l 'h eu re  qu'un plafond de I 'o rd re  de 400 systdmes
de part et d 'au tre  se ra i t  vraiment du dSsarmement. Alors on se 
dfibarrasserait d 'au moins 90P/o des systSnes d6ploy6s. Cela 
c r6e ra i t  en m&ne ten^js une s t a b i l i t y  po lit ique  et m i l i t a i r e  
su ff isan te  des deux cSt6s. M. Karpov ajoute : Nfeis 1'OTA  ̂ a
tro is  puissances nuc16aires, le Pacte de Varsovie une puissance
nuclSaire seulement. Je rSpondrai que 1'OTA  ̂ n 'a  pas t ro is  
puissances nucl6a ire s .  Les E tats Unis sont cens6s Stendre leur 
dissuasion sur les pays non nucl6aires d'Europe de I'CXiest, 
tandis que la France et la Grande Bretagne n'ont qu'une 
dissuasion d 'u ltim e recours national. Ce que j ' a i  a 1'e s p r i t
n 'e s t  pas de demander § 1'Union sovi6 tique de rSduire ses
armements a 400 systgmes face § ces t ro is  puissances. C 'est
simplement de demander aux deux grands, s ' i l  veulent vraiment
dSsarmer, de r6duire d'abord leurs propres armes, ce qui
augpienterait leur c r6d i b i l i t 6 , ensuite , de r 6duire a un niveau 
de dissuasion minima lim its  en Ekirope, leur propre presence,
q u i t te  pour les deux grands d 'S ta b l ir  au niveau qui leur
convient leur propre dissuasion nucl6a ire .  Voila ce que j 'a v a is  
a 1' e s p r i t .

J 'en  viens maintenant a un deuxiSne point, sur lequel je
voudrais que Nfr. Karpov r 6ponde. Vous avez d i t ,  M 1'Anbassadeur 
que vous ne proposiez pas de revenir a I'Eiirope de 1939. C 'est 
l a  un propos trSs important. Nfeintenant vous d ites  aussi q u ' i l
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faut Sliminer tout ce qui est o ffens if  et rendre la guerre 
irrpossible en Europe. Vfais la vraie  question est : conment 
faire?  Est-ce-que vous pensez vraiment que la denuclearisation 
de 1'Europe que vous souhaitez et la d€mi 1i ta r i s a t io n  de 
1'Europe cen trale  que vous serablez proposer dans c e t te  a f fa i re  
de couloir entre  les deux Allemagnes est la bonne mfethode ? 
Q i'est-ce-que cela veut d ire  "trouver un autre  syst&ne de 
s6c u r i t6 qui rendrait  la guerre impossible en Europe"? C 'est 
l§-dessus, je  cro is  q u ' i l  faudrait que nous ayons dans ce forvm, 
ou dans d 'au tre s ,  de vraies conversations. II est in u t i le ,  je 
pense, d'Schanger des argunents thSoriques sur : Pourquoi la
dissuasion est un bien, pourquoi est e l l e  unm al. Si vous avez 
r 6ellament une solution a lte rn a t iv e  a apporter au systSne de 
s6c u r i t6 en Europe, a lors expliquez la nous et discutons en. 
Mais je  cro is  que ce q u 'i l  faudrait Sv iter , c 'e s t  un d6bat 
th6ologique sur la dissuasion, tout simplanent parce que nos 
intSrgts de s6c u r i t 6 6vidents, notre m&noire co llec t ive  aussi, 
font que nous avons besoin de la dissuasion, § moins que vous ne 
nous prouviez le con tra ire .

* * * * *

89



Third/Troisi&ne Session

PREVENTICN CF /SN ARVB IVCE IN CUTER S R ^ :  BILATERAL AND
MJLTILATERAL PERSPBCTIVES/PREVENTICK D ’LNE OXRSE ALK ARVEMENTS 
DMSB L'ESR«CE : PERSPECTIVES BILATERAUES ET fVULTILATERALES

Reports/Rapports:

Janies Dougherty, P ie r re  Marel, S tanislav  Rodionov

Di scussion:

Luvsandorjiin Bayart, Hiupendra Jasani, Javier Sanz,
Onkar Marwah, Viktor Karpov, Michael I n t r i l ig a to r ,
Steve Larrabee, E l l i s  Morris, Edward I f f t ,  Genrikh Trofimenko 
Jan Siccana, Alexei Arbatov, David Bnery, Rikhi Ja ipal,
James Dougherty, P ie rre  Marel, S tanislav  Rodionov

Cha i rman/Pr6s i den t : 

Saad Alfarargi

90



REPCRT

PREVENTICN CF /N ARVB R«CE IN OUIER SPACE:
A PERSPBCriVE FRCM THE INITH) STATES OF A ^ IC A

James Dougherty

Ever since the mid-1970s, spokesmen on each side have 
recurringly accused the other Power of seeking m il i ta ry  
superiority  As^ile denying that the ir  own Government has such a 
goal. But few s t ra te g ic  analysts e i the r  in the Soviet Lfriion or 
in the Lfriited States seem rea lly  to believe that the current 
robust nuclear balance can eas i ly  be upset by one side before
the other could react appropriately. Each side has made i t
c lear that i t  is determined and that i t  possesses the means to
prevent the other from gaining a decisive s tra te g ic  advantage, 
and these declarations of intent have a ring of c re d ib i l i ty  to 
them. Each side nxist be w il ling  to grant formal recognition to 
the fundamental ra t io n a l i ty  of the other s id e 's  s t ra teg ic  
decision-making processes and to admit that a technological 
quest for a f i r s t  s t r ik e  superio rity  will  prove fu t i l e ,  whether 
based primarily on s tra teg ic  offensive c ap a b il i t ie s  or on a 
defensive/offensive mix, so long as the level of offensive
weapons is high. Vfe a l l  rea l ize  that no one can predict with 
confidence what is going to happen but i f  the level of offensive 
weapons should become subs tan tia l ly  lower as we hope i t  w i l l ,  i t  
w ill  then be highly desirable  to arrange a jo in t ly  managed 
tran s it io n  to some sort of pa ri ty  in the offensive/defensive mix 
on both sides as both pa rt ie s  co-operate to move in pa ra l le l
towards a more defence dominant regime.

That is the g is t  and the conclusion of my paper.

GovernnEnts have long professed to rea l ize  that any
delibera te  choice for s tra te g ic  nuclear war that is d is t in c t  
from a defensive f i r s t  use by N\TD against aggression could 
serve no ra t iona l ly  conceivable p o l i t ic a l  or mi 1i ta ry  purpose 
but would be extremely absurd and inmoral. V\fe should keep th is  
fundanental re a l i ty  in mind when we hear e i the r  side accusing 
the other of harbouring a desire  to plan a s tra teg ic  f i r s t  
s t r ik e ,  because with that kind of thinking a l l  meaningful arms 
control agreements, I fear, would continue to l ie  beyond our 
reach. The danger of unintentional war remains real and both 
sides inust continue to s t r iv e  and, where necessary, cooperate to 
reduce the chances of e rro r ,  uncertainly and m isin terpreta tion  
in the handling of our comnand and control systems. In th is  
context, the establishment of jo in tly  s ta ffed  nuclear r isk
reduction centres would be a positive  development. The
agreement reached on September 15, 1987 goes part of the way but 
not far enough.

Now to SDI.
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Although many a r t i s t s  have drawn their  conception of "Star 
V\feirs" as the media always ca ll  i t ,  no one can say for sure what 
s t r a te g ic  defence will  look like if  i t  ever enierges. SDI is a 
research progranme designed to explore several possible avenues 
in an e f fo r t  to see As^ether s tra te g ic  defence w ill  be, fran a 
technical and economic standpoint, s ign if ican tly  more feasible  
as an option in the mid-1990s or beyond 2000 than i t  was in the 
la te  1960s and early  1970s. Architecture of s t ra te g ic  defence 
are now being studied by both sides. The Soviet Union has been 
keenly in te res ted  in s tra te g ic  defense longer and more 
consis ten tly  than the Uiited S ta tes . Beyond the terminal 
defense systems (in terceptor rockets and phased array radars) 
v^iiich are permissible under the ABVI Treaty, several new 
technologies have been discussed since President Reagan's 
speech of March 23, 1983. These include weapons which destroy 
oncoming m iss i les  with k ine tic  energy (including 
pel le t-p ro jec ting  s a t e l l i t e s  and electromagnetic ra i l  guns), a 
varie ty  of laser weapons (chemical, X-ray, free electron and 
excimer) wiiich are e ithe r  space-based, pop-up, or ground-based, 
with mirrors in space to red irec t the ir  beams, and particle-beam 
weapons •whose most useful purpose may be not to destroy warheads 
but to d is tinguish  them from other "countermeasure objects" and 
to d isrupt the de lica te  e lectronic  c irc u i t ry  in the ir  guidance 
or detonator systems. In our fascination with the newer exotic 
technologies, we should not ignore those terminal defence 
systems which are not only permitted under the AB4 Treaty but 
also capable of technological modernization which could vastly  
extend the ir  e ffec tive  range into outer space.

The fact that the Soviet Iftiion has been nwdernizing i ts  
system around Miscow is one indication that i t  does perceive the 
inportance of s tra te g ic  defence. In the Uiited States no 
decisions have yet been taken concerning technological choices. 
Seme technologies may be considered more or less promising 
within specified time frames of 10, 15 or 20 years. But the
research is far from conpleted. I t  is much too early  to begin 
choosing technologies or to estimate the cost of fu tu r i s t i c  
s t ra te g ic  defence systems. On 23 / ^ r i l  1987, a panel of the 
Anerican Physical Society rendered i t s  opinion that so many 
breakthroughs wi 11 be required in lasers and p a r t ic le  beams for 
an e ffec tive  an tin n is s i le  system, that i t  w il l  probably take a 
decade or more for responsible policy-makers to determine 
whether the job can actually  be done. TTiat panel, of course, 
did not deal with nearer-term k ine tic  energy systems. Sane 
advocates of SDI would like to speed up the decision-making 
process for the development and tes ting  of such systems before 
the Reagan Adninistration departs o ff ice  so that a comnitment 
w ill  be set in motion that w ill  la te r  be d i f f ic u l t  to reverse 
even by a President \a4io does not fu lly  share President Reagan's 
v ision. Naturally many people in Congress are wary of such an 
option and are h o s t i le  to i t .  Adninistration o f f ic ia l s  regard 
the Anerican Physical Society reports as unduly pessim istic  but



I think that they w ill  be taken into serious consideration. 
When the s c ie n t i f ic  and engineering cotnminities are divided on 
these matters of m il i ta ry  technology, we ’’softe r"  s c ie n t i s t s ,  
including p o l i t ic a l  s c ie n t i s t s  l ik e n y s e l f  would do well to seek 
for probable tru th  somewhere in the middle between extremes. In 
ny own opinion, i t  w il l  not be possible to shut off ccnpletely 
the faucets of space technology in the next 10 or 20 years, 
perhaps never, but i f  we act in te l l ig e n t ly  and prudently, we can 
control the pace and d irec tion  of th is  type of technological 
development in space. Wiat is not feasible  in the 1990s might 
become feasible  by the year 2010. Even though President Reagan 
is a man of 76, he might s t i l l  have a 20-20 vision.

There has been debate in my country and in Ejjrope as to 
whether the purpose of SDl should be ultimately to strengthen 
deterrence by protecting re ta l ia to ry  cap a b il i t ie s  and thereby 
compounding the d i f f ic u l ty  of calcu la tion  in the mind of any 
po tential f i r s t  s t r ik e  a ttacker , or whether i t  should be to 
replace deterrence by something to ta l ly  d if fe re n t ,  that is ,  by 
subs ti tu t ing  an e ffec tive  shield over the nation and i t s
population. These are not perfec tly  conpatible. Whatever 
technological choices the Lhited States makes, i t s  ultimate
purpose w il l  be to strengthen deterrence. President Reagan 
wants to move away from deterrence based upon assured 
destruction  aimed at populations and c i v i 1izational s truc tures  
to assured protection of population and c iv i l iz a t io n a l  
s truc tures  as the best way to prevent war between East and
Vfest. This is a very new idea and i t  may take many years to
penetrate  into the thinking of a l l  relevant policy-makers but as 
Vice-President Bush said recently , the \^o le  idea behind SDI is 
to put weapons at r isk ,  not people. A deterrent s tra tegy based 
on s t ra te g ic  defence, coupled with deep reductions in offensive 
forces, could offer  us the most s tab le  and secure environment of
a l l .  Vfe do not know for sure that th is  is possible, but i t  is
c e r ta in ly  a vision eminently worth exploring.

Now, i f  the Soviet Lftiion should be absolutely determined 
to defeat SDl and the vision w^ich underlines i t ,  i t  may very 
well be able to do so by adopting the so-called  Madvlamara 
solution based upon the premise that i t  would be easier  and 
cheaper to overcome an adversary’s defences by sa turating  them 
with additional offensive c ap a b iI i t ie s ,  additional warheads. To 
ny way of thinking, that would be the worst course for the
Soviet Union to pursue. It would be worse for the United 
S ta tes , worse for the Soviet Lhion and worse for the en tire
world, for i t  would offer no hope at a l l  for the future. It 
would lead, I fear, to a fu t i l e  offence/defence race, the most 
des tab il iz ing  of a l l  possible outcomes. If I might be so bold 
as to give advice, a vastly  preferable course for the Soviet 
Union to adopt as a rejoinder to SDI would be to explore the 
technological p o s s ib i l i t i e s  of coping with i t  by choosing 
technologies other than offensive s tra te g ic  weapons, attetnpting
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to meet i t  on a d iffe ren t  s t ra te g ic ,  p o l i t ic a l  and technological 
level. At least that would sh if t  the conpetition from buiIding 
c a p a b i l i t ie s  for annih ilating  soc ie t ies  and the ir  c i v i 1izational 
achievements toward co ipe t i t ion  for balancing defence with 
defence, by reducing the levels of destructive  capabili ty  as the 
p o te n t ia l i t i e s  for e ffec tive  increase.

Both Ansrican and Soviet s c ie n t is t s  in recent years have 
suggested a large number of countermeasures that could be looked 
into and deployed against space based s tra teg ic  deterrence.
Anong those most comnonly c i ted  are the following:

1. Launching dirmry rockets along with the real m issiles  
to fo il  boost-phase attacks;

2. Developing faster-burning fuels in order to reduce to 
a minute or two the time when missi les in the boost 
phase would be vulnerable to attack before the 
warheads separate and go into the ir  separate 
t ra je c to r ie s ;

3. Rotating m issiles  in f l igh t  to make them less 
vulnerable to laser beams or coating them with 
pro tec tive  or deflecting  substances;

4. Using chaff, decoys and balloons to confuse the
defense;

5. Attacking space-based defense with direc t-ascent
m issiles  and/or "space mines” ;

6 . Designing offensive warheads to detonate upon contact
with defense devices, thereby producing 
electromagnetic pulse (ENP) disruption of unshielded 
c i rc u i t ry  and otherwise d is to r t in g  reception, 
conminication and f i r e  d irec tives  in defensive
systems. It must be conceded that any object in 
o rb it  ( i f  unprotected) is vulnerable to a ttack, and 
that any object launchable into space has a potentia l  
to attack objects in o rb i t .  (That incidenta lly , is 
one major reason why the United States contends that 
the v e r if ica t io n  problems of an ASAT ban are 
v i r tu a l ly  insuperable, because i t  is so d i f f i c u l t  to 
define with any precision an ASAT weapon).

Some of the countermeasures mentioned may be cheaper to 
produce than additional offensive warheads and m issiles  with 
se lf -p ro tec t ing  and deceptive c ap a b il i t ie s .  Seme of the other 
countermeasures which can be theo re tica l ly  conjured up may be 
both d i f f i c u l t  and expensive Andien i t  comes to the actual 
engineering. This would be especially  true i f  each layer in a 
n u l t i - t i e r e d  defensive syston, say seven layers, were to consist
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of a d ifferen t type of defensive weapons technology. Paul Nitze 
and other Reagan Administration spokesnien have often said that 
i t  would make no sense for any country to deploy a s t ra te g ic  
defence system unless i t  is survivable in view of possible 
countermeasures and also cos t-e ffec t ive  at the margin. If i t  
doesn't meet these c r i t e r i a  the Anerican Congress w ill  not 
support i t .  As you know, both before and a f te r  Reykjavik, 
Congress, especially  the I^use of Representatives, had sought to 
apply severe cuts to Adninistration requests for 3DI funds - 
cuts that usually came out to be on the order of one-third below 
what the Adninistration requested.

Since th is  Conference deals with m u lt i la te ra l  as well as 
b i la te ra l  approaches, I should say something about the views of 
the NMD a l l i e s  from an Anerican perspective. I n i t i a l ly ,  the ir  
reactions to 931 were quite  cool for several reasons: They had
not been consulted in advance; they feared "decoupling" and a 
revival of "Fortress Anerica" thinking; they deemed that new 
in i t iv a t iv e  poorly timed, coming at the height of the ir  domestic 
debates over INF deployment; they were worried that a programne 
aimed at s t ra te g ic  defense against ICBVb would not address 
European concerns over mediun and short-range m issiles ;  they had 
misgivings that 9DI would worsen the in ternational p o l i t ic a l  
climate and doom the prospects for arms control by undermining 
the ABVI Treaty. French and B ri t ish  s tra te g ic  planners were 
dismayed at the thought that a new arms race for space defense 
would degrade the effectiveness of the ir  own national s t ra te g ic  
nuclear deterrent forces. West Eiiropean goverrrnents, however, 
as d is t in c t  from anti-nuclear groups, as well as segnents of the 
public and the media, did not rea l ly  fear SDI would necessarily  
be destab iliz ing  and increase the r isk  of war. They were 
w il ling  to explore the p o ss ib i l i ty  that s t ra te g ic  defense could 
enhance deterrence and that certa in  forms of p a r t ic ipa tion  in 
SDI research could improve Europe's h i-tech  cap a b il i t ie s  both 
for defensive and comnercial purposes. Moreover, European
defense e l i t e s ,  convinced that the Soviet Union has been 
vigorously pursuing a n t i^ n is s i le  defense technologies for many 
years, were unwilling to fo r fe i t  to the USSR a monopoly right to 
conduct research in such a s t ra te g ic a l ly  inportant area. The
N\TO Defense M inisters (in whose meetings France does not take 
part) expressed support for the SDI research progranne in 1985. 
In that same year, however, at the North A tlan tic  Council 
meeting, the Foreign Ministers of France, Denmark, Greece and 
Norway blocked any mention of support for SDI in the ir
comnunique. During the last eighteen months, B rita in , the 
Federal Gennan Republic and I ta ly ,  as well as Japan (principal 
non-NMO a lly  of the United States) have agreed to p a r t ic ip a te  
in various ways in the SDI programne. The governments of
Canada, France and Norway, '«^iile refra in ing  from formal
Msnx>randa of Understanding, allow the ir  private  firms to 
pa r t ic ip a te .  Generally, the a l l i e s  wish to make sure that their  
own security  in te res ts  are taken into consideration in the R & D 
phases of space defense and that they will be able to exercise
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seme influence over future U.S. decisions with regard to
development, te s t in g  and deployment.

I t  should be errphasized that when the United States signed 
the ABvl Treaty, Gerard Snith c lea r ly  linked U.S. adherence to 
the expectation that the threat of offensive s tra teg ic  m issiles  
would be reduced in SALT II - something that never happened. 
Since then we have argued about the construction of the 
Krasnoyarsk radar; the Soviet ASAT systan; and Soviet research 
into and prototype tes ting  of laser and particle-beam weapons at 
Sary Shagan. Mare and more of the non-aligned States are 
lending credence to reports of Soviet e f fo r ts .  Perhaps both 
sides are becoming mature enough to adnit that they are keenly 
in te res ted  in the p o s s ib i l i t i e s  of s tra teg ic  defense. TTiere is 
not time in th is  b r ie f  presentation of delve into the technical 
su b tle t ie s  of the legal debate over the in te rp re ta tions  to be 
placed upon the AB^ trea ty  except to say that both Part ies  
seoned w illing  to to le ra te  ambiguity concerning future fiBA 
developments based on "other physical princip les" rather than 
delay the negotiation of the Treaty. The United States wanted 
to spell out the prohibition c lea r ly ;  the Soviet Union wanted to 
keep the revisions general.

In own country, the debate betAveen advocates of the 
" s t r i c t  in te rp re ta tion"  and those of the "broader 
in te rp re ta tion"  turn to the text of the AEM Treaty and Agreed 
Statement "D", the negotiating record, the record of the Senate
r a t i f i c a t io n  hearings and the record of actual prac tice . In the
debate, the in ternational law of t r e a t ie s  and the constitu tional 
re la tionsh ip  between the President and the Congress sometimes 
become confused.

^feny V\festern analysts both in Europe and the Uiited  States 
are convinced that President Reagan's S ta tegic  Defense 
In i t i a t iv e  has aroused within the Soviet Lhion a greater 
w illingness than heretofore to contenplate substantial cuts in 
ex is ting  levels of offensive s t ra te g ic  weapons. This becomes 
imnediately c lear  if we recall the h istory  of the SALT 
negotia tions, and especially  the Soviet reaction to President 
C a r te r 's  proposal in iVbrch 1977 for s ign if ican t  reductions. If 
we corpare that to the Soviet negotiating positions since 
Septanber 1985 at Geneva and Reykjavik, we can see radical 
changes, with both sides o s c i l la t in g  between r e a l i s t i c  and 
utopian plans for nuclear arms reduction and lim itation . SDI 
has ushered in an en t i re ly  new phase in the h is to ry  of arms 
control. I t  has introduced a novel element into the p ic ture  and 
led to a "sea change" in our thinking. Right now i t  may seem to 
complicate the problems facing us, but i t  could eventually 
provide us with the key to resolve our dilenma.

As a p o l i t i c a l - s t r a te g ic  analyst Miio is not a physic ist
but who has t r ie d  for decades to cope with the physical r e a l i ty
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of the arms problan, I am not at a l l  c er ta in  that there w ill  be
a sc ien tif ic - technologica l breakthrough which w ill  make
s tra te g ic ,  space-based defense economically affordable and 
m i l i t a r i l y  e ffec tive  beyond enhancing an already "robust" 
de terren t.  Perhaps the "superconductivity revolution" which now 
excites the world of physic is ts  w ill  someday make s t ra te g ic  
defense much cheaper and more workable than offensive weapons. 
I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to p red ic t.  At present I am inclined to think 
that s t ra te g ic  space defense, conceived as a "leakproof" shield 
to render nuclear weapons inpotent and obsolete against 
populations and c i v i 1izational s truc tu res ,  w ill  not be 
technically  and economically feasib le  at the high levels of 
offensive armaments now ex is ting . own mind boggles at the
thought of a computerized defense system, dependent on perhaps a 
hundred mi 11 ion lines of software code, deployed to blunt an 
a ttack by one or two thousand m issiles  carrying ten or twenty 
thousand or more nuclear warheads. This is always the scenario 
which figures in media models of "Star V\feirs". President Reagan 
may have had that in mind when he launched i9DI. He may have 
thought that i t  could be e ffec tive  against a massive a ttack .
But since then he has frequently indicated that s t ra te g ic  
defense must be linked to d ra s t ic  cuts in offensive nuclear
arms. In other words, there has to be a carefu lly  managed 
tran s it io n  through jo int action from an offense-dominant to a 
defense-dominant regime, carr ied  out over a long period of time 
to prevent des tab il iz ing  consequences, especially  fears of a 
preanptive f i r s t  s t r ik e .  There is reason to think that each of 
the two principal space powers are moving toward a more 
r e a l i s t i c  position  with regard to exotic defense technologies - 
the ir  in te res t  in them, the ir  cost, what kind of agreements 
might be reached on the ABvI Treaty to c la r i fy  permissible 
research, development and tes t ing  a c t iv i t i e s  \n^iile postponing 
deployment decisions well into the future.

Almost everyone seems w illing  to admit that our offensive 
arsenals are much larger than necessary for mutual deterrence. 
Even at 5(P̂  or 40% or 30% of current levels, space defense might 
s t i l l  not prove very e ffec tive . But i f  we were ever to 
negotiate downward to 20P/o or lower, s t ra te g ic  defense at much 
more f in i t e  levels of deterrent c ap a b il i t ie s  w ill  become not 
only more credible  but also more p o l i t i c a l ly  desirable  and
s tra te g ic a l ly  e sse n t ia l ,  to provide a guarantee of security  in a
disarming environment. As the point is approached at \Aiiich the 
surprise  attack \«^ich had been deterred at higher offensive 
weapons levels might once again become "thinkable", governments 
and the ir  peoples w ill  demand defense. It was precisely  that
fear of reintroducing the incentive for aggression at low 
armaments levels which made plans for general and conplete 
disarmament in the period 1959-1962 s t i l lb o rn .  If progress is 
to be made toward to ta l  nuclear disarmament in the next century 
- and there are plenty of causes for doubt and skepticism - 
s t ra te g ic  defense w il l  be an absolute p rerequ is i te  hedge against
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the p o s s ib i l i ty  of cheating on a disannanent agreement or of 
breaking out of i t s  constra in ts  and erribarking upon a course of 
rearmament. Thus whether we like i t  or not, the V\brld’s desire  
and donand for disarmanient w ill  fuel the drive in a growing 
number of countries for s tra te g ic  defense as an imperative of 
national security .

if "k ic -k 'k
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RAPPCRT

PREVENTICN D'LNE COPSE M K  EmS L’ESP/CE:
FERSPBCTIVES BIlAreRAUES ET MJLTIlAreRAUES

Pierre  Morel

Je voudrais d'abord p r ie r  les pa rt ic ipan ts  de bien vouloir 
m'excuser de n 'avoir  pas pr6par6 de texte  r6dig6 . J 'e s s a ie ra i  de 
presenter mon exposS de faQon aussi c la i re  que possible.

11 s 'a g i t  d'un exercice et d'un th&ne d i f f i c i l e .  Son 
intSrSt p a r t ic u l ie r  t ie n t  au fa i t  que la course aux armanents 
dans I ’espace est dcminfee, je d i ra is ,  § la fois par 
1' incerti tude  et par 1'apprehension, pour ne pas d ire  par la 
peur. J 'essayerai de m ettre les choses en perspective, pour 
ccmnencer, avant de proposer quelques orien ta tions pour les 
prochaines annSes.

Le sujet est  n6cessairement ambigu. DSs I 'o r ig in e ,  
I 'espace combine S la fois le c iv i l  et le m i l i t a i r e .
Contra irenaent au nucl6a ire ,  trgs nettement iden tif iS  par 
1'explosion d'Hiroshima, e t ensuite par le d6veloppement des 
capacit6s m i l i ta i r e s  ayant un caractgre tr§s spScifique, 116 a
la survie nftne des soci6t 6s, in t6gr6 dans un cannandement 
central au sein des d isp o s i t i f s  m i l i ta i r e s  des deux plus grandes 
puissances, I 'espace est un dcmaine infiniraent moins fac i le  § 
c irconscrire  et a analyser dans son r61e mi 1i t a i r e .

Rappelons nous 1 ' irruption  de la dimension spa tia le ,  i l  y 
a quasiment tren te  ans, d p a r t i r  du lancement, § quelques 
centaines ou m i l l ie r s  de kilcmgtres d ' i c i ,  le 4 octobre 1957,
d'une fus6e sovietique mettant en place le pranier s a t e l l i t e ,  le 
Spoutnik. Les ph6nom&nes d 'inqu i6tude et d 'in te rroga tion  ont 
alors 6t 6 cctiparables dans une certa ine  mesure a ce qui s 'e s t
pass6 rScenment autour de I'lCS, parce q u ' i l  n 'y  avait pas que 
le s a t e l l i t e ;  1'aspect le plus dfestabi1isant de c e t te  ouverture 
de I 'S re  spa tia le ,  c ' 6t a i t  la fus6e qui avait mis en place le 
s a t e l l i t e .  Cette fus6e a ouvert, dans sa dimension de m issile  
in tercontinen ta l,  un tr§s vaste debat sur l ' 6qu ilib re  
stra tegique. C 'est  a p a r t i r  de la que s 'e s t  dSveloppe tout le 
debat du "missile gap", avec ce q u 'i l  conportait d 'errone, 
d ' i r r a t io n e l ,  mais aussi avec ses enormes consequences dans la 
mise en place des d isp o s i t i f s  strategiques actuels .

L'espace a d6 ja  30 ans, au moins sous c e t te  forme la, dans 
les d if fe ren ts  aspects de I 'e q u il ib re  stra tegique. IVEme si les 
choses ne se repStent jamais de fa?on identique, il y a une 
espdce de "space gap" autour de I'lDS, autour du developpement 
des defenses, qui a charge de passion les debats sur 1 'evolution 
des syst&nes stra tegiques. 11 faut rappeler ce phenom&ne non 
pas pour developper un pa ra l ie ie  rigoureux, mais pour montrer a
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quel point ces sauts technologiques peuvent conduire a des 
projections hStives, extranes, e t ,  on s 'en  apergoit 6videnment 
aprds coup, parfois mal fondles.

On en revient ainsi une question assez simple et
e s se n t ie l le ,  d. savoir: que fa ire  de I 'espace aujourd’hui? A
bien des 6gards, il  me sai4)le que c 'e s t  la question qui est
pos6e. Jusqu'a maintenant, dans le dcmaine de 1'exploration du 
d^veloppement sp a t ia l ,  les buts ont 6 t 6 assez s inples , aussi 
bien dans le domaine c iv i l  que dans le danaine m i l i t a i r e .

Etens le domaine c iv i l ,  depuis 30 ans, on a iden tif iS  un
certa in  ncmbre de segments rentables qui ont about i a des
d6veloppements to u t-a - fa i t  spectaculaires en matidre de 
cormuni cat ions, en matiSre de trananission de donn6es, de 
t616d6tection, de m6t6orologie. Le c r i tg re  a 6t 6 celui de la 
ren ta b i1i t 6 . La question est aujourd'hui: jusqu'oO va-t-on du
point de vue c iv i l  ? Faut- il  avoir recours a la presence de
I'hcrane dans I'espace? Fau t-il  pr6voir une certa ine  forme de 
production dans I'espace? Jusqu'oii f a u t - i l  d6velopper le 
recours aux systdnes de cairaunication in s t a l l 6s dans I 'espace, 
ou avec un re la i  spatia l?  Du c6t 6 m i l i t a i r e ,  le c r i tS re  est 
celui de la s t a b i l i t y ; jusqu'S maintenant on a id e n t i f i6 le
r51e re la tivanent s t a b i1isa teur des systSmes m il i ta i r e s  
i n s t a l l 6s dans I 'espace. Ce n 'e s t  pas la peine de d6velopper, 
i l  y a 1'observation, la navigation, e t c . . .  !\^is 1§ aussi, la 
m9me question se pose aujourd'hui, que fa ire  des d6veloppement 
ultferieurs ? Fau t- il  de m@me avoir recours a I'haime dans
I 'espace, f a u t - i l  in s ta l le r ,  pour reprendre le vocabulaire 
soviet ique, des "syst§mes de frappe" ou tout autre  syst&ne 
offens i f  § p a r t i r  de I'espace? C 'est  la question qui se pose 
aujourd 'hui. E lle  rappelle 1 ' image assez parlante  du savant 
fran^ais Henri Poincar6 soulignant que lorsque le cerc le  des 
connaissances s 'a c c ro t t ,  le cerc le  de I'inconnu s'accroTt 
d 'au tan t .  Le saut technologique n u l t ip l i e  les interrogations et 
oblige a une rev is ion  et § un ce r ta in  ncn±>re de choix en matiSre 
d 'o b je c t i f s .  On constate aujourd'hui le besoin, la n6c e s s i t6 
d'un inventaire du connu et de I'inconnu dans le dcmaine 
sp a t ia l ,  e t en p a r t ic u l ie r  dans le dcmaine mi 1i t a i r e .

Une bonne p a r t ie  du d6bat autour de 1 ' IDS tourne autour de 
cet enjeu. Je rappelle  une analyse qui fetait pr6sent6e dans un 
docuHBnt frangais de 1983 concernant I'espace, et qui 
s ' in te r ro g e a i t  sur la fonction de I 'espace, en envisageant t ro is  
poss ib i1i t 6s:

1. Faire de I 'espace un "sanctuaire", c 'e s t - a -d i r e  
exclure catSgoriquement toute u t i l i s a t io n  m i l i t a i r e  
de I'espace; c 'e s t  d6sormais inpossible; i l  y a des 

u t i 1isa tions  mi 1i ta i r e s  passives de I 'espace, e t e l le  
sont reconnues aujourd'hui caime 6 tant s tab il isa n te s ;
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2. Faire de I ’espace un "grand a rr iS re" . C '6 t a i t  la
forraule que nous avions u t i l i s 6e, consistant a
reconnattre qu'§ bien des 6gards c 'e s t  par I'espace 
qu 'est  assure aujourd'hui le fonctionnement des
grands syst&nes stratSgiques. Qu 'il  s 'ag is se  du
respect des accords, de 1 'observation, et surtout - 
je c ro is  que ce point es t  souvent sous estimS dans 
les analyses - de la navigation e t de la precision, 
les syst&nes spatiaux actuels non o ffensifs  jouent un 
rdle determinant dans le fonctionnement des systdmes 
te r re s t re s  stratfigiques o ffens ifs .  Je crois q u ' i l  y a 
1§ une donn6e i r rev e rs ib le .  L'espace est  d 'o res  et
d6 ja, et d'une cer ta ine  fagon depuis longtenq>s, le 
"grand a rriS re"  des systSmes s t r a t 6giques.

3. L'espace s e r a - t - i l ,  p eu t- i l  6t r e ,  d o i t - i l  S tre  un 
"chaq) de b a ta i l le "?  C 'est  a p a r t i r  de c e t te  
diraension-l§ que se pose la question de 1 'extension
ou non, pour reprendre le vocabulaire actuel,  de la
course aux armements dans I 'espace. Nbis seulement 
sous cet angle 1§. Pour le res te ,  1'espace mi 1i t a i r e  
ex is te  d6 ja.

Autrement d i t ,  je  voudrais souligner q u 'i l  s 'a g i t
aujourd'hui d'un changement de degr6 beaucoup plus que d'un 
changement de nature. On ne bascule pas d'un donaine dans
1'a u tre .

Ce dSbat, cet e f fo r t  d 'inven ta ire  est d 'au tan t plus
souhaitable aujourd'hui e t urgent que les instruments po lit iques 
et juridiques defin issan t ,  encadrant les activitfes spa tia les
sont insu ff isan ts  e t d bien des egards in6g a l i t a i r e s .

Je ne vais pas en fa i re  ici 1 ' inventaire, qui apparatt
dans de norabreuses publications. Mais i l  est vrai qu 'aussi bien
le t r a i t e  sur I 'espace de 1967, que, d'une certa ine  fagon le 
t r a i t e  sont carac t6r i s 6s par des insuffisances et
qu' actuellement il y a un manque d 'ordre  juridique, de
references ccmmnes en matiSre d 'a c t i v i t e  spa t ia le .

Jusqu'a maintenant en f a i t ,  la reflexion ou 
1' in terrogation sur les nouvelles dimensions de 1' u t i 1isa tion  de 
I'espace, y ccrapris dans le donaine mi 1i t a i r e ,  ont 6t 6 largement 
ccmnandees par des considerations assez i r ra t io n n e l le s ,  e t ceci 
s 'e s t  accentue autour du debat sur I'lDS. On a examine des 
hypothdses extremes, lo in ta ines; c 'e s t  necessaire, cela  fa i t  
p a r t ie  du debat, c 'e s t  mSne inevitable . Nfeis on a neglige
I'examen d'hypothSses plus rapprochees de r iv a l i te s  ou de c rises  
liees  a 1' u t i 1isa tion  m i l i t a i r e  de I'espace. L'image du 
"bouclier", de la "b a ta i l le  spa tia le" ,  a conduit a sous estimer 
les hypotheses intermediaires qui, me sen±>le-t-i 1, mferiteront 
tout autant I'examen au cours des prochaines annees, q u ' i l
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s 'a g is s e  de dSveloppement de d6fenses p a r t i e l l e s ,  non pas le 
bouclier absolu, mais la mise en place de capacitSs de defense
plus sp6cif iques sur certa ines  zones, sur certa ins types
d*armements stratfegiques, qu’ i l  s 'ag is se  aussi des hypothSses 
6voqu6es parfois d 'a ttaque  ou d ’annih ila tion  ou d 'entrave au 
fonctionnement de systSnes spatiaux, sans signature, pour 
reprendre le terme habituellement employs, c 'e s t - a - d i r e  
1'agression non iden tif iab le ,  a cause des contrain tes H 6es aux 
syst&nes dans I 'espace oil 1 ' id en t if ic a t io n  peut Stre , ou 
pourrait  g tre ,  beaucoup plus d i f f i c i l e .  Sans vouloir du tout 
encourager des scenarios pessimistes, mais par souci de rigueur 
dans la reflexion et de p rS v is ib i1i t 6 plus grande dans le 
danaine sp a t ia l ,  11 me sen±>le q u 'i l  faut s ’ interroger sur un
c e r ta in  ncmbre de scenarios intermSdiaires par rapport § ces
images de "la  guerre en 100 secondes" pour reprendre le t i t r e  
d'un ouvrage du G6n6ral Gallo is . C 'est  bien dans ces phases de 
t ra n s i t io n  q u ' i l  faut aussi pousser la rSflexion et je  lance, S
t i t r e  i l l u s t r a t i f  e t non pas d€monstratif, I 'idSe  d'une sorte  de 
"cr ise  de Cuba spa tia le" ,  qui d'une certa ine  fa?on est possible 
dSs aujourd 'hui, c 'e s t - a -d i r e  le risque d 'in te rroga tion  sur les 
d6veloppements chez I 'un des deux grands partenaires suscitan t 
une c r i s e  po lit ique  et stratSgique majeure, avec la mise en 
oeuvre de decisions centra les quant aux systSnes de defenses. 
Je ne dis  pas que ceci est probable, je dis que ce n 'e s t  pas 
impossible; p lu t6 t que de se po larise r  exclusivement sur le 
scenario d 'un 6qu il ib re  spa tia l  de syst&nes d6 fensifs  p a r fa i ts ,
11 faut aussi s ' in te rro g e r  sur les hypotheses intermSdiaires.

Je t i r e  de ces rapides reflexions sur les perspectives de 
1' u t i 1isa tion  mi 1i t a i r e  de I 'espace la conclusion que nous avons 
S fa i re  § une pferiode de t ran s i t io n  d'environ une dizaine 
d'ann6es. Non pas une t ran s i t io n  inexorable, au sens 
technologique e t stratfegique du terme, vers un systSne dSfensif 
(ceci re s te  ouvert), mais en tout cas une pferiode pendant 
laquelle il  sera nScessaire d 'accentuer le trava il  de reflexion 
et d ' in v en ta ire ,  mais aussi d '6d if ica t io n  juridique. Nous 
allons vers une integration accrue du spatia l  et du te r re s t r e ;  
I 'espace ne se dfiveloppera pas de fagon d is t in c te ,  11 ne s 'e s t  
jamais d6velopp6 de fa?on s6par6e, et 11 faudra a l le r  vers une 
d e f in i t io n  plus precise des fonctions que remplissent les 
systSmes spatiaux aussi bien dans le danaine c iv i l  que dans le 
domaine mi 1i t a i r e ,  et vers la de f in i t ion  de seu ils ,  de normes, 
qui vont se reveler de plus en plus indispensables. Toute la 
question est  de savoir si ces phases de t ran s it io n  po lit ique , 
In te l le c tu e l le ,  et d'une certa ine  fagon, peut 6 t re ,  s tra tegique, 
se deroulera dans un contexte de r i v a l i t e  intense entre  les deux 
plus grandes puissances, ou dans un climat de cooperation 
re la t iv e .  C 'est  evidenment I 'en jeu  sur lequel tout le monde 
s ' in te r ro g e ,  a propos du debat sur I'lDS.

Dans la deuxi&ne p a r t ie  de mon expose, j 'e ssayera i  de 
proposer quelques orien tations possibles pour ces dix prochaines 
annees.
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Au risque de sembler trop ca t6gorique, je coimencerai par 
d ire  q u ' i l  faut inpgrativement maintenir le t r a i t 6 ABM corane 
6 l€ment central de la s t a b i l i ty  stratSgique. Je pense que c 'e s t  
un point de depart fondaniental, c 'e s t  en tout cas celui que je 
d6 fendrai ic i .  II faut consid6rer en e f fe t  le t r a i t 6 
au-del§ de ses ca rac t6r is t iq u es  propres, h is toriques, ccmne une 
base i r reve rs ib le  et d'une certa ine  fagon un module pour
I 'aven ir .  Si je puis me permettre de m'exprimer a insi 
fami 1iSrement en d irec tion  des deux plus grandes puissances, je 
crois  q u 'i l  faut leur d ire  q u ' i l s  sont mari6s, q u ' i l s  n 'ont pas 
le choix, q u ' i l s  peuvent a la rigueur r 6viser leur regime
matrimonial, mais q u ' i l s  ne peuvent pas se s6parer. Je
s in p l i f i e  pour les besoins de la d€monstration: s ' i l  doit y
avoir des modifications au t r a i t s  AB4 e l le s  doivent se fa i re  par 
consentement mutuel. II y a IS un 61&nent fondanental du 
syst&ne. Pour reprendre 1'expression de Pascal, je serais  tentfe 
de dire :  "vous 6tes en±)arqu6s". II n 'y  a en fin de ccnpte, par 
rapport au c r i tS re  fondamental de la s t a b i l i ty  s t r a t 6gique, pas 
de choix possible dans ce dornine, quant au cotiportement r e l a t i f  
entre  les deux plus grandes puissances. Ceci renvoie § une 
notion je crois  tout 3 f a i t  cen trale  et qui d6c r i t  assez bien ce 
qu'a f a i t  tant bien que mal, ou ce que pourrait fa ire  plus 
encore 1 'Equivalent du t r a i t 6 AB4 dans I 'aven ir ,  pour res te r  
trgs prudent quant aux modalitSs pr6c ises ;  il  s 'a g i t  de la 
fonction de provision et de prevention par les deux plus grands 
partenaires des in te r-ac tions les plus dfestabi1isantes.

Quels en sont les points d 'app lica tion  ? J 'en  vois deux, 
en p a r t ic u l ie r .  D'abord celui de la recherche, c 'e s t  Evident. 
L 'o b jec t i f  du t ra i tE  ABVl, m&ne s ' i l  renp lit  trSs inparfaitement 
c e t te  fonction jusqu'S maintenant, on le volt bien dans les 
d6bats qui se d6veloppent 3 ce su je t ,  c 'e s t  malgrfe tout 
d 'assu rer  une certa ine  p rS v is ib i1i t 6 de la recherche. 
L 'exercice est d i f f i c i l e ,  et je me garderai bien d 'S tre  
p re s c r ip t i f  en ce dcmaine. 11 s 'a g i t ,  de dSfinir un mSlange, 
toujours d e iica t ,  de concertation et de l ibe r ty . On ne peut pas 
o r ien te r ,  p lan if ie r  la recherche, par de fin it ion . Dans le mgme 
tenps, une concertation quasi permanente entre  les plus grands 
partenaires quant a la recherche et sur les systSnes et sur les 
dEveloppements technologiques est e s se n t ie l le  pour l ' 6qu ilib re  
stra tegique.

L 'au tre  aspect de c e t te  fonction centra le  de prevision et 
de prevention des in teractions les plus d e s tab i1isantes entre  
les deux syst&nes strategiques concerne la poursuite des 
recherches et des reflexions sur le developpement de la 
coiposante defensive. LS aussi, § p a r t i r  de I 'opposition 
in i t i a l e  entre le oui americain a la defense strategique et le 
non sovietique, je c ro is  q u 'i l  faudra inevitablement a l le r  vers 
une sorte  de debat plus approfondi permettant d 'e iaborer sinon 
des analyses cormunes, du mains des points de reference 
cannuns. II est trSs possible que la divergence continue

103



ind€finiraent sur la valeur respective des systdnes o ffens ifs  et 
dSfensifs, mais le dialogue est indispensable e t devra 
inSvitablement s 'o rganiser ne se ra i t -ce  qu'avec le d6veloppement 
des nouvelles propositions de nSgociation qui visent S des 
reductions e ffec tives  et drastiques.

Je suis done parti  du t r a i t 6 AEM tel q u 'i l  ex is te ,  pour 
souligner q u 'i l  correspond § un Sl&nent central de la re la t ion  
stratSgique, que les systdnes spatiaux vont tendre a accentuer. 
Plus g6n6ralement je  crois qu'S p a r t i r  du d6veloppement 6ventuel 
des defenses s t r a t 6giques et en tout cas § p a r t i r  du 
d6veloppement des syst&nes spatiaux, nous allons probablenient, 
ou nous devrions 6voluer vers une re la tion  plus cai5)lexe de 
dissuasion e t non pas vers un bou lever semen t conplet des 
systdmes de defense et de s6c u r i t6 au cours des 10 prochaines 
ann6es. Nous passerons d'un systSne d6 j§ conplexe, juxtaposant 
le nucl6a ire  et le conventionneI, S un syst&ne encore plus 
conplexe, ajoutant de plus en plus la ccnposante spa t ia le  qui 
ex is te  d6 j§, mais qui sera de plus en plus d6velopp6e. IVfais on 
devrait res te r  selon toute 6vidence dans un contexte de 
dissuasion, renvoyant en fin de conpte, a la survie des 
soci6t 6s. Je reprends 1'expression du Vice-PrSsident Bush c i t 6 
par M Dougherty: bien sQr on p>eut prSvoir toutes sortes de
d6veloppement sur la mise en jeu des systdiies d'armes plutSt que 
des populations; mais § la fin  des fins, je  ne vois pas ccnment 
dans les 10 prochaines annSes et mane au-deia on pour r a 
abandonner la mise en jeu des populations. On res te ra  dans un 
contexte de survie, et done de dissuasion.

La deuxiSne ccnposante des orien tations pour I 'aven ir  
concerne 1 'aspect m u lt i la tS ra l , c 'e s t  par IS que je voudrais 
terminer. II faudra organiser de plus en plus une synergic 
entre  I ’aspect b i la te ra l  et I 'aspect m u lt i la te ra l .  J 'a i  6voqu6 
d6 ja  assez largement I 'aspect b i la te ra l  avec I'exenrple du traitfe 
ABVL Je cro is  q u ' i l  faudra y ajouter 1 ' in te rd ic t ion  ou la 
prevention du developpanent des armes a n t i - s a t e l l i t e s ,  qui
appelle, au moins au depart, la reprise  d'un exercice b i la t e r a l ,  
p u isq u 'i l  y a eu des conversations assez d6veloppees entre  
Sovietiques e t Anericains en 1977, 1978 et 1979 sur la
prevention de la mise en place des armes anti s a t e l l i t e s ,  
negociations interronpues par les evgnements de 1'Afghanistan.
II me para it  indispensable que ceci reprenne d'une fa?on ou 
d'une autre  et debouche ensuite  sur le te r ra in  m u lt i la te ra l .  
Sans nous enfermer dans des exmples, c 'e s t  aprSs tout la 
sequence qui s 'e s t  produite dans le donaine chimique, m8me si 
les choses sont tr§s d if fe ren tes .  II me semble que si 
1 ' in te rd ic t ion  des ASAT doit passer au stade du t r a i t e ,  e l le
pourrait comnencer par la voie b i la te ra le  pour se developper 
ensuite  sur le te r ra in  m u lt i la te ra l .

En ce qui concerne ce dernier proprement d i t ,  on constate 
dej§ le rQle cro issant de ce que I 'on a appeie le groupe des
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puissances sp a t ia le s ,  q u ' i l  ne s 'a g i t  pas de d6ncrnbrer ic i ,  sans 
doute une dizaine, une douzaine d 'E ta ts  qui, du fa i t  de leur 
capacit6s technologiques, sont d6 ja appel6s a pa r t ic ip e r  
activement a la mise en oeuvre et au perfectionnement du regime 
juridique de I 'espace. Je rappelle § cet 6gard le d6bat un peu 
a r t i f i c i e l  dans lequel on pourrait s 'enfenner: fa u t - i l  un
nouveau t r a i t s  sur I 'espace ou fa u t - i l  un per feetionnement des 
t ra i tS s  actuels sur I 'espace ? Je cro is  que ce d6bat est un peu 
g ra tu i t  et q u ' i l  faut le d6passer. II y a urgence, et on peut 
au moins g tre  ce r ta in  qu'on n 'aura pas a fa i re  S une grande 
conference ccrnne la Conference sur le d ro it  de la mer; tnais il 
faut d'une fagon ou d'une autre  apporter un ce r ta in  nombre de 
carpl€ments au rfeginae actuel de I 'espace.

Je rappelle d'abord les id6es lanc6es par la France en ce 
qui concerne les ASAT, l ' i d 6e d'une sanctuarisation  de I 'o rb i te  
haute puisque I 'on sa l t  d 'ores et d6 ja  que I 'o rb i te  basse est 
u t i l i s a b le  pour des armes a n t i s a t e l l i t e s  et que d§s lors toute 
in te rd ic t ion  garde un c5 t 6 inv6r i f ia b le ,  done pr6ca ire ,  on ne 
pourrait jamais 6t r e  certa ins  de 1' in te rd ic tion  d e f in i t iv e  et 
ccnplSte et totalement garantie  de systSnes anti s a t e l l i t e s  pour 
I 'o rb i te  basse. Eii revanche, en 1'absence d 'e ssa is  en reg is tr6s 
jusqu'a maintenant, la sanctuarisation de I 'o r b i te  haute res te  
possible.

Autre proposition, c e l le  d'une in te rd ic tion  des armes 
laser de la te r re  vers I 'espace pour une p6riode de 5 ann6es
renouvelable, a fin  de rSserver la p o s s ib i l i te  de te s te r  l ' 6ta t
des connaissances e t des capacites § in te rva lles  r6gu lie rs .  Je
souligne ce point parce que souvent, dans les propositions du 
cCte sovietique quant § la de fin i t ion  des armes spa t ia les ,  on 
met en avant la capacite espace-espace ou espace-terre , mais il  
me semble que I 'on neglige trop la ccmposante terre-espace, qui 
f a i t  egalanent p a r t ie  de la prevention de la course aux
armanents dans I 'espace.

Troisi&ne proposition f a i te  par la France: 1'amelioration
de la Convention de 1975 sur 1'enregistrement des objets 
spatiaux. De I 'a v is  general, un regime plus ouvert, plus precis 
de declaration est possible et souhaitable p a r t i r  de ce t te  
convention. Je rappelle aussi l ' i d 6e de 1'extension aux
puissances t ie rce s  de I'imixinite garantie  mutuellement aux
s a t e l l i t e s  des deux grandes puissances, qui apparait aussi bien 
dans le t r a i t e  SALT 1 de 1972 que dans le t r a i t e  ABvL II 
s 'a g i r a i t  done d'une garantie de non agression des syst8mes 
spatiaux d 'observation des autres puissances, t e l l e  q u 'e l le  
ex is te  d6 jS entre  les deux plus grandes puissances.

Pour terminer j 'evoquerai un thSne souvent debattu et qui 
fa is a i t  pa rt ie  des propositions frangaises de 1978, S savoir 
I ' id ee  d'agence Internationale de s a t e l l i t e s  de contrQle, "AISC" 
ou "I3vl\" selon le s ig le  anglo-saxon. II y a I t  un besoin
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croissant qui a consta t6 d'un point de vue po lit ique  par la 
ccmnunautS In ternationale , a p a r t i r  de propositions fa i te s  par 
la France, et qui s 'e s t  heurt6 S de tr§s fortes objections 
amSricaines et sovietiques. Cette convergence est r6v6 la t r ic e  
et a cer ta in s  6gards syrr±)ol ique. Nfeis au maiient oQ I'on 
constate  de plus en plus le besoin de v e r if ic a t io n ,  le r61e et 
l ' i n t 6rgt de toutes les puissances pour c e t te  question, la 
question d'une agence Internationale est pos6e de fagon de plus 
en plus 6vidente. II faut conpter aussi avec 1'apparit ion  de 
capacit6s d ’observation et de t 6 l6d6 tec tion  dans un cer ta in  
nombre de pays autres que les deux grands.

On va, en e f fe t ,  vers le d6veloppement d'une sorte  de zone 
g r ise  entre  la tS16d6tection c iv i le  et 1'observation m i l i t a i r e  
precise , et c 'e s t  sans doute dans c e t te  zone g r ise  qu'une
certa ine  fonction Internationale  de v e r i f ica t io n  par s a t e l l i t e s  
se r6v61era possible . A cet 6gard, les propositions canadiennes 
rfecentes rejoignent to u t-S -fa i t  l ' i d 6e lanc6e par la France il  y 
a 10 ans et montrent & nouveau 1' a c t u a l i t 6 d'une formule 
d'agence, qui peut avoir un caractSre progress i f  et se fa i re  par 
Stapes. La mise en place d'une fonction Internationale  de
contrSle ne doit pas se fa i re  contre les deux plus grandes
puissances. E lle  n 'a  pas 6 t 6 congue pour gela et ce sont les
deux grandes puissances qui ont cholsi de marquer leur h o s t I l I t 6 
et leur reserve. C 'est  darmage; il faut d6passer ce t te  
premlSre reaction, pour essayer de trouver un mode de
cooperation, et je reprend l ' I d 6e de s)mergie entre  le b i la te ra l  
et le multi l a te ra l .

Pour conclure, je m 'arrg te ra i  § une Id6e sinple, § savoir 
que I 'espace tel qu'on l ' 6voque dans les d6bats n 'e s t  pas un
"a l l leu rs"  et ne relSve pas d'une sorte  de r6glme § part .  Nous 
asslstons a une acc616ration, 3 une expansion du d6veloppement 
des capacitSs spa t ia les ,  mais aprSs 30 ans d'experience dSjii
acquise, q u 'I l  ne faut pas oubller, et qui donnent d6 j§ un
certa in  recul par rapport S I'ampleur des questions qui se
posent aujourd 'hui. Ce n 'e s t  pas la praniSre fols que de
grandes questions se posent par rapport a I 'espace. L'espace
n 'e s t  pas une " te r ra  Incognita". Ce q u ' i l  faut aujourd'hui, 
c 'e s t  d6velopper en quelque sorte  la cartographic, mettre au
point des procedures, d6velopper des pratiques, aussi 
con trac tue lles  que possible. II faut en quelque sorte  d6passer 
la dimension quelque peu maglque et i r ra t lo n n e l le  qui s 'a t tach e  
§ I 'espace; e l l e  ne disparaTtra pas, II ne faut pas q u 'e l le  
d ispara lsse . Camie dans toute grande dScouverte himalne i l  y a 
une conposante irra tlonnel le. IVfels le moment est d6pass6 de ces 
visions qui consistent a ra ttacher § I 'espace l ' I d 6e d'un hcratie 
nouveau ou d'un monde nouveau. Je d ira i  que, de Gagarlne au 
President Reagan, il  y a la perception d'un a l l le u r s ,  d'un autre 
monde possible  a travers I 'espace. C 'est  pr6cis€ment ce stade 
q u ' i l  faut d6passer pour appllquer tout simplement plus de
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raison, et toujours plus de raison, au dcmaine de I 'espace, -S 
ccnmencer par la raison stratSgique, et pour terminer je d ira i  
que I 'espace n 'e s t  pas un autre monde, c 'e s t  notre monde.
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REPCRT

PREVENTICN CF /N  IVCE IN OUreR SPACE: 
BILATERAL /ND MJLTILATH^AL PERSPECTIVES

Stanislav  Rodionov

I should like to touch upon a s l ig h t ly  d iffe ren t  aspect of 
the matter raised here, the s c ie n t i f ic  and technical one. When 
we speak on prohib iting  the deployment of weapons in space, we 
have to rea l ize  that the question is one that has become 
especially  inportant at th is  time for various reasons, among 
fl/1iich we should include a ttenpts  to modify somehow the Treaty on 
the Limitation of Anti-Bal 1 i s t i c  M issile  Systems (ABVI T rea ty ) , 
atterrpts connected with the S tra teg ic  Defence I n i t ia t iv e  
programne under way in the United States of Anerica. That is 
one circimstance; another is that the level of a c t iv i ty  in 
space, a c t iv i ty  not of a m il i ta ry  nature, has increased very 
markedly in the f i f te en  years since the Treaty was signed.
It  is against the background of th is  a c t iv i ty  in space that many 
systems regarded as c iv i l ia n  ones are beginning to acquire an 

po ten t ia l ,  and that is a circumstance which obliges us to 
examine very a t te n t iv e ly  at th is  time the p o ss ib i l i ty  of finding 
parameters or c r i t e r i a  in order to d istinguish  between 
permtssible and prohibited a c t iv i ty  in space. During the last 
ha lf  year or so I have part ic ipa ted  in five meetings at which 
th is  matter has been discussed by representative Soviet and 
United States sc ie n t is ts  along with sc ie n t i s t s  from other 
countries , and the p icture  is gradually becoming c leare r .  We 
rea l ize  that in many instances we may even identify  quan tita tive
c r i t e r i a ,  that we could use to d istinguish  a c t iv i ty  prohibited 
under the AB4 Treaty from a c t iv i ty  of a d ifferen t  nature not 
d irec ted  against b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le s .  Wfe do, unfortunately, 
s t i l l  have to use some technical terms and speak technically , 
because weapons in space are a technical matter, so that we 
often have to use terms such as laser brightness to make a 
q u a l i ta t iv e  assessment of the m il i ta ry  potential of th is  type of 
weapon. I should not like to give figures, although I do think
i t  is necessary to do so, because I am cer ta in  that they will 
shortly  come to be very widely discussed and we shall have to be
familiar with them. Last week, for example, a Soviet-Anerican
conference of lawyers against nuclear weapons was held in 
M jsc ow, and technical experts from the USSR and the United 
States of Anerica were invited to t e l l  the lawyers what these 
figures mean and how to handle them. I shall try  to give a 
succinct account. Each type of weapon that can be put into 
space - be i t  a laser, a particle-beam, or a k ine tic  weapon - 
has a typical parameter, i t s  k i l l  range, i . e .  the distance over 
which i t  is e ffec tiv e  as a weapon. To create  a system in space 
for the purposes of the ® I ,  a l l  the elements of the system 
should have a k i l l  range of at least 1000 km, or even grea ter. 
Consequently, a k i l l  range of 1000 km could serve as a dividing
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line between m il i ta ry  and non-military a c t iv i ty  in space. If we 
decide to permit seme systems in space with a potential k i l l  
range of, for example, 100 km, or even less, 30 km, or less 
s t i l l ,  10 km, we can say tha t ,  in that sense, the one with the 
shortest e ffec tive  k i l l  range is a non-military system, v^diile 
the one with a longer e ffec tive  k i l l  range, of between 100 and 
1000 km is in a grey area, and a tten tion  must be paid to i t .  
One that has an e ffec tive  k i l l  range of more than 1000 km is 
d e f in i te ly  a weapon that should c lea r ly  be banned. The 
e ffec tiv e  k i l l  range is a parameter that can very eas i ly  be 
expressed in terms of ordinary paranKters.

For lasers , for example, i t  may be expressed in terms of 
mirror size, wave length, and the laser power. Consideration 
must also be given to the energy needed to destroy the ta rge t.  
The k i l l  range, i . e .  the e ffec tive  k i l l  range, is arrived at by 
ccrabining four parameters. Similar calculations may be made for 
a particle-beam weapon or a k ine t ic  weapon. Should p o l i t ic a l  
negotiations lead the pa r t ie s  to an agreement as to reasonable 
lim its on a c t iv i ty  in space, expressed as numerical threshold 
values, the question of how to achieve ce r ta in ty  over 
v e r i f ic a t io n  w i l l ,  no doubt, always a r ise .  Although question 
re la t ing  to v e r i f ica t io n  are undoubtedly complex, absolute 
importance ought not to be attached to them. I shall take the 
l ib e r ty  of referr ing  to one item recently discussed in the 
Anerican Senate in connection with the "broad” in te rp re ta tion  of 
the Treaty. I refer to the evidence given to a Senate
Ccmnittee by General Palmer in 1972 aa4io sta ted  that the chiefs 
of s t a f f  had comnunicated the ir  conclusion on quan ti ta t ive  
limits under the Treaty, and that they were in agreement with 
those l im its ,  and in reply to a query from Senator Jackson on 
the impossibi1ity  of verifying these lim its . Palmer replied  that 
yes, they, i . e .  the chiefs of s ta f f ,  had come round to that;  
i . e .  even >^en the Treaty was signed in 1972, the inportance 
attached to the question of such very r ig id  v e r i f ica t io n  was not 
overriding. It seems to me that to lay special s tre ss  on very 
r ig id  v e r if ica t io n  merely emphasizes a c lear desire  to wreck the 
question completely, because i t  is technically  very d i f f i c u l t  to 
ta lk  about 100% ve rif ica t io n .  There is ,  moreover, c lea r ly  no 
need for such to ta l  v e r i f ic a t io n  to resolve the matter. It is 
the general opinion of s c ie n t i s t s  and technicians that the r isk  
is not in an isolated case, some single v io la tion , but in the 
se t t in g  up of a specific  system in space, a system is per se 
mi 1 i ta r i  ly most te r r i fy ing .  A system, M^ich consists of many 
elements, simply cannot be set up a l l  at once and therefore 
cannot be created in secre t.  fvlinor v io la tions are, moreover, 
po ten tia l ly  a great danger, even to the one gu ilty  of the 
v io la tion , v\ îose good name and reputation are harmed.

Returning to the v e r i f ica t io n  of quan tita tive  threshold 
values, i t  is appropriate to point out that the pa r t ie s  cannot 
know very much about the intentions and aims of a rival unless
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the p o l i t i c a l  climate is r igh t,  or in the absence of mutual 
confidence. A comnon approach to v e r i f ica t io n  is needed. Wiat 
may a coranon approach involve? It  may involve permission for 
the inspection of s a t e l l i t e s  in space to verify , le t us assume, 
■whether a s a t e l l i t e  is carrying a nuclear weapon, or merely 
whether there are stocks of uranium or plutonium. A s a t e l l i t e  
may be ir rad ia ted  with X-rays, as is done in the baggage 
checking procedure in a irpo rts ;  a s a t e l l i t e  may be approached 
and irrad ia ted  to obtain a p ic ture  and find out what i t  consists 
of, what i t  contains. These measures are feasible  only i f  the 
pa r t ies  agree to the carrying out of such acts . There is a 
negative point here. The technology needed for such examination 
and v e r i f ic a t io n  is extranely ccmplex. A second SDI w ill  be 
needed to verify  the absence of the f i r s t  one. The control of 
s a t e l l i t e s  before they are launched seems more promising, 
provided, of course, that the pa r t ies  w ill  take such a p o l i t i c a l  
step.

Co-operation in space seems of even greater in te re s t .  I 
do not mean co-operation over the SDI, since we do not intend to 
verify  m il i ta ry  s a t e l l i t e s  alone, but to verify  a l l  a c t iv i ty  
because, I r e i t e r a te ,  seme non-military s a t e l l i t e s  have very 
great an ti-m iss i le  po ten t ia l .  In that sense, jo int work on many 
major missions is of great in te re s t .  In that sense, 
co-operation in space is ,  per se. a re l iab le  step towards 
v e r i f ic a t io n .  Here I should like  to draw a tten tion  to a case 
that has recently  arisen. Next surmer our country is to launch 
a space vehicle to v i s i t  Phobus, one of the s a t e l l i t e s  of Mars. 
We intend to investigate  Phobus. Our vehicle will  f ly  slowly 
over the surface of Phobus at a height of 50 metres. Vis intend 
to use a small laser to give us seme idea of the chemical 
composition of the surface; using that laser we shall i r rad ia te  
parts  of the surface, to heat and vaporize i t .  The vapours that 
r i s e  frcm the surface of Phobus w ill  be trapped by instruments 
on board of our space vehicle. In th is  way we shall learn about 
the chemical composition of Phobus. Iftifortunately, th is  step 
has been somewhat d i f fe ren tly  understood in the Lftiited S ta tes .  
I have here a copy of the "Los Angeles Times", i^ ic h  s ta te s ,  
with a reference to Paul Nitze, that the Russians are conducting 
SDI te s t s ,  that they have concealed in the region of Phobus, at 
sonK distance from the Earth, so that nobody can check up on 
them.

From the technical point of view, I can assert that the 
parameter of th is  laser, i . e .  i t s  k i l l  range, is ,  no more than 
100 m. I t  is in no sense a weapon. The inportant point, 
however, is that representatives of seven countries, namely the 
Federal Republic of Germany, the German Etemocratic Republic, 
Austria , France, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland and the USSR, 
are taking part in th is  experiment and know a ll  about i t .  That 
fact alone shows that there is no real sense in such ta lk s .  The 
p a r t ic ip a tio n  of these countries in the project speaks for 
i t s e l f .  There cannot be any secre ts  here.
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Now a few words on the types of peaceful a c t iv i ty  in space 
that seen to us to have an an ti-m iss i le  po ten tia l .  have
exanined several options. V\fell, i t  is conmon knowledge that 
lasers are now being used in space for ccmnunication purposes, 
but those systems do not have any a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  
potentia l by v ir tue  of the parameters currently  in use for 
comnunicat ions. Their e ffec tive  k i l l  range is estimated as no 
more than one kilometer. Such systems are c lear ly  non-military 
in nature.

Some ten years ago, however, there was ta lk  of 
constructing vast space-based solar power s ta tions  with an area 
of several tens of square kilometres and of t ranan it t ing  power 
from them to Earth as a microwave beam. Estimates indicate  that 
such systems may have an e ffec tive  k i l l  range of the order of
hundreds of thousands of kilometres. Such a microwave beam, 
>A4iich is especially  broadened on approaching the Earth for 
reception on a vast mirror, may readily  be made narrow and 
d irec tiona l ,  with a very high energy density, and may serve as a 
weapon against ta rge ts  in space. Consequently, a very special
a t t i tu d e  nust be adopted towards such pro jec ts . In our view, 
such projects cannot be carr ied  out by a single country, but 
must be the co-operative e ffo r t  of many countries, and special 
measures must be taken to prevent the use of such things against 
targets  in space.

1 have just looked at today's paper, and have read a
speech by our General Secretary, Mr. Gorbachev, in which he says 
(I shall sinply quote a few lines):  "Now is a very crucial

moment. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to say \(iien such a chance w ill  again 
r i s e .  At th is  moment we are able to break with the dangerous
tendency being created by the war party and not allow the arms
race to be carr ied  into space. I t  is proper that space should
become another sphere for rapprochement and mutual 
understanding, and not the source of a new threat for people. 
V\fe must overcome the ideology of nuclear deterrence". Is not
th is  a d ifference of p o l i t ic a l  approach between the Soviet Union 
and the United States of Anerica on the establishment of
equ ilib riim  in the world? The aim of the 9DI is to ra ise  the 
level of confrontation, while that of our proposals is ,  of
course, to lower i t .  Instead of creating shields against
nuclear weapons, i t  is be tte r  simply to renounce nuclear weapons 
and not have any sh ie lds. This is something that imst not be 
forgotten at a time when there are tens of thousands of warheads 
in the world; we must not forget that there is the p o ss ib i l i ty  
of a nuclear war aris ing  accidentally , which is sosnething to 
\i\^ich we are now paying great a tten tion  in our Comnittee of 
Soviet s c ie n t i s t s ,  something that we are a ttenpting  to examine 
very thoroughly. Induction, and only reduction and the to ta l  
elimination of nuclear weapons, is capable of renx)ving a 
p o ss ib i l i ty  as dangerous as the accidental occurrence of a 
nuclear Arar.
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Although I have tr ie d  to speak on the s c ie n t i f ic  and 
technical aspect of the question, I should like to include a few 
general points on s tra te g ic  s t a b i l i ty  in 115̂ b r ie f  statement. It 
is not enough to have a m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  equilibrium, 
unless i t  be a stab le  equilibrium. That is quite  obvious to a
physic is t .  An equi1ibrium has to be stab le . Is the SDI and, in
general, the whole idea of introducing weapons into space, of 
assis tance  in increasing the s ta b i l i ty ?  Inference has been made 
here to McNamara's concept of in s ta b i l i ty ,  >ndiich is connected 
with the fact that every increase in defensive systans 
inevitably prompts an increase in offensive systans. There is 
no escaping th is  in s ta b i l i ty .  The very a ttenpt to crea te  a
shield upsets s t a b i l i t y ,  giving r i s e  to very serious in s ta b i l i ty  
of unpredictable extent. What is the Anerican Adninistration 
talk ing about? I t  is inviting both sides to have defensive 
systems in space. Superfic ia lly  there is a sort of balance of
forces, is  such a system a stable  one? It  is conpletely
unstable, and th is  in s ta b i l i ty  is connected with the fact that 
v\ îen there are two defensive systems in space, the expenditure 
of only an insign ifican t proportion of the potential of one of 
them w ill  su ff ice  completely to destroy the system of the
adversary. Then there w il l  be only one systan instead of two, 
and no longer any balance in the world. This is also a very 
important circtmstance. are now being to ld  "you Russians are 
a fra id  of SDI, and that is a good thing for the Vfestern world. 
Let us carry  out the SDI, given that the Russians are a fra id" .  
Such ta lks makes hb think o f .a  s i tua tion  in which the partners
are standing in a p e t r o l - f i l l e d  p i t ,  with petrol vapour a ll
round, and one of them gets out some matches and says: "I shall
now s t r ik e  them". The other says: "That would be dangerous.
Don't do tha t" .  The reply is: "Ah, you're scared, so I shall
do i t  for that very reason". The resu lt  w ill  be an explosion 
and both w il l  perish . I should like to end on that note.
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DISOJBSICN

L u v s a n d o r] i in  B ay a rt

La prevention d'une course aux armements dans I'espace est 
le th&ne de notre discussion et je vais essayer d'aborder le 
sujet pour ainsi d ire  au v if  et formuler quelques remarques 
d 'ordre  g6n6ral en ce qui concerne son aspect po lit ique  
b i la te ra l  et m i l t i l a t e r a l .

Je voudrais tout d ’abord souligner que la premiere session 
extraordinaire  de I ’AssemblSe g6n6rale des Nations Ifaies 
consacrfee au dSsarmement a demand^ que de nouvelles mesures 
soient prises et des n6gociations In ternationales approprifees 
soient engagdes conform&nent a I 'e s p r i t  du t r a i t €  de 1967 sur 
I 'espace, pour en?)6cher la course aux armements dans I'espace 
extra-atmDsph6rique. On se rappelle des resolutions successives 
de l'Assennbl6e g6n6rale, dont la derniSre en date est la 
resolution 41/53, qui ont re i tS re  cet appel en demandant a tous 
les E ta ts ,  en p a r t ic u l ie r  a ceux qui sont dotes de moyens 
puissants dans le danaine spa tia l  d'oeuvrer activement pour que 
I 'espace so it u t i l i s e  § des fins pacifiques et de prendre 
imnediatement des mesures afin  de pr6venir une course aux 
armements dans I 'espace pour maintenir la paix et la securite  
In ternationale  e t prcraouvoir la cooperation et la ccnpr6hension 
In ternationales. Et ces resolutions ont reaffirme que la 
Conference du desarmement, seule instance m u lt i la te ra le  de 
negociation sur le desarmement, a un r61e primordial a jouer 
dans la negociation d'un ou de plusieurs accords m ultilateraux 
selon q u 'i l  conviendra, visant a prevenir une course aux 
armements dans I'espace sous tous ses aspects. Eh outre, ces 
mSnes resolutions ont reconnu 1 ' importance des negociations 
b i la te ra le s  qui se poursuivent depuis 1985 entre  1'Union 
sovietique et les Etats-Unis d'Anerique sur un ensanble de 
questions concernant les armes spa tia les  et nucieaires et ont 
p rie  ces deux pays de poursuivre intensivement leurs 
negociations b i la te ra le s  en vue de s 'entendre sans deiai pour 
prevenir une course aux armements dans I 'espace.

IVfais aujourd'hui on ne saurait ignorer le danger 
d 'extension de la course aux armements a I 'espace. Et ce danger 
res te  inminent, caip te  tenu du developpement d'un vaste 
progranme, 1 ' in i t i a t iv e  de defense stra teg ique. E lle  constitue  
aujourd'hui le seul programne qui se fixe pour ob jec t if  et 
s 'e f fo rce  de re a l is e r  rapidement le deploiement d'une nouvelle 
categoric d ’armes dans I'espace. 11 est considere par la grande 
m ajorite  des E ta ts  carme etant une grave escalade de la course 
armements et carme donnant § ce l le -c i  des dimensions entieranent 
nouvelles avec toutes les consequences dangereuses qui en 
decoulent. Des armes de frappe spa tia les ,  si e l le s  sont un jour 
deployees, peuvent avoir comne c ib les ,  parmi d 'a u tre s ,  les 
s a t e l l i t e s  en o rb ite  qui, de I 'a v is  general retipl issent des
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fonctions iinportantes d ’observation, de surveillance et d ’a le r te  
avanc6es, contribuant ainsi au im intien  de la s t a b i l i ty  
stratSgique.

En d 'au tre s  termes, dans les circonstances ac tue lles , 
1'aspect le plus important du problgme est de pr6venir
1 ' introduction d ’armes dans I'espace par 1 ' in te rd ic t ion  des 
armes spa tia les  de frappe. Ayant en vue cet object i f  global, on 
peut envisager la rea l isa t io n  des niesures p a r t ie l le s  qui 
consis te ra ien t  a conclure des accords visant § assurer
I ’ inrnunitS des objets spatiaux et § in te rd ire  le d6veloppetnent 
de nouveaux types de systSnes a n t i - s a t e l l i t e s  et a 61iminer les 
systSnes ex is tan ts .  Dans le cas con tra ire , n'importe quelle
dSfaillance technique d'un s a t e l l i t e  en o rb ite  peut, en cas de 
dSploiement d'annes dans I'espace, Stre in terpr6t6e S to r t  conme 
un signal d 'a ttaque . II est fac ile  de ccniprendre que les 
consequences d'une t e l l e  erreur seraient 6videranent une
catastrophe. PrSvenir une course aux armements dans I'espace 
extra-atmosph6rique est a coup sur, et par excellence, une t§che 
qui doit se mener S l '6chelon aussi bien m u lt i la te ra l  que
b i la t e r a l .  Aussi la solution d o i t - e l le  6 tre  recherchee
paralISlement a ces deux niveaux, qui conform&nent § une opinion 
trSs largement acceptee, ne s 'excluent pas mais bien au 
con tra ire  se complStent e t se renforcent les uns les au tres. Je 
ne suis pas de I 'a v is  que des negociations d i te s  serieuses ne 
doivent se derouler qu'§ 1'echelon b i la te r a l .  Je reconnais que
1'Union sovietique et les Etats-lAiis d'AnSrique ont une 
responsabi1i te  pa rt icu liS re  en ce qui concerne la recherche 
d'accords sur la prevention d'une course aux armanents dans 
I 'espace. RappeIons-nous que le sujet et les o b jec t ifs  de leurs
negociations sont bien connus. Les deux pa rt ies  sont convenues
les 7 e t 8 janvier 1985 de prevenir une course aux armements
dans I 'espace e t d 'y  m ettre un terme sur la te r re ,  et que ces 
deux questions seront examinees et reglees en co rre la t ion  
mutuelle. Cela a e te  confirms par les d ir igean ts  des deux pays
lors de leur reunion a Gen6ve en novenijre 1985. Done nous
considerons cela  ccmne un engagement ferme p r is  par ces deux 
principales puissances nucieaires.

A notre avis , c e t te  entente represente deux aspects dont 
chacun es t  d'une importance exceptionnelle. Avant tout I 'o b je t  
des negociations est  de prevenir et d'enpScher la course aux
armements dans I'espace et non de 1'a u to r ise r  sous une forme ou 
sous une au tre . De toute evidence i l  ne saurait  y avoir
d 'a ii) igu ite .  II ex is te  encore un autre  ei&nent important.
L'accent est  mis sur une co rre la tion  organique equitable  et
positive  en tre  les armements spaciaux et les armements
nucieaires, deux probldnes objectivement indissociables, ce qui 
revient a d ire  que la reduction des armements stra tegiques 
nucieaires est  impossible sans que des mesures efficaces visant 
a prevenir une course aux armements dans I'espace ne soient 
rea l isee s .  Actuellement les negociations sovieto-am6ricaines
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b ila tS ra le s  se poursuivent § Geneve. R6cenment de nouvelles
in i t ia t iv e s  ont 6t6 annonc6es du c5t6 sovietique. Notanment
1’Union sovietique a donnS son accord a ce que la recherche dans 
le donaine de la dSfense an ti-m iss i le  so it  limit§e, pour ainsi 
d ire , dans le cadre de laboratoires, c 'e s t -S -d ire  que les
recherches peuvent § tre  men6es aussi bien au polygone, dans des 
usines e t c . . .  E lle  en trepris  une d€marche constructive visant a 
^laborer "des d ispositions-c l6s  des accords" sur norfjre de 
probl&nes du dfisarmement, y ccnpris les annements strat6giques 
o ffens ifs  et le renforcement du rSgine du t r a i tS  fi&A et a
pr6sent6 un projet de docunent y r e l a t i f .  Ce t r a i t6  demeure une 
des rea lisa t io n s  les plus inportantes dans le donaine de la 
lim itation  des armanents. 11 est indispensable q u ' i l  so it 

maintenu, que les d ispositions soient strictement observSes et 
que des mesures soient prises pour en enpScher l '6 ros ion . Amon 
sens, ce t r a i t6  a une port6e un iverselle  et nous le consid6rons
ccmne - si je puis d ire  - 1'Spine dorsale du problSme de la
reduction des armements strat6giques o ffens ifs  et i l  n'adnet 
aucune autre in te rp re ta tion , ni Stendue ni de quelque autre 
nature.

Du fa i t  de la poursuite des n6gociations 
sovi6to-am6ricaines b i la t6 ra le s ,  il ne s 'en su i t  pas pour autant 
que la Conference du DSsarmement res te  pour ainsi d ire  les bras 
croisSs a attendre des rS su lta ts .  Au con tra ire , e l le  o ffre  de 
bonnes perspectives pour un d6bat s6rieux et concret sur le 
probldme de la prevention d'une course aux annements dans 
I 'espace. C 'est  un probldme qui in teresse  tous les E tats et a 
cet egard, la Conference pourrait non seulement elaborer des 
concepts fort u t i le s  mais aussi entreprendre des negociations 
concrdtes sur certa ins  de ses aspects. D 'autant que sont 
representes ici 40 E ta ts ,  y ccmpris tous les E ta ts  dotes d'armes 
nucieaires et d ’un potentie l sp a t ia l .  Le sort de I ’espace 
patrimoine conmn, ne peut Stre determine par qui que ce so it 
qui te n te ra i t  d ’en t i r e r  p a r t i .  La grande m ajorite  des E tats 
representes § la Conference se prononcent resolunent pour la 
rea l isa t io n  de mesures efficaces visant a prevenir une course 
aux annements dans I ’espace, appelle a respecter strictement les 
accords ex is tan ts  tant b ila teraux  que multi lateraux. Eii premier 
lieu, bien sflr, le t r a i t e  sovieto-amSricain sur la lim itation  
des systSnes de defense an ti-m iss i le ,  appuie l ' id 6 e  portant sur 
1’elaboration des mesures p a r t ie l le s .  Dans leur recente 
declaration les Chefs d ’E tats et de Gouvernements de six pays 
ont reaffirms I ’ inportance cruciale  de la prevention d ’une 
course aux armements dans I 'espace.

Cependant, i l  faut d ire  que certa ins pays occidentaux, en 
premier lieu les Etats-Unis d'AnSrique, continuent a s ’opposer a 
1’engagement de negociations sur la mise au point d ’accords dans 
le dcmaine de I ’espace. C’est ainsi que les mandats donnes au 
Comite ad hoc, cree en 1985, sur la prevention d'une course aux 
armements dans I ’espace restent de nos jours lim ites,
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malheureusertient, et ne permettent pas de caimencer des
nSgociations au sens propre de ce terms. Dans les conditions oQ 
i l  ex is te  un danger d 'extension de la course aux armements dans
l*espace il  est in to lerable  que les grandes p o ss ib i l i t6 s  de
nSgociations de la Conference du Dfesarmement ne soient pas
pleinanent mises a p ro f i t .

Je suis conscient que la tSche qui consiste  a prSvenir une 
course aux armanents dans I 'espace est trds complexe, mais cela
n 'e s t  pas une raison pour le pessiinisnie. II me sanble que les
dSbats qui ont eu lieu jusqu'§ present au sein de la Conference 
du D§sarmement se sont rSveies u t i l e s  et ont permis de dSgager 
norabre de donaines dans lesquels la Conference pourrait mener 
des negociations ax6es sur une t§che concrete. D 'a i l le u rs  le 
Ccraite special de la Conference corporte aujourd'hui toute une 
se r ie  de propositions et d*id6es § cet e f fe t .  Divers pays ont 
avance, parmi d 'au tre s  suggestions, des propositions portant sur 
1'e labora tion  d 'un accord in ternational visant a in te rd ire  le 
recours § la force dans I ’espace e t a p a r t i r  de I 'espace contre 
la te r re ,  a assurer I 'in im nite  des objets spatiaux, § in te rd ire  
la mise au point de nouveaux systSmes anti s a t e l l i t e s  et S 
eiiminer les systgmes ex is tan ts .

L'Anbassadeur Mbrel a 6voqu6 des propositions concretes
avancees non seulennent par son propre pays, mais aussi par 
d 'au tre s  pays menfcres de la Conference du desarmement. L'lAiion 
sovietique a formuie recemnent une nouvelle proposition 
concernant la crea tion  d'un systSne de contrSle international
pour 1 ' in te rd ic t ion  du deploianent dans I 'espace d'armes de tout 
genre qui pr6voit la mise en place d'un inspectorat qui aura it  
accSs a toutes les in s ta l la t io n s  u t i l i s e e s  pour le lancanent et 
le placenient dans I 'espace des engins spatiaux, ainsi qu'aux 

moyens de lancement correspondants.

II me sarfcle que la Conference du desarmement dispose 
aujourd'hui de tout ce qui es t  necessaire pour passer a I 'e tape  
fondamentale du ccmnencement des negociations sur la conclusion 
d'un ou de plusieurs accords in terd isant les antes sp a tia les .  
L'annee dernidre le Comite ad hoc a reconnu dans son rapport 
I 'inportance et I'urgence de prevenir une course aux armanents 
dans I'espace et s 'e s t  declare prSt a oeuvrer dans ce sens. Je 
suis persuade q u ' i l  est possible de mettre en oeuvre ce 
consensus, e t 1 'object if  mane de prevenir une course aux 
armanents dans I 'espace, si tous les E ta ts  font preuve de la 
volonte po lit ique  indispensable, de la nouvelle approche et 
pensee conforms a la r e a l i t e  d 'au jou rd 'hu i , a la r e a l i t e  de 
I 'S re  nuclSo-spatiale . Ainsi se ra i t  assuree la p o ss ib l i te  
permsttant a tous les Etats de conjuguer leurs e f fo r ts  en vue de 
I ' u t i 1isa tion  de I 'espace a des fins pacifiques, creatives et 
non de destruction .

ic -k ic ic ic
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Bhupendra Jasani

I think already sane in te res t ing  points have been made and 
1 am not c e r ta in  whether I am going to add to them. Hofwever, I 
would like  to begin by a couple of quotes from Professor 
Dougherty's paper. I hope he w ill  not mind ray borrowing some of 
his words and then go on to make some comnents which a r is e  from 
these two quotes. In one he says: ”SDI is a research programne
designed to explore several possible  avenues in an e f fo r t  to 
determine M^iether s t ra te g ic  defence w ill  be from a technical and 
economic point of view s ig n if ic a n tly  more feasib le  as an option 
in the mid-1990s than i t  was in the la te  1960s and early  
1970s". The second statement I find in te res t ing  is: "There is
reason to think that each of the two principal space Powers are 
moving towards a more r e a l i s t i c  position with regard to exotic 
defensive technologies, th e ir  in te res t  in them, the ir  cost,  what 
kind of agreements might be reached on the Treaty to c la r i fy  
permissible research, development and tes ting  a c t iv i t i e s ,  n ^ i le  
postponing deployment decisions well into the future". Together 
with th is ,  Professor Dougherty says in his paper that with 
substantia l reductions in offensive weapons, s t ra te g ic  defence 
becomes more credib le . The implication here is that there w ill  
be vigorous research and even tes ting  of defensive weapons. 
This can already be seen in the SDl programne of the United 
S ta tes . Although there is now a p o ss ib i l i ty  of arms reduction, 
at least at the intermediate nuclear force level, 1 am not so 
c e r ta in  about the conclusion he draws that s t ra te g ic  defence 
then becomes more p o l i t i c a l ly  desirable  and s t ra te g ic a l ly  
e sse n t ia l .

Also, from the Soviet side, there is a change in a t t i tu d e  
towards the research and tes ting  of s t ra te g ic  defence. The 
Soviet Union has begun to recognize and even suggested that
research and tes ting  could not only be carr ied  out in 
laboratories but also outside, that is ,  f ie ld  tes ting , provided 
these are conducted from fixed ground-based systems with ce r ta in  
c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  Two questions emerge from a ll  of th is  in 
mind. One, in the process of te s ting  th e ir  fiBA systems, the two 
Powers w ill ce r ta in ly  develop major sophisticated ASAT 
cap a b il i t ie s  as many have already pointed out to us th is  
morning. This would be of pa rt icu la r  concern to s a t e l l i t e s  of 
other nations since they would not be able to defend them. 
Moreover, they may not be p a r t ie s  to any kind of b i la te ra l
agreement. Therefore, they would not even have any legal 
protection for the ir  s a t e l l i t e s .  Secondly tes ting  would
generate considerable amount of debris or space junk in outer
space. In the presence of ASAT c a p a b il i t ie s ,  th is  may cause 
sane concern to a lot of nations.

You might wonder how in that vast amount of space a few 
te s ts  could cause problems. Let ms i l l u s t r a te  th is  by an 
exanple that occurred early  in 1987, when a spent rocket, that
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put the French Spot s a t e l l i t e  in o rb i t ,  exploded in outer 
space. This raised some concern in the United S ta tes , and 1 can 
understand tha t ,  p a r t icu la r ly  i f  such debris is caused in the 
v ic in i ty  of the US reconnaissance s a t e l l i t e  that was o rb iting  at 
the time. Vfe can track something like 5,600 objects today which 
are working s a t e l l i t e s ,  spent rockets, dead s a t e l l i t e s ,  
belonging to the two Powers and others in outer space. However, 
i t  is estimated that there are over 40,000 pieces which we 
cannot see and yet some of them have caused problems. For 
exanple, s o t b  years back the window of the space sh u tt le  was 
damaged by a flake of paint only a frac tion  of a m illim etre  in 
size . Such objects trave ll ing  at great speeds in outer space 
could e as i ly  penetrate the su it  of an astronaut or a cosmonaut 
working outside a space laboratory and k i l l  him instan tly . Thus 
the existence of A S ^  c a p a b il i t ie s  I cannot enphasize more, 
would introduce uncerta in ties  in the operation of s a t e l l i t e s  for 
peaceful purposes in outer space.

I would like  to make a comnent on iMiat Dr. Rodionov said 
■wdien he mentioned his  grey zones between 100 and 1,000 km. He 
did not point out that precisely  in these o rb i ts  laser weapons 
w ill  become very e ffec tive  as ASAT weapons i f  they had the kind 
of energies that he is talking about. Also, i t  is in that type 
of o rb i t  that many of the important s a t e l l i t e s  of the two Powers 
are found, and ce r ta in ly  \iiiere many of the c iv i l ia n  s a t e l l i t e s ,  
l ike  the French "Spot", operate.

Thus I think th is  question of debris and the anxiety of 
the th ird  nations of the safe operab ili ty  of the ir  space 
segments needs seme close examination. Even the th ird  p a r t ie s  
ought to be looking at th e ir  own observation systems and other 
v e r i f ic a t io n  systems which could be used to see wiiat is going on 
in outer space.

Yesterday, Anbassador Jaipal mentioned the v e r i f ic a t io n  of 
a nuclear te s t  ban by for example Sweden. Now th is  is confined 
to one t rea ty .  However, already i t  was suggested th is  morning 
that the Soviet Union in 1985 proposed to the United Nations the 
se t t in g  up of aV\forld Space Organization \n^iich could not only 
co-ordinate the peaceful space a c t iv i t i e s  of nations but also 
monitor past and future space-related arms control t r e a t i e s .  1 
see the suggestion as very sim ilar to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency \^ ic h  does both promoting the use of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes as well as policing i t .  Perhaps 
one ought to look at the lessons that can be drawn from the 
operation of the IAE\ and suggest how a WSO could be organized, 
if  a t a l l .

Also, Arbassador Nbrel suggested the revival of the old 
French idea of 1978, the idea of an in ternational s a t e l l i t e  
monitoring agency (ISM\). One saw a tremendous amount of 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  which made some of us suggest that perhaps one
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could create  a regional s a t e l 1i te  monitoring agency. To begin 
with Europe could be the f i r s t  region. The next one might be 
the P ac if ic  area. With many such regional systems, we would be 
able to, eventually, e s tab lish  an ISM\.

One can set up a regional s a t e l 1i te  monitoring agency such
as in Europe and I think the Canadian proposal PAXAT goes a long 
way towards tha t.  Then select another region la te r  on; from
Europe to some other region and go region by region eventually
converging to an ISVI\ idea. Another proposal was made by Sweden 
in 1985 in which i t  was suggested that there should be a neutral 
and non-aligned s a t e l l i t e  operating in outer space for
monitoring arms control t r e a t i e s .

I w ill  not dwell much on that, but merely put some ideas
for our discussion and end by saying that such monitoring
systems are thought to be confined not only to arms control 
monitoring but in ny view to suggest and to enphasize, which
hasn 't  been done so far is to use such systems for monitoring
c r i s i s  areas with the hope of averting a build-up of c r ises  into 
a conf1ic t .

ic ic ic ic ic

J a v ie r  Sanz

1 would like to address th is  distinguished Conference not 
only under the consideration of cer ta in  aspects of the arms race 
in outer space but also in the more general topic of disarmanent 
as a whole. And th is  w ill be done of course from the viewpoint 
of a non-aligned and developing country with very limited 
capacity to influence world events in th is  f ie ld  but 
nevertheless, ever preoccupied with the very existence of 
mankind which is threatened, i f  we consider the dangerous trend 
that ve rt ica l  p ro l ife ra t io n  has taken. country has always
held that outer space is the conmon heritage of mankind and 
therefore i t s  use cannot be linked to m il i ta ry  theories* that 
re f lec t  pa rt icu la r  points of view concerning national security  
of the superpowers. Yie understand that in th is  area i t  is 
absolutely necessary that a fundamental change of a t t i tu d e  takes 
place. I t  was said here yesterday that a m il i ta ry  seizure of 
space s ta r ted  30 years ago. The question now, is have we 
already reached a no-return point. In th is  sense we understand 
that the dynamic rhythn the development of events in outer space 
has taken, is very much out of proportion with the e f fo r ts  made 
to give i t  an adequate legal frame. In fac t,  public opinion in 
the world is ce r ta in ly  aware that superpowers are progressively 
m il i ta r iz in g  outer space and in the future, i f  not today, the 
s i tua t ion  could become unchangeable, if a radical modification
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of policy does not take place. In th is  sense we are absolutely 
convinced that if  we let time go by without any e ffec tive  
approach in th is  area, the diplomatic e f fo r ts  w ill be soon, 
without any doubt, overrun by m il i ta ry  re a l i ty .  This subject 
ce r ta in ly  deserves a more serious and responsible treatment.
lAifortunately, the progress in th is  issue since the Space Treaty 
some 20 years ago had been very poor indeed.

Nevertheless, i t  seems that in the past few years the 
in ternational atmosphere to deal with events in outer space has 
somehow inproved, and we can see positive  signs of th is  in the 
Conference on Disarmament. That such an important problem is
today at the table  of negotiations is, by i t s e l f ,  a positive  
step.

I t  is c e r ta in ly  no secret that even with the best of w il ls  
discussions are hard and lengthy. A purely b i la te ra l  outlook to 
the issue, even i f  i t  involves both of the superpowers, is not 
enough because i t  a ffec ts  d ire c t ly  or ind irec tly  other S tates 
and the in ternational cormunity in general. Even though only 
two countries have acquired a substancial superio rity  in the 
f ie ld  i t  does not nnsan they are the only ones affected . 
M i l t i l a te r a l  perception is also necessary, and surely the work 
of the Conference on Disarmament could benefit if  the Space 
Powers would f a c i l i t a t e  information about the ir  a c t iv i t i e s  in 
outer space, and the progress of b i la te ra l  negotiations. For 
when the time comes to negotiate a m u lt i la te ra l  agreement the 
contribution of b i la te ra l  negotiators w ill be of great help. 
Sometimes some spec if ic  subjects of negotiations are taken as 
only in te res t ing  the Powers involved. Vfe believe that outer 
space inplies also the whole in ternational conrnunity because the 
modern process of arms race anywiiere puts at stake the very
future of mankind and i t  is within th is  s p i r i t  the six  world
leaders have made a "cri de coeur" on behalf of the world 's
f)eople who sense that m il i ta ry  reasons have lost a l l  proportion 
and threaten hunan survival.

The Five Continent In i t i a t iv e  is emphatically c a l l in g  for 
a h a lt  to the deployment and use of a l l  space weapons and a stop 
to the nuclear arms race. In fact, in the last three decades
the task of protecting the world from nuclear war has been le f t
largely in the hands of the nuclear Powers themselves. But
instead of ha lting  the production of more nuclear bombs or 
reducing ex is ting  stockpiles, agreements have tended to 
determine the types and numbers of additional weapons that might 
be produced. And so we find that today, a f te r  countless hours 
of negotiations, the nuclear Powers have amassed over 50,000 
nuclear weapons. Vfe believe that i t  is becoming increasingly 
c lear  that le f t  to themselves, the Governments that are busy 
building several warheads every day are unlikely to lead in 
removing the th rea t.  Of course, the d i f f i c u l t i e s  are 
innunerable, but we believe that there are two main obstacles.
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The f i r s t  is the reliance on arras for security . This philosophy 
is based in the la t in  adagio "Si v is  pacem para bellxin" and has 
one overriding weakness. That is ,  that endless preparations for 
war w ill  end sooner or la te r  in war. Since Hiroshima, the
s itua tio n  has changed rad ica lly .  I t  has changed in i t s  very
nature and a new approach is necessary. Nevertheless, we are 
being told not to worry but we ce r ta in ly  do not believe that the 
evident escalation  of m il i ta r iz a t io n  of outer space w ill  succeed 
in providing the security  that boitos and m issiles  have fa iled  to 
provide. The second major obstacle is p o l i t i c a l .  I t  seems that 
there is not a p o l i t ic a l  w ill  to attack the problan right at i t s  
roots. Even po lic ies  of acccmnodation appear weak to the 
pa rt ie s  involved. The re su l t ,  is extreme caution and fear in
both sides.

There appears to be a dead weight in the negotiation 
process. To the conrnon man i t  seems that each superpower 
presunes, as a matter of course that the ir  counterparts are 
t ru ly  prepared to unleash considerable horrors on the world.

They deal with each other as implacable foes, rather than 
d iffe ren t  pa r t ie s  with d iffe ren t  world visions but with a very 
serious cannon problem. That ce r ta in ly  makes i t  very d i f f ic u l t  
to make people understand that we do not live in the worst of 
a l l  possible worlds. Designing a programne of disarmament 
acceptable to a l l  nations w ill  be long and hazardous, but we 
feel i t  is time to begin.

If the leaders of nuclear Powers, often with the best of 
in tentions, are unable to solve th is  crucial arms problem, 
others must help them. Leaders of other nations can help. 
Great Power leaders and au tho ri t ie s  can get sometimes locked 
into antagonistic  positions and, trapped in th e ir  own rhetoric , 
can be swept along by the momentun of the arms race by forces 
much too strong for them to change. Other p o l i t ic ia n s  can help 
than out, putting forth balanced reasonable suggestions which 
are not backed by m il i ta ry  th rea ts  and v^^ich can therefore 
receive a posit ive  hearing from both sides. Public and 
in ternational pressure from other governments can provide a 
counterweight to the forces that drive the arras race. This 
a t t i tu d e  is is îat the Delhi Declaration c a l ls  a "universal demand 
in defence of our r igh t to live".

I would like to make a b r ie f  comnent, to end 
exposition, on a very recent issue which 1 think is very much 
linked to the topic we are trea ting  here.

Nowadays, and for many years to come, a few chosen States 
w ill have the necessary advanced technology to be able to 
explore and use outer space, and of course, they alone, w ill  be 
in a position to p ro f i t  from th is  a c t iv i ty .  We, therefore, 
understand that when analysing proposals and methods concerning
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in ternational co-operation in outer space, specif ic  care should 
be taken so that no discrimination in the access to space 
technology is applied to any S tate , unfortunately, as we see 
th is ,  such discrim ination could already have s ta r ted  to take 
place. I am referr ing  sp ec if ica lly  to a "prima fascie" 
discriminatory decision that has been approved recently  by a 
nunber of industr ia l ized  V\festern countries. These countries 
have just formulated, to be precise on the 16 i ^ r i l ,  a se ries  of 
guidelines \\4iere they es tab lish  a cannon regime to control
transfe rs  and exports of m iss i le  equipment and technology. It
even s ta te s  that c e r ta in  technologies described as "sen s i t iv e” 
w ill  not be authorized for tran sfe r ,  that is to say, that an 
embargo w ill  f a l l  upon them. It is said that the purpose of 
these guidelines is to limit the r isk  of nuclear p ro l ife ra t io n ,  
but we believe that national peaceful space prograimes, and 
in ternational co-operation in th is  f ie ld  could be seriously
threatened under the pretext of avoiding nuclear p ro l ife ra t io n .  

V\fe ask ourselves i f  th is  policy is not d irec ted  towards the
perfection of a technological oligopoly in s t i tu t io n a l ize d  in the 
so-called  London Club, in the sense of trying to enlarge the
l i s t  estab lished  by nuclear suppliers and thus res tra in ing  the
access of high technologies to developing countries. V\fe fear 
that th is  issue w ill soon becone another inevitable  item in the
North/South c o n f l ic t .

ic ic -k ic "k

Onkar Nferwah

This is a session devoted to the question of space, but 
what happens in space is very strongly connected with A^at
ex is ts  on the ground. In our discussion yesterday there were a 
nurt)er of points that were not brought out in the preceding 
nexus. I w ill  a ttenpt to formulate them b r ie f ly  in ny ccnments.

The f i r s t  thing we have to remember is that five years ago 
there were no mediun-range missi les in Wsstern Europe. Before 
1976 there were also no Soviet mediun-range m issiles  in Eastern 
Europe. Indeed, according to most analyses the SS-20s which 
created the whole problem were supposedly an aborted long-range
m iss ile  which the Soviets decided, for reasons at that
pa r t icu la r  moment in time, to deploy in Eastern Europe, as an
afterthought. The th ird  fact which is also apparent from much
of the l i te r a tu re  on the subject is that few people e i th e r  on
the Eastern side or the A^stern side were much bothered about
these SS-20s un til  1977, when Chancellor Helmut Schmidt raised 
the issue at h is  speech at the IISS in London. The Vfest
eventually cane through. As the discussions ensued the \ ^ s t  
eventually formulated the "zero option and the dual track" 
approach to negotiations on the issue with the Soviet Lhlon.
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Vfe need to remind ourselves that th is  ■whole question of 
the proposal for having no nedium-range m issiles  on e ithe r  side 
was o r ig ina lly  a V\festern proposal. There was almost, as we w ill  
rec a l l ,  an agreement on th is  in the so-called  famous
walk-in-the-woods formula. That the Nitze-Kvits insky 
understanding did not occur in an agreement has, I think, nwch 
to do with certa in  domestic considerations which came up at that 
tinB within some of the countries involved in the discussions.

The next thing that we need to remind ourselves is that 
the substance of the proposal now being re-introduced by the 
Soviet side is a f a i r ly  modest step in arms reduction. Wiat 
does i t  involve? It involves, at the present stage, the removal 
of 363 Western nuclear warheads against the dismantling of 
roughly 1,200 Soviet nuclear warheads. There is ,  thus, an 
almost three to one, posit ive  bargain for the ^ s t  i f  the
proposal is accepted in an agreement by the I'WTO group of 
countries.

Wfe are told tha t ,  that might lead to the denuclearization 
of Europe. This, again, seems hardly to be the case. There are 
something like 6,000 deliverable nuclear weapons \s4iich would 
s t i l l  remain in Europe on e i th e r  side. I t  is good to ponder on 
the resu l ts  of an e a r l ie r  study, y^ich I remen±>er seeing,
prepared by a jo in t group at ffervard and MIT. I t  elucidated the
fact that in both the United States and the Soviet Union there 
are approximately 200 targe ts  on each side which, if  attacked by 
nuclear weapons in a p a r t icu la r  mode, would destroy 70 per cent 
of industria l s truc tu re  and about 60 per cent of the population 
of e i th e r  country.

Coming to the present s i tua t ion , Helmut Schmidt, \^o
is no longer the German Chancellor, appears to support the idea 
of an agreement between the two sides on the basis of the 
present negotiations. Lest he be considered as having gone soft 
in retirement, so does Mr. Richard Perle on the Anerican side. 
It seems also that most of the N\TO a l l i e s  have come around to
the idea of accepting, in princip le , that there could he an
agreanent, a lbe it  with some conditions.

Now we come to the question of "linkages". The f i r s t  
linkage re la te s  medium-range m issiles  with shorter-range 

m iss i le s .  The Soviet Union has accepted that the two categories 
of m issiles  be considered jo in t ly  in reductions. The second 
concerns Soviet conventional superio rity  in Central Europe. On 
that too, i t  seans that the Warsaw Treaty S tates have agreed to 
discuss the deployment of offensive system in Central Europe
with a view to limiting them. Third, on the question of 
b a t t l e f i e ld  nuclear weapons, there is a chance, at least a 
proposal, that a nuclear-free corridor be created through 
Central Europe.
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While one understands that many c la r i f ic a t io n s  would be 
needed, I think that we need to consider these Soviet proposals 
with an open mind and on th e ir  m erits . An endless se r ies  of 
linkages can be pursued no doubt, since in the end one can show 
that everything is linked to everything e lse .  need to remind 
ourselves that what is on the table  represents: (1) a very
small step, not a big leap, (2) an actual Reduction of nuclear 
weapons for the f i r s t  time, and (3) not the denuclearization of 
Europe.

I t  s t r ik e s  us in the non-aligned worId, - at least to one 
view from anong the non-aligned s ta te s  - that these proposals, 
if  they are eventually accepted by the two sides, are framed 
within the yardstick  of maintaining detterence s t a b i l i ty  at a 
s l ig h t ly  lower level of nuclear weapons on the two sides. 
Niiriber two, that they provide for the p o s s ib i l i ty  of 
geographically separating the adversaries in that capab ili ty  in 
the most heavily m il i ta r ized  region of the world. The preceding 
appears important on the context of a nuclear-war simulation 
exercise that was carr ied  out in the United States a few years 
ago involving top decision makers. In th is  p a r t icu la r  
simulation exercise the pa rt ic ipan ts  were a nmber of the 
ex-Presidents of the IJiited S ta tes , Secretaries of S ta te , 
Defence, e tc . The objective was to see how an actual s i tu a t io n  
which led to a c r i s i s  that could en ta il  the possible use of 
nuclear weapons, would function. This exercise indicated that 
the decision makers resorted very quickly to the actual use of 
nuclear weapons in a devastating a ttack . I imagine that the 
re su l ts  of a similar exercise on the Soviet side would be the 
same.

The question may be asked as to \^4iether the ranoval of the 
mediun-range m iss i les  wi 11 lead to a qu a li ta t iv e  change in the 
V\fest's r e ta l ia to ry  capacity in the ^ s t  European thea tre . This 
a lso  seems unlikely  because (1) the B r i t ish  and French m iss iles  
remain in tac t ,  and a f te r  th e ir  current modernization phase, w ill  
each consist of over 1,000 nuclear warheads - hardly a t r iv i a l  
capacity; (2) the UB sea-launched b a l l i s t i c  m issiles  w ill  
continue to remain in the v ic in i ty  of Europe.

There are, again, concerns that in the event of a 
US-Soviet deal on mediun-range m iss i les ,  the UB may, in a 
subsequent phase, disengage fron the m il i ta ry  defence of 
Europe. This is a va lid  concern, but i t  seems that 300,000 US 
troops would s t i l l  remain in Europe. They, along with the 6,000 
nuclear weapons, assuredly are a greater guarantee of UB 
involvement in Europe than the removal of a few missi les which 
have been introduced only in the past few years; and on which 
the two sides almost agreed to removal a few years ago.

Coming to the question of the 9)1, at least in i t s  present 
mode i t  does not provide for any defence against e i the r  Cruise
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m iss iles  or sea-launched b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les .  Frcm what one can 
see, the SDI is for the moment, concerned only with the
targeting of land-based in tercontinental b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le s .  
The la t te r  are, in s t ra te g ic  terms, re la t iv e ly  obsolete since 
both sides already possess the necessary accuracy-capabi1ity  to 
destroy each others land-based m issiles  in a surprise  a ttack . 
Indeed, i t  seems to me that, that was why the US i t s e l f  stopped
building i t s  Minuteman m iss i les  years ago, and went in instead 
for a larger sea-launched b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  capab il i ty .  Today 
50 per cent of the US capab il i ty  is at sea and i t  is for me 
puzzling that the Soviet Union has not done the saoK. Almost 60 
per cent of the Soviet Union re ta l ia to ry  capacity continues to 
ex is t as vulnerable hardened ICEMs.

Irrespective  of the opinions I have expressed, I believe 
the current Soviet proposals have changed the negotiating 
environment, and the ground rules on which arms control e f fo r ts  
have so far been predicated. Having said tha t ,  i t  is s t i l l  
possible that an agreement w ill  elude us because s ta te s  in war 
a ll iances  base th e ir  choices on so many other considerations 
apart frcm the logic of the s i tu a t io n .  All that one could 
surmise is tha t ,  that would be a trag ic  s i tua tion , leading us 
again into another round of missed chances.

The question a r ise s ,  for those of us v»̂ o are not e ithe r  
frcm Europe or the US: what should we in the res t  of the world
learn frcm the preceding tra in  of events? V\fe have been lectured 
continuously that the p ro l ife ra t io n  of nuclear weapons is bad, 
especially  i f  that p robab ili ty  a r ises  in the case of countries 
in the non-aligned world. I t  may not be e n t i re ly  ironic for us 
to see the sane as an unacceptable contradiction in advice frcm 
the powerful s ta te s .  Vfe are to ld , for instance that nuclear 
deterrence has kept the peace in Europe, and that there is 
absolutely no way that nuclear de terren ts  can disappear frcm the 
world. If that is so, then perhaps other regions of the world
should in the absence of any change in N\IO/WlO doctrines follow
the same path?

V\liile re jec ting  nuclear p ro l ife ra t io n ,  i t  is worth 
enphasizlng that the ultimate choices in these matters by other 
countries - v^^ether to go in for nuclear weapons or not - w ill  
c e r ta in ly  not depend on the advice, the experience, or indeed 
the example of Europe. TTiere is nothing that persuades me, frcm 
our discussions, that that is the way in which we must assess
our in te re s ts .  I t  must be seen that the question of security , 
is as important to us as i t  may be to you.

The final question revolves around the theme of our Ai( ôle 
conference: What is the link between b i la te r a l i a n  and
m ultila tera lism ? In the r e a l i ty  of the s i tua tio n  we a ll
understand that there are two superpowers, and then there are a 
host of other countries. I would, nonetheless, urge you to keep
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in mind that the decisions made at a b i la te ra l  level should take 
into account changes in times and conditions. Many countries
that do not a t th is  moment appear to reckon in the scheme of
things may do so in the future. Your obligation is to take into
account th is  evolving s i tu a t io n  because i t  is eminently in the
in te re s t  of the world, since the larger the nutiijer of countries 
that you carry in your decisions, the larger the legitimacy of
the choices that are made.

I w ill  end by r e - te l l in g  a l i t t l e  story from an ancient 
Indian c la ss ic  on p o l i t ic s  where the proponent is describing the 
s ta te  of the world. He says that the s ta te  of the world is akin
to a snake eating a frog where the frog is s t i l l  concerned that
i t  did not have i t s  lunch that p a r t icu la r  morning. I suggest to 
you th a t ,  at the present stage at leas t ,  Europe is in that s ta te  
of the frog. I think nuclear weapons are eating you up. It is 
time that the modest steps which have been proposed to stop that 
process are taken into account with some element of s in cer i ty  
and, I hope, su s ta in ab i l i ty .

V ik to r  K arpov

I should like to draw a tten tio n  to the following aspect of
today 's discussion. In the course of the discussion the Soviet 
lAiion has been urged to consider a possible t ran s i t io n  jo in t ly  
with the United S ta tes from nuclear deterrence to re liance  on 
defensive forces. I should like  to say that we have also 
already heard th is  kind of proposal repeatedly from the Anerican 
delegation in Geneva. Q ii te  recently we lis tened  to such a 
proposal from Secretary of S ta te  Shultz during his  v i s i t  to 
M)scow. It  has to be said , however, that we have not yet been 
f i red  with readiness to examine these proposals because, for a l l  
th e ir  seeming a ttrac tiveness  and the reliance on being able to 
discuss the SDI in terms of the search for mutual understanding 
ra ther than for u n i la te ra l  superio rity ,they  can be considered, 
and are considered by us, as a kind of false-bottomed casket, 
with one thing above and something quite  d if fe ren t  in the secret 
compartment.

I should like to i l l u s t r a t e  th is  with a few actual
exanples from the area of words and deeds in our re la tion s  with
the lAiited S ta tes .  In the f i r s t  place, the ta lk  of the Anerican 
S3I programne being merely a research programns is incorrect. 
The Lfaited S ta tes already plans to proceed to the te s ting  of the 
components of a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  defence systems during the 
next three or four years so that those te s ts  w ill  no longer have 
to be confirmed within the broad framework that the United
Sta tes  is now try ing to give to the Treaty on the Limitation of
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A n ti-B a l l is t ic  M issile  Systans.

An indication that the United S tates Adninistration is 
i t s e l f  aware of the inconpatibi 1 i ty  between the SDI prograime 
and the Treaty is the fact that in Reykjavik President Reagan 
quite  unequivocally proposed to Mr. Gorbachev that they should 
agree to replace the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Bal1i s t i c  
M issile  Systems, v^ich would have been tantamount to legaliz ing 
the SDI. It has to be sta ted  that the proposal has been further 
developed in the position now being advanced by the Anerican 
delegation in the negotiations on nuclear and space weapons in 
Geneva.

The formulation now being given to the proposal is as 
follows: the United S tates and the Soviet Union have already
reached an agreonent under which the lAiited S tates could 
continue un til  1994 to carry out any research and te s ts  on the 
components of a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  system, including basing in 
space, which is prohibited by the Treaty, while a f te r  1994 they 
would acquire the right to proceed to deploy large-scale  
a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  systans, wiiich is a lso , na tura lly , in 
ccnplete contradiction with the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Anti-Bal1i s t i c  Systems.

AAfe are, therefore, being asked to give our blessing to the 
SDI programne and to repudiate the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Anti-Bal 1 i s t i c  Missi le Systems. That is \n^at l ie s  behind the 
discussion with the United S tates on an organized t ra n s i t io n .  
V\hat kind of an organized tran s i t io n  would i t  be if  the Lhited 
States is already planning, as they s ta te  openly, to proceed 
a f te r  1994 with the limited deployment of a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m issile  
systems in space?

I should also like to draw a tten tion  to the following. In 
putting forward the 9DI programne on 23 March 1983, President 
Reagan pointed out unan±>iguously tha t ,  were th is  programie to be 
combined with the simultaneous presence of s tra te g ic  offensive 
armaments, i t  could be regarded as an indication of aggressive 
in tentions, an aggressive policy. I am in fu ll agreement with 
that assessment by President Reagan, and 1 should like to s ta te  
that what the Anerican Administration is doing in prac tice  is 
tending towards that d irec tion , furnishing proof that aggressive 
intentions are c lea r ly  present. There is the MC programne, the 
deployment of new intercontinental b a l1i s t i c  m iss i les ,  v^ich the 
Americans, in any event the Anerican representatives in the 
negotiations, have always declared to be a des tab iliz ing  weapon, 
a f i r s t - s t r i k e  weapon, and the Trident-2, submarine-based 
m iss i le  system is being created to ta c t ic a l  and technological 
specifica tions that w ill  give i t  the same c ap a b il i t ie s  as the MC 
system, i .e .  a f i r s t - s t r i k e  capabi1ity .  Various cruise  m issiles  
are being created including air-based and sea-based varian ts , 
not to
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mention the ground-based cru ise  m issiles already stationed in 
Europe. V\fe sometimes hear from Anerican represen tatives , and 
not just  sonetimes, but often, that cruise  m iss i les  are, as they 
say, a means of r e ta l ia t io n .  I, however, should like to refer 
anyone \n^o may be in teres ted  in th is  matter to the testimony of 
Adniral Crowe, Chairman of the United S tates Joint Chiefs of 
S ta ff ,  to the Senate Armed Forces Coranittee in November of last 
year. Faced there with the d irec t question of whether the 
p o s s ib i l i ty  of in f l ic t in g  a f i r s t  s t r ik e  would be lost were a ll  
b a l1i s t i c  m issiles  to be scrapped, the Adniral replied that i t  
would not, arguing that cru ise  m issiles could be used for a 
f i r s t  s t r ik e ,  e spec ia lly  if  they were to be made supersonic.

Consequently, i f  we take the whole programne of perfecting 
and adding to the s tra te g ic  offensive weapons of the United 
States in i t s  e n t i re ty ,  we are bound to note that i t  is being 
given an even greater f i r s t - s t r i k e  capab ili ty .  I t  may be that 
the modernization programne is ever on the increase; expenditure 
on the modernization of the s tra te g ic  offensive forces, 
including in tercontinental b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les ,  r ises  by 17-20% 
annually. By 1990, seme 51% of the s tra te g ic  offensive weapons 
of the United S tates w ill  have been renewed, replaced by new 
m iss i le s .

In that connection, I should like to draw a tten tio n  to 
iMiat was said before me by Nfr. Ivfeirwah to the e ffec t that the SDI 
was a programs aimed at protection against in tercontinental 
b a l1i s t i c  m iss i le s ,  and that cru ise  m issiles  were an e sse n t ia l ly  
d i ffe ren t  vehicle that the SDI was not being created to deal 
with. I f ,  however, a f i r s t - s t r i k e  capab ili ty  is being b u i l t  up 
with c ru ise  m iss i les ,  we have to ponder wiiy the United States 
needs the SDI M̂ ien i t  is known that the Soviet Union bases i t s  
s t ra te g ic  forces, i t s  re ta l ia t io n ,  on in tercontinental b a l l i s t i c  
m iss iles  which account for 70% of i t s  nuclear po ten t ia l .  This 
should be thought about. V\fell, they may say that the question
of s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons, as I have just described i t ,  is 
a question of the moment, and that i t  w ill  not be of general 
inportance if  agreement is reached on the need to reduce 
offensive s t ra te g ic  weapons. Both sides, they s ta te ,  proceed
from the assunption that a 50 per cent reduction of s t ra te g ic  
offensive weapons is possible, and have made proposals 
accordingly.

Let us, however, look at how the Lfeiited S tates proposes to 
e ffec t  that 50% reduction. The d raft  t rea ty  tabled, to which
ivfr. I f f t  referred  yesterday, contains a provision tha t ,  in 
essence, legalizes continuation of the arms race, including the 
arms race over in tercontinental b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les .  Tliat is 
achieved in the most elementary and sinple manner. The United 
States d raf t  t rea ty  permits the construction of additional IC0i4
s i lo s .  Wiat does that mean? It  means an increase in capab il i ty
concurrently with a reduction, an increase in capab ili ty  to
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deploy additional IQ®4's i . e .  the very m iss iles  that the IMited 
S tates declares to be the most dangerous f i r s t - s t r i k e  vehicles.

Turning to the second question, that of cru ise  m iss i les ,  
the United S tates has not shown any wi 11ingness at a l l  to place 
any lim itations on sea-based cru ise  m iss i les ,  although agreement 
was reached in Reykjavik on the need to limit the ninijers of 
th is  form of s t ra te g ic  offensive weapon. I very well remember 
the statements previously made by Nfr. Nitze, to reference 
has also been made here today, to the effec t that with sea-based 
cru ise  m issiles  the United S tates would surround the Soviet
lAiion like a bear in a swatp. Vfe should not like to be in the
position  of a bear in a swamp prodded on a l l  sides by pitchforks 
in the form of cru ise  m iss i les .  There you have the ta lk  about 
the lo fty  aims that the SDI programne could pursue, and what is
actually  being done in the arms race in the lAiited S tates and in
the negotiations with us in Geneva. AAfe consider that the 
present time is a unique moment for taking the opportunity that 
emerged at Reykjavik, and rea l ly  se t t ing  about the reduction of 
s t ra te g ic  offensive weapons and the elimination of mediun-range 
m iss i le s  in Europe. For th a t ,  however, i t  is essen tia l  to 
guarantee the s t a b i l i t y  of the s tra te g ic  re la tions  between the 
United S tates and the Soviet Union, which cannot be done if  the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Bal 1 i s t i c  M issile  Systems is 
destroyed, as is projected by the United S ta tes .

I agree with those \niio have said today that th is  is the 
cornerstone of the whole system of the l im ita tion  and reduction 
of s t ra te g ic  and other nuclear weapons. If we destroy th is  
basis , we shall destroy the very p o s s ib i l i ty  of proceeding to 
the reduction and elimination of offensive weapons, as discussed 
here.

^  are for a 50% reduction of s tra te g ic  offensive weapons 
over the next 5 years. For tha t ,  however, we must agree that
the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Bal 1 i s t i c  M s s i l e  Systems 
be observed p recise ly  and in fu ll  for a minimum of at least 10 
years. To that end we are prepared to reach agreement with the 
United S tates on a comnon approach, on a conmon understanding of 
the lim its on work of various kinds in the area of a n tin n is s i le  
defence that could not be exceeded in observing the Treaty. V\fe 
are prepared to discuss such a uniform in te rp re ta tio n  and, as 
was s ta ted  today by Ccmrade Rodionov, we do have the opportunity 
here of determining precise and c lear lim its for the subsequent 
guidance of the p a r t ie s .  Consequently, we are proposing a
concrete prograime, and we hear in reply general argtments on 
the need to make the changeover frcm reliance on nuclear 
of fensive weapons to reliance on defensive weapons. At the same 
time, however, we encounter negotiating positions that 
co ip le te ly  contradict that approach. V\fe hope that these
negotiating positions w ill be modified and that there w ill
rea l ly  be the p o ss ib i l i ty  of
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proceeding to the l im ita tion  and reduction of s tra teg ic  
offensive weapons.

I should like to take th is  opportunity to b r ie f ly  reply to 
the questions raised at the close of the second session by IVfr. 
Lei louche. How can a new security  system be created to replace 
the system in Europe based on nuclear weapons? This programne, 
a programne for the creation of European security , cannot, of 
course, be implemented in half  a year or a year, but w ill  
obviously require several years. Nevertheless, an approach to 
th is  programne can be made if  real in te res t  is shown in the 
elimination of nuclear weapons from Europe because they 
c o n s t i tu te  the main danger for Europeans. There is a su bs ti tu te  
for security  based on nuclear weapons, a security  Asliich I could 
only qualify  by the use of inverted comnas. I t  could be 
approached with the object of reducing and eliminating nuclear 
weapons in Europe by a staged elimination, s ta r t in g  with the 
medimi-range m issiles  of the USSR and the USA. and with ta c t ic a l  
m iss i le s ,  going on to the elimination of ta c t ic a l  weapons in 
Europe, by now with the p a rt ic ipa tion  of the other European
nuclear powers, and subsequently the elimination of what Great 
B rita in  and France ca l l  the ir  s t ra te g ic  potential along with the 
elimination of the then remaining nuclear weapons of the United
Sta tes and the Soviet Union. In a pa ra lle l  approach
conventional armaments and conventional forces would be reduced, 
leading to the s i tu a t io n  that I described yesterday as one in 
v^ich i t  would be inpossible for N\TO and the Warsaw Pact to 
mount offensive operations. Vfe propose a programne of th is  
kind, and we are prepared to proceed with i t .

I should like to draw a tten tio n  to one more factor, that
of v e r i f ic a t io n .  Vfe consider that v e r i f ic a t io n  acquires ever 
increasing significance, and becomes a guarantee of security  
when nuclear weapons are being heavily reduced, and even more so 
wiien they are being eliminated, and when conventional armaments 
are being reduced. TTiis is a new and previously non-existent 
function, one that is emerging and should be strengthened. 
Through ccnprehensive and penetrating v e r i f ica t io n  we can 
achieve a s i tua t ion  in which security  can be guaranteed, even in 
the absence of the nuclear weapons that have been said here 
today to have guaranteed the security  of Europe for 40 years, 
although I do not agree with that statement. I repeat even in 
the absence of nuclear weapons we could rely  upon the security  
of every partic ipan t in the Europe-wide process being completely 
ensured.
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Michael In t r i l ig a to r

I would like to point out with regard to SDl, that the 
concept of the S tra teg ic  Defence In i t ia t iv e  has several possible 
in te rp re ta tions ,  and I would like  to suggest four d iffe ren t  
in te rp re ta tions .

The f i r s t  in te rp re ta tion  comes from President Reagan's 
ivfarch 23, 1983 speech in \>4iich he talked about a type of
national shield that would render nuclear weapons "inpotent and 
obsolete". It would provide ccnplete protection of some so r t .  
A second in te rp re ta tion , >̂ tiat I might call  9DI II ,  is protecting 
re ta l ia to ry  c a p a b il i t ie s ,  p a r t icu la r ly  IC04s, given a possible 
"window of vu lnerab il i ty " ,  I might mention that that is even a
more serious problem for the Soviet Union than i t  is for the
United S ta tes . A th ird  possible in te rp re ta tion  would be 
in i t i a t iv e s  that would be allowed under the 1972 AEMTreaty 
under what is sometimes called  in the US the s t r i c t  
in te rp re ta tion  (v^ich I believe is the correct in te rp re ta t io n ) .  
Even under that s t r i c t  in te rp re ta tio n  i t  Avould be possible, for 
exanple, for the lAiited S ta tes to revive i t s  Grand Forks, North 
Dakota A0»4 system that protects part of i t s  m iss i le  f ie ld s .  The 
fourth and final in te rp re ta tion  of SDI, and the one that I would 
favour, would be a type of system that would allow for jo in t 
co-operative a c t iv i t i e s  between the Lbited S tates and the Soviet 
Union that would enable them to deal with a threat they both 
face, namely the threa t of possible accidents, th ird  p a r t ie s ,  
nuclear te rro r ian , and other such p o s s ib i l i t i e s .  If we could 
develop on a jo in t basis a way to deal with those contingencies 
through some kind of defensive system, I believe i t  could be an 
inportant confidence-buiIding measure. Obviously such a system 
would require an appropriate amendnent to the Treaty but
we've done that once before, and i t  could be done again within 
the framework of the s t r i c t  in te rp re ta tion  of the ABvI Treaty.
So I would like to suggest these d iffe ren t  in te rp re ta tions  of
SDI and a specific  proposal for consideration with regard to 
SDI, namely, th is  jo in t co-operative way of looking at s t ra te g ic  
defenses that would deal with ce r ta in  contingencies that are not 
dealt with elsewiiere.

•k ic ic if "k

Steve Larrabee

Mich of the discussion so far, and p a r t icu la r ly  the 
discussion in the United S ta tes, has tended to focus on the 
technological f e a s ib i l i ty  of 9DI and the technologies involved 
rather than what I would consider to be the more inportant 
issues of the s t ra te g ic  and p o l i t ic a l  implications. It seems to 
ne i t  is useful and necessary to step back and recognize that
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the fundanental issue is in fact one of p o l i t ic a l  management. 
That is to say, how are both sides going to manage the ir  
competition - p a r t icu la r ly  in outer space - in the near and 
mediun term? In view, there needs to be a greater emphasis 
on th is  p o l i t ic a l  dimension of working out a stab le  framework 
for re la t io n s .  As Michael I n t r i l ig a to r  has already mentioned, 
we are dealing, in fact, with two 9DI*s. SDI-I, which is 
President Reagan's vision, and deals with population defence, 
would replace deterrence and involve technologies which w ill not 
be ready for several decades. SDl-II, involves defense of 
m iss i le  s i lo s ;  i t  is designed, at least by some of i t s  
th e o r is ts ,  to enhance deterrence and involves technologies which 
may be ready, and I arrphasize may, within the next decade. Wiat 
is needed is an agreed s tra tegy on how to deal with the problem 
of s t ra te g ic  defence. This is quite  d iffe ren t  from an agreed 
stra tegy on deploying s t ra te g ic  defences, as the Reagan 
A dninistration  has suggested in order to investigate  and see 
whether some defensive technologies may help to enhance 
deterrence while at the same time avoiding a destab il iz ing  
offence/defence race. This w il l  require a new approach on both 
sides. You can ca l l  i t  "New Thinking”, "Gcmnon Security" or any 
other term you like, but the basic requirement is that both 
sides recognize that they are, as P ie rre  Nfcrel said Imarried". 
That is ,  that the security  of both sides is linked and that the 
two sides cannot resolve the security  problems they face, 
espec ia lly  those re la ted  to s tra te g ic  defence, without greater 
nutual cooperation both implicit and e x p l ic i t ,  both formal and 
informal. Both sides, in other words, need to develop a 
security  rSgime which seeks to s ta b i l iz e  the ccnpetition. This 
w ill  require greater cooperation and less un ila tera lism  on both 
sides. This is as true for INF viiere co-operative methods for
v e r i f ic a t io n  w ill  be needed, as for SDI. This means that
ce r ta in  u n ila te ra l  constra in ts  w ill  often be necessary and that 
in fact one side or the other w ill  have to give up tenporary and
tran s ito ry  advantages. The exatiple of MIRV should serve as a
lesson. In the SALT I negotiations the United States refused to 
put constra in ts  on MIRV despite  the warnings of the s c ie n t i f ic  
ccmnunity that any advantage would be tenporary and probably be 
highly d es tab il iz in g . Four or five years la te r  in the mid-70s
the Soviet Union went forward with i t s  own e ffo r t  to MIRV i t s
heavy m is s i le s ,  which resulted  in the growing invulnerab ility  of 
Anerica 's  land-based m iss i le  force. Ffad the United States 
looked ahead and recognized that any advantage would have only 
been temporary, and had i t  been w il ling  to put constra in ts  on
MIRV, some of these problems could have been avoided. are at 
scme^at the same crossroads today, and we need to recognize 
that whatever advantages are l ike ly  to come from SDI, i f  they
are pursued u n i la te ra l ly ,  they are like ly  to be only temporary. 
Wiat is needed then is an agreed stra tegy, a p o l i t ic a l  s tra tegy , 
to deal with th is  problem. Let me suggest in the few seconds 
remaining some guidelines for such a stra tegy .
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F i r s t ,  research on 9DI should be continued - but w ithin 
the framework of the ABVlTreaty. At the same time both sides 
need to c la r i fy  ce r ta in  grey areas within the ABA Treaty,
p a r t icu la r ly  what cons titu tes  a "ccnponent" and what are the
boundaries between research and development. I welcome Dr.
Rodionov's intervention, M^ich I think nade a useful
contribution in th is  regard. Second, a n»ratoriun  on any kind
of developnent and tes ting  for 10 years. Third, that the issue 
of deployment be discussed at the end of the 10 year period. 
This is quite  d if fe re n t ,  obviously, from the proposal made by 
the United S tates at Reykjavik. In other words, there would be
no agreement to go forward, as proposed by the Lftiited S ta tes .
Instead both sides would look at the experience of the 10 past 
years and at the end of that period decide jo in t ly  how to 
further proceed. This moratoriun would not, I underline, 
inh ib it the type of tes ting  of SDI-I which involves technologies 
which w ill  not be available  for much longer than 10 years. It
might a ffec t technologies for SDI-II, although that is a matter
of dispute, and as Jim Dougherty pointed out in h is
contribution , there is much debate about th is  in the Lftiited 
S ta tes .  Secondly, i t  would provide a predictable framework for 
co-operation as well as canpetition . I t  would buy time for both 
countries to work out a p o l i t ic a l  franework for dealing with SDI 
while allowing each to engage in research to see vi4iether
defensive technologies can in any way contribute to greater arms 
control s t a b i l i ty .  And f in a l ly ,  i t  would allow both sides to 
move forward with the important issue of deep cuts in s t ra te g ic  
offensive forces. In other words, is^iat one would be doing is 
postponing any major decisions on SDI, trying to work out 
further steps in jo in t co-operation and agreement \ ^ i l e  at the 
same time moving forward with cuts in offensive systans.

ic ic ic ic ic

El 1 is M>rris

In view of the previous interventions, some of ny 
statements may be s l ig h t ly  re p e t i t iv e  but 1 w ill  try  to be b r ie f .

F i r s t ,  I would like to thank Anbassador Nbrel and 
Jasani for the ir  kind references to the Canadian PAXSAT 
concept. The Canadian PAXSAT concept w ill  be introduced 
formally and more capably next week to the Conference on 
Disarmament, but I would like to say a few words concerning the 
topic. The PAXSAT concept is one of m u lt i la te ra l  s a t e l l i t e  
verfica tion ; both space to space v e r if ica t io n  and space to Earth 
v e r if ica t io n .  There are s ign if ican t differences between these 
concepts and the proposals made by France for an International 
S a te l l i t e  Monitoring Agency (I^4 \) .
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Spec if ica lly ,  the Canadian s a t e l l i t e s  were envisaged in 
the context of a future t rea ty  on arms control. The space to 
space v e r i f ic a t io n  s a t e l l i t e  would be used in the context of a 
t rea ty  preventing the deployment of weapons in outer space. 
f e l t  that th is  space to space v e r if ica t io n  would be less 
in trus ive  and therefore more acceptable than the prelaunch 
inspection which was mentioned e a r l ie r  in th is  session. The 
space to Earth v e r i f ic a t io n  was conceived in the context of a 
possible agreement for reduction of conventional forces in 
Europe or as a possible additional v e r if ica t io n  device for 
confidence and security-build ing  measures in Europe. At the 
same tims there are a nunber of problans which have arisen  in 
the concept of the PAXSAT s a t e l 1i te  which are similar to those 
which were raised in the debate concerning ISVR, more 
sp e c if ica l ly ,  the problems of cost and the exceedingly d i f f ic u l t  
problem of access to and d is t r ib u t io n  of data procured by the 
s a t e l l i t e s .  These are issues to >stiich we may devote more 
a t ten tio n  and more study both at th is  Conference and at the 
Conference on Disarmament.

I a lso would like to enphasize a point made by Artiassador
IVbrel e a r l ie r  in th is  session, that we do not allow debate over 
the possible  space shie ld  to overshadow or d is t ra c t  from more 
imnediate multi la te ra l  concerns in the prevention of an arms 
race in outer space. In th is  context I would mention a few 
points . F i r s t ,  the need to strengthen the re g is tra t io n  
convention of 1975 and, more importantly, the need to provide 
for the protection of s a t e l l i t e s  of th ird  p a r t ie s .  This 
pro tec tion  should be both from the use of force and also 
pro tec tion  fron e lec tron ic  or optical interference with the 
functioning of these s a t e l l i t e s .  An a n t i - s a t e l I i t e  weapon ban 
is important in th is  context, but i t  is not the only issue v^ich 
must be addressed.

F ina lly , I wish to address some remarks made by Aii)assador 
Bayart who enphasized the need for new conventions and new 
e f fo r ts  to be made in the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space. In part I agree with th is ,  but at the sams time I feel 
that i t  is necessary to reach an agreed understanding or
in te rp re ta tio n  of the ex is ting  body of in ternational law 
governing outer space so that we may determine what is in fact 
prohibited  and \«^at is in fact allowed under these conventions. 
There is a need for agreed de fin it ions  and th is  was highlighted 
by Aribassador Bayart’s comnents that the use of space must be 
reserved for peaceful and m il i ta ry  purposes, l i i t i l  we have a
d e f in i t io n  of vtiiat con s titu tes  ’ta i l i t a ry "  use of space we can 
have no agreement on \>4iat w il l  constitu te  "peaceful" uses of 
space and how we may appropriately  leg is la te  such use.
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Edward I f f t

In th is  session we heard three thoughtful papers and a 
nunber of other in te res t ing  conments frcm various speakers. I 
would like  to make a few ranarks about the US position on th is  
question, because i t  is sometimes misunderstood.

F i r s t  of a l l ,  >̂ 4iat is the SDI programne? As has been 
s ta ted , i t  is a research programiB to see whether a greater 
reliance on s t ra te g ic  defence would lead to greater s t a b i l i ty  
and less r isk  of nuclear war. The US SDI progranriB is being 
conducted under the so-called narrow in te rp re ta tion  of the ABvI 
Treaty. There has been no decision regarding deployment of 
elements of the SDI programne and the US C3overnment has made 
c lear that no such decision is possible th is  year or next year. 
Furthermore, I want to make c lear that the l&iited S tates does 
not seek m il i ta ry  superio rity  through SDI. Second, the United 
S tates does not seek to develop offensive c ap a b il i t ie s  in the 
SDI programne. Thirdly, the United S ta tes does not seek an arms 
race in space, p a r t icu la r ly  not an offensive/defensive arms race 
which, as Professor Dougherty pointed out th is  morning, would be 
the worst kind of arms race. Wfe have a mandate for the Geneva 
negotiations, which was agreed at the highest level, that our
task is to terminate the arms race on Earth and avoid an arms
race in space. How do we propose to avoid th is  arms race in 
space? There are several elements to the US proposals and 
approach. F i r s t  of a l l ,  to meet Soviet concerns, we are 
offering  not to withdraw frcm the Treaty for the purpose of 
deploying systems which would otherwise be prohibited by that 
Treaty un til  1994, provided of course that there is agreement 
and inplementation on 50 percent reductions in s t ra te g ic  
offensive arms. V\fe are proposing that there be a new trea ty  to 
take account of the new technologies i^ ic h  are emerging which 
could lead to a jo in t ly  managed t ran s it io n  to a greater reliance 
upon defences. Now we heard th is  nx>rning that the Soviet Union 
is not prepared to engage in an e ffo r t  to have such a jo in t 
t ran s it io n .  TTiis is a d i f f ic u l t  point, a serious disagreement 
between the two sides at the present time, and a mutually
acceptable solution obviously wi11 have to be found. Arbassador 
Mjrel proposed in his  report, as I understand i t ,  that we should 
use the fiBA Treaty as our s ta r t in g  point and then develop
further agreements to take account of new technologies and to 
bring us into future periods. If I understand correc tly  what 
Ait>assador Morel was proposing, that is in fact the approach 
which we are taking in Geneva.

There are two other elements to the US approach which are 
intended to help avoid ambiguities and suspicions, and I ought 
to s t re ss  that such concerns are not at present only on one 
side. The United States also has concerns about what is going 
on in Soviet laboratories and at Soviet te s t  ranges in th is  area 
of advanced s t ra te g ic  defence. The two ideas which we
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have are f i r s t  the idea of open laboratories whereby the two 
sides could v i s i t  relevant laboratories on each o th e r 's  
t e r r i to ry  in order to understand b e tte r  the purpose of the 
research which is  going on. For exanple, to sa t is fy  themselves 
that these a c t iv i t i e s  are not d irected  at developing offensive 
c a p a b i l i t ie s .  Secondly, we are offering what we ca ll  a 
p re d ic ta b i l i ty  package in order to help the other side, to help 
each side be able to predict what the s i tua tion  w ill  be with 
regard to s t ra te g ic  defence in the future, and I think i t  is 
important that each side be able to do tha t .  One of the 
purposes, one of the benefits ,  of the offensive agreements is to 
be able to predict the offensive environment in the future, and 
i t  is legitimate to want to also understand what the defensive 
environment w ill  be. The p re d ic ta b i l i ty  package could, for 
example, involve exchange of infonmtion about plans, i t  could 
also involve the opportunity to observe ce r ta in  te s ts .

1 would like  to make three b r ie f  ccmnents about the paper 
presented today by Dr. Rodionov. F i r s t  of a l l  regarding the 
technical parameters. It seems to me these are in te res t ing  from 
a s c ie n t i f ic  point of view, but at the present tinas the United 
S ta tes does not see a need for such parameters. There is 
already in existence an extensive body of in ternational law 
governing a c t iv i t i e s  in the area of b a l1i s t i c  m iss i le  defence.
I have in mind, of course, the Treaty and the Outer Space 
Treaty of 1967. The second ccmnent is that I welcome the 
forthcoming a t t i tu d e  toward v e r i f ic a t io n  shown by Dr. Rodionov 
regarding both prelaunch and in -o rb it  forms of v e r i f ic a t io n ,  i t  
is conceivable that these ideas could eventually play some role  
in the solution to the problem we are discussing. But, perhaps 
they are somewdiat premature at the present time. F i r s t ,  one 
must e s tab lish  \^ a t  i t  is that we are trying to limit and trying 
to allow and th a t ,  of course, is >;s4iat we are doing in Geneva. 
After we have done tha t,  then we can engage in the problem of 
how to verify  those agreed constra in ts .  The th ird  conment 
re la te s  to the idea that if  there is no sword one does not need 
a sh ie ld . In other words, i f  one is somehow able to do away 
with a l l  s t ra te g ic  bal 1 i s t i c  m iss i le s ,  \̂ îy would one need to be 
in te res ted  in defence against b a l l i s t i c  m issiles?  I t  seems to 
me that th is  approach is a l i t t l e  b i t  too simple for two 
reasons. F i r s t  of a l l  i t  seens to me that a world free of 
nuclear weapons is a very long term goal and not the basis for 
any sort of rational current m il i ta ry  planning. Secondly, even 
if  such a goal could be achieved, I think that one would need 
some kind of insurance policy against the p o ss ib i l i ty  of 
v io la t io ns .  After a l l ,  i f  you have a world of many hundreds of 
b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le s ,  an ex tra  10 som^vhere are not of great 
concern. But if  you have a world in \Adiich there are supposed to 
be no b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les ,  then an extra  10 could make a very 
great d ifference indeed. Thus, even if  there is an agreement to 
have no b a l l i s t i c  m issiles  at scmg time in the future, i t  would 
s t i l l  be ra tional to think about s tra te g ic  defence as a means of
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enhancing confidence in comp 1 iance with that agreement. Now, of 
course, the kind of defence that one would want to think about 
would be quite  d if fe re n t  if  you are talking about a world with 
thousands of b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le s ,  or hundreds of b a l l i s t i c  
m iss i le s ,  or no b a l1i s t i c  m iss i le s .  1 think th a t 's  obvious.

I just want to make one f inal coxment to note that there 
is an angle to th is  question which 1 have never quite  understood 
nyse lf .  There is a great deal of analysis about the 
offence/defense re la tionsh ip  as i t  applies to s t ra te g ic  
b a l1i s t i c  m iss i les .  Wiy do not the same considerations apply to 
heavy bcrabers and a i r  defence? Or let me put i t  another Away. 
The Soviet Union has an enormous system - an enormous investment 
- in a i r  defences. Now i f  work in the United S tates to counter 
Soviet b a l1i s t i c  m iss i les  is a cause for concern - i f  that is a 
problem for s t a b i l i t y  - why is not Soviet a c t iv i ty  in the area 
of countering US heavy boni)ers also in the same category? After 
a l l  heavy bonbers are a very inportant part of the US 
re ta l ia to ry  force - one important leg of the Triad - and I think 
an aspect of the Triad of growing inportance to the Soviet side 
as w ell. So, that is a kind of theore tical problemwhich I wish 
someone would give seme thought to in the course of the 
scholarly work that goes on in th is  area. There is a great deal 
1 could say fu rther , but I w ill  stop here.

G enrikh  Trofim enko

I think that M̂ iat Mr. I f f t  has just said about needing to 
consider the re la t io n  between offensive and defensive systems, 
not only as between m iss iles  and an ti-m iss i les  defences, but 
also as between bombers and a n t i - a i r c r a f t  defences, is 
legitimate and should ce r ta in ly  be considered if  we are to 
examine th is  \<4iole range of questions. In p r inc ip le , however, I 
an unable to agree with the Anerican in te rp re ta tion  of the ir
deployment of an a n t i^ n is s i le  defence system in space, as the 
absence of an arms race. The point is that i t  is ,  of course, 
d i f f ic u l t  to expect anything permanent in th is  world. 
Everything is tenporary. V\ftien I>. Larrabee says MIRVs were a
tetiporary monopoly of the United S ta tes , i t  is obvious that the 
SDI w ill  also be a tenporary monopoly. This tenporary monopoly 
is ,  however, the aim of the United S ta tes, the whole crux of the 
matter being to achieve a d e f in i te  superio rity . If we approach 
the problem philosophically , what does an a t ta ip t  to pursue 9DI 
mean? It is an a ttenpt once again to break away and pursue
superio rity , an a ttenpt that did not succeed for offensive 
weapons, the s ta te  of the a rt  being such that outstripping  is 
impossible. Therefore, let us try  the defence approach. So we 
are now being told by Professor Dougherty and others that if
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only the Soviet Union w ill  follow the same line , i . e .  w ill  also 
turn to the defence approach, a l l  w ill  be w ell. Should, 
however, the Soviet Union conpete in some other way, i t  w ill be 
bad for the Soviet Union, for the world and so on. No one, 
however, denies that th is  is m il i ta ry  competition. Wiat I want 
to ask is whether, given such a philosophy, the competition w ill
cease i f ,  le t us assume, the Soviet liiion encroaches on the
Anerican ground and also proceeds to deploy an an ti-m iss i le  
defence system in space. Will that be the end of the matter? 
When both sides have a system deployed wi 11 i t  a ll  end there? 
Given the Anerican philosophy, a further burst w ill then be 
necessary, because Anerica must always be one stage ahead. It  
is not I A^o say tha t ,  but Dr. Kissinger. There is not, so he 
says, any final destina tion . I have only one thing to add to 
Dr. Kissinger, which is that there is undoubtedly a final 
des tina tion , but i t  is reached a f te r  the end of c iv i l iz a t io n .

If  we continue our r iva lry  with such a philosophy and fa i l  
to destroy the world in th is  round, we shall ce r ta in ly  do so in
the next. Furthermore, if  we do not destroy i t  m i l i t a r i ly ,  we
shall do so ecologically . are to ld  that things were bad
before, that previously there was deterrence through mutual 
assured destruction , but that here there w ill  be mutual assured 
survival or, as M*. Bush puts i t ,  v^at w ill  be under th rea t w il l  
not be hiinan lives ,  but m iss i le s .  VWiat, however, is happening 
to rec iprocity?  Beginning in 1962, or even e a r l ie r ,  in the time 
of NfcNamara, the Anericans lectured us that mutual assured 
destruction  was a wonderfully s ta b i l iz in g  thing, deterrence 
through mutual assured destruction . The Soviet Union is able to 
destroy the United S ta tes , and the Lhited S ta tes is able to 
destroy the Soviet Union, so consequently ideal s t a b i l i ty  
ensues. All that rec ip rocity  only ex is ted , however, M^iile there 
was no real rec iprocity , while there was f i c t i t i o u s  
rec ip roc ity .  The United S ta tes could have destroyed the Soviet 
Union by a f i r s t  s t r ik e ,  and there could no longer have been a 
Soviet r e ta l ia to ry  s t r ik e .  As soon as the Soviet lAiion achieved 
that rec ip roc ity  in the seventies, the Anericans lost in te re s t  
in the concept. Now we are being tempted with mutual assured 
survival, but w ill  i t  not be the same with mutual assured 
survival as i t  was with mutual assured destruction? As soon as 
the Soviet Union has developed i t s  systems, the Anericans wi 11
go fu rther .  But le t us assime, le t us make the hypothetical
assumption that the two sides have deployed these impenetrable
sh ie lds , and that even so there is a fa i lu re  at sane point in 
time and the offensive weapons begin to f i r e  against each other, 
20000 warheads, for exanple. They w i l l ,  however, be impotent, 
powerless, and they w ill a l l  be destroyed and fa l l  to earth
without detonating, a l l  20000 of them. What w ill  happen to the 
world in such a scenario when a ll  20000 warheads have been 
neu tra lized  by the blows of the opposing systems and have a l l  
fa l len  to earth? What w ill  i t  be like? Since Chernobyl i t  is
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easy to imagine what i t  w il l  be like. I t  w il l  be just the same, 
the death of the world by means of these very systons. I t  is 
th is  philosophy of an interminable race that we are opposing.

I t  is a "pretext" to say that i t  is defensive, i t  is 
offensive. For the 40 years up to the present we have also 
str iven  between the defensive and the offensive. Our so-called  
a n t i - a i r c r a f t  systems have also been neutra lized on several 
occasions by various Anerican discoveries, and the la te s t  
Anerican bcraber, "S tealth", is another a ttenpt to overcome the 
a n t i - a i r c r a f t  system. It w il l  be the same with the an ti-m iss i le  
defence system in space. Therefore, unless we re jec t  th is  
philosophy of overtaking each other, we shall be playing a very 
dangerous game with the world. In that respect, we have heard 
many statements here concerning the two superpowers. Wiat I 
want to s ta te  is that one of the superpowers is now saying let 
us be done with th is  philosophy, let us proceed d if fe re n tly ,  
while the other superpower is saying, on d iffe ren t  grounds, no, 
we shall continue.

Naturally , Mr. I f f t  says, we have to leave some systems 
in tac t in case t e r r o r i s t s  should s ta r t  to operate, and Professor 
Dougherty says the same. That, however, is a matter that can be 
agreed upon. V\fe each have 100 an ti-m iss iles  at the present, and 
we might not remove them; to be on the safe side, we might leave 
them against terrorism; and so on. That is no problem, we can 
reach agreement on tha t.  Wiat we do have to reach agreement on, 
however, is the ha lting  of the arms race. Furthermore, there 
must be an end to continuous one-sided in te rp re ta tio n , because 
God knows \^ e re  such in te rp re ta tions  may lead. There is a c lear 
mandate for Soviet-Anerican negotiations to ha lt  the arms race 
on the ground and to prevent i t  in space. The in te rp re ta tion
placed upon that by the Anerican side is that we shall prevent 
an arms race in space i f  the Soviet Union and the United S tates 
together begin to construct an an ti-m iss ile  defence system in 
space, so that there w ill  not be any race. That is the Anerican 
in te rp re ta tion ; i t  is against cannon sense, but nevertheless, i t  
is the in te rp re ta tion .

V\fell, we can go a very long way with such an 
in te rp re ta tion , but I am a fra id  that i f  we now s ta r t  out to 
a rr ive  at a l l  kinds of de ta iled  defin it ions  as to what can be 
done and what cannot, to what extent something can be done and 
Aŝ iat is impossible, we shall increasingly become involved again 
in co ipe tit ion  in space, and even if  i t  is now under more
re s t r ic te d  ru les , we shall nevertheless be involved. V\fe shall 
once again be drawn imperceptibly into a new round of the arms 
race and we shall once again be in terpreting  \s4iat we wrote down 
and \\^at we did not. There nust,  undoubtedly, be a ro le  here
for some sort of in te rp re ta tion , perhaps in the manner referred
to by Professor Rodionov, i . e .  to define what is c lea r ly  
m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  in space, and to es tab lish  some in ternational
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standard. This is m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty ,  and if  you deploy th is  
kind of laser or th is  kind of system you are coimitting an 
infringanent. In short, and in conclusion, I want to say that 
we can ha lt  the arms race on the ground and in space only if  we 
act in co-operation and if  we rea l ize  that neither side w ill  
succeed in tr ick ing  the other, that neither w ill  succeed, to use 
a colloquial Russian word, in swindling, that the only course is 
to act honourably, agreeing on a l l  steps and not permitting a 
further arms race. Wien President Reagan came out against the 
SALT-II Treaty he said that i t s  main defect was that i t  
legalized the arms race rather than prohibiting i t .  Therefore, 
he repudiated the Treaty; he infringed i t .  I do not want at 
th is  point to give an opinion as to ydiether the President was 
correct or incorrect. In prac tice , however, and I am fin ish ing , 
>Â at President Reagan said in Reykjavik was, let us insert the 
same fa ta l  flaw into a new agreement, le t  us ha lt  the arms race 
on the ground but permit i t  in space. Consequently, the 
Anerican position  is contrary to the position of President 
Reagan himself, i f  that position has been correc tly  in terpreted .

* * * * *

Jan  S ic c a n a

I would like to make a b r ie f  ccmnent on Professor 
Dougherty's paper and in addition ask him a question. The 
ccmnent is that his paper is rather anfciguous or perhaps I 
should say vague in i t s  conclusions. On the one hand, and th is  
would be in line with his  advocacy of nucler deterrence of the 
second session, he seems to support only terminal or point 
defences, inproving the invulnerab ili ty  of ICEM's, thus 
s ta b i l iz in g  mutual deterrence. On the other hand, however, 
today he said that space-based defences are worth exploring and 
he even did not ru le  out the d e s i ra b i l i ty  of President Reagan's 
dream to make nuclear weapons impotent and absolete, although he 
said that i t  would take a very long time to convince people that 
th is  fu l ly  pro tec tive  shield would be a desirable objective. 
Ideas about the desired offence/defence mix are important 
because they can stimulate or cut off some reserach on 
development in s tra te g ic  defences in seme d irec tions . This is 
the reason v^y I am not very happy, in fact I am disappointed, 
about the a t t i tu d e  of several west European governments refusing 
to make an evaluation of the s tra te g ic  se t t in g  which is 
desirab le  a f te r  introduction of s tra te g ic  defences by one or 
both sides. Professor Dougherty likewise seems to leave a l l  
options, and in ny view too many options, open in research and 
development. This seems to contradict his suggestion that he 
wants to r e s t r i c t  SDI to terminal defences, improving the 
invu lnerab il i ty  of 1 0 ^ ' s.
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Nty question refe rs  to the consistency, or perhaps i t  is the 
inconsistency, between his remarks on the in s ta b i l i ty  of a 
non-nuclear world he made yesterday and his rather concilia to ry  
a t t i tu d e  towards President Reagan's dream he presented th is  
mDrning. I think he presented the most adverse consequences of 
President Reagan's drean th is  morning. I think the most adverse 
consequences of President Reagan's in i t i a t iv e  for Europe are 
caused by the P res id en t 's  introduction of the norm of 
invu lnerab ili ty . This is a very inportant requirement he has 
introduced. This is new in SDI. Perhaps for the United States 
a high degree of invu lnerab ili ty  is a tta inab le .  For western 
Europe, however, that is impossible. The V\fest Eiiropean a l l i e s  
of the Lbiited S tates w ill  always remain vulnerable to 
conventional warfare, to tanks and a i r c r a f t s .  Those are a much 
greater threa t to Vfestern Europe than SS-20s, 21s, 22s and 23s.
\̂ fe w il l  remain vulnerable to nuclear or conventional 
(non-nuclear) mass destruction and blackmail by the Soviet 
Union. The reason is sinply that the Federal Republic and the 
Benelux do not possess nuclear weapons themselves. If Professor 
Dougherty remains convinced of the d e s i ra b i l i ty  of nuclear 
deterrence, coupling between Anerican and Wfest European security  
requires that u ltim ate ly  Anerican s t ra te g ic  nuclear forces 
should protect Vfestern Europe, I would like to ask him \^ e th e r  
the logic of h is  intervention of yesterday does not d ic ta te  that 
SDI should be re s t r ic te d  to strengthening instead of replacing 
deterrence, in^plying for example that the AB^ Treaty should be 
maintained (at the maximum of s t ra te g ic  defences such that you 
protect some ICBVl f ie ld s ;  furthermore for example I C ^ 's  should 
be de-MIRV'ed). So the question is \^e th e r  he s t i l l  adheres to 
the trad i t io n a l  nuclear deterrence doctrine, requiring that 
r e ta l ia to ry  means are invulnerable but soc ie ties  remain 
vulnerable, or that he supports Reagan's version of SDI.

Alexei Arbatov

I should like to comient on some of the sta tenents made at 
th is  session. F i r s t ly ,  i t  was said that what the SDI progranme 
was intended to be had changed; that previously astrodomes had 
been envisaged, but that now the defence of s tra teg ic  forces is 
envisaged, or le t us say that there are a l te rn a t iv e  tasks facing 
th is  programie. Analysis of the specific  pro jects  being 
developed shows that aims of th is  kind do not rea lly  
s ig n if ican tly  affec t the progranme, i f  we consider the 
appropriations and d is tr ib u t io n  of funds among separate blocks 
of programnes and experiments in the next eight years up to 
1995. IVbst of the pro jects  are s t i l l  intended for means of 
surveillance in space, for target tracking and in terception, to 
a large extent using space based new physical p rincip les . In
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1988, for example, only two of the 14 experiments that are to be 
carr ied  out under the SDI progrannE can be c la s s i f ie d  as 
concerned with defence or hard point objects of the s t ra te g ic  
forces. Greatly stre tch ing  the point a th ird  may be included. 
Consequently, no more than three of the 14 are thus concerned; 
the others are intended to develop technology for large scale 
t e r r i t o r i a l  m ultilayered defense with space elements.

Turning now to the stataiient of N/t. If f t  that the lAiited 
S ta tes is opposed to the development of offensive space
weapons. The point is tha t ,  should the arms race be carr ied  
into space, i t  would be very d i f f i c u l t ,  to a l l  in tents  and 
purposes, to discriminate between an offensive and defensive 
weapon system, and even to discriminate between an an ti-m iss i le  
system and some others. 1 an no longer speaking about the 
underlying s tra te g ic  reason for a l l  th is ,  about the fact that an 
an ti-m iss i le  defensive system can be used for offensive 
purposes, to protect against a r e ta l ia to ry  s t r ik e  of the other 
s ide. Even from the purely technical point of view, i t  w il l  be 
very hard to d i f fe re n t ia te .

Mt. I f f t  went on to say that the United S tates was against 
an arms race in space, and for the jo in t development of
an ti-m iss i le  systems in space. Such a formulation of the 
question seems to me to be a very great s im plif ica tion . I t  is
d i f f i c u l t  to believe that jo in t  a c t iv i ty  of th is  kind would be
possible; f i r s t  of a l l ,  there is no shareable secret in the 
sphere of an ti-m iss i le  systems in space, nor in offensive 
s t ra te g ic  arms. What e x is ts  is the t o ta l i ty  of a huge amount of 
varied technology and devices, and to share them with the other 
side would above a l l  help that side to take countermeasures. In 
addition, I s ta te  that the Soviet Union does not need the United 
S tates to share secre ts  of that kind. \ ^ r e  we suddenly to 
decide to c rea te  such an an ti-m iss i le  defence system, i t  would 
be qu ite  a d if fe ren t  one from that of the United S ta tes , i f  only 
because our s t ra te g ic  s i tu a t io n  is quite  d if fe re n t .  The 
s t ra te g ic  forces of the United S tates d i f fe r  quite  appreciably 
from ours, and we are threatened not only by the s t ra te g ic  
m iss i le s  of the United S ta tes but by other nuclear systems. V\fe 
have to bear in mind that there cannot be a universal and 
u ltim ate  an ti-m iss i le  defence; such defence w ill be ta i lo red  to 
s t r i c t l y  determined weapon systems. There is a great d ifference 
even in whether you re ly , le t  us say, on an ti-m iss i le  system in 
space against 100^ and SL0^ using a so lid -fueled  or 
liqu id-fueled  engines.

But the most important point is that the Soviet Union is 
reso lu te ly  taking a d if fe ren t  approach. Should the United 
S ta tes  c rea te  an an ti-m iss i le  defence system with elements is 
space, our response w ill  be asymnetrical. V\fe do not intend to 
c rea te  an an ti-m iss i le  system in space, and our response w ill  be 
given more rapidly and at less cost.  These are no id le  words.
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The point is that the SDI rea l ly  does enJxxiy one fundanental 
paradox. The SDI seaningly contains the seeds of i t s  own 
inpotence, because most of the p ro jec ts  being developed under 
that programtie, including weapons depend on new physical 
p rinc ip les .  If  they are developed also by the other side, they 
can be used against elements of an ti-m iss i le  defence in space. 
They may, however, be developed far more rapidly, at a lesser 
cost, and more e ffec tiv e ly .  In that context there are a nutxfcer 
of objective  fac ts  in astrodynamics, in the functioning of a 
d irec ted  energy weapons, that favour the side wishing to counter 
an ti-m iss i le  defence.

In conclusion, I wish to conment on the idea that 
anti-fliissile  defence in space would be needed even in a world 
frcm which b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les  had been eliminated, i . e .  in case 
of cheating, or against some other powers, or against 
t e r r o r i s t s .  This seems tome the most improbable of a l l  the 
myths thought up around the s t ra te g ic  defence in i t i a t iv e ,  
because should the an ti-m iss i le  systems of the two sides remain 
in space, even i f  they are very limited they w ill be, above a l l ,  
powerful Aweapons against each other. Dr. I^dionov has already 
spoken about that here. Besides i t  is quite  d i f f ic u l t  to break 
an agreement and once again produce b a l l i s t i c  m issiles  against 
which the an ti-m iss i le  defence is intended. B a l l i s t i c  m iss i les  
are the most costly , cap ita l  intensive delivery vehicles for 
nuclear warheads. If somebody wanted to break such an 
agreement, or i f  t e r r o r i s t s  decided to acquire nuclear weapons, 
the very last thing they would do, would be to develop or 
acquire b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les .  I t  would be as d i f f ic u l t  for 
t e r r o r i s t s  to crea te  b a l l i s t i c  m issiles  as to build  an atomic 
power p lan t. I t  therefore  seems to me that more sophisticated 
means of guarding against the v io la t ion  of an agreement of that 
kind would be needed in a world without b a l l i s t i c  m iss i les ,  
s t ra te g ic  forces and nuclear weapons.

* * * * *

IDavid Bnery

There are a few points made by previous speakers during 
th is  session that 1 think need some rejoinder. F i r s t  of a l l  le t 
me say, that although most of the presentations I found to be 
very in te res ting  and very thoughtful, there have been a few 
camients and some tone which I personally feel somewhat less 
than helpful. F i r s t  of a l l ,  we have heard a considerable amount 
of gloom and doom expressed by some including Arfjassador Karpov 
to the extent that i t  is not like ly  that we w ill  be able to 
achieve an agreement, that i t  is a long way o ff ,  that there are 
obstacles and the like and I think our side would prefer to be
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op tim is tic .  I think we would prefer to assume that the United 
Sta tes and the Soviet Union between them have enough goodwrill 
and enough ccmnon sense to overccme even d i f f i c u l t  philosophical 
and other obstacles which we a l l  recognize stand in the way when 
there are disagreements of great inportance. But for our part 
we believe that agreements in INF and START and even in space 
and defence are possible if  we are w illing  to consider the ideas 
of each side and give them due consideration and re f le c t  fu lly  
on the seriousness and the merit of the arguments themselves. 
Second, 1 must regret what I consider to be a rather f ran t ic  
a ttack  on US motives that we heard from
Mr. Trofimenko. I am cer ta in  that he feels very strongly about 
the differences between his  country and mine on the matter of 
deterrence, but I have to underscore that we have no in tention 
of seeking m il i ta ry  superio rity  over the Soviet Union. Those 
days are gone and 1 think that any reasonable person in the 
United S ta tes or in the Soviet Union recognizes that for e ithe r  
side to seek m il i ta ry  superio rity  is to proceed down a very 
dangerous road. I think both the Lhited S ta tes and the Soviet 
Union have overcome some old biases and some old inclinations 
and that I think has been very much underscored by the progress 
that General-Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan have made 
in recent meetings, and by the fact that both sides have been
able to agree in p rincip le  on deep reductions to proceed as we 
have, qu ite  a way down the road toward an INF agreement. It 
seems to me that we ought not to simply use a f ran t ic  statement 
and a ttacks of that kind on the motives and the intent in the 
purpose of e i th e r  the s tra tegy of the East or the stra tegy  of 
the ^ ^ s t  Â iien in fact we are closer now in opinion than we 
have been in many years in putting many of these d ifferences 
behind us and reaching out to that goal that has eluded us for 
real agreement that in fact can make the world sa fer . Vfell, 
enough of th a t .  I do not want to dwell on the points of
contention. But I would like to make a couple of points on 
sp ec if ic  issues yiiich I think are important.

As I said we have no aggressive intentions towards the 
Soviet Union. Vfe do not seek m il i ta ry  superio rity  and we feel 
very strongly that both sides have proven the fact that they
have been able to go beyond those old ideas with the w illingness 
to s i t  down seriously  in Geneva and Reykjavik and other places 
to discuss these m atters . As Mr. I f f t  has mentioned, we do not 
intend to v io la te  the AMB agreement in the process of developing 
our ideas on s t ra te g ic  defence. are now following what we
believe to be correct in the broadly understood in te rp re ta tion  
or I should say a widely understood in te rp re ta tion  of the fi&A 
Treaty, and we do not intend by s ligh t of hand or by tr icky
words or clever in te rp re ta tions  to v io la te  the purpose of that 
agreement at least un til  such time as we have had an opportunity 
to s i t  down with our Soviet colleagues and debate the v^ole 
m atter of offence and defence and s t ra te g ic  defence very, very 
thoroughly. And that brings me to the final point which I want
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to make. There has been a lot of tolng and froing in 
discussions today about d ire  consequences and black motives 
a t t r ib u te d  to the United S ta tes with respect to the s t ra te g ic  
defence in i t i a t iv e .  But we believe that the time has come for 
the Lhited S tates and the Soviet Union to seriously  discuss the 
questions of space and defence. V\fe regret that that serious
discussion has not happened today. V\fe think there is every 
reasonable need for representatives at the expert level and
p o l i t ic a l  level in both countries to s i t  down and thoroughly
understand vvdiere the future of th is  technology is going to lead 
us. As much as we may wish, th is  technology is not simply going 
to evaporate and f ly  away. I t  is with us, as nuclear weapons 
are with us and as we go into the 21st century and beyond there 
w ill  be other technologies as w ell, that we as people in a
technical age must learn to understand and manage. The best way 
to guarantee the survival of our society is not simply to rely  
on the old ideas of th rea t,  of annih ila tion  but instead to reach 
out beyond those th rea ts  to the p o ss ib i l i ty  of using maybe for 
the f i r s t  time in h is to ry  our technological c ap a b il i t ie s  and our 
in te l le c t  to make the world safer. If  we develop the means to 
manage the goal for s tra te g ic  defence technology, i f  Awe have a
way of understanding i t s  implications for arms control and
s t a b i l i ty  and m il i ta ry  balance or deterrence, then I think we
have a hope of turning that technology as i t  grows to our 
advantage rather than to our danger. And that is rea l ly  the 
heart of President Reagan's concept of S tra teg ic  Defence
In i t ia t iv e .  I t  is not some means to gain seme tenporary or
ephemeral advantage in m il i ta ry  m atters, but instead to learn 
for the f i r s t  time the managing of technology before i t  manages 
us. If we had taken that course of action in the la te  1940s, 
with respect to nuclear weapons, and I am speaking of the Baruch 
Plan we may have found ourselves in a much d iffe ren t  s i tu a tion  
with respect to nuclear technologies than we are in today. But 
here is an opportunity for us to reach out beyond our fears and 
our baises to develop ways to manage our future rather than to 
allow these technologies to manage us as they evolve.

* * * * *

Rikhi Jaipal

I am not going to speak about the Anerican dream or the 
Russian nightmare, I am duly inpressed by both, but I am going 
to speak about Indian sceptician. I seem to sense among the 
various pa rtic ipan ts  two d iffe ren t  a t t i tu d es  of mind or two 
contradictory syndrcmes. One prefers to maintain peace through 
radical measures of disarmament subject to v e r i f ic a t io n ,  while 
the other Avould rather maintain peace on the basis of nuclear 
deterrence. The former is regarded by some as utopian Mdiile the 
l a t te r  is considered by others as p rac tica l and in keeping with
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the quest for further knowledge through science and technology.

To paraphrase T.S. E l io t t ,  I hope that we shall not lose 
our wisdom in the pursuit of new knowledge. I am refe rr ing  in 
pa r t icu la r  to the SDI Programne which is at present a research 
programie. As I see i t ,  we have so far had the sword of 
Democles hanging over our heads and if  the SDI becomes feasib le , 
we may then acquire in addition the shield of Damocles. I am 
not sure \^ e th e r  th is  w ill  increase the prospects of world peace 
or enhance the r isks  of war.

Professor Dougherty's advice to the Soviet Union seems to 
be to balance defence with defence, which, i f  I am not mistaken 
would mean that the Soviet Union should also acquire i t s  own 
shield of Etemocles. Now if  the objective of the current 
negotiations is to reduce subs tan tia l ly  the nuclear arsenals of 
both during the remaining years of th is  century, why then 
develop an expensive shield against rapidly diminishing levels 
of m iss i le s  with nuclear weapons. Are shields to be used to 
deter other shields •ŵ ien there is nothing e lse  to deter? Wiat
d is tu rbs me p a r t icu la r ly  is the s ta r t l in g  conclusion of
Professor Dougherty in the las t  sentence of h is  paper, that the 
p o l i t ic a l  campaign for disarmament w ill  fuel the drive for the 
SDI. I was rather under the impression that the presence of 
large offensive m iss i les  was the reason for the SDI programne, 
and not the campaign for nuclear disarmament.

But having said tha t,  i t  seems to me, however, that in any
case the SDI w ill  go forward, because there is a fa ta l
fascination with the challenges of science and the vision of 
peace through deterrence frcm space. There has been a good deal
of support here for the policy of nuclear deterrence. I
personally have no objection to deterrence as such. For that
has been the law for the survival of man since the beginning of
his  h is to ry . But, when the means of deterrence threatens to 
wipe out mankind as a whole, is i t  not then time to look for 
other non-military means of preserving peace? I say th is  
because the only occasion when the nuclear weapon was e ffec tive  
was when i t  was actually  used against Japan. That ended the war 
and i t  also had the e ffec t of making Japan renounce nuclear 
weapons. Since then the effectiveness of nuclear deterrence has 
not rea l ly  been tes ted .

V\fe may say and we have been saying so to ourselves that 
peace in Europe has been preserved by the nuclear de te rren t. I 
should like  to think that i t  is the good sense and wisdom of the 
peoples and leaders of eastern and western Eiirope that has 
preserved peace rather than the nuclear de te rren t.  In other 
words, l ike  beauty deterrence is in the eyes of the beholder. 
And as you know, the beholder is never going to t e l l  you v(^at i t  
is that w il l  deter him. If deterrence is put to the te s t ,  I am
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a fra id  that I t  may fa l l  more often than not. For that Is the 
lesson that I learn from the h is to ry  of mankind.

ic if ic ic ic

James Dougherty

I thank Aifcassador Jalpal for his calm words of wisdom to 
us v4ilch we should take to heart .  Coming to Professor 
Troflmenko's remarks, I t  seems to he that he Is not talking 
about deterrence. 1 agree with some of your analysis, Henry, 
but the two Superpowers (or at least each other and our a l l i e s )  
did se l l  the world on deterrence, and now you sean to be talking 
about something e lse .  You are talking mainly not about 
deterrence and the outbreak of war. The United S tates up to now 
has re l ied  upon offensive c ap a b il i t ie s  for deterrence, but the 
Anerlcan people have become Increasingly morally repelled by the 
concept of threatening populations in order to maintain peace. 
The Anerlcan people do not want to continue p iling  up arsenals 
of offensive weapons and we have been slowing down the 
development of offensive c a p a b i l i t ie s .  Vis do not want to keep 
threatening populations. V\fe are becoming more In terested  in 
sh if t in g  the basis of deterrence from the threat of assured 
destruction to a more hopeful stra tegy of assured survival for 
our own Society and for Yours as w ell. As I pointed out in my 
report, SDl has had the e ffec t  of danplng Congressional
enthusiasm both for and Midgetmen.

What w ill  be needed in the future is a new type of
deterrence which would be strong at high levels of offensive 
weapons and would become even stronger as you go down the ladder 
of the offensive weapons c ap a b il i t ie s  into an 
offens 1ve/defensive mix. The United States ce r ta in ly  has no 
intention of procuring s t ra te g ic  defence in order to go to war, 
or to s t r iv e  for any kind of superio rity .

As for Professor Siccama's comnent, I adnit that ny
ambiguity actually  crossed ny mind yesterday when I made that 
intervention. The tran s it io n  wl 11 be d i f f i c u l t .  Q'ound based 
and k in e t ic  energy systems in the short term can enhance 
deterrence by Increasing the uncertainty in the minds of
potentia l agressors as to which f i r s t - s t r i k e  warheads could ever 
penetrate to th e ir  ta rg e ts .  But the inportant point is to
convince ourselves that the move to the new regime should be
slow, gradual and non-provocative over a f a i r ly  long period of
time - 10 or 15 or 20 years. There must be no sudden un ila te ra l
Increment of capab ili ty  on one side or the other which would 
provide an occasion for a pre-enptive attack by e ithe r  side, 
e i th e r  by one side thinking i t  could s t r ik e  the adversary before 
the l a t t e r  could take advantage of i t s  own defence or by the
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l a t t e r  thinking i t  could take advantage of i t s  defence to s t r ik e  
f i r s t  and blunt a re ta l ia to ry  blow. As the level of offensive 
weapons goes down, the world p o l i t ic a l  climate, we hope, would 
improve measurably. Disarmament might then begin to look 
p o l i t i c a l ly  feasib le . I am not sure that defence w ill  work at 
the present high levels of offensive weapons. 1 am not even 
sure i t  wi 11 work at 50 per cen t , or 40 or 30 per cen t . But if  
we could ever negotiate down to 20 per cent or an even lower 
level of f in i t e  deterrence then space defence against an a l l -o u t  
attack  might begin to look more highly e ffec tive  and feas ib le ,  
m i l i t a r i l y  and economically. S tra teg ic  defence w ill become more 
p o l i t i c a l ly  desirab le  and s t ra te g ic a l ly  essen tia l  to provide a 
guarantee of security  in a disarming environment. As the point 
is approached at which the surprise  attack which has h i th e r to  
been deterred  might once again become thinkable, governments and 
th e ir  peoples, not only in the United S tates but elsewhere, w ill  
begin to demand defence. It was prec ise ly  that fear of 
reintroducing the incentive for aggression at low arms levels 
\ndiich made the plans for general and complete disarmanent in the 
period 1959-1962 s t i l lb o rn .  If progress is to be made toward 
to ta l  nuclear disarmament in the next century — and there are 
causes for doubt and scepticism even about th a t ,  as expressed by 
the la te  Harrison Brown, who said that a f te r  building up our 
c a p a b i l i t ie s  in offensive weapons for 40 years, perhaps i t  w ill  
take more than 10 or 15 years to get r id  of them and to bring 
about the new p o l i t ic a l  s truc tu res  needed for security  
s t ra te g ic  defence w ill  become a p rerequ is i te  hedge against the 
p o ss ib l i ty  of cheating on disarmament or of breaking out of i t s  
consta in ts  and enfcarking upon a course of rearmament. I t  w il l  
also provide a hedge against both nuclear and conventional 
m is s i le s ,  and against the danger of an accidental launch. The 
dangers of accident w ill  not disappear once we begin the 
disarming process and the level of apprehension and fear might 
even become greater. Not the canpaign for disarmament but the 
actual process of disarmament w il l  fuel the drive for s t ra te g ic  
defence among many nations as an in5)erative of national security  
in the year 2000 and beyond.

* * * * *

P ie r re  Marel

Je fera i quelques remarques ponctuelles a p a r t i r  de la 
discussion. D'abord je note que sur l ' id 6 e  d'agence sp a t ia le  ou 
d ’agence de s a t e l l i t e s  de contr61e, on peut t i r e r  de la 
discussion l ' id 6 e  q u 'i l  y a p lusieurs modules possibles. Je ne 
I 'a v a is  pas c i t6 e  ce matin, mais effectivement 11 y a aussi la 
proposition d 'organisation  mondiale de I ’espace venant de 
I'Union sovifetique. II me sent>le que c 'e s t  un projet qui a une 
tout au tre  dimension, et qui pose un problSme de re p a r t i t io n  des
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ccnp6tences: 1§, les choses sont encore loin d ’Stre  c la l re s .
J 'ava is  essay6 de p a r t i r  d'un point de vue concret, d ’une
fonction limit6e qui est  c e l le  de la v e r i f ic a t io n ,  parce que, 
manifestenient, i l  y a un intSrSt accru pour les probl&nes de 
v 6 rif ica tio n . II me senijle certes  d i f f i c i l e  d'envisager dSjS la 
moindre a c t iv i ty  en matiSre d ’agence de v e r i f ic a t io n  sans un
minimum de support juridique. Nfeis l*id6e d'une organisation 
mondiale de I 'espace presuppose a fo r t io r i  un ordre juridique 
qui est  encore bien loin d ’e tre  a notre portee, me sen±)le-t-i1. 
Si nous arrivons dejS a fa i re  quelques pas lim ites e t bien
d e fin is ,  ce cera un premier succSs. II me semble done que, pour 
les p ro je ts  de type AIEA, 1'experience d*ai1leurs le montre, i l  
faut s'appuyer d'abord sur un cadre juridique su ff isan t ,  ce qui 
n 'e s t  pas le cas. C 'est  encore plus net pour I ' id ee  d ’un corps 
mondial d ’ inspecteurs en matiSre spa tia le .  Un certa in  ncmbre de 
prealables sont necessaires. A cet egard, il me semble que 
1'oc tro i de I ’ imnunite aux s a t e l l i t e s  des pays t ie r s  par les
deux plus grandes puissances sera dans ce processus 
d 'organisation  un tes t  de c re d ib i l i t e  sur le degre de
cooperation des grandes puissances. Je cro is  que c e t te  idee 
m6rite que I 'on s 'y  arrS te .

Dans 1 ' intervention de M. I n t r i 1igator, j ' a i  note la
reference § une 4dme in te rp re ta tion  de I'lDS, c e t te  idee d'une 
cooperation sovieto-am6ricaine contre les accidents, les 
attaques de pays t ie r s  ou de t e r ro r i s te s .  Je ne peux m’emp6cher 
de rappeler qu’ i l  y a S cela  une sorte  d ’origine, § savoir 
1'accord Nixon-Brejnev de 1973, qui essayait de t r a i t e r  un f)eu 
ce genre d'hypothSses dans une logique de s t a b i l i t e  nucieaire . 
Cela d i t ,  c ’est un accord qui a garde un caract§re 
essentiellement po lit ique  et assez conjoncturel, et qui a aussi 
souleve un certa in  ncmbre d ’ inquietudes, dans la mesure oil i l  
tendait § conferer aux Etats-Lftiis et A 1’Union sovietique un 
rdle, je  d ira i  de gendarme ou de tuteur: c 'e s t  ce qu’on a appeie 
le condominiun. En tout cas, si I ’on va vers une t e l l e  
in te rp re ta tion , i l  est bien evident que cela  suppose de la part 
des deux grandes puissances un accord assez fondemental sur le
fonctionnement de toute une logique, c e l le  de la defense
stra tegique, et je  cro is  que ce que nous avons entendu dans le 
debat montre bien qu’ il y a des etapes encore considerables a 
franchir.

J 'en  viens a la remarque de M. I f f t  disant que la position 
des Etats-Unis est bien de p a r t i r  du t r a i t e  fi&A ccmne base pour 
a rr ive r  a un nouvel accord. Soit, t e l l e  est sans doute 
1 ' intention; mais je constate que si i 'an ti i t ion  d 'a r r iv e r  § un 
tel accord ex is te  , les desaccords sur le fond restent te ls  que 
la seule p o s s ib i l i te ,  sen i5 le-t-i1, pour les Etats-Unis et 
I'LRSS, est  pour le moment, de precher § 1'au tre  sa propre
v e r i te .  Revenant a mon expose i n i t i a l ,  je plaiderai pour un
depassement de ces philosophies con trad ic to ires , qui s 'excluent 
mutuellement, et pour un traitement des probl0mes concrets et
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imn&diats qui inpliquent une reflexion sur les probldnes de 
defense spa t ia le ,  bien sQr, mais pas sur la seule philosophie de 
la defense sp a t ia le .  Tant qu’on en res te ra  & la philosophie de 
la defense spa tia le  ou a la philosophie de la d6nucl6arisation, 
on sera d ’accord pour fa ire  un trds beau conminiqu6, ccrnne le 
ccnnnniqu6 de Gendve de janvier 1985 ou de novembre 1985 ou le 
ccninuniqu6 de Reykjavik d ’octobre 1986, mais on n ' i r a  pas 
au-del§. On reprendra ensuite  ces d6bats philosophiques 
auxquels nous avons d ro i t ,  qui ne mSnent nulle pa rt ,  en tous cas 
jusqu'S maintenant. 11 y a des scenarios interm&diaires, des 
besoins concrets, des contra intes technologiques qui pennettent, 
d ’une faQon ou d'une autre , et ce n 'e s t  Svidemnent pas S nous de 
donner le d e ta i l ,  le dSpassement de ces querelles d 'ordre 
th6ologique, pu isqu 'e l les  reposent sur 1'exclusion des 
conceptions de 1'au tre  e t ne se rSfSrent pas directement a la 
r6 a l i t6 .

S 'ag issant de c e t te  dimension th6orique qui a 6t6 u t i l i s 6 e  
a p lusieurs reprises dans le d6bat, il  est vrai que 1' on 
constate  une sorte  de p r ise  de conscience aux Etats-Ltais, le 
Professeur Dougherty s 'y  r6 f6 ra i t ,  et de la part de la d irec tion  
sovi6tique, plusieurs intervenants I 'on t soulign6. IVfais toute 
la question est  q u ' i l  ne s 'a g i t  pas sinplement d'une question de 
philosophie. II ne s 'a g i t  pas seulement de s 'en  prendre a ce 
que I 'on  a appel6 l 'id6o log ie  nucl6aire. Qui defend 
" l 'id 6 o lo g ie  nuclSaire"? Sflrement pas les europ6ens; ce qui les 
intferesse et ce qui les concerne, c 'e s t  le fa i t  nucldaire, c 'e s t  
que c e t te  so i-d isan t id6ologie nuclSaire qui appartiendrait au 
passS, e l l e  est dans les f a i t s ,  dans les m i l l ie r s  de t6 tes 
nucl6aires qui sont braqu6es, contre 1'Europe, et braqu6es 
contre 1'a u tre  super puissance bien sflr, mais contre 1'Europe 
aussi, q u ' i l  y a i t  accord INF ou pas. C 'est la qu 'est  le vrai 
problSne. PlutOt que de prendre I'Exirope corane point 
d 'app lica tion  in i t i a l  de l ' id6o log ie  an ti-nucl6aire , je crois 
q u ' i l  y a un premier examen et un pranier d6bat sur les syst§mes 
des super puissances. C 'est bien beau de d ire  que les 
declarations et les ouvrages du lVbr6chal Sokolovsky, les 
declarations du Mar6chal Oechko, les declarations du Nfer6chal 
Ustinov sont periraSs, mais le systSne q u ' i l s  ont mis en place 
es t  toujours la, sera la encore trSs longtemps, et a bien des 
egards, si je  puis une fois de plus m'exprimer en tant 
qu'europSen, c 'e s t  ce qui nous intSresse. Tant que les deux 
grandes puissances n'auront pas r6gl6 le problfime de leur 
sur-capacite , le problSme de leur redondance, dSvelopper des 
concepts de denuclearisation de 1'Europe re s te ra  a mon avis une 
operation de pure et simple po lit ique .

•k ic ie if  ic
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Stanislav  Rpdionov

I think that everything that we have heard in th is  session 
may be sunned up very b r ie f ly .  Almost a l l  speakers have
stressed  the importance of re ta in ing  the ABM Treaty and that 
seems to nas to be very s ign if ican t .  I t  is also inportant to
eliminate the uncerta in ties  and ani>iguities that have pers is ted  
in the text of the Treaty i t s e l f ,  or rather not in the tex t ,  not 
in the l e t t e r  but in the s p i r i t  of the Treaty. That was \^ y  I 
spoke about our a c t iv i ty ,  the a c t iv i ty  of experts from various
countries in an unoffic ia l capacity looking for ways of 
eliminating these uncerta in tie s .  M  you are a l l  aware, IVfr. 
Gorbachev proposed, in a meeting with Mr. Shultz and a group of 
Anerican congressmen in i ^ r i l ,  that experts fran  our countries 
should meet and discuss what constitu tes  research, what is
permitted in space and vAiat is prohibited. However, the 
o f f ic ia l  Anerican reply, as has been confirmed by the statement 
of Mr. I f f t ,  was that these matters would not be discussed, that 
the tinB was not thought to be r igh t.  Nevertheless, we Soviet 
s c ie n t is t s  and our Anerican colleagues w ill continue to meet and 
we shall work out a s c ie n t i f ic a l ly  based point of view. The 
laws of physics are the same for the USSR and the USA, and there 
is no point in arguing against them. In the final analysis, I 
am convinced that our a c t iv i ty  is necessary and useful both for 
the Soviet Union and for the Lfciited States of Anerica.

•k ic ic -k ic
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RERKr

THE FICHIBITICN ( F  QtMICAL /^ D  NEGOTIATICNS
TO PRODUCE /N  APPRCPRIAIE INreRN«a’ICN4L  CCNVENriCN

Ck’ig o ry  B erdennikov

The problem that is the subject of ny statement - the
prohibition of chemical weapons and negotiations to produce an 
appropriate in ternational convention - a t t r a c t s  far less
a tten tion , for quite  understandable reasons, that do, let us
say, the problems of a reduction of s tra te g ic  offensive
armaments or the prevention of the arms race in space. In that
context, I especially  appreciate the fact that the prohibition 
of chemical weapons w ill  be a subject of our conference.

i ^ a r t  from the fact that the aim of the negotiations on
the prohibition of chemical weapons is the universal prohibition
and destruction of a \^*ole c lass of weapons of mass destruction, 
they are also of inportance because they are negotiations in 
which the f i r s t  contemporary m u lt i la te ra l  convention in the 
disarmament f ie ld  with provision for s t r i c t  and e ffec tive
control over fu lfillm ent is being worked out. Mich pioneering
work in the f ie ld  of disarmament is being accomplished in the
drafting  of the convention. V\feiys of solving questions and 
handling problems are being found that I am confident may be 
benefic ia lly  employed in future negotiations on other aspects of 
the lim itation of armaments and disarmament. History has so
arranged things that the pattern  for n u l t i l a t e r a l  solution of
the in tr ic a te  problems of disarmanent is being worked out in
re la tio n  to the prohibition of chemical weapons.

With that in mind, 1 should like to acquaint you with the 
s ta te  of the negotiations, to give you our assessment of the 
stage now reached in the d rafting  of a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, and b r ie f ly  to ou tline  the
problems s t i l l  to be resolved in the negotiations.

In our judgement, a convention on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons can be concluded in the near future (early 1988 
is now the most frequently mentioned time), provided that a l l  
s ta te s  taking part in the negotiations manifest the p o l i t ic a l
w ill for agreement and do not crea te  any a r t i f i c i a l  obstacles. 
Our view is based on an analysis of the s ta te  of the 
negotiations, An̂ at has already been achieved, and Aniiat s t i l l  
remains to be done.

Wiat is the actual s i tua tion  that has developed in the
negotiations at th is  time? V\fe support the widely-held view that 
the turning point in the negotiations came in 1986, vidien the
Soviet Union proposed a series  of in i t ia t iv e s  one a f te r  the
other in development of the programne that i t  had put forward on
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the 15th of January 1986 to r id  mankind of nuclear and chemical 
weapons before the end of the century.

The set of oKasures proposed i n ^ r i l  1986 provided for a 
rapid conmencement to the destruction of chonical weapons, a 
ha lt  to the operation of in s ta l la t io n s  for the ir  production, and 
th e ir  e rad ica tion  under s t r i c t  in ternational control. 
Thereafter, in October of last year, the USSR made proposals in 
the negotiations to remove obstacles preventing solution of a 
conplicated question impeding the course of the negotiations - 
the question of how to ensure that chemical weapons were not 
produced by p riva te  industry. The Soviet proposal made 
provision for d iffe ren t  systems for monitoring the production of 
the d iffe ren t  categories of chemical substances, depending on 
the ir  threa t to the purposes of the convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

In February of th is  year, the Soviet Delegation to the
Conference on Disarmament presented a nunt>er of new proposals 
and argiments. I t  was proposed that each s ta te  p a rt ic ipa ting  in 
the Conference should declare a l l  i t s  stocks of chemical weapons 
within 30 days fran  the date of entry into force of a 
convention, indicating the ir  location and the ir  contents, should 
ensure th e ir  closing, with the establishment of systematic 
in ternational o n -s i te  inspection, in ter a l i a  by the continuous 
use of instrunents, including telemonitoring, to monitor stocks 
of such weapons, and should not permit such stocks to be moved 
other than for the purpose of the ir  destruction . Rapid 
agreement on the provisions of the convention dealing with 
stocks of chemical weapons, the ir  declaration and th e ir  
destruction has therefore become a p o ss ib i l i ty .  In addition, we 
have declared i t  to be our premise that a l l  chemical weapons 
should be subject to destruction , and not to reworking. There 
seems to be agreement on that question.

These steps have enabled the negotiations to be rad ica lly  
speeded up. During the spring 1987 session important agreements 
were reached on, in ter  a l ia ,  the monitoring of chemical weapon 
stockpiles and the liquidation of f a c i l i t i e s  for weapon 
manufacture. In addition, de fin it ion  of what would be regarded 
under the convention as a f a c i l i ty  producing chemical weapons is 
also a question that is close to solution, the means for the
destruction  of f a c i l i t i e s  have largely been agreed, and so on.
Considerable progress has been made towards solution of the 
important problem of not allowing the production of chemical 
weapons under the guise of camiercial a c t iv i ty .  Concepts have 
been developed for the categories of chemicals to be subject to 
monitoring. L is ts  of the substances concerned, and systems for 
the ir  r e s t r i c t io n  and control worked out. The approach adopted 
was to occasion the minimun inconvenience to the development of 
the chemical industry, wAiile at the same time providing the 
part ic ipan ts  in the convention with the confidence that i t  w ill  
be adhered to and that no one w ill  produce chemical weapons.
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Even so, we have to recognize that the a t t i tu d e  of seme 
s ta te s  that do not have chemical weapons, but do have a 
developed chemical industry, is causing d i f f ic u l t i e s  for the 
negotiations. Those countries fear that a convention w ill  
r e s t r i c t  the ir  ccnmercial a c t iv i ty .

Their fears sean groundless, especially  considering that 
the prohibition of chemical weapons w ill c rea te  b e tte r  
conditions for the development of chemistry for peaceful 
purposes, and for extensive in ternational co-operation in that 
sphere. That seems to be understood by many of the pa rt ic ipan ts  
in the negotiations. I have heard the opinion expressed by 
various people, including some from business c i r c le s ,  that the 
chemical industry is used to s ta te  regulation and to 
inspections, and that in ternational inspections w ill not crea te  
new insurmountable obstacles. That seems a correct approach.

I t  is well understood in the Soviet Lftiion that the fa te  of 
a convention is not decided exclusively at the negotiating 
tab le , but is largely dependent on the climate in which the 
negotiations take place and on the confidence of the 
part ic ipan ts  in the negotiations regarding the intentions of the 
partners. Here we consider that quite  a lot remains to be 
done. For our p a rt ,  we are taking confidence-buiIding steps 
aimed at d ispe lling  the m is trus t  of the \/\fest towards us.

I reca ll that cessation of the manufacture of chemical 
weapons by the USSR was announced during Mr. Gorbachev's v i s i t  
to Czechoslovakia. Our leader also reported that the erection 
of a special plant to destroy the stocks of chemical weapons had 
been ccranenced in the Soviet Uiion. Wien that plant is 
operational, rapid inplementation of chemical disarmament w ill  
be possible once the convention has been concluded.

In that context 1 wish to point out that our actions deal 
with the material aspect of the m atter. That r e f le c ts  our 
assessment that there is a real prospect of a convention being 
concluded in the near future.

Although i t  is by no means ny intention to use the 
platform of th is  conference for a controversy with Anerican 
colleagues, 1 cannot re fra in  from the ccnment that we do not as 
yet see a reciprocal asp ira tion  on the part of the United S tates 
to c rea te  the climate of confidence conducive to the most rapid 
agreement of the convention. The facts speak for themselves: 
we ha lt  the production of chemical weapons; the lAiited S ta tes , 
conversely, prepares for the fu l l- s c a le  production of a new kind 
of such a weapon. (That, however, is not quite  accurate, 
because the United States is already producing a 155mi shell 
with a binary chemical charge, and is taking steps towards the 
manufacture of a chemical bonij for a i r c ra f t  and a m iss ile  
warhead). France has also recently  announced plans to begin the
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production of chanical weapons. That is ,  of course, bound to 
have an adverse e ffec t on the climate in which the negotiations 
are taking place, making i t  d i f f ic u l t  for the negotiating
p a r t ie s  to reconcile th e ir  posit ions. The resu lt  of these plans 
is merely to increase suspicion and d isbe lie f  in the intentions 
of those countries regarding the banning of chemical weapons.

I want to note the following feature. Wien we say that
the manufacture of chanical weapons should be halted before 
signature of the convention, the reply that we usually get (and
we were reminded of th is  yesterday by Mr. Barthelenr^^) is that
the Lhited S tates halted the manufacture of chemical weapons 
back in 1969, but the USSR, which did not at that time follow
the Anerican example, went a long way ahead \siiile chemical
weapons were not being manufactured in the United S ta tes , and 
that now the lAiited S tates needs to catch up with us, \\^ich is 
>Ây i t  is developing the production of binary weapons.

V\fe think that such logic overlooks the fact that the 
s i tu a t io n  on the prohibition of chemical weapons has now changed 
rad ica lly .  The conclusion of a convention is now a fu lly  
r e a l i s t i c  proposition; the convention is ,  in fac t ,  70-80% 
ready. Only two or three major questions are s t i l l  outstanding.

The plans for the production of binary weapons show that
the policy of the countries that produce these plans is not an
open one. Given that a l l  chemical weapons would have to be 
destroyed under the convention, vidiat is the point of expending 
considerable resources at th is  time on the development and 
manufacture of a new generation of chemical weapons, just  to 
have to destroy them? Consequently, the pursuit of binary 
weapons is bound to ra ise  doubts about the s in cer i ty  of those 
countries when they say that they wish to work out and conclude 
a convention.

I w ill  go further, and asse rt  that the pursuit of binary 
weapons is i t s e l f  creating d i f f ic u l t i e s  in the negotiations 
because of the need to block the possible development and 
manufacture of binary chemical weapons. One urgent question, 
for exanple, is how, under the convention, to prohibit re l iab ly , 
not only QL and EF, the known key ccmponents of binary weapons,
but also possible new, and as yet unknown components.

I wish to enphasize that the problem of binary weapons
a ris ing  in the United S tates is one for a l l  the pa rt ic ipan ts  in
the negotia tions, including the United States i t s e l f .  Although 
the Soviet Union is not producing any chemical weapons, just see 
what is w rit ten  in the we 11-known Pentagon publication "Soviet 
M ili ta ry  Power" for 1987, fran which I quote: "The Soviets are
investiga ting  binary weapons sys tem s... .  This type of system, 
in addition to i t s  inherent safe handling and storage 
c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  expands the p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for newer agent
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coni>inations". I t  is ,  however, permissible to ask v^y, if  the 
Ansrican side fears the Soviet measures over binary weapons, 
w ill  i t  i n i t i a t e  comnencement of the manufacture of these 
weapons? Is i t  not b e tte r  not to let the binary genie out of 
the b o t t le ,  but to seal i t  in securely, by making e ffec tiv e  
provision in the convention to prohibit known and new key 
conponents of binary weapons? That is the course that the 
Soviet Union favours.

Now le t me dwell upon other, as yet unresolved matters in 
the preparation of the convention. F i r s t ,  there is the problem 
that the convention did not ent>ody any discriminatory elements, 
but was applied equally to s ta te s  with a planned economy and 
s ta te  ownership of the means of production, and to s ta te s  
reta in ing  private  ownership and a f ree -en te rp rise  system. This
is a key question for us, one tha t ,  unless resolved, w ill  make
i t  scarcely possible to agree a convention. During 
negotiations, the matter is being dealt with in terms of 
" ju r isd ic t io n  and control". are in favour of the inclusion
in the convention of an obligation for each part ic ip a ting  s ta te  
to adopt appropriate leg is la t iv e ,  adn in is tra tiv e  and other 
measures for observance of the ban on the manufacture and 
development of poisonous substances for m il i ta ry  use. TTiis 
should include the a c t iv i ty  of a l l  en te rp rises , corporate bodies 
and in s t i tu t io n s  without exception - both public and priva te  - 
carr ied  on within the t e r r i to ry  of the s ta te ,  under i ts
ju r isd ic t io n  and contro l, wheresoever i t  be. V\fe are also in 
favour of pa rt ic ip a tin g  s ta te s  being obliged under the
convention to inform the consulta tive  conmittee of a l l  measures 
taken by them.

In our opinion, a good s ta r t  on the solution of th is  
question was made during the spring session of the Disarmament 
( in ference , ^̂ 4ien experts from three countries - the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Hingary and Indonesia - prepared an 
unofficial working paper in which they examined how to t rea t  the 
question of " ju r isd ic t io n  and control" in various instances in 
the convention. Solution to th is  major problem should be found 
in the course of the sinmer session, taking that document as a 
s ta r t in g  point.

Nevertheless, the most basic of the unresolved questions 
in the negotiations is probably s t i l l  the agreement of 
procedures for carrying out challenge inspections. The Soviet 
Union attaches prime inportance to matters re la ting  to the
v e r if ica t io n  of ccnpliance with agreements on disarmament. 
have made a deep study of our approaches to and views on control 
in the context of a convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. We fee l,  as noted today by Ait>assador Karpov, that
control is one of the most inportant means of ensuring the
security  of s ta te s  when implementing real measures of
disarmament. V\fe have reached the firm conclusion that i t  is
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essen tia l  to es tab lish  the most rigorous systan of control, 
including in ternational contro l, over the observance by 
p a r t ic ip a tin g  s ta te s  of the ir  obligations under the convention. 
On that basis , the Soviet Union considers that challenge
inspections are an essen tia l  element of the system of control
under the convention. The challenge inspection procedure must 
be given the task of stopping possible v io la tions of the
convention, above a l l  v(^ere there is no routine control.

I t  is quite  obvious that routine control of, for exanple,
the whole of the chemical industry is an in p o ss ib i l i ty .  At the
same time i t  is well known that nu 11 i-purpose technical
processes are in use almost throughout the chemical industry and 
may also be erxployed at w ill  for non-peaceful ends. V\Jiat can be 
done in th is  connection, and how can s ta te s  have confidence that 
chemical weapons are not being manufactured by other s ta te s  in 
the absence of routine control? There seems to us to be only 
one way out - a rigorous system of challenge inspections, which 
would not only create  a high degree of confidence in the
observance of the convention, but would also be e ffec tiv e  in 
dete rr ing  a possible transgressor. In that vein i t  is 
e spec ia lly  important not to have any exceptions to the scope of 
challenge inspections (natura lly , with constitu tional safeguards 
against unlawful searches of the place of residence). The 
Stockholm Agreement gives a good exatiple of a solution to the 
problem of challenge inspections, but i t s  provisions on 
" re s t r ic te d  areas" are scarcely applicable to the banning of 
chemical weapons. This convention should not have any 
lo c a l i t ie s  or in s ta l la t io n s ,  be they ,public or p rivate , closed 
to challenge inspections.

Here, however, there is the adnissible  question of how to 
safeguard oneself against abusive uses of inspections, against 
a ttenp ts  to use them to penetrate ccnmercial and other secre ts ,  
to harm a carp e ti to r  and so on. A good balance between the 
e ffec tiveness of inspections and guarantees against the ir  misuse 
seems to have been given in the B r i t ish  proposal to the 
Disarmament Conference in sutmier 1986. Vfe would be ready to 
reach agreement on i t s  basis . Adnittedly, that proposal does 
not deal with a l l  the d e ta i ls  of the inspection system; further 
work is needed on many questions, but the basis does seem to be 
there.

The B ri t ish  proposal is based on obliging the s ta te  that 
is challenged to prove that i t  is observing the convention, i . e .  
i t  is based on the presiirption not of innocence, but of g u i l t .  
It is ,  of course, a new approach, but we feel that i t  may be of 
value in providing e ffec tive  control machinery for the 
convent ion.

cannot be other than sa t is f ie d  that the B r i t ish  
proposal has wide support in the Conference on Disarmament,
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including support from west Eiiropean countries. V\fe are also 
s a t is f ie d  that the United S ta tes , which was i n i t i a l l y  very 
sceptical of th is  proposal, has recently moved somewhat towards 
i t ,  in pa rt icu la r  in i t s  w illingness to discuss the central idea 
of the B r i t ish  proposal - the p o ss ib i l i ty  of putting forward 
a lte rn a t iv e  measures. This is a step in the right d irec tion . 
The idea of *Wnaged inspections", i . e .  agreement on an 
inspection procedure that would exclude use for m il i ta ry  or 
industria l espionage, has received wide support recently . It 
seems to he that we are quite  capable of devising such 
procedures in the negotiations. Naturally , procedures for 
challenge inspections must be to make i t  as d i f f ic u l t  as 
possible to conceal traces of a v io la tion  of the convention.
The achievement of 100% ce r ta in ty  is ,  of course, scarcely 
possible , but we ought, obviously, to agree on the shortest 
delay possible in p rac tice , at a l l  events for a rr iva l  of the 
inspectors at the inspection s i t e .

At the same time, there is bound to be concern over the
idea that has been suggested of having two challenge inspection 
regimes under the convention - a rigorous one for the USSR and
the USA. and another, milder one for other countries. ^  think 
that as an approach that would not be in accordance with the
m u lt i la te ra l  nature of the prohibition of chemical weapons. In 
addition, and I want to s ta te  th is  b luntly , we are in te res ted  in 
being quite  ce r ta in  that the convention is not being v io la ted  
not only by the IMited S ta tes , but also by i t s  a l l i e s ,  both in 
western Europe and in the Far East. V\fe are for equally rigorous 
control of a l l  p a rt ic ip an ts  of the future convention. Such 
control should not be confined to the a r t i c le s  of the convention 
dealing with chemical weapons and f a c i l i t i e s  for the ir  
manufacture, but should also extend to a r t i c l e  VI, which 
regulates a c t iv i ty  not prohibited under the convention, i . e .  
ensures the non-production of chemical weapons by private  
industry. In that connection I should like  to refer to the 
Declaration made in Nferch of th is  year by the Ment>er S tates of 
the VkiTsaw Pact, in \xdiich i t  is s ta ted: ”The Nfenober S ta tes of
the Vkirsaw Pact, basing themselves on th e ir  position of 
p rinc ip le ,  are for the establishnent of the most r ig id  system of 
control, including in ternational control, over observance by 
nenber s ta te s  of th e ir  obligations under the convention. They 
confirm th e ir  readiness to seek mutually acceptable solutions on 
th is  basis ,  to questions of the observance of the convention by 
a l l  sides, and the strengthening of confidence among i t s  
pa rt ic ipan ts" .

Now a few words on a matter which, i t  had long been 
thought to have been se t t le d ,  but which was not fu lly  raised in 
negotiations u n ti l  th is  spring. I refer  to the in ternational 
agencies that w il l  have to be set up under the convention, the ir  
caiposition , and th e ir  decision-taking procedure.
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V\fe consider th is  to be a question to be solved in ful 
awareness of the fact that the convention now being worked out 
deals with m atters d irec tly  re la ted  to the security  of s ta te s .  
It  is ,  therefore, scarcely possible to take seriously  hopes 
en terta ined  by anyone of securing an advantage in representation 
on the main agencies under the convention, above a l l  on the 
executive council, the technical s e c re ta r ia t  and the 
inspectorate . V\fe are for equal representation of the opposing 
m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  groupings on these agencies, since any 
other solution must be unfair .

In conclusion, I should like to coiment that besides the 
points that I have already noted, the negotiations on the 
p rohib ition  of chemical weapons are further characterized by a 
fa i r ly  harmonious combination in the negotiations of the 
b i la te r a l  and m u lt i la te ra l  approaches. The convention i t s e l f  is 
being worked out in the m u lt i la te ra l  forum of the Disarmament 
Conference, iMiile specific  b i la te ra l  questions are being dealt 
with in b i la te ra l  Soviet-Anerican negotiations (in  which 
agreement has already been reached on a nun±>er of po in ts) ,  and 
consideration is a lso being given to the more complex questions 
facing the m u lt i la te ra l  forum, such as the d e f in i t io n  of a 
f a c i l i t y  for the production of chemical weapons.

I think that the combination of the b i la te r a l  and 
m u lt i la te ra l  approaches that has been developed here could also 
be usefu lly  employed in other areas of disarmanent, for example 
in the nuclear area.

ic ic -k ic
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REPCRT

OE^CAL hUCLEfiR /ND (I>JVENria'WL VEfiPCNS:
A  RBGICN̂ L APFWCH TO GLCB«kL DISARMAMENT SCLUTICNS

J i r i  Matousek

In te rre la tionsh ip  of the b i la te ra l  and the m u lt i la te ra l ,  
the regional and the global arms control 

and disarmament negotiations

Current imnense arsenals of mass destruction weapons could 
eradicate  man as a species and to ta l ly  destroy his envirorment. 
There can, therefore, be no a lte rn a t iv e  to the peaceful and 
hunanistic progranne of general coiprehensive disarmament, the 
aims of >Â iich represent sane of the strongest wishes of the 
m ajority of the inhabitants of earth . The road to reaching th is  
goal is long and troublesome, requiring various approaches, 
including b i la te ra l  in i t ia t iv e s  as well as p a r t ia l  and regional 

neasures - urgent steps which can f a c i l i t a t e  the attainment of 
more comprehensive global solutions to eliminate these t e r r ib le  
weapons or at least prevent the ir  use.

Analysing the experience of arms-control and disarmament 
negotiations which have been already carried  out, one cannot 
cranit the importance of the contribution of successful b i la te ra l  
ta lks and negotiations between the USSR and USA to the global 
s t a b i1i ty .

B ila te ra l  documents, like Hot Line and Modernization 
Agreements (1963), Accidents Measures Agreonent (1971) and 
Prevention of Nuclear V̂feir Agreement (1973) reduce the r isk  of 
nuclear war; Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1974) and Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions Treaty (1976) limit nuclear tes ting ; ABA 
Treaty (SALT I) and Protocol (1972), SALT Interim Agreanent 
(1972) and SALT II Treaty (1979) limit s t ra teg ic  nuclear arms.

B ila te ra l  talks between the USSR and the USA have 
contributed many times to the sign if ican t sh if t  of negotiations 
in the n u l t i l a t e r a l  fora, like the Conference on Disarmament, on 
other disarmanent issues. Let us recall some conmon docunents, 
e .g . on chanical weapons }J , or on radiological weapons 2 /.

This posit ive  course regre ttab ly  has ceased since the 
refusal by the US adn in is tra tion  to r a t i fy  the SALT II Treaty. 
Further development has been endangered by the same side \>iiich 
w ill  not observe the SALT II objectives and which is aiming at a

U  CD/48 (1979)
2/ CD/31 (1979)
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broader in te rp re ta tion  of ABVl Treaty to f a c i l i t a t e  i t s  Star-Vfers 
programne. TheWarld has been witnessing also the lack of good
p o l i t ic a l  w ill  even in accepting the generous offer of the USSR
to stop nuclear tes tin g  and abolish the plans for m il i ta r iz a t io n  
of outer space - the rrost sophisticated  q u a li ta t iv e  issue of the 
armaments he!ix .

Peoples have been waiting with hope to the reply to the 
recent Soviet proposal on the elimination of the ir  own and US 
mBditm-range nuclear m issiles from European soil vviiich could 
thus becoms a key disannament issue moving the arms race into 
the ir rev e rs ib le  process of disarmament.

Besides the b i la te ra l  in i t ia t iv e s  tackling especially  
s t ra te g ic  armaments, i t  is possible to make other ones with the
aim of enhancing regional security . One such p a r t ia l  or 
regional measure is^iich has been a t t ra c t in g  more and more 
a tten tion  among nations is that of the creation of a zone free 
of ce r ta in  types or categories of weaponry, defined e i the r  as a 
geographic t e r r i to ry  or as a ce r ta in  sector of the environment 
\\iiere tes ting  and deployment of arms and weapon technologies are 
prohibited . Ivfeny successful exanples of such p a r t ia l  and 
regional steps e x is t .  The aim of these measures has been to 
prevent the spread of weapons, u n t il  now predoninantly nuclear, 
and to contribute  to the ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament.

Anong those measures which cover a concrete geographical 
zone is the oldest of modern in ternational legal docunents, that 
is ,  the A ntarc tic  Treaty (1959). Another is the Treaty for the 
P rohib ition  of Nuclear Vfeapons in Latin Anerica (1967) and the 
most recent South Pac if ic  Miclear-Free Zone Treaty (1985).

There are further important documents re la ted  to specif ic  
enviromiental sectors: The Outer Space Treaty (1967), the
Sea-Bed Treaty (1971) and also the Ejivirormental Modification 
Convention (1977) ^ / .

I t  is c lear  why most of these legal tools address 
primarily nuclear weapons; i t  is also without any doubt that 
many of these documents with p a r t ia l  or regional character were 
in i t ia te d  uni-or b i la te r a l ly  or by a small group of countries 
w il l ing  to contribute to the regional security  faced with 
s t ra te g ic  arms.

This paper refe rs  to the problems connected with 
b a t t l e f i e ld  and theatre  weapons and especially  with the Eixropean 
continent, yiiere these weapons have accumlated, making

3/ Li Goldblat, Agreements for Arms Control: A C r i t ic a l
Survey; Taylor and Francis, London 1982.
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Central Europe a crucial key to global security . In th is  
region, wdiere the m ajority  of forces of both military^ p o l i t ic a l  
a ll iances  have been concentrated, the regional approach is 
undoubtedly extranely s ign if ican t for achieving the world-wide 
disarmament.

Regional approachs should encompass m il i ta ry ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  
economic confidence-bui Iding and other hutianitarian measures and 
must take into account current m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations to 
f a c i l i t a t e  reaching of th e ir  u ltim ate  goals.

Chanical weapon-free zone in Central Europe - a 
step to global chemical disarmament

Chemical weapons can hardly be compared with nuclear 
armament from the point of view of the ir  s ignificance for 
s t ra te g ic  balance. Nevertheless, the ir  importance has been 
growing since the introduction of extranely toxic nerve G-agents
into chemical arsenals world-wide ^ / .  These agents cause a 
rapid development of in toxication symptoms and have a very low 
threshold of action. They are characterized by the absence of 
sensory warning signs except those v^iiich can be regarded as the
synptoms of light in toxication, \^4iich already would have led to
severe casua ltie s .  The s i tu a t io n  has been aggravated seriously  
by the introduction of the highly toxic \K-agent, )x4iich
possesses an extraordinary percutaneous tox ic ity  (LD50 about 
15mg/man), into the chemical arsenals of the USi^ The prospects 
for the future are s t i l l  darker Âdien one considers the US plans 
for production of an in te rm edia te -vo la ti1ity  agent, IVA, which 
connbines a high v o la t i l i t y  similar to that of GB with the high 
percutaneous tox ic i ty  of VX thus making possible vapour 
penetration through clothing layers to the skin surface. These 
properties premise the achievement of a higher effectiveness in 
conbat use. Corresponding means of delivery, to b e tte r  u t i l i z e  
the toxic properties of nerve agents ex is t;  anong them are 
c lu s te r  and container bombs with inrproved area-coverage,
a r t i l l e r y  she lls  for extended range, rockets for m ultiple  
launchers, warheads for various types of m iss i les ,  many types of 
aerosol generators, spray tanks and other hardware. 
Contenporary chemical weaponry enables a surprise  attack upon an 
adversary and thus the achievement of a high coniiat

4/ (a) J.P . Robinson, C^. Hed6n, H. Schreeb, The Problem of
Chemical and Biological \% rfare, v o l .2; CB Vfeapons Today; 
Almqvist and Wiksell, Stockholm 1973. (b) V\forld Federation of
S c ie n t i f ic  Workers, Disarmament Ccnmittee; Chemical Vfeapons and 
the Consequences of the ir  Application, Berlin 1986; Chemische 
V\feiffen und die Folgen ihrer Anwendung, Berlin 1986; 
Chimicheskoye oruzhie i posledstviya ego primeneniya, IVbscow 
1986.
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effec tiveness which w ill  depend upon the protection level of the 
troops in the target area ^ / .

The new, highly sophistica ted  binary technology, which is 
said to be safer, promises to throw mankind into pernicious 
chemical war more eas ily  than c la ss ic  unitary chemical 
armaments. Binary technology bears a c lear contradiction: i ts
greater safety in terms of production and the environment 
brings, simultaneously, an increased danger to those against 
Vivian binary weapons may be used. Inprovements in the safety  of 
binary minitions from production to f ir in g  ( i . e .  production, 
storage, transport, handling, inspection and destruction) pose, 
at the sams time, more d i f f ic u l t i e s  in v e r i f ic a t io n  of the 
non-production of pre-cursors or ccnponents (which can be 
produced outside of m il i ta ry  or state-owned fac to r ie s ) ,  more 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  in following a l l  possible means of transport of 
binary components and more d i f f i c u l t i e s  in the detection of the 
f i l l i n g  of such ccmponents into munition un its .  Generally, they 
pose a nwch higher r isk  associated with a higher preparedness 
for use, compared to unitary  chemical weaponry.

Many factors contribute to the strong conviction of the 
need for the e a r l ie s t  possible general and comprehensive 
elimination of chemical weapons on a global scale ^ / .  Anong 
these factors are: the negative experiences of nations,
espec ia lly  of those whose so ld iers and c iv i l ia n s  were affected
by today's obsolete chemicals; the effectiveness of new chemical 
weapons, especially  used against c iv i l ia n s ;  the danger of 
further v e r t ic a l ,  and nowadays also horizontal, p ro l ife ra t io n  to 
even the Third V\brId; the fo lly  of modernization of US chemical 
arsenals for the production of binary nerve weapons; the absurd 
logic of the ju s t i f ic a t io n  by President Reagan of such
production as being in the national in te res ts  of the USA 7̂ /; and 
the e f fo r t s  to gain a m il i ta ry  advantage in-kind, motivated by 
the UB adn in is tra tion  as a deterrence factor.

I t  is perhaps unnecessary to argue that Europe and
p a r t ic u la r ly  the t e r r i to ry  of the two German States and of 
Czechoslovakia, is the zone of the borderline between N^IO and 
the WTO s ta te s ,  a zone with a maxinun concentration of the arnied

Ibid 4 (a). J. Nfetousek, R. StOhr, Nov6 kolo chemick6ho
zbrojeni v USA (A new round of chemical armaments in the US). 
Obrana v l a s t i ,  vo .l5 , no.4 (1983), pp. 34-43.
§J R. StOhr, J. Matousek, Chemische AbrQstung: Geschichte
und Perspektiven, Urania, Berlin  1986.
7/ R. Stdhr, J. IVfatousek, Jak zduvodjuje Pentagon nov6 kolo 
chemickfiho zbrojeni (How the Pentagon ju s t i f i e s  a new round of 
chemical armaments). Obrana v la s t i ,  v o l . 16, n o .1 (1984),
pp.32-35.
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forces of both pacts. Central Europe is thus the most su itab le  
and also the most e ffec tive  area for the creation of a
weapon-free zone, free of a l l  weapons of mass destruction with 
an agreed-upon level of conventional arms and forces. The f i r s t  
proposal along these lines dealt with nuclear weapons and was 
made by the Foreign Minister of Poland, Adam Rapacki, as early  
in the 1950s. The zone approach is the matter of various modern
proposals, anong them those which have been made recently by the
representatives of the UBS?, and the WID ^ / .

A niraber of reasons can be given for estab lish ing  a zone 
free of chemical weapons in Central Europe:

1. This area is the most vulnerable point because i t  is
the line of contact between the armed forces of both 
antagonistic  pacts, the place of potential co n f l ic t .  
Therefore th is  t e r r i to ry  is very sensitive  to any
impulse wdiich could evoke a c r i s i s .  Such c r i s i s  
could a r ise ,  in ter a l ia ,  due to the unauthorized use
of stored arms.

2. Chanical weapons are stored in Central Europe. As is 
well known, the Czechoslovak People 's Am̂  ̂ and the 
National People's Amy of the GCR do not possess any
chemical weapons. The senie is true of the Bundeswehr
of the FRG. There are no other chemical weapons
belonging to any \VIO country deployed or stored on 
the t e r r i to r i e s  of Czechoslovakia and the CER.^/. On 
the other hand, large stockpiles of IJS chemical 
weapons are known to ex is t  in the FR3; the most 
important stockpile is located at Fischbach near 
Pimiasens in Rhineland-Palatinate 10/.

3. Using chemical weapons in Europe could have fatal 
consequences. Even if  used only against combatant
troops, they could cause some hundreds of thousands 
to m illions of deaths; with the losses among poorly

Coranon Security: A programne for Disarmament, Pan Books,
London and Sydney 1982.
£/ J. IVfetousek, Towards a Chemical-^^apon Free Zone in 
Central Europe, in R. Trapp (Sd.); SIFRl Chemical and 
Biological \^^rfare Studies No.7 Oxford University Press (in 
press)
10/ (a) H.G. Brauch, A. Schretip, Giftgas in der Bundesrepubl ik
Eteutschland: Chemische und Biologische V\feiffen, Fischer
Taschenbuch Verlag, Frankfurt am Main 1982. (b) Kh. Lohs (Ed.),
Der ka lte  Tod, Pahl-Rugenstein, Cologne 1982. (c) J. Matousek,
R. StOhr, QiemcikS zbrane v zapadni Evrope (Chemical ^^apons in 
V^festern Europe), Obrana v la s t i ,  v o l .16, no.2 (1984), p p .12-16.
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equipped c iv i l ian s  possibly being up to twenty times 
as high as for we11-equipped and trained m il i ta ry  and 
c i v i 1-defence troops 11/.

4. Europe, especially  Central Europe is endangered by
the plans for modernization of US chemical arsenals; 
i t  is c lear ,  that the binary weaponry wi 11 serve to 
improve US European stocks, currently  located in the
F t^  12/, no m atter, whether they are to be stationed
there only in a c r i s i s  s i tua tio n  a f te r  1992, as
pranised by President Fteagan to Chancel lor Kohl at 
the Tokyo surmit, 1986 13/.

5. Chanical warfare has recently become a part of the
current m il i ta ry  concept known as ”AirLand B a t t le ”, a 
doctrine designed for Europe, for the m il i ta ry
confrontation between two major coa l i t ions .  Basic 
elements of th is  doctrine, such as the p rincip les  of 
the integrated b a t t l e f ie ld  as well as that of the 
extended b a t t l e f ie ld  (PCFA - follow-on forces attack) 
were constructed d ire c t ly  and only for the European 
thea tre  of operations, against WIO forces 14/.

6. The offensive s t ra te g ic  concept of AirLand B a tt le ,  as 
•specified in the US Anry Field Nfanual FM 100-5, has
been broadly and completely adopted by NMD armed 
forces 15/.

7. Chemical weapons would play an inportant role in 
performing tac t ic a l  and operational tasks in the 
e n t i re  depth of the extended b a t t l e f ie ld  according to 
the PCFA princip le . To these ends, rapidly acting 
v o la t i le  G-agents as well as non-volatile  VX-agent 
are planned to be delivered sinultaneously by 
a r t i l l e r y ,  a i r  force and other modern means against 
the con±>attant troops, reserves and second echelons 
of the WTO.

11/ Â  Hay, S. Mirphy, J.P . Robinson, S. Rose, The poison
cloud hanging over Europe, New S c ien t is t ,  v o l .93, no .1926
(1982), pp.630-35.
12/ H.G. Brauch, Der chemische Alptraun, Verlag J.H.W. Dietz,
Berlin and Bonn 1982.
13/ G. Schmidt, Die IVbdernisierung chemischer Waffen,
Truppenpraxis, (1986), pp. 511-14.
14/ (a) F ie ld  Manual: Operations, FM 100-5, Department of the
Airny, ^^shington DC, 1982. (b) TTie Airland B attle  and Corps,
Tradoc Pamphlet, Department of the Army, Fort Manroe, Virginia 
1981. (c) W.G. I^nne, Integrated B a tt le f ie ld ,  M ilita ry  Review, 
v o l .62, no.6 (1982), pp .34-44.
15/ A. Nfechtersheimer, Zeitbcntoe N\TD, Cologne 1984.
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8. It was not a group of irresponsible individuals, but 
the highest representatives of m il i ta ry  a u th o r i t ie s ,  
among than WTO Supreme A llied  Ccmnander, Europe, 
General Bernard Rogers, who ca lled  o f f ic ia l ly  for new 
chemical weapons for N\IO armed forces to solve the 
tdc tica l  and operational problems mentioned above 16/.

9. Qiemical weapons were adopted as one of the force 
goals of N\TO by the Defence Planning Comnittee in 
May 1986, J 7 / ,  and two V\fest European Governments
promised to deploy binary chemical weapons in the ir  
countries (June 1986).

Given these circumstances, i t  becomes quite 
understandable, why the Goverrments of Czechoslovakia and of the 
OH, supported by the people of these so c ia l i s t  countries as 
well as by the m ajority  of the c it izens  of the FRG, represented 
mainly by the Social Democratic Party (SPD), the trade unions 
(DGB), acccmpanied by rtiany s c ie n t i f ic ,  peace, youth, women's, 
church and other democratic organisations, urge the Government 
of the FRG to join the in i t i a t iv e  to crea te  a
chemical-Aweapon-free zone with the urgent aim of removing US 
chemical weapons from the te r r i to ry  of the FRG prior to global 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

It  is to be noticed, that the consideration of a zone free 
of chemical weapons orig inated as a resu lt  of public resistance 
by pastor Heipp of Reischweiler, was noted as early  as 1969, 18/.
A new c i t iz e n  action against US chemical weapons occured in the 
early  1980s a f te r  the publication of relevant facts about the US 
stockpiles, p a r t icu la r ly  by those at Fischbach 19/. This 
in i t i a t iv e  towards a peace movement was then supported by a 
corresponding resolution of the Federal Congress of both DCB and 
SFD (1982) and became very early  a matter of discussion between

16/ (a) G.G. Afetson, R.L. Anderson, An urgent need:
stockpi 1 ing modern chemical munitions. M ili ta ry  Review, v o l .64, 
no .1 (1984), pp .58-67. (b) NATO chief said to seek toxic arms,
International Herald Tribune, 4 July 1984.
17/ J.P . Robinson, A lternatives for V\festern policy on chemical 
annament, GG^ International Conference, Schloss Friedenwald, 28 
August-1 September 1986.
18/ Ibid 10(a),(c ) .
19/ (a) Ibid 10(a). (b)J. Matousek, Zapadonemecka verejnost a
chemicke zbrane (West German public ity  and chemical weapons), 
Obrana v la s t i ,  v o l .16, no.3 (1984), pp.41-44. (c) W. Dosch, P.
Hsrrlich (Sds.), Achtung ddr Giftwaffen: Naturwissenschaftler
warnen vor chemischen und biologischen VVfeffen, Fischer 
Taschenbuch Verlag, Frankfurt amVbin 1985.
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Sro and the S oc ia lis t  Unity Party of Gennany (SED); the
Conrnunist Party of Chechoslovakia (KSC) also took part in the 
advanced stages of negotiations 20/.

As a resu lt  of th is  preparatory work, the Governments of
Czechoslovakia and of the GCR presented Federal Chancellor Kohl, 
on 12 September 1985, with the proposal to begin negotiations 
concerning a chemical-weapon-free zone, i n i t i a l l y  involving the 
t e r r i t o r i e s  of Czechoslovakia, the FRG and the OCR. It  was also 
enphasized, that both s ta te s  should continue to endorse the 
establishment of the conprehensive convention on prohibition of
development, production and stockpiling of,chemical weapons and 
on th e ir  destruction and that they are also convinced that
regional agreements for the creation of a zone without chanical
weapons would represent concrete steps towards both 
confidence-building and a global ban of these weapons.

As is well known, in his response on 27 September, 
Chancellor Kohl re jected  the proposal, arguing that no 
a l te rn a t iv e  e x is ts  to the continuation of e f fo r ts  to achieve a 
global ban of chemical weapons. He proposed the opening of 
discussions between CD delegations of three s ta te s  involved on 
unresolved questions concerning the global prohib ition .

In the opinion of the Govertinents of the Q3^,
Czechoslovakia and major non-governmental organizations in both 
countries, a chemical-weapon-free zone is neither a subs ti tu t ion
for a global ban, nor an a l te rn a t iv e  to i t .  I t  is also not to 
be regarded as a condition for the attainment of a prohibition 
on a global scale; i t  is only a step, which can make the final 
solution more accessib le . This coixnon-sense philosophy means: 
the lower the level of armaments, the easie r i t  w ill  be to 
eliminate them.

I t  was in te res t ing  to hear the objections against the
chemical weapon free zone. Some of them have been repeated in
both o f f ic ia l  and unoffic ia l statements made in FR Germany, 
other V\fest European countries and overseas. The f i r s t  of them, 
concerning the re la t io n  of th is  regional measure to the Geneva
negotiations sometimes takes the form of an argiment, that the
negotiators have to concentrate on the global issue. Another
objection deals with the well-known issue of v e r i f ic a t io n .  It
is argued that v e r if ica t io n  in a small zone would be more 
d i f f i c u l t  than on a global scale. This thesis  can hardly be
taken seriously . V erification  in connection with the

20/ For a Zone Free of Chemical \^apons in Europe: Joint
p o l i t ic a l  in i t i a t iv e  by the S oc ia l is t  Unity Party of Germany and 
the Social Democratic Party of Germany, Verlag Zeit im Bild, 
Bresden 1985.
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inplementation of the provisions of the projected Chemical 
Vfeapons Convention is an ex traord inarily  complicated problem. 
V erification  is ,  of course, much sinpler in a re la t iv e ly  small 
t e r r i to ry  where only a limited nun±>er of problems are to be 
solved. F irs t  of a l l ,  with the exception of US stockpiles, the 
whereabouts of which are known or presuned, there are no other
stockpiles or s i te s  with deployed weapons in the proposed zone.
There are also no chemical-weapon f a c i l i t i e s  there. After the 
withdrawal of US stockpiles, there is most probably nothing le f t
to be declared in the terms of the projected Chemical )Afeapons
Convention (with the exception of laboratory-scale f a c i l i t i e s  
for production for protective  purposes and small-scale 
f a c i l i t i e s  for te s ting  and/or law-enforcement production of 
i r r i t a n t s ) .  No stocks and no production f a c i l i t i e s  w ill  be 
destroyed. The location of plants producing chemicals for 
peaceful purposes are known; they do not ex is t  in obscure s i te s  
in deserts or jungles. The te r r i to ry  of the three s ta te s  
involved is so small and almost a l l  of i t  is so well-known, not 
only to potential inspectors but even to many c it izens  who have 
crossed i t  frequently as to u r is ts ,  that i t  would hardly be 
possible to conceal any arsenals. In addition to th is ,  
v e r if ica t io n  procedures, carr ied  out by a consulta tive  
ccmnission of the chemical-weapon-free zone agreement and with 
the presence of foreign inspectors, w u ld  apply the broadly 
accepted princip les of challenge procedures. An in te res t ing  
objection has also been expressed that the centre of gravity  of 
the problem of chemical warfare has been sh if ted  to the Third 
VVbrld and, in th is  connection, that the projected zone would not 
make the world sa fer . It is true that a Eiiropean zone without 
chemical weapons cannot solve the problems which ex is t  in the 
re la tions  among Third Wforld countries. But such an European 
zone can help the Third Wjrld ind irec tly . Arrangements for the 
zone could be con±>ined with comiitments not to export r isk  
chemicals and technologies to countries outside of the zone 
(including the Third V\fc>rld). Such a zone can serve also as an 
exaiple for Third V\forld countries. There can be no doubt that 
should one zone be created, others would follow. There is ,  in 
the au thor 's  opinion, only one substantia l objection as to why a 
chemical-weapon-free zone is not acceptable to the Government of 
the FRG. The objection is that such an undertaking would be in 
con flic t  with the obligations of FR Gemiany to i t s  a l l i e s .  This 
has been intimated and has, of course, to be fu lly  taken into 
account. The future existence of th is  issue is heavily 
dependent upon the US a t t i tu d e  towards chemical disarmament and 
upon US disarmament measures, among which the withdrawal of US 
chanical arsenals fran the t e r r i to r ie s  of other s ta tes  
(including FRG) should be a matter of primary comnitment and 
realized  as soon as possible.

Besides the above-mentioned points of controversy, re la ted  
to the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone and the princip les 
behind i t ,  other basic problans ex is t  which have to do with the
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establishment, function and maintenance of such a zone. These, 
as well as the relevant m il i ta ry  implications, resnain to be 
elucidated. To such a discussion belong considerations of: the
basic steps to be taken in the creation, function and 
maintenance of a zone; the aim and role  of each individual step 
and i t s  function; the extent of the zone and i t s  future 
extension; the m il i ta ry  iirplications associated with the size of 
the zone; and the problems of guaranteeing the s ta tus of the
zone.

These problems are broadly enlighted by taking into 
account opposite views in the most recent publications 21/.

I t  is c lear that the crucial problem connected with the
establishment of the zone is not the f i r s t  step, i .e .  removal of
a ll  chemical weapons fran the zone, but the second one - i t s  
iTiaintenance. After in i t i a l  ranoval of chemical weapons frcm the 
zone, the potential r isk  e x is ts ,  in the event of h o s t i l i t i e s ,  
that chemical weapons might be used against the zone frcm the 
outside or be re-introduced into i t .  Such occurances must be 
foreseen at the time of the crea tion , and the agreement must
contain provisions \n^ich would make such actions a v io la tion  of 
in ternational law and estab lish ing  corresponding v e r if ic a t io n  
rSgirae.

These princip les  are envisaged in the proposed text of the 
agreement 22/. Besides observing relevant obligations, the 
s ta te s  involved must make a comnitment never to use or threaten 
to use chemical weapons against the chemical-weapon-free zone. 
Such a demand for respect of the s ta tus of the zone is nothing 
new or surprising . IVfajor s ta te s  which possess nuclear weapons 
have signed the Treaty of T la te lo lco  for similar reasons. 
Moreover, i t  is e sse n t ia l ,  that in that case, not only major 
possessors of chemical weapons, but a l l  s ta te s  with m il i ta ry ,  
p o l i t ic a l  and economic prestige  assure the s ta tus of the zone. 
This applies especially  to the United Nations Security Council 
menljers.

Currently, only the USSR has endorsed th is  in i t i a t iv e  and 
has agreed to support and assure the projected 
chemical-weapon-free zone in Central Europe, provided the UBA. 
rec iprocates. This is understood to mean that the USSl w ill 
guarantee the s ta tus  of the zone as described above. I t  can 
only be hoped that USA w ill  act in a similar fashion.

(a) Ibid 20. (b) R. Trapp (Ed.), SIPRI Chemical and
Biological \^feirfare Studies, no.7, Oxford University Press (in 
p ress), (c) Kh. Lohs, N. Uschner, FUr ein Chemiewaffenfreies 
Europa, Dietz Verlag, Berlin 1986.

Ibid 20, 21(b) & (c).
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I t  can be concluded that the proposed chemical-weapon-free 
zone in Central Europe could be a very positive  
confidence-buiIding measure with concrete m il i ta ry
significance. I t  could serve as the f i r s t  real step towards 
freeing Europe frcm chemical weapons and contribute to the 
global elimination of chemical arsenals. If the convention on 
the prohibition of development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and suggesting the ir  destruction which is the 
ultim ate goal of the e f fo r ts  of those proposing a 
chemical-weapon-free zone in Central Europe, should be concluded 
very speedily, i t s  establishment, as a separate measure, would 
not be necessary. In th is  event, the proponents of such a zone 
would inv ite  other nations to es tab lish  i t  as an urgent p a r t ia l  
and regional measure - an in i t i a l  step in the implementation of 
the world-wide convention.

Battlefield-nuclear-weapon-free corridor in 
Central Europe - an important measure in 

preventing a nuclear confrontation

A battlefield-nuclear-w eapon-free corridor, although
sim ilar, is very d iffe ren t  when conpared to a 
chemical-weapon-free zone, which is a p a r t ia l  and regional step 
to the global solution in kind. As a matter of fac t ,  no
corresponding global disarmament solution e x is ts .  It can be 
regarded, however, as a step to global nuclear disarmament and 
as part of a programne of the prevention of nuclear war. Both
these in i t ia t iv e s  are sim ilar - neither involves the physical 
elimination of weapons from a defined geographic area. This 
arms-control measure is c losely  bound to mediun-range nuclear
weapons on one side and to conventional arms and forces on the 
other.

During 1980-82, the problem of reducing the nuclear threat 
in Europe as a v i ta l  issue of ccrnnon security , was thoroughly 
analyzed by the Independent Ccnmission on Disarmament and 
Security Issues (IGDSI). This body is conposed of outstanding 
p e rsona li t ie s ,  mostly world-wide known p o l i t ic a l  au th o r i t ie s  
frcm 17 countries under the chairmanship of former Prime 
fvlinister of Sweden Olof Palme.

The Ccranission sta ted  that the nuclear arsenals in Europe 
were awscme and expressed i t s  concern about those nuclear 
postures and doctrines v^4iich dangerously and erroneously 
suggested that i t  might be possible to fight and win a limited 
nuclear war. In the event of c r i s i s  the ir  e ffec t could be to 
drive the contending forces across the threshold of a nuclear 
war. The Ccranission was convinced that there had to be a 
substantia l reduction in the nuclear stockpile which would lead 
to the denuclearization of Europe and eventually to a world free 
of nuclear weapons; a necessary precondition was a negotiated 
agreement on substantia l mutual force reductions estab lish ing
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and guaranteeing an approximate pari ty  of conventional forces 
between the two major a ll iances .

The report of IQD6I, Asdiich introduces a coherent and 
thought provoking set of proposals for resolving the unsettled  
issues of s t ra te g ic  and thea tre  nuclear weapons, conventional 
amiaments, Third V\forId confl ic t and regional security , can be 
read 23/:
" .. .T he  Conmission supports a negotiated agreement for 
approximate p a ri ty  in conventional forces between the two 
a ll ian c es .  Such an agreement would f a c i l i t a t e  reduction in 
nuclear weapons and reordering of the p r io r i ty  now accorded to
nuclear arms in m il i ta ry  contingency planning.................Our
proposal for the gradual removal of the nuclear threat posed to 
Europe includes establishment of a battlefield-nuclear-Aweapon 
free zone and measures to strengthen the nuclear threshold and 
reduce pressures for the early  use of nuclear weapons, and 
substan tia l  reduction in a l l  categories of intermediate - 
(nedliin) and shorter-range nuclear weapons Axiilch threaten 
Europe.. . "

Due to the fact that the conclusions of ICDSI' analysis 
are s t i l l  va lid , i t  is reasonable to remember the ir  substance: 
Special a t ten tion  is ca lled  to the dangers posed by b a t t l e f ie ld  
nuclear weapons v îiose delivery systems are deployed in 
considerable nunbers in forward positions in Europe. A large 
portion of NATO's andWIO's nuclear munitions in Europe are of 
th is  type. The weapons are designed and deployed to provide 
support to ground forces in d irec t  contact with the adversary 's
forces. Their delivery systems have a range up to 150
kilometres, and are primarily short-range rockets, mines and 
a r t i l l e r y .  Nbst of the delivery  systems are dual-capable, i . e .  
they can f i r e  e i the r  conventional or nuclear munitions.

Because of the ir  deployment in forward areas, b a t t l e f i e ld  
nuclear weapons run the r isk  of being overrun early  in an armed
c o n f l ic t .  IVfeintaining comnand and control over such weapons in
the "fog of war" would be d i f f i c u l t .  Pressures for delegation 
of au thority  to use nuclear weapons to local comnanders and for 
th e ir  early  use would be strong. The danger of crossing the 
nuclear threshold and of future escala tion  could become acute. 
I t  should be remembered in th is  connection that the areas close 
to the East-A/fest border in Central Europe are densely populated 
and contain large industria l concentrations.

The IQDSI reccnmends the establ ishnaent of a 
b a t t le f ie ld -n u c le a r- f re e  corridor, s ta r t in g  with Central Europe 
and extending u ltim ately  from the northern to the southern 
flanks of the two a ll iances . This scheme would be implemented

W  Ibid 8.
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in the context of an agreement on p a r i ty  and mutual force
reductions in Central Europe. No nuclear munitions would be 
permitted in the zone. Storage s i te s  for nuclear munitions also 
would be prohibited. Manoeuvres simulating nuclear operations 
would not be allowed in the zone. Preparations for the
enplacement of nuclear demolition munitions and storage of such
weapons would be prohibited. There also should be rules
governing the presence in the zone of a r t i l l e r y  and short-range 
m issiles  that could be adapted for both nuclear and conventional 
use. The geographic defin it ions  of the zone should be 
determined through negotiations, taking into account the 
relevant circunstances in the area involved. For i l l u s t r a t iv e  
purposes, a width of 150 kms on both sides along the line of 
contact may be suggested. Provisions for verifying compliance 
with these prohibitions would be negotiated. They would have to 
include a limited nimber of on -s i te  inspections in the zone on a 
challenge basis . Hie Comnission recognizes that nuclear
minitions may be brought back to the forward areas in wartime, 
and the nuclear weapons may be delivered by a i rc ra f t  and other 
longer range systems. However, i t  considers the establishment 
of the proposed zone an important confidence-bui1ding measure
which would ra ise  the nuclear threshold and reduce seme of the
pressures for early  use of nuclear weapons. I t  is consistent
with the re jec tion  of limited nuclear war as a matter of
de libera te  policy. The agreement for withdrawal of b a t t l e f ie ld
nuclear weapons from the forward zone should be followed by 
substantia l reductions in the nunber of nuclear munitions in 
Europe with adequate measures of ve r i f ica t io n .

Another pertinent problem, closely  connected with
short-range nuclear weapons, as analyzed by the IQDSI, is the
problem of nuclear threshold, •wiiichwill be shortly  discussedin 
connection to conventional weapons 24/.

The IQDSI proposal has been broadly talked about since i t
appeared. The specific  character of the b a t t l e f i e ld
nuclear-weapon-free corridor in Central Europe was enphasized
conparing other nuclear-weapon-free zones proposed, i . e .  in 
northern and southern Europe with the conclusion, that i t  might
set new trends for m il i ta ry  planning and p o l i t ic a l  thought, and 
thus lead to a conprehensive withdrawal of nuclear weapons from 
European s ta te s  which do not themselves possess such arms 25/.

The main c r i t ic ism  of the nuclear-weapon-free corridor
appeared in menfcer s ta tes  of N̂ TO. According to them the 
implementation of th is  measure could undennine the a b i l i ty  of

W  Ibid 5.
25/ S. Lodgaard, Nuclear disengagement in Europe, B ulle tin  of 
Peace Proposals, v o l . 17, (1986), pp. 409-14.
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N\ID to o ffse t  the alleged WTO's superior conventional forces 
with a threat of nuclear counter-attack. Because of the 
existence of dual-purpose weapons, the proposed arrangement 
would lead to a reduction in conventional capacity; and nuclear 
weapons withdrawn from the corridor would become an a t t r a c t iv e  
ta rg e t .  The corridor proposal disregards, according to 
opponents, the geographical d ivers i ty  of the t e r r i t o r i e s  covered 
by the two a ll iances ;  corridor arranganents would contravene the 
p rinc ip le  of co llec t iv e  security  as defined by the V\festern 
Alliance; i t  is also argued that negotiations on a 
battlefield-weapon-free corridor could divert a tten tion  from the 
current negotiations on European mediutn-range nuclear weapons 
and, as say the c r i t i c s ,  the proposed arrangement would not 
bring about decrease in the nuxiber of operational nuclear 
weapons in Europe; v e r i f ica t io n  is said to be complicated; the 
final objection is that the corridor arrangement r isks being 
viewed in iso la tion  from the current negotiations in Geneva, 
Vienna and Stockholm 26/.

I t  is up to the reader to judge how serious these 
objection are, but i t  is without any doubt that even a p a r t ia l  
denuclearization, as provided for in the corridor proposal, may 
help to control the r isk  of nuclear war. This would provide a
p rac tica l  brake on the operational release  of nuclear weapons 
and allow time for diplcmatic endeavours to resolve the conflic t  
and provide an opportunity to reduce both nuclear and 
conventional forces on the basis of reciprocity  27/.

A new negotiating potential has been created recently  as a
sign of new p o l i t ic a l  thinking with regard to the comprehensive 
set of proposals within the framework of the prograime for a
to ta l  elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000. This was 
presented in the speech of MLS. Gorbachev, January 15, 1986,
\\4iich becane well-known for i t s  conplexity and clear ends - to ta l  
nuclear disarmament.

A v e ry  serious sh if t  in b i la te ra l  negotiations was made by 
the USSl with regard to mediun-range weapons in Reykjavik, 
October 12, 1986: Without touching B ri t ish  and French forces to
eliminate a l l  US and US9^medium-range weapons from Europe as a
part of complex solution encompassing s tra te g ic  and space 
weapons. This f l e x ib i l i ty  of the U S ^  leader continued with the 
proposal to accept the orig inal UB Zero-option for elimination 
of a l l  US and USSR mediun-range nuclear weapons as a separate 
measure, with the withdrawal of the Soviet ope ra tiona l- tac tica l  
m iss i les  with extended range from the t e r r i to r i e s  of the OCR and

26/ J. Goldblat, r^clear-weapon-free Central Europe, Bulle tin  
of Peace Proposals, v o l . 17, (1986), pp. 415-17.
W  Ibid 26.
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Czechoslovakia. This was just a f te r  corresponding trea ty
between USA and USSR concerning mediun-range nuclear m issiles  
(February 28, 1987).

This atmosphere contributed to the solving of a
complicated problem of utmost urgency - mediun-range nuclear 
weapons, Wiich have beccm a key to the whole process of 
disarmament 28/. In addition i t  brought new perspectives for 
solving the very dangerous question of short-range nuclear 
weapons.

Under these conditions, using main ideas elaborated by the 
IQDSI, as mentioned e a r l ie r ,  a f te r  preparatory work made by the 
jo in t p o l i t i c a l  i n i t i a t iv e  of the S oc ia l is t  Unity Party of 
Germany and the Social Democratic Party of Germany 29/, the 
Goveriments of the OCR and the Czechoslovakia sent a proposal to
the Government of the FRG to crea te  a nuclear-weapon-free
corridor (y^ril 3, 1987) along the divide between the two
all iances  in Central Europe. The corridor on the t e r r i to ry  of 
FF?G, QIR and Czechoslovakia should i n i t i a l l y  have a width of 
about 150 k ilone tres  on e i th e r  side and should be negotiated
into a Central European nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Elimination of mediun-range and short-range nuclear
weapons in connection with other s tra te g ic  and conventional 
disarmament issues has become an urgent need of European
security  as a crucial part of global security . This goal can be 
f a c i l i t a te d  by in i t i a l  and p a r t ia l  measures, especially  by the
creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in Europe, p a r t icu la r ly  if  
the battlefield-nuclear-weapon-corridor in Central Europe is the 
f i r s t  step. Recent proposals by M.S. Gorbachev from Prague,
April 10, 1987, have shown new accesible ways howto reach
agreements between East and West.

Conventional weapons - a case for 
regional and global ta lks

Conventional forces are s t i l l  a basic part of armed forces 
of any country even in the nuclear age. The absurdity of 
intentional use of nuclear weapons leads to a conviction that 
the importance of conventional weapons has been increasing since

28/ J. Nfatousek, Nfediun-and short-range nuclear weapons - 
dangerous fuse of global nuclear war, in, V\fe»ys out of the Arms 
Race, Spiegel-Verlag, Hanfcurg (in press)
29/ f'iicl ear-Weapon-Free Corridor in Central Europe: Joint
p o l i t ic a l  in i t i a t iv e  of the S o c ia l is t  Unity Party of Germany and 
the Social Democratic Party of Germany, Panorama HR, Berlin 
1986.
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nuclear overkill  and thus mutual assured destruction was 
accepted as p r inc ip le .

Sane people argue that conventional armatnents are a matter 
of highest p r io r i ty .  One can agree that even conventional war 
with contemporary conventional arms, without using weapons of 
mass destruction , carr ied  out on densely populated European 
continent with hundreds of nuclear f a c i l i t i e s  and hundreds of 
f a c i l i t i e s  storing  harmful chemicals, could make th is  continent 
uninhabitable for a long period of time. Nevertheless, only 
nuclear arsenals could eradicate  the whole population on global 
scale.

Conventional forces of both a ll iances are objects of 
regional (European) Vienna 1VH=R negotiations, which have been 
going on without any tangible re su l t .  It cannot be expected 
that separate negotiations on conventional forces could be 
successful due to links with other m il i ta ry ,  m ili ta ry -techn ica l  
and p o l i t ic a l  questions. On the other hand i t  is unfair when
some western au th o r i t ie s  use the existence of conventional
weapons as an argunent against progress in the negotiations on 
c rucial issues like medium-range and short-range nuclear 
weapons. This says nothing about the various numbers of games 
which confuse public opinion about the real s ize  of WIO 
conventional forces.

I t  seems to be reasonable to carry out negotiations on 
conventional forces in close connection with short-range nuclear 
weapons due to close technical and tac t ic a l  link between these 
m atters .

F i r s t  of a l l ,  i t  is the question of nuclear threshold, 
which is to be maintained. I t  is extremely important to
maintain a c lear  d is t in c t io n  between nuclear and conventional 
weapons. Nuclear weapon s ta te s  should abstain from developing 
and deploying weapons which blur the d is t in c t io n  by appearing to 
be more "usable" in war. The so-called  Itnini-nukes" and
enhanced rad ia tion  (so-called  "neutron") weapons (ERW) both fa l l  
into th is  category. Another feature, on the side of 
conventional arms can be mentioned in th is  connection: the
development and use of some conventional charges, like  heavy 
denolition bonAts and fuel-a ir-explosives (FAE), creating a 
f i r e -b a l l  in some cases, can make the c lear d is t in c t io n  between 
conventional and anal I nuclear explosion sometimes d i f f i c u l t .

Another problem is the dual-capabi1i ty  of conventional 
weapons, which can be used for both, conventional explosive and 
nuclear charges, like a r t i l l e r y ,  ta c t ic a l  m issiles  and 
b a t t l e f i e ld  aviation.

The problems per se are f i r e  and incendiary weapons, i^ ic h  
are regarded, according to some IND dociments, as the weapons of 
mass destruction .
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The way, to approach the complex issue of 
th e a t re /b a t t le f ie ld  nuclear weapons in connection with reducing 
armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe was shown in 
the WIO men±)er s ta te s  address to NATO maifcer s ta te s  and to a l l  
European countries with a programne of reducing armed forces and 
conventional armaments in Europe, presented on the Budapest 
session, June 11, 1986, ^ / .  WIO s ta te s  propose a substantia l
reduction in a l l  components of the land forces and tac t ic a l  
s t r ik e  aviation of the European s ta te s ,  as well as of
corresponding forces and weapon systems of the US and Canada 
deployed in Eiirope. O perational-tac tical nuclear arms with a 
range up to 1000 kilometres would be reduced alongside
conventional armaments.

I t  is also mentioned that confidence-bui1ding conditions
for proposed stepwise reduction of armed forces and armaments in 
Europe (on-time reduction by 100-150 thousand troops on each 
side within 1-2 years followed by further reduction by 
approximately 25 percent as conpared to the present level in 
early  n ineties)  would be promoted in ter a l i a  by the creation of 
zones free from nuclear and chemical weapons.

This honest o ffer  of WIO mai4>er s ta te s  has remained 
without answer t i l l  now. But th is  proposal, in connection with 
the motions from Prague, shows the way ahead. Now NWD has to 
answer!

30/ Address of '̂\felrsaw Treaty matfcer s ta te s  to WTO mentter 
s ta te s .  Press Bulle tin  no.273 (1159), June 13 (1986) Permanent
Mission of the Soviet Union, Geneva 1986.

* * * * *
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REPCRT

•n c  IIVEUM NT OF WWS /^D  N€ANS 
CF OB^CAL DISAfMS^ENT

Hendrik >/\^geiniakers

In ny presentation I w ill  not go into the specif ics ,  of 
the nuts and bo lts  of the ON negotiations. As we have heard 
fran Berdennikov there are others around th is  table  d irec tly
involved in these negotiations who are much be tte r  placed than
I, to dwell on the p a r t icu la rs  of the OV negotiations.

Rather I w ill  try to analyse in a wider perspective some 
ch a ra c te r is t ic s  of the ongoing negotiating process ever since 
i t s  inception in the early  1920s un til  the present day. I have 
noticed that in the course of time, the conceptualization of 
scope and parameters of the sought a f te r  convention has 
changed. In line  with the change of society which in our 
technological era has become rather complicated, if  not 
sophistica ted , the ideas about the requirements which a future 
convention w ill  have to f u l f i l l  have changed as well. If 
technical p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for v e r i f ic a t io n  have grown inmensely, 
so have regre ttab ly  the technical p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for production. 
Nonetheless, I think sophistica tion  w ill  do no harm to the 
convention. Furthermore, I have t r ie d  to see what influences or 
rather what benefit one can draw \/>̂ en comparing the OV 
neogitia ting  process with the development pertaining to the 
biological weapons convention and to the safeguard systan of 
IAEA.

The idea of chemical disarmament is about as old as 
chemical weapons themselves. Vie are a l l  aware of the a t ro c i t ie s  
viiich occurred during VtorId V\fer I, and ever a f te r  there has been 
a widespread consensus that these weapons should be abolished. 
From the outse t,  one should rea l iz e  that one is dealing with a 
ban on a category of ex is ting  and deployed weapons. Frcm the 
existence of an actual ON capab il i ty  follows logica lly  the 
existence of m is trus t  on the side of those m^o feel threatened 
by that capab il i ty .  Moreover, ON re la ted  problems are
complicated by nature and therefore, a grey zone, where 
m is tru s t ,  mutual m is trus t ,  and arb irary  judgements abound, comes 
e as i ly  into existence. Wiich are these conplexities? In the 
f i r s t  place, chemical weapons and the f a c i l i t i e s  to produce 
these weapons can eas i ly  be concealed. This is p a r t icu la r ly
true in big countries with a lot of enpty or half empty space 
and in countries where a closed p o l i t ic a l  system makes i t  
possible that parts of the t e r r i to ry  can be made less
accessible . In the second place, chemical weapons are 
comparatively cheap and not too d i f f ic u l t  to produce. 
Therefore, the r isk  of chemical weapons becoming a global 
phenomenon is a real one. According to very ten ta tive
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estimates the niinber of s ta te s  that possess or t ry  to acquire 
chemical weapons is around 20. ITiat nun±>er may eas i ly  increase 
in the next few years \niiich in i t s e l f  favours a climate of 
m is trust  about potential procedures and possessors of chemical 
weapons. One could if  one wishes add a th ird  reason \\4iy 
p ro l ife ra t io n  is a real r isk  providing fuel to the f i r e  of 
m is tru s t .  Contrary to nuclear weapons, chemical weapons w ill  
not eas i ly  reach a level of ov e rk i l l .  The equivalent of nuclear 
overk ill  does not seem in sight for chemical weapons. The sky 
is ,  unfortunately, the l im it.

I just  mention in passing, of course the warrying 
phenomenon of the recent use of chemical weapons in regional 
c o n f l ic ts .  Wiat is the developnnent that I see? If 1 t ry  to 
analyse the developments I s t a r t  frcm the Protocol of Geneva of 
1925 \(4iich very adequately r e f le c ts  the great repugnance, the 
abhorance of use one has witnessed. So the Protocol bans use 
but at the same time, the Geneva Protocol contains many 
shortcomings. I ts  scope is limited, the Protocol is only
binding between p a r t ie s  and only in case of war. Furthermore, 
numrous escape clauses were s t ipu la ted  by States on adhesion.
There is f ina l ly  the absence of v e r i f ic a t io n  provisions and
conplaint procedures. In order to resolve the shortcomings of 
the Geneva Protocol, negotiations s ta r te d  in 1969 on a 
convention that would comprehensively prohibit development, 
production and stockpiling of biological weapons and chemical 
weapons, and would oblige p a r t ie s  to destroy ex is ting
stockpiles. In 1972 these negotiations resulted  in a biological 
weapons convention. The negotiations on the CW ban continued to 
th is  day and seem to have reached a decisive stage. I t  seems 
that agreement e x is ts  in p rinc ip le  on a defin i t ion  of chemical 
weapons, "wdiich toxic substances and precursors thereof are going 
to be dealt with, \\diich means of delivery and which m ateria l,  
espec ially  designed for GV use, are going to be banned. Tlie 
present s ta te  of the negotiations shows enphasis on v e r i f ic a t io n  
of destruction and of necessary challenge inspections in cases 
of undeclared stocks and in s ta l la t io n s ,  presuned use, e tc .  In 
th is  context, i t  is in te res ting  to note that the Soviet Union 
and the US seem to have become more confident about the outcome 
of the negotiations. The US delegation has given full 
information on the location of i t s  chemical weapons. The Soviet 
lAiion has made a beginning of a more open policy of affirm ation 
on ex is ting  stocks by no longer concealing the ir  existence. 
Furthermore, the Soviet Union has announced that i t  w il l  s ta r t  
the construction of a f a c i l i t y  for the destruction of chemical 
weapons. This is the type of confidence-buiIding measure that,  
seems to be useful at th is  stage, and of course I should mention 
in th is  context, also that the US delegation has invited Soviet 
experts to come and v i s i t  the US destruction f a c i l i t i e s  in Utah, 
and the bunker containing chemical weapons, at a period la te r  on 
th is  year. I t  is not an exaggeration to qualify  these steps as 
CBM's, conducive to reducing to reasonable proportions the
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o th e r 's  perception of threat and thus creating a climate in 
vi^ich p a r t ie s  are prepared to enter a convention. The current 
phase of the ON negotiations, the th ird  phase I would say, 
cannot be eas ily  separated from the preceding phase, but I w ill  
t ry  to demonstrate that there is a great difference in the 
conceptualization araongst the negotiators which are dealing with 
th is  d ra f t  ON convention now. They do i t  in a way vi^ich is 
d if fe ren t  from Asiiat was seen seme 18 years ago. Although the 
elimination of ex is ting  stockpiles and production f a c i l i t i e s  is 
s t i l l  a very important part for the foreseen convention, more 
and mare enphasis is being laid  on the prevention of misuse of 
ex is ting  c iv i l  chemical c a p a b il i t ie s  for chanical weapons 
purposes even by those v(*o previously did not do so. The change 
in thinking about the ways and means to abolish ON can be 
described as a tendency to contro l,  not only chanical weapons as 
such but also the ir  key precursors and other intermediates. And
I think we w ill  derive benefit  from a comparison with the
biological weapons convention f i l e .  It s t a r t s  with the
prohib ition  of use under the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Then in 
the BN convention of 1972, stockpiles and storage were 
prohibited . Production is prohibited concurrently in 1972 and 
gradually one sees a growth which cariB to a stage of m aturity  in
1986, la s t  autumn, vdien although not in t rea ty  form but in an
understanding form, a limited obligation was accepted. This 
allowed the EW p a rt ie s  to declare the ir  c a p a b il i t ie s  to produce 
po ten tia l  substances for BN. In the same year, one sees in 1986 
in the f a l l ,  an obligation entered into not in t rea ty  form but
in an understanding form of declaring ce r ta in  forms of defence 
research. How can one explain th is  change? There are p o l i t ic a l
fac to rs .

A str ingent obligation not to make use of a weapon does in 
p rac t ice  not suff ice  to make pa r t ies  feel confident that other 
p a r t ie s  would honour the ir  obligations. Therefore, many pa rt ies  
f e l t  i t  in the case of ON, necessary to keep stocks in tac t with 
a view to deterring use by another party or a non-party. A 
str ingen t obligation not to produce or store  CWwould build  seme 
confidence but not enough. Only A^en compliance with 
obligations is assured through adequate v e r i f ic a t io n  is there a 
chance that a l l  Sta tes would be w il ling  to forego the option of 
production of chemical weapons. The technical p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for 
v e r i f ic a t io n ,  for production, have grown enormously over the 
las t  50 years. Although lo ts  of time and money w ill  have to be 
spent on the further development, the technology for monitoring
by means of instriraents providing real information over large 
distances is now available. The use of mass spectrometers and 
other instrunents has made i t  possible to find very smalltraces 
of chemical weapons. By way of these methods, i t  is in 
p r inc ip le  possible to find a needle in a haystack. The Prince 
N/feurits Laboratory of TND in I^swijk, the la th e r  lands, under the 
able leadership of Etoctor Jack Ooms, has delivered convincing 
proof of the resu l ts  which can be reached by means of waste-water
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sanpling. I make reference in th is  context to the OV workshop 
held in the Netherlands, in June 1986, during which a 
demonstration ivas given on how to e fH c ie n t ly  inspect an 
industria l  chemical production p lan t.

There are also social p o l i t ic a l  factors. In a l l  
industr ia lized  countries a system of control of industria l  
a c t iv i t i e s  has expanded. At f i r s t  primarily to protect workers 
in th e ir  working environment, i t  recently also pro tects  the 
wider environment. These national controls have accustomed both 
goveriments and industries , at least in, the A/festern part of the 
world, to the idea and p rac tice  of inspection of industry. 
Thus, an international systan of v e r i f ic a t io n  of some c iv i l  
chemical industries  has become a more r e a l i s t i c  p o ss ib i l i ty .  So 
in short, I could say that increasingly, the need is f e l t  for 
adequately v e r if ied  controls on c iv i l  a c t iv i t i e s  that could lead 
to a Q/V capab il i ty .

As a resu lt  of technological developments such controls 
seen to become more and more feasib le . This is a l l  the more 
relevant since p o l i t i c a l ly  the notion of v e r if ic a t io n ,  in 
general terms, is no longer a controversial one. I would like 
to exa ip lify  th is  trend now with a few words on \^ a t  is probably 
the n»st d i f f i c u l t  part of the GV Convention; the v e r i f ic a t io n  
of non-production and non-stockpiling of chemical weapons.

Ten years ago i t  was not the main problem and i t  was not 
seen as the main problem. Now i t  is the ccnplicated centrepiece 
of the negotiations. V\Jiy is i t  the centrepiece? Becauise the 
destruction  of stockpiles, chemical warfare agents and the ir  key 
precursors is useless when production of these same chemicals 
for c iv i l  purposes continues uncontrolled.

This c iv i l  production should be s t r i c t l y  limited to 
non-prohibited purposes. "Diis obligation should be adequately 
ve rif ied  and I think to e s tab l ish  an adequate v e r i f ica t io n  
system in con|>arison with the safeguard system of the IAEA, 
would be very useful and benefic ia l .  Tliere are of course 
d ifferences. TTie nuclear f a c i l i t i e s  which the IAEA inspects are 
single purpose and the chemical plants are more and more
multi-purpose f a c i l i t i e s .  Nuclear f a c i l i t i e s  from a rather 
wel1-defined category of f a c i l i t i e s .  The OV relevant part of 
chemical industry cannot be so well-defined. What can I draw
fran th is  IAEA experience? I think the system of IAEA \s4iich has
brought about model agreements and f a c i l i t y  attachments; a 
systan in vi^ich r igh ts  and obligations of inspectors are
entrenched; and a system which provides for procedures for 
solving problans that might a r ise  around inspection. Soviet 
colleague has already spoken about challenge inspections. I am 
happy to note that i t  seems that positions are coming closer to 
each other. I w il l  not dwell at length now, in view of the 
urgency of time with the more broader aspects of v e r i f ica t io n ,  I 
w ill  focus a b i t  on challenge inspections.
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I believe that the solution of the problem of v e r i f ic a t io n  
of non-production and non-stockpi1ing wi 11 probably be found in 
a conplicated system of l i s t s ,  model agreements, elaborated 
ru les , f a c i l i ty  attachments e tc .  But at the sasiB time,
challenge inspections can only be workable i f  the system agreed 
on is a sinple one and undetailed. The rule  should be that 
S ta tes are granted sa t is fac t io n  through the report of an on -s i te  
inspection team. In exceptional cases a l te rn a t iv e  measures can 
be considered. The underlying question is of course whether the 
challenging s ta te  w ill  have the las t  word or not. I think 
personally that the positions on th is  controversial point are 
su f f ic ie n t ly  close to enable p a r t ie s  to find a way out. In the 
Dutch view, admission to the bunker must be possible, i f
a l te rn a t iv e  inspection measures do not prove to be convincing. 
Otherwise the r isk  would be too great that chemical weapons w ill  
be stocked in buildings that are declared to be of a very 
sens it ive  nature. Moreover, movanents of maintenance people 
w ill  stop and ven ti la t io n  systems and other in s ta l la t io n s  
v is ib le  from the outside may be removed or covered within 48 
hours before the a rr iva l  of the inspection team.

In th is  context I am happy to have read an a r t i c l e  in the 
International Herald Tribune of 28 Nfey 1987 in which i t  was 
reported that Aribassador Nazarkin of the USS^ has announced at 
the in ternational OV symposiun in Oslo las t  week that in 
p rinc ip le  a quick inspection within 48 hours is acceptable to 
the U S^. There remains, of course, a question. VWiat happens 
if  ru les are violated? According to the B r i t ish  proposal "the 
Executive Council shall take such measures as i t  may 
co lle c t iv e ly  decide. Measures may include a withdrawal of 
r igh ts  and priv ileges from that party under the Convention.
Such measures shall be without prejudice to the r ight of the 
other S ta tes  party  to take u n ila te ra l  action up to and including 
withdrawal from the Convention". 1 consider such a penalty 
clause of fundamental importance. The perspective of strong
HBasures is required to serve as a deterrence to potential 
v io la to rs .  As we have learned fron the Iraq/Iran  tragedy, sheer 
p o l i t ic a l  pressure on the country concerned may not present an 
e ffe c t iv e  deterrence.

Even when as I ardently hope, current negotiations, w ill 
soon lead to agreement on a Convention, th is  w ill  not be the end 
of our responsib ili ty  for the ban on OV. As long as science and 
technology develop further and they do so at a s t i l l  increasing 
speed, the p a r t ie s  w ill  be confronted with new challenges and 
with new necess i t ies  to answer them.

The OV Convention will  have to acknowledge th is  fact by 
providing for e f f ic ie n t  procedures for changes in l i s t s  of 
chemicals, de ta iled  c la r i f i c a t io n  procedures e tc .  \ 4̂ien 
technological developments make such modifications desirab le . 
Only in that way can the provisions of the t rea ty  be upheld and
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maintained and I take i t  that the provisions are known to you 
a l l .  I w il l  skip that part of ny presentation for tinae sake. I 
note that of course the Convention w ill  have to provide for 
adequate machinery for implementation of the trea ty  and for 
reviewing i t s  operation and I think of p a r t icu la r  importance is 
also that seme fine p rin t  w ill  be worked out on the duration of 
the t rea ty  and on the nurber of r a t i f ic a t io n s  needed for i t s  
entry into force.

The mamentun in the Geneva negotiations is impressive. In 
the las t  12 months more has been achieved than in the previous 
12 years. V\fe must make the best use of th is  mcmentum by 
concentrating our e f fo r ts  on the key areas of th is  agreement 
M^ich remain unresolved. must do so rea liz ing  the broader 
context in Axiiich the negotiations take place. On the one hand 
there is a growing use proved by fac t,  of chemical weapons in 
the regional co n f l ic ts  on our globe . On the other hand, there
is the re la ted  development or the p ro l ife ra t io n  of ON production 
capab il i ty ,  both in the developed and developing parts  of the 
world.

A momentum towards production seems to be growing a f te r  a
period during which a long un ila te ra l  moratorium, on the part of 
one of the superpowers remained unanswered. The d ras t ic
proposals for nuclear arms reduction inevitably point to the 
ex is ting  discrepancies in the conventional and chemical f ie ld s .  
All th is  shows in opinion that no e ffo r t  should be spared to
complete the QV ban now. F if teen  years a f te r  i t s  predecessor, 
the Biological V\feapons Convention which has been reviewed and 
confirmed recently , i t  is high time.
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DISOUSSICN

Asif Ezdi

In 115'̂ b r ie f  intervention I propose to confine rayself to 
conventional disarmament, a subject which often suffers  from 
some neglect in the disarmament debate. P ar t ly ,  th is  is so 
because of an understandable preoccupation with the nuclear arms 
race which threatens c iv i l iz a t io n  and in fact the e n t i re  himan 
race with ex tinc tion . Another reason why conventional 
disarmament has not received the a tten tion  i t  iTierits is perhaps 
the complexity of the issues i t  presents, stemming from the vast 
d ifferences in the s truc tu re  and ccnposition of armed forces and 
the weapons they possess and from the fact that i t  involves not 
just  two superpowers or two a ll iance  systems or five nuclear 
powers but almost every nation in the world, each with i t s  own 
security  problems and concerns and scmetimes i t s  own ambitions 
and asp ira t ions .  These are not, however, su ff ic ien t  reasons why 
the problem of conventional disarmament should not be addressed 
in serious and urgent manner, nor is the fact that since the 
Second W^rId Vfer, Eiirope has been fortunate enough to be spared 
the destruction  that conventional weapons have brought in so 
many countries of the Third W)rId, often with the support and 
sonetines with the part ic ipa tion  of the superpowers in the 
pursuit of the ir  gloabal s t ra te g ie s .

The Lhited Nations Study on Conventional Disarmament three 
years ago was a timely reminder of the dimensions of th is  
problem. As i t  pointed out, the more than 150 wars and armed 
c o n f l ic ts  which have taken place since 1946 have a l l  been fought 
with conventional weapons. The use of these weapons has caused 
more than 20 mi 11 ion war-related deaths and material danage and 
destruction  running into b i l l io n s  of d o l la rs .  Of the near 5 
percent of the gross national product of the nations of the 
world isiiich is spent on mi 1 i ta ry  expenditure, about fo u r- f i f th s  
r e la te  to conventional armed forces and weapons. This 
represents a colossal drain on economic and technological 
resources. There has also been a sharp upward sp ira l  in the 
q u a l i ta t iv e  aspects of the conventional arms race. Advances in 
m il i ta ry  technology continue to increase the destructive  power 
of conventional weapons and new types of such weapons are being 
developed.

The conventional arms race, no less than a nuclear arms 
race, increases p o l i t i c a l  tensions and mi I i ta ry  confrontation. 
It thereby impedes the emergence of a more s tab le  world and 
enhances the p o ss ib i l i ty  of armed c o n f l ic t .  A reversal of the 
conventional arms race would be p a r t icu la r ly  beneficia l to the 
developing countries lÂ iich have been the stage and indeed the 
victims of a l l  the armed con fl ic ts  which have taken place since 
the Second Vtorld Wfeir.
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To emphasize the inportance of conventional disarmament 
does not detract fron the foremost p r io r i ty  v<^ich must be 
accorded to measures for nuclear disarmament and the prevention 
of nuclear war, upon which hunan survival depends. Nuclear and 
conventional disarmament, moreover, are not two mutually 
exclusive processes but have a close in te rre la tionsh ip  and ought 
to be pursued in conjunction.

The present conventional arms race is closely  re la ted  to 
s i tua t ions  a ris ing  from unresolved t e r r i t o r i a l  disputes, denial 
of the right of self-determ ination, arb it ions for regional or 
global dominance, foreign occupation, m il i ta ry  intervention 
e tc .  In Eiirope the main impetus to the conventional arms race 
comes from East-West tensions. Many non-aligned countries have 
tended to develop the ir  own m il i ta ry  power largely because the 
co llec t ive  security  provisions of the United Nations Charter 
have not been inplemented.

In the pursuit of conventional disarmament, the global and 
regional approaches are both relevant, depending on the nature, 
and scope of the measures envisaged. Seme measures M^iich would 
apply to a l l  Sta tes like  those outlawing a p a r t icu la r  category 
of weapons or a pa r t icu la r  method of conducting h o s t i l i t i e s  
ought to be the subject of m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations with the 
part ic ipa tion  of a l l  S ta tes . Other measures which might be 
applicable to States in a given region, or to two or more 
neighbouring States ought na tura lly  to form the subject of
regional or b i la te ra l  negotiations among the concerned p a r t ie s .

The regional and global approaches to conventional
disarmament can thus be taken up sinultaneously. However, given
the fact that the inpetus to the conventional arms race in most
cases comes from the real or perceived c a p a b il i t ie s  of 
neighbouring S ta tes , or from s i tua t ions ,  actual or po ten t ia l ,  in 
the imnediate geopolitical area, i t  is the regional approach 
which o ffers  the most r e a l i s t i c  prospects for progress. The 
security  concerns of Sta tes and consequently the reasons for the 
acquisition  of arms d if fe r  from s i tua tion  to s i tua tion  and from 
region to region. Regional measures could therefore best 
re f le c t  the specif ic  conditions and pa r t icu la r  requirements of 
various areas. I t  might be possible in some cases to reach 
agreement on a regional basis on measures more far-reaching than 
those which could be implemented on a global scale .

In any r e a l i s t i c  e ffo r t  towards conventional disarmament 
ce r ta in  fundamental p rincip les would need to be recognized and 
observed. These are: f i r s t ly ,  the right of each S ta te  to
inaintain a level of forces essen tia l  to i t s  security  keeping in 
view i t s  security  concerns. Secondly, and th is  is a necessary 
corollary  of the above, in each region a m il i ta ry  balance must 
be aimed at providing each S ta te  in that region with a
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reasonable capabi1i ty  for self-defence. To determine such a 
balance, account should be taken of the capacity of each S tate  
for the production of armaments, acquisitions from external 
sources and the level of sophistication  of arms. Thirdly, the 
special responsib i l i ty  of S ta tes \n4iich are in a preponderant 
m il i ta ry  position  in a p a r t icu la r  region to promote and in i t i a t e  
arms lim itations ought to be recognized. In many regions the 
arms race is fueled by the e f fo r ts  of the m i l i t a r i ly  most 
powerful S ta te  to a t ta in  a position of unchallenged superio rity  
to ju s t i fy  a claim to regional hegemony or what would e a r l ie r  
have been ca lled  a sphere of influence. Such a policy 
exacerbates p o l i t i c a l  and m il i ta ry  tensions thereby condemning 
the S ta tes of the region to the vicious c i r c le  of 
ever-increasing levels of forces and armaments and diminished 
security .

The lim ita tion  and reduction of conventional arms and 
armed forces can be e i the r  q u a li ta t iv e  or quan tita tive  or both 
and can re la te  to weaponry, manpower or the deployment of 
weapons and forces. The concrete measures of conventional 
disarmament which can r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be undertaken in the present 
s i tu a t io n  have been iden tif ied  in the LN study on the subject 
and can include reduction in m ateria l,  reduction in personnel, 
reduction of m il i ta ry  budgets, reduction and re s t r ic t io n s  on 
m il i ta ry  deployments, re s t ra in ts  on m il i ta ry  research and 
development and re s t ra in ts  on international arms transfe rs .

In each region a conscious step-by-step process can be 
ccmnenced, ta i lo red  towards specif ic  requirements, to promote 
security  for a l l  the regional Sta tes at the lowest possible 
level of armaments. Such a process could begin with measures to 
enhance confidence and proceed to concrete arms control and 
disarmamsnt measures. Openness and transparency of m il i ta ry  
information and data can serve an important confidence-bui1ding 
role. I t  would thus be useful for the S ta tes of a region to 
exchange information on force levels and on arms acquisit ion  and 
production. Broader comnitments of non-u til iza t ion  and non-use 
of force would be equally helpful in fostering mutual 
confidence. The resolution of outstanding disputes by peaceful 
means, thus removing the underlying causes of in ternational 
f r ic t io n ,  can contribute s ig n if ican tly  to the regional arms 
control process.

The aim of a regional disarmament process should be to 
e s tab l ish  a mutually acceptable m il i ta ry  equ il ib r iun  among the 
regional Sta tes and to exclude the m il i ta ry  presence of foreign 
forces. Disproportion in the level and sophistica tion  of 
armaments is l ike ly  to encourage po lic ies  of domination and 
intervention and to increase the danger of regional co n f l ic t ,  

ivfeasures to create  regional balance could include the 
following: Renunciation of ce r ta in  types of advanced weapons,
agreed ce i l ings  on armed forces, and geographical re s t r ic t io n s
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on deployment of armed forces, for instance, the establishment 
of dem ilitarized zones. The prospects of success in promoting 
regional security  and arms control can be grea tly  enhanced by 
the p a ra l le l  pursuit of regional co-operation in the economic, 
social and other f ie ld s .

To stm up, conventional disarmament is an area \> îich 
deserves greater a tten tion  than i t  has received so fa r .  As the 
impulse to the conventional arms race comes largely from 
regional fac tors, i t  is regional solutions which one should 
s t r iv e  for. In th is  e f fo r t ,  the main responsib ili ty  must be 
borne by the country possessing the grea test  m il i ta ry  strength 
in the region. The disarmanent process would be grea tly  
f a c i l i t a te d  i f  i t  is acconpanied by confidence-buiIding measures 
by the establishment of regional in s t i tu t io n s  for socio-economic 
co-operation and by the peaceful resolution of disputes. 
F ina lly , the aim of th is  process should be to e s tab l ish  a 
m il i ta ry  equ il ib r iun  anong regional Sta tes and to exclude 
foreign m il i ta ry  presence.

* * * * *

A ndrei K arkoszka

I wish to make a few coranents about the present stage of 
Eiiropean security . I think i t  would not be an exaggeration, i f
I say that a l l  European S ta tes feel secure today. This feeling,
th is  perception, stems from several p o l i t i c a l ,  economic and
m il i ta ry  fac tors. Anong those yiiich I consider most important 
are the acceptance of the geopolitical s i tua tion  in Europe by 
a l l  S ta tes of the region, the ta c i t  or open adnission of a
m il i ta ry  equ il ib r iun  to ex is t  now in Europe and the lack of
d irec t  m il i ta ry  th rea ts ,  the increased co-operation in various 
f ie ld s  of l i f e  between East and \\fest and, la s t ly ,  the ongoing 
process of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe 
Mdiich has brought along several posit ive  experiences over the 
las t  12 years. The la te s t  achievement of th is  process is the
Stockholm Agreement which enl>odies several important 
breakthroughs, like  that on geographical scope of the agreement, 
on mechanisms for v e r i f ic a t io n ,  and on scope of 
confidence-buiIding measures.

However, th is  feeling of s t a b i l i t y  and security  in Europe 
is kept with a very high level of m il i ta ry  preparedness and at 
great financia l,  p o l i t ic a l  and economic costs . Vhat is more 
inportant, th is  s t a b i l i ty  is permanently in danger of being
undermined by, f i r s t  the p o s s ib i l i ty  of c r ises  in other regions 
of the world sp i l l in g  over to Europe and, second, by the
dynamics of m il i ta ry  technology.
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Let me dwell a l i t t l e  longer on th is  technological 
factor. Technology of conventional weapons allows great 
increase of the ir  operational q u a l i t ie s .  This increase was
gradual and took several years. However, when we observe now
the re su l ts  of th is  long process we tend to describe i t  as a 
revolution in conventional weapons’ c a p a b i l i t ie s .

It  is an extremely d i f f i c u l t  task to re s t ra in  or to ha lt
technological sophistica tion  of weapons through in ternational 
negotia tions. But i f  the arms race is to be p o l i t i c a l ly  and 
m i l i t a r i l y  controlled , and preferably slowed down, i t  is of 
g rea tes t  necessity to address i t s  q u a li ta t iv e ,  taht is 
technological aspects.

As far as Europe is concerned the technological menace 
comes from the prospect of the nunber of new weapon systems 
wdiich would have pa r t icu la r  influence on m il i ta ry  s t a b i l i t y  and
security  in Europe. Prospects which I think w ill  m ate ria lize  in 
a few years, that is five to ten years from now. I would like 
to mention in th is  respect f i r s t  of a l l ,  the long-range 
reconnaissance and s t r ik e  systems consisting of several sensor 
platforms connected by several channels and means of 
ccmnunication with ccnmand centres and various means of attack, 
a l l  of them having great offensive value. A second category of 
these dangerous systems would be the "s tea lth"  a i r c r a f t  and 
m iss i le s ,  rendering a n t i - a i r  defenses of prospective opponents 
useless or at least ineffective; these systems may threaten 
other countries with a surprise  a ttack. A th ird  category I have 
in mind are accurate, long-and-mediim-range conventionally-armed 
b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le s ,  often replacing presently nuclear-armed 
m iss i les .  The new m issiles  would permit quick, surprise  
a ttacks ,  especially  against ccnmand centres, and would enable 
subsequent large scale a i r c ra f t  a ttacks. Fourth, ^ i c h  actually  
is very much connected with the th ird  category is the prospect 
of a n t i - t a c t ic a l  b a l l i s t i c  m iss i le  systems in Europe. Wien 
deployed, such systems would undermine ex is ting  perception of 
balance on the continent. All of these new weapons would have a 
great m il i ta ry  value that in t ine  of c r i s i s  an opponent 
threatened by them would rush to destroy them before they would 
be used in a potential c o n f l ic t .  Thus they are extremely 
destab i l iz ing .  There is a need for very fast action on these 
weapon systems which, as I said, might be soon deployed in 
Europe. V\fe have, of course, certa in  ex is ting  methods for 
tackling the m il i ta ry  s i tua t ion  in Europe, like the Vienna 
ta lk s ,  the Stockholm Conference and sane other fora. Each one 
of them presents specific  opportunities , not yet u t i l i z e d  in 
f u l l ,  to achieve in te rnationally  binding measures of r e s t ra in t  
in the f ie ld  of m il i ta ry  technology. However, i t  seems that the 
ex is ting  franework of negotiations is already burdened with such 
ccnplex tasks that i t  w il l  not be able to address the even more 
ccnplex matters of procurement of new m ilita ry  technologies.
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One could eniinerate four possible theoretical approaches 
to arms lim ita tion  in Europe. F i r s t ,  I would name an 
explanatory approach, being, a kind of learning process. It 
consists  mainly of exchange of information on actual s ta te  of 
m il i ta ry  a f fa i r s  and on blueprints  of future a c t iv i t i e s .  As a 
second I would name the operational approach where measures 
could be created against surprise  a ttack, measures for 
confidence building and inposing constra in ts  on m il i ta ry  
a c t iv i t i e s .  And th ird ,  the s truc tu ra l  approach in w4iich I would 
count reductions of weapons and zonal deployment arrangatients. 
These three approaches are already undertaken at present. The 
only new approach w4iich has not been t r ie d  so far would be one 
viiiich I would ca ll  a preventive one. It would be oriented at 
those weapon systems Asiiich are already known as extremely 
threatening, though not yet deployed. This fourth approach 
would be d irec ted  at weapons to be procurred soon or s t i l l  in 
research and development phases. This approach seems to be the 
only one to present a chance of abating the constant drive for 
ever more potent weapons, lAdiich is the main material (in 
contrast to the p o l i t ic a l  and ideological) source of threat 
perception.

The goal of preventive lim itation of arms is as urgent as 
i t  is d i f f i c u l t .  We could achieve i t  by s ta r t in g  a se r ies  of 
debates on threat perceptions by N\TO and WTO S ta tes ,  on 
procurement acquisit ion  po lic ies ,  on m il i ta ry  doctrines. Only 
a f te r  these debates formal and informal, would the two sides, 
that is East and V\fest Europe, understand each other properly, 
and be more w il l ing  to agree on measures res tra in ing  the new
technological developments. Some of these ideas were already 
put into formal propositions, recently by WTO at i t s  Berlin
meeting and a few weeks beifore by Poland in i t s  proposal 
concerning Central Europe and consisting of four elements, of 
vviiich the second and th ird  one dealt d irec t ly  with the 
technological aspects of the arms race. I think the re s t ra in t  
in new weapon systems development, worthy in i t s e l f ,  may also be 
conducive to reductions and redeployment of forces already 
ex is ting  in Europe.

Without some re s t ra in ts  on the forthcoming conventional 
weapon systons the CD̂/Is achieved so far w ill  not be su ff ic ien t  
in the long run to balance the negative e ffec ts  the
technological arms race may have on European security .

ic -k ic 'k "k
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Sten Lundbo

As sta ted  in the Final Document of the United Nations 
F i r s t  Special Session devoted to Disarmament, the conplete and 
e ffec tiv e  prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of a l l  chemical weapons and the ir  destruction 
represent one of the most urgent measures of disarmament. This 
was true in 1978 and is even more valid  in 1987, nine years 
a f te r  the F i r s t  Special Session devoted to Disarmament. The 
objective is to r id  the world of these cruel and abhorrent 
weapons. The urgency of that objective is underlined by the use 
of chemical weapons in the prolonged war between Iran and Iraq 
and by the danger of further p ro l ife ra t ion  of these cruel 
weapons.

As the sole negotiating forum for global disarmament 
questions, the Conference on Disarmament has the re sponsib ili ty  
to elaborate  the global convention on a comprehensive ban on 
chemical weapons. This has been s ta ted  in several resolutions 
adopted by the United Nbtions General Assembly. At i t s  
f o r ty - f i r s t  session, the General Assembly urged the Conference 
on Disarmament, as a matter of high p r io r i ty ,  to in tensify  the 
negotiations during i t s  1987 session with a view to the final 
e laboration of a convention at the e a r l ie s t  possible date 
(A/RES/41/SaD). In fact, the question of chemical weapons has 
been independently considered in the m i l t i l a te r a l  negotiating 
forun at Geneva since 1971. A separate subsidiary body for 
chemical weapons was established in 1980, and in 1984 that body 
was given a fu ll  negotiating mandate. The task of the 
Conference on Disarmament has been f a c i l i ta te d  by the 
introduction in 1982 by the US9^ of basic provisions of a 
Convention (document CD/294 of 21 July 1982) and in 1984 by the 
tabling by the United States of a draft  Convention (document 
QD/500 of 1 8 i ^ r i l  1984), as well as by numerous important and 
specif ic  contributions by other S ta tes .

Even though there are several countries •«^ich have 
chemical weapons, only two countries - the United States and the 
Soviet Union - have declared that they possess stocks of such 
weapons. The declaration by the Soviet Union was made on 18 
February 1987. Being the two countries with the largest stocks 
of chemical weapons, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
a special responsib ili ty  for inplementing a ban on chemical 
weapons. In fact,  the United States and the Soviet Union 
announced to the Geneva Conference in 1974 that they had agreed 
in princ ip le  to consider a jo in t in i t i a t iv e  with respect to the 
conclusion of an in ternational convention dealing with the most 
dangerous lethal means of chemical warfare. The two countries 
held a to ta l  of 12 b i la te ra l  negotiating sessions from 1974 to 
1980 and submitted two joint reports to the CD on the progress 
of the ir  negotiations (document Q)/48 of 7 August 1979 and
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document QD/112 of 7 July 1980). These documents, which inter 
a l i a  stressed the scope of the prohibition in the Convention 
should be determined on the basis of the general purpose
c r i te r io n ,  formed a good basis for the in i t i a l  work of the
subsidiary body of the CD.

O ff ic ia l  b i la te ra l  ta lks on the Qiemical Vfeapons
Convention were resimed a f te r  the meeting between General
Secretary Gorbachev and President Reagan at Geneva in Novanber 
1985. In the ir  jo in t statement the two leaders reaffirmed that
they are in favour of a general and conplete prohibition  of
chemical weapons and the destruction of ex is ting  stockpiles of 
such weapons. They agreed to accelerate  e f fo r ts  to conclude an
e ffec tive  and v e r i f iab le  international convention on th is  matter 
and to in tensify  b i la te ra l  discussions on the level of experts 
on a l l  aspects of a chonical weapons ban, including the question
of ve r i f ica t io n .

The new se r ies  of b i la te ra l  ta lk s ,  \(^ich began a f te r  the 
Geneva Sunnit in 1985, serve as a problem-solving exercise with 
a view to speeding up the negotiations in the Conference on 
Disarmament, not to replace the m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations. The 
U iited  States and the Soviet liiion had, however, b i la te ra l  
negotiations during the period 1974-1980. This d ifference of 
the objectives of the two se ries  of talks is of in te res t  in the 
light of the main topic of th is  Conference: "The
In terre la t ionsh ip  of B ila te ra l  and M i l t i la te r a l  Disarmament 
Negotiations". The new character of the b i la te ra l  talks
confirms that the Conference on Disarmament has the
responsib ili ty  for pursuing the negotiations on the f in a l iza t io n  
of the Chemical Vfeapons Convention.

So far, the Ltaited States and the Soviet Lhion have had 
five b i la te ra l  sessions. Th six th  session is due to take place 
seme time a f te r  the s ta r t  of QD's sumner session on 9 June
1987. In addition. Secretary of S ta te  Shultz and Foreign 

Minister Shevardnadze in the ir  meeting in M)SCow 13-15 T^ril  
1987 agreed to have experts v i s i t  each o th e r ’s respective s i te s  
for destroying chemical weapons in order to observe destruction 
procedures as a step in inproving confidence between the States 
with the largest chemical weapons f a c i l i t i e s .

I t  follows fronwhat I have said that the Lftiited States
and the Soviet Union since the Geneva Sumnit have held b i la te ra l
discussions on a broad range of questions relevant to the 
Qiemical ^ f̂eapons Convention. This b i la te ra l  contact has already 
had a positive  e ffec t  on the negotiations in the Conference on 
Disarmament, p a r t icu la r ly  concerning destruction of chemical 
weapons production f a c i l i t i e s .  The b i la te ra l  talks can in the 
future contribute to the solution of the main outstanding 
questions in the negotiations, notably in the f ie ld  of
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v e r i f ic a t io n .  There is thus a constructive in te r r re la t ionsh ip  
between the b i la te ra l  ta lks  and the multi la te ra l  negotiations.

The solution of the v e r i f ica t io n  problems in connection 
with the Qianical >Afeapons Convention is a momentous task, 
because i t  concerns the elimination of an e n t i re  category of 
weapons of mass destruction. That implies destruction of 
ex is ting  stocks of chemical weapons and the chemical weapons
production f a c i l i t i e s .  I t  also inplies monitoring of the 
chemical industry in order to ensure that i t  is not being 
misused for the clandestine manufacture of chemical weapons. 
Therefore, the Conference on Disarmament needs to solve both 
sens it ive  p o l i t i c a l  issues and complicated technical questions.
If the Conference on Disarmament succeeds in th is  task i t  w ill 
evidently increase the s ta tus  of the Conference in the h is to ry  
of disarmament negotiations. In addition, the ve r if ica t ion
provisions of the Qiemical Weapons Convention w ill  have an 
influence on future disarmament negotiations concerning other 
categories of weapons.

So far the Conference on Disarmament has in princip le  
agreed on routine on -s i te  inspections concerning three v i ta l
areas of the Convention:

1. Destruction of stocks of chemical weapons;

2. Destruction of chemical weapons production 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and;

3. Non-production of chemical weapons.

Itowever, many technical questions remain to be resolved 
concerning the procedures for the routine on -s i te  inspections. 
In addition, there is a need for a system of on -s i te  inspection 
on challenge, ^ i c h  would represent the safety-net of the 
Convention. Such a system \A^ich should enable on -s i te  
inspection of undeclared f a c i l i t i e s  on short notice, should only 
be resorted to in exceptional circumstances. In order to
provide the ultimate source of confidence in the Convention, the 
system of on -s i te  inspection on challenge has to sa t is fy  certa in  
c r i t e r i a ,  of \s4iich the following three are the most e ssen t ia l :
F i r s t ly ,  the challenged State  nust be under obligation to
demonstrate to other S ta tes, and especially  the challenging 
S ta te , that i t  ccnplies with the provisions of the Convention.
Secondly, an inspection would have to be undertaken imnediately 
a f te r  the issue of a challenge. Thirdly, the investigation 
should be de ta iled  and conprehensive.

The Conference on Disarmament also has to solve the
question of the incorporation in the Convention of a prohibition
of the use of chemical weapons. Such an incorporation is
necessary since the Geneva Protocol of 1925 contains no
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ve r i f ic a t io n  mschanism and since that Protocol is limited to 
prohibit the use of chemical (and biological) weapons in war. 
The conclusion of the Chemical V\feapons Convention would 
therefore reinforce the Geneva Protocol, \(^ich is one of the 
oldest disarmanent agreements and v̂ diich have more than 100 
States P a r t ie s .

The aim of the m u lt i la te ra l  negotiations is to a rr ive  at a 
global and e ffec tive  ban on these weapons. Considerations 
concerning tenporary measures must be second to th is  fundamental 
objective. The momentun which has been created in the 
negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament, should be 
sustained with a view to concluding the Convention as soon as 
possible, while solving the outstanding issues.

•k ic "k if ic

Jean de Ponton d'Anfecourt

Je me bornerai dans nx>n intervention Sl quelques remarques 
sur le d6sarmement chimique et sur la convention en cours de
n6gociation depuis 1979, dans le cadre de la Conference sur le 
Dfesarmement Sl GenSve.

Tout d ’abord, contrairement a 1 ' impression qu'a pu donner
1 ' intervention de M. Berdennikov, je crois  qu’ il est important 
de remarquer que le problSne n ’est pas celui du programne 
binaire  am6ricain, q u ' i l  n 'e s t  pas non plus un problems 
sovi6to-am6ricain, mais que c 'e s t  un probl&ne qui regarde tous 
les E tats et singuliSrement les Etats europSens, dans la mesure
ou I'un de ces E ta ts ,  PLRSS a des stocks importants et toujours
inconnus a ce jour. Ensuite, M. Berdennikov nous a d i t  tout a 
I 'heure qu’une convention 6 ta i t  en vue, que selon toute 
probability , avec la volont6 polit ique  nScessaire, e l l e  pourrait 
6 tre  sign6e ou conclue en 1987 ou au plus tard en 1988. lAi bon
trava il  a en e ffe t  6t6 acccnpli, surtout lors de la dernidre
session de la Conference du d6sarmement, des progrSs nombreux 
ont 6t6 f a i t s ,  de nombreux progrSs res ten t cependant a 
acccmplir. M. Wagenmakers tout a I'heure dans son intervention 
en a touchS un ce r ta in  ncmbre, M. Lundbo en a 6voqu6 d 'au tre s .  
Je me bornerai quand a n»i a 6voquer 4 points: la question
in s t i tu t io n n e l le ,  la question de 1 ' inspection par d6fi, c e l le  de 
la non destruction e t enfin c e l le  de la destruction des stocks 
et du maintien des stocks de s6curit6.

Tout d'abord, la question in s t i tu t io n n e l le .  La Convention
et sa mise en oeuvre ccnportent deux phases dans not re e s p r i t ,  
et cela est g6n6ralement accept^: avant la destruction, qui
correspond § une phase de lia ison, aprSs la destruction des 
stocks. Nous pensons qu'une synergie doit s 'exercer durant ces
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deux phases au travers d ’ in s t i tu t  ions lourdes du type de ce l le
de 1'AIEA. Nous pensons que c 'e s t  nfecessaire et q u ' i l  est 
nScessaire d 'en passer par IS pour t ro is  raisons. D'une part la
m u lt ip l ic i ty  des produits et des pays capables de fabriquer des 
pr6curseurs d ’armes chimiques ou des armes chimiques rend une
gestion de la convention nScessaire; d ’autre part la mise en 
oeuvre de la convention inplique au jour le jour une gestion 
technique touchant § la destruction, a la v e r if ica t io n  mais 
aussi S la non production; enfin les in s t i tu t io n s ,  sans se 
substituer au Conseil de S6curit6 des Nations Unies, devraient, 
cctnne le sugg^rait r6caTtnent le Pakistan, se pencher sur le 
probl&ne des garanties, des protections a apporter aux pays 
d6pourvus d'armes chimiques et menaces par un agresseur 
p o te n t ie l .

En ce qui concerne le problSne de 1 ' inspection par d6fi, 
une proposition britannique a fa i t  I 'ob je t  de longues 
discussions et d 'un accord quasi unanime. L'LPSS nous a d i t  par 
la voix de ses d616gu6s, et M. Berdennikov vient de le r6p6ter, 
qu’e l l e  pouvait t r a v a i l le r  sur c e t te  base. M. Berdennikov a 
6voqu6 tout § I 'heure la question du Challenge Inspection. Nous 
attendons quant S nous qu’une position plus c la i re  de 1'URSS 
so it  p r ise  Sl ce sujet et nous pensons qu'un accord pourrait 
a lors se fa ire  assez rapidement.

TroisiSnenient, la question de la non-destruction. La 
convention en cours de n6gociation § I 'heure ac tuelle  ne peut 
§ tre  p a rfa i te  dSs sa signature, e l le  ne peut en p a r t ic u l ie r  
coiporter la l i s t e  de toutes les substances destin ies  a la 
fabrication  d'amies chimiques : tout d ’abord parce que la
ccnposition des stocks ex is tan ts  nous est inconnue et le sera
jusqu’au jour de la mise en oeuvre de la convention et de la 
declaration de ces stocks; ensuite  parce que les technologies et 
les produits 6voluent chaque jour dans 1’ Industrie chimique et 
q u ' i l  s e ra i t  vain d 'essayer de fa ire  la l i s t e  de ces 
technologies et de ces produits avant m&ns la conclusion de la 
convention. D'oQ la n6cessit6 de confier a un organe, un 
conseil sc ien tif ique , ccnpos6 de personnalit6s ind^pendantes 
ayant un rQle c o n su lta t if ,  le rSle d 'a t t i r e r  1'a t ten tio n  des 
organes de la convention sur les nouveaux produits qui 
pourraient appara itre , les nouvelles technologies et enfin les 
mSthodes de v e r i f ic a t io n .  En bref, de pr6voir un mfecanisme 
in s t i tu t ionne l  qui assu rera it  la gestion de la convention dans 
sa vie.

Quatri&ne point, la question de la destruction des 
stocks. L 'object i f  de la convention actuellement en n6gociation 
a GenSve est 1' in te rd ic tion  to ta le  des armes chimiques. Get 
o b jec t if ,  i l  faut en Stre conscient, ne sera pas a t te in t  du jour 
au lendemain. LS encore, la convention ne peut 6 tre  pa rfa i te  
dSs sa signature. Cette convention doit 6 tre  globale, ce qui 
exclut, & mon sens, toute approche rSgionale dans la mesure ou
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une approche rfegionale, ccmpte tenu de la mobilitfe des 
substances e t des produits e t des armes chimiques, serai t 
parfaitement inv6rifiab le  et ne r6pondrait pas a I 'o b je c t i f  
poursuivi actuellement dans la nfegociation d'une convention 
un iverselle . Cette convention enfin doit garan tir  la s6curit6 
de tous les E ta ts  & chaque 6tape de sa mise en oeuvre et ce, 
jusqu'a ce q u 'e l le  a i t  a t te in t  son o b jec t if  f in a l ,  1'Slimination 
des stocks et des facilitfes de production de tous les E ta ts .  II 
convient en e ffe t  de garan tir  la s6curit6 des E tats non 
seulonent dans le fu tur, ce qui se ra i t  p a r fa i t ,  mais aussi dans 
I ’ inmfediat ce qui est n€cessaire. II s 'a g i t  13 d'une question 
urgente, car tout d'abord, la mise en oeuvre des d ispositions 
agrfeees entre  toutes les p a r t ie s  constitue  un prfealable 
nScessaire § 1*application de la convention dans sa deuxi&ne
phase, c 'e s t -S -d ire  dans c e t te  phase ofl au ra it  6t6 op6r6es la 
destruction  et 1*61 imination de tous les stocks d'armes 
chimiques. Cette question ne saura it  en aucun cas 6 tre  d6l6gu6e 
aux seuls E tats dfetenteurs au moment de la convention. E lle  ne 
saurait  Stre purement bilatferale.

Un deuxiSne point concernant la destruction des stocks est 
que, pour que la s6curit6 ex is te  entre  les pa rt ies  a tout moment 
une fois la convention en vigueur, i l  convient que s '6 ta b l is s e  
une re la tion  de s6curit6  6gale entre  tous les Etats concernfes au 
regard des armes chimiques. Or force est de constater S I 'heure 
ac tue lle  un grand d6s6quilibre entre , d'une part les deux pays
les plus armSs, les Etats-Unis, mais aussi I'lRSS dont les
stocks doit on le rappeler sont et resteront en Europe, et les 
autres pays d 'au tre  part .  La convention, pour Stre v iable , pour 
Stre acceptable par tous, ne saurait  Stre un t r a i tS  de 
dSsarmement des pays dSsarmfes dSs sa signature. Aussi pour 
organiser dSs la mise en oeuvre de la convention les
dispositions qui doivent y figurer sur la base d'un Squilibre de 
sScuritS, t ro is  options sont possibles, ccnportant chacune une 
approche b i la tS ra le  et n u l t i l a tS ra le .

Tout d'abord une option b i la tS ra le .  E lle  c o n s is te ra i t  en 
un accord prSalable soviSto-amfericain prScSdant la signature de 
la convention. Cet accord b i la tS ra l  e n tre ra i t  en vigueur 
inmSdiatement, dSs la signature. En revanche, 1'accord 
m u l t i la te ra l ,  la convention e l l e  m&ne, n 'e n t re ra i t  en vigueur 
qu'au moment oQ se ra i t  a t te in t  un niveau e f f e c t i f  de destruction 
des stocks internetionalement contrSlS, acceptable par tous.

Deuxidne p o ss ib i l i ty ,  un am&nagement de la pSriode de 10 
ans. La convention elle-<nane, a lo rs , co rporte ra it  une premiSre 
phase de 5 ans b i la tS ra le ,  pendant laquelle seraient dS tru its  
les stocks amSricains et soviStiques. La seconde phase, 

n u l t i l a tS ra le ,  correspondrait a la destruction f inale  de 
1'ensemble des stocks ex is tan ts  et des fa c i l i tS s  de production 
ex is tan tes .  Cette phase s e ra i t  toutefois  assez d i f f i c i l e ,  
corrpte-tenu d'une part ,  de I 'anpleur des stocks ex is tan ts  qui
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rendent d i f f i c i l e  d'imaginer une destruction en 5 ans et d 'au tre  
part ,  de leur vari6 t6  et de tous les probldmes que poserait la 
dSfin ition  d ’6quivalence.

Troisi^me p o ss ib i l i ty ,  la mise en place dds l*entr6e en 
vigueur de la convention et pour une p6riode de 10 ans d'un 
6quilib re  impartial de stocks de s6curit6  limit^s et honx)gdnes. 
Ces stocks seraient contr516s internationalement et devraient
Stre d 6 tru i ts  ainsi que la f a c i l i t y  de production qui en
assu re ra it  I 'e n t re t ie n  pendant les deux dernigres ann6es de la 
p6riode de 10 ans.

Cette position, qui a la pr6f6rence de mon pays, repose
sur la d is t in c t io n  dans la convention entre  deux phases bien
d is t in c te s .  D’une part,  une phase de 10 ans qui aura it  pour but 
de porter a la connaissance des pa rt ies  les stocks et les 
f a c i l i tS s  ex is tan ts ,  de permettre la v e r if ica t io n  de ces
declara tions , de d6fin ir  les modalit6s de la destruction et de 
les m ettre en oeuvre e t ,  enfin, de te s te r  l* e ff icac it6  des 
d ispositions agr6ees au regard de I 'o b je c t i f  poursuivi. Pendant
toute c e t te  p6riode, je  le r6p§te, nous pensons que la s6curit6  
de tous les E tats ne pourrait Stre v6ritablement garantie  face § 
ce r ta in s  stocks ex is tan ts ,  que si est d6fini un stock de
s6curit6  hcmogSne identique pour tous et inchangS jusqu'S la 
p6riode de destruction complete, c 'e s t -S -d ire  inchangS pendant 
10 ans. ^ r S s  c e t te  p6riode de 10 ans, I ’ob jec t if  s e ra i t  enfin 
a t t e in t ,  la s6curit6  de tous les Etats en regard des armes
chimiques se ra i t  enfin assurSe, les stocks d6 tru its  y ccnpris le 
stock de s6curit6  et les f a c i l i tS s  de production, bref I 'on 
au ra it  a t te in t  I 'o b je c t i f  mgme. Dans ce cadre, celui du respect 
de la s6curit6  des E ta ts ,  I 'o b je c t i f  de la France res te  celui de 
la convention, 1'61 imination to ta le  des armes chimiques de la 
surface du globe. Kbn pays y est activement e t fermement 
engag6. Je puis vous assurer que la France ne sera pas le 
dernier Etat S d6sarmer sur le plan chimique et q u 'e l le  
rejo indra  les autres pays au niveau z6ro.

* * * * *

Klaus-jOrgen Citron

I would like  to make seme short ranarks as to some of the 
in te res t ing  papers presented around the table . As to Professor 

IVfatousek, I think as many around the table  have expressed, we 
have also a strong preference for a global solution for the 
chemical weapons. There seems to be even quite  a good outlook 
as we heard fromment>ers fran East andVfest. I don't think that 
the geographical solution limited to the two German Sta tes and 
Czechoslovakia would be su f f ic ie n t .  Just to give an exanple as 
the weapons would be removed, they could be brought back within
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a night, or two, with massive transport, v e r i f ica t io n  would be 
extremely d i f f i c u l t ,  and security  would not be improved. The 
same is true I think for any limited nuclear weapons zone. I
think we a l l  prefer that we now get into the zero solution for 
INF and make a major step ahead - limited zones would not add 
real security . In th is  regard let me just remind you of 
Professor Arbatov A\iio in the Palme Report made c r i t i c a l  remarks
himself because he had doubts at that time about the usefulness
of such limited solutions because there would be no real 
security  increase for such limited zones. I was very much
positively  inpressed by M inister Ezdi 's  posit ive  evaluation of 
conventional disarmament needs and e f fo r ts .  I think we agree
and think that the United Nations study on conventional
disarmament has been very posit ive .  I think the ir  are important 
elements he indicated, for possible solutions in the various
regions in the world. As to Mr. Karkoszka, I agree with him as
to the posit ive  evaluation he has given for the contribution of
the CSCE and of the Stockholm Conference but I think th is  is
only a beginning. V\fe a l l  rea l ize  that more has to be done in 
th is  f ie ld .  I cannot agree with him that there is no threat to 
Europe. Naturally things have improved and we are glad that 
these things have inproved, but the feeling of d is t ru s t  s t i l l  
ex is ts .  A lot has to be done and I ' l l  t ry  to speak of i t
tomorrow AAiien I have the floor. But in view of th is  I think we 
can 't  say yet that there is no feeling of th rea t.  I must adnit 
on the western side we s t i l l  feel a considerable concern because
of superio rity  in the conventional f ie ld  on the other side and I
think i t  would not be fa ir  not to speak about i t .  V\fe have 
proposals on the table  from East and Vfest. I would like  to
remind you of the Halifax statement of V\festern Foreign Ministers
and of the Brussels Declaration of las t December. On your side
there is the Budapest appeal and let me just say that our aim is 
s t a b i l i ty  at lower levels, elimination of the capacity for
surprise  attack and, the capacity for offensive action and the 
elimination of d i sp a r i t ie s .

I think i t  would be wrong to create  the inpression that we
are already in paradise. There is a lot to do and I hope to be
able to speak about i t  in the next session.

Thanas Barthelemy

I would like to make several ccmnents, primarily d irected 
to some points made by Mr. Berdennikov. I generally, and my 
Government generally share the view of others expressed here, 
including Nfr. Berdennikov, about the fact that in the las t  12 

months there has been rather rapid progress in the chemical 
weapons negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament. I
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c e r ta in ly  do agree with Mr. Berdennikov's statement that 1986 
appeared to be a turning point. I would like to return to that 
in a moment.

However, I think for those who a re n 't  too close to the
d e ta i l s  of the negotiations i t  is very important for you to 
understand tha t ,  apart from the issue of on -s i te  inspection on
challenge, there are a plethora of other issues, largely 
technical and legal, that are very complex and on w^iich there is 
a great deal of work to be done. That is ,  the solutions are not 
fu lly  in hand in the view of any government p a r t ic ipa ting  in the 
negotiations. Once one or more governments find a solution to
seme of these problans in d e ta i l ,  as a d raft  language, then of
course i t  has to be agreed among the 40 countries.

On the question of on -s i te  inspection on challenge, Nfr. 
Berdennikov said that the Soviet Government considers th is  very 
important. Nfy Goverrment agrees with th is ,  because v e ri f ica t io n  
is exceptionally d i f f ic u l t  in the area of chanical weapons. The 
monitoring of the chemical industry and the achievement of a
sense of confidence on the part of States that w ill  be asked to
destroy deterrent stocks that they have, requires that there be
high confidence in the ccnpliance of a l l  S ta tes . Indeed, fu lly
e ffec tiv e  v e r i f ica t io n  in th is  area is not possible in the view
of n^ Governnent, compared to, let us say, v e r i f ic a t io n  of the 
provisions of the ABA Treaty or SALT I, for example. And 
therefore, the proposal contained in the 1984 US Draft 
Convention for on -s i te  inspection on challenge was an essen tia l  
element of the US proposal, in order to provide deterrent power 
and give confidence in compliance. Or perhaps I should say, 
instead of de te rren t ,  discouraging of v io la t ions , in order to 
ensure ther is no misunderstanding here.

Mr. Berdennikov also said that v e r i f ica t io n  must cover any 
f a c i l i ty .  He said the Soviet Union supports the IK proposal and
referred  sp e c if ica l ly  to the concept of managed access.

I hope that when he said that i t  nuist cover any f a c i l i ty ,  
he had in mind not only production f a c i l i ty  but stockpiling
f a c i l i t y ,  because i t  is not en t i re ly  c lear that the Soviet
Governnent is prepared to accept that in the negotiations at
th is  time.

As regards the proposal of the United Kingdom Government,
I hope I ' l l  be excused if  I speak for the LK. But in the
negotiations th is  Spring the Soviet lAiion said that i t  could not 
accept mandatory challenge inspection in the case of alleged
hidden stockpiles, but i t  instead reserved the r igh t,  where i t  
determined i t  necessary, to refuse challenge.

The position  s ta ted  by the LK Governnent was that i t s  
proposal provided for consideration of a l te rn a t iv e  measures but
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tha t,  in the final analysis , the challenger must be s a t is f ie d  
with those measures or an on -s i te  inspection would be mandatory.

The US position  is that on-s i te  inspection on challenge 
must be accepted as mandatory and that th is  must be prcnpt.

On the issue of the binary genie, I think a f te r  18 years 
i t  w il l  be understood that i t  is important to re ta in  deterrence 
so long as there is no Convention; and in fact,  the Lfriited 
States is not aware whether the binary genie is out of the 
b o t t le  or not, because we have no information about the Soviet 
stockpile .

•k ic -k it ic

Peter Davies

I think in view of the various references >«diich have been 
made th is  afternoon to the B r i t ish  proposals, perhaps 1 could in 
the time available , very b r ie f ly  refer  to them.

Nfr. Berdennikov made reference to them and I would say 
that we would see the prime purpose of th is  challenge inspection 
r6gime as being to act as a deterrent against v io la t ion  in the 
f i r s t  place. There are a nunber of principles w^ich we consider
crucial to an e ffec tiv e  challenge inspection regime and perhaps 
I could just run through them very b r ie f ly ,  though they are not 
intended to exclude other factors.

F i r s t ly ,  an objective standard for non-ccnpliance is
c ruc ia l .  Secondly, i t  is for the challenging Sta te  to judge
A e th e r  i t  is s a t i s f ie d  on the question of compliance by the
challenged S ta te . Thirdly, promptness and th is  has been 
mentioned and I think i t  is s t i l l  the subject of discussion in 
implementing and concluding the e n tire  challenge procedure, 
including inspection w ill  be a l l  important. These points in 
turn inply a nunber of further conclusions. There must be no 
procedural obstacles or f i l t e r s  to the straightforward 
implementation of the challenge procedure. The onus must res t
upon the challenged S ta te  to demonstrate i t s  conpliance and 
there would be considerable value in i te ra t iv e  inspection 
process providing for further measures if  the orig inal
arrangements have not enabled the issue to be resolved
s a t is fa c to r i ly .

Finally , there could be no discrimination between the 
righ ts  of S ta te  p a r t ie s  to challenge others. Clearly, i t  would 
make a nonsense of the proposed procedure i f  i t  could under 
cer ta in  circumstances be subject to an outright refusa l.

* * * * *
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Derek Boothby

I would like  to say a few words i f  I may about 
conventional weapons. And as a background I would like to say 
that I am a member of the United Nations Department for 
Disarmament A ffa irs  where I was the Secretary of the United 
Nbtions Study on Conventional Disamiament which A vas mentioned by 
two or three e a r l ie r  speakers.

The subject of lim itations and reductions and other 
measures of conventional disarmament has been slow in a t t ra c t in g  
a tten tion  in the in ternational ccmnunity but th is  s i tu a t io n  has 
been changing in the past three or four years. At long las t  the 
topic is beginning to be under active discussion in the IMited 
I'feitions and indeed else\ndiere in the in ternational commnity. As 
a diversion may I say that i f  indeed there is an INF deal in 
Europe we have already seen that the spotlight is beginning to 
fa l l  on v̂ diat e ffec t  that w il l  have on the conventional 
imbalances; that is just one exanple of a s i tua t ion  which is 
repeated elsewhere around the world -ŵ iere there is more in te res t  
in th is  conventional disarmEBxient issue. For the past three
weeks I have been a ss is t in g  with the discussions on conventional 
disarmanent in the United Nations Disarmament Gomnission and 
Â diere, yet again, i t  seemed to ms, there was a further
demonstration of the growing recognition among the majority of 
governments, - not yet a l l ,  but ce r ta in ly  the m ajority , - that
the problems of conventional disarmament need to be addressed 
and ways found to move forward with some sort of negotiations.

I would like to express support for the aspects described
e a r l ie r  by M inister As if  Ezdi. Without in any way diverting  
a t ten tion  fron other issues before the United Nations, 
conventional disarmament does indeed deserve to receive greater 
a t ten tio n .  Clearly  i t  should be discussed at a multi la te ra l  
level and yet while many of the issues can be discussed in a 
global context probably the best chances indeed of e ffec tive
progress l ie  in regional measures. Conventional disarmament is 
not an issue that lends i t s e l f  to be discussed and resolved 
amongst 159 nenber S ta tes . The actual negotiations and 
reso lu tion  of these things w ill  have to be done on a regional 
basis , with of course appropriate pa rt ic ipa tion  by extraregional 
S ta tes >a4io have an in te res t  or a responsib i li ty  in those 
p a r t icu la r  regions. Lftifortunately, however, the ponderous 
plodding of p o l i t ic a l  discussion is often outpaced by the speed 
of technological development and from time to time outpaced by 
the nature of p o l i t ic a l  events. Even so, I venture to suggest 
for a number of reasons the subject of conventional weapons and 
conventional disarmament is coming to the fore and I would also
therefore like  to suggest to the acadanic experts here, and the
other experts here today, that now is the time for them to do 
some thinking and ccms forward with some prac tica l ideas, 
published p rac tica l  ideas, and proposals. I think that they
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w ill  begin to find that there is a ready market for those in the 
next few years.

* * * * *

Anders Boserup

I was happy to hear the interventions by Minister Asif 
Ezdi, Andrei l^rkoszka and Derek Boothby because i t  seems tome 
that too l i t t l e  a t ten tion  is devoted to the problem of 
conventional disarmament at th is  meeting. Frcm a European 
perspective the central problem is the huge build-up of 
conventional forces in th is  continent. The questions that loom 
large on our agenda - INF, chemical weapons and confidence 
building - are inportant subjects, but they are a f te r  a l l  
exercises on the periphery of the main subject: conventional
disarmament.

Yesterday we discussed nuclear deterrence - \\^ether i t  is 
needed and v^ether there are a lte rna tives  to i t .  I submit that 
th is  debate will  remain abstract and scmewiiat poin tless u n t i l  i t  
is spec if ica l ly  re la ted  to the question of conventional forces 
and of the means to inprove s t a b i l i t y  at the conventional level, 
in Europe, and in other parts  of the world. It is evident that 
in EXirope, deterrence through th rea ts  of nuclear escala tion  w ill  
not be given up unless the s i tua tion  at the conventional level 
is perceived as stab le  by both sides. As I see i t ,  therefore, 
the key to nuclear disarmament (and to confidence building as 
well) is a res truc turing  of conventional forces towards "mutual 
defensive superio rity" , 'wdiere neither side could hope to succeed 
in an attack or could feel impelled to pre-enpt in a c r i s i s .

There is an urgent need to open an East-V\fest discussion of 
possible un i la te ra l  or jo in t steps that could pronote mutual 
defensive superiority  without jeopardizing the security  of 
e i the r  side. Without such steps there is l i t t l e  prospect of 
genuine confidence building or of fundamental changes in nuclear 
postures and doctrines. It is unfortunate, therefore, that 
conventional forces which are at the core of a l l  the disarmament 
problems have been so l i t t l e  in focus at th is  meeting.

Michael In t r i l ig a to r

I would like to make two comients, on conventional weapons 
and two others on chemical weapons. On conventional weapons, I 
think one must recognize that there are inportant connections
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between conventional and s t ra te g ic  weapons. For exarrple,
nuclear disarmament or even the adoption of a nuclear no f i r s t  
use doctrine may require an increase in conventional weapons. 
V\fe sometines refer to th is  as the "dove's dilenma", namely i f  
one t r i e s  to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons in any way i t  
may require an increase in reliance on conventional weapons, 
including increased m il i ta ry  personnel, increased conventional
weapons, increased budgets, and so forth . I think one has to
recognize the fact that that is the r e a l i ty  of the s i tua t ion ,  
and we can 't  separate conventional from nuclear when we talk  
about disarmament.

Nfy second comnent concerns chemical weapons and basica lly  
I would like to reg is te r  a scraeA\4iat sceptical note about the 
\s4iole subject. I t  seans to me that chanical and also biological 
weapons are rather eas i ly  produced. Unlike nuclear weapons,
they require very l i t t l e  technical sophistica tion  or
in fras truc tu re .  Again unlike nuclear weapons, they are 
accessible  even to small nations, subnational groups, 
t e r r o r i s t s ,  individuals, e tc . Therefore, i t  seems to me that i t  
is v i r tu a l ly  inpossible by way of conventions, agreanents, 
t r e a t i e s  e tc . ,  to control production, transport and storage of 
those types of weapons.

Nfy suggestion, given that conclusion, is that what we 
should concentrate on is sanctions against the use of chemical 
weapons. For exanple, if  the two superpowers or the five
permanent members of the Security Council or some other mjaor 
in f luen tia l  group of nations agreed among themselves that they 
would take strong action against any nation that made use of 
chemical weapons, I think that could have some e ffec t  and, in 
fac t,  a much greater e ffec t than any sort of t rea ty  on
production or >n4iatever. The actions that could be taken could
include, for example a cu t-off  of a l l  m il i ta ry  assistance , 
economic assistance , or trade re la tions  with those nations that 
use such chemical weapons or even possibly stronger mi 1i ta ry  
sanctions such as destruction of chemical plants in the event of 
the continued use of chemical weapons by those nations.

I would like  to suggest then, consideration of sanctions 
ra ther than t r e a t ie s  limiting production as a way of dealing 
with chemical (and also biological) weapons.

•k "k ic "k -k

Grigory Berdennikov

I do not intend to reply to any of the remarks made in the 
discussion. I merely wish to say that the discussion c lea r ly  
confirms that there is a good chance of rapid progress towards
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the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. There have, of course, been a number of pessim istic  
statements, including that of the las t  speaker, but that is an 
indication of the d ivers ity  of positions represented in our 
conference. I have only one ccranent on a nvmber of ideas 
expressed by the honorable representative  of France. For seme 
past years France has been putting  forward the idea of a "safety 
margin", an idea that I personally regard as creating  sane 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  in the way of speedy agreement on the destruction 
of chanical weapons. At the same time, the idea i t s e l f  does not 
seem to me to be completely logical. After a l l ,  France does not 
adnit to the possession of chemical weapons at the present time, 
but s t i l l  in s is ts  that i t  should have the so-called  safety 
margin at every stage in the destruction of chemical weapons. 
The e ffec t  is that a l l  the s ta te s  that are p a r t ie s  to the 
convention w ill  destroy the ir  chemical weapons and cease 
production under the convention, "w îile France, wiiich does not at 
present have chemical weapons, should apparently acquire the 
right under the convention to produce chemical weapons, so that 
i t  can have a safety  margin. That is a logical inconsistency in 
the French position . It seems to me that i t  would be a good 
thing to c la r i fy  th is  matter in the course of the negotiations 
in Geneva.

J i r i  Matousek

I would like to make seme ccmnents on \n^at was said by 
various speakers. I think that i t  is without doubt that 
v e r i f ic a t io n  of especially  non-production of chemical weapons 
would be extremely d i f f ic u l t  and i t  remains in ny opinion the 
main problem of the projected global prohibition of chemical 
weapons. Nevertheless there are seme ways, to proceed as was 
shown for example at the 12th Pugwash workshop specia lly  devoted 
to th is  problem lA^ich was held in Berlin at the beginning of 
March. There was espec ially  the problem of the 
in te rre la tionsh ip  of national and in ternational verf ica tions  
means and mechanisms discussed v^^ich could promote the potential 
sh if t  of the negotiations in Geneva.

As for the zone, free of chemical weapons, I think that we 
are in no contradiction, because for a l l ,  especia lly  for the 
proponents of such a regional measure, i t  is only a step \\4iich 
should f a c i l i t a t e  the final goal and the final goal is without 
any doubt the prohibition on a global scale. To be precise I 
would like to shortly  comnent on the intervention made by the 
distinguished Anbassador Citron. The geographic shape of th is  
zone (as proposed in i t i a l l y  covers the te r r i to ry  of two German 
States and Czechoslovakia) is regarded only as i n i t i a l ,  because
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one must, if  such events should take place, begin with one step 
and i t  would be desirable  to extend th is  zone to the whole of 
Central Europe according to the Vienna ta lks and perhaps then to
a l l  Europe. Of course the proponents of th is  measure would be
happy i f  you do speed up the proceedings of the negotiations in
CJeneva, i f  th is  orig inal measure would be unnecessary and if  i t
would be anachronism. It is of course c lear ,  as was said by 
IVfr. Jean de Ponton d'Anecourt that the global prohibition  can
not refer  to any regional measures and should be global. But to 
be precise  I would only shortly  conment that i t  is not possible 
during the period of destruction  of chemical weapons and of 
f a c i l i t i e s  to speak about equal security  (because security  is a 
more ccnplex concept) but only about exclusion of one-sided 
m il i ta ry  advantage, as i t  is also, c lear ly  indicated in the
nearly agreed text of the convention on conventional weapons.

As to what was said by the distinguished Minister Ezdi, I 
would like  to add that with regard to the figures on funds given 
to conventional arms world wide i t  is necessary to take into 
account that they are also due to the arms trade which
concentrates only on conventional weapons. I t  is perhaps also 
to be added that the th ird  world countries spent for the ir  
m il i ta ry  budgets about 20 percent of the ir  gross national 
product and sometimes even more in seme c r i s i s  s i tua t ions .  But 
there is also a problan of m il i ta ry  s t ra te g ic  conceptions which 
should be taken into account when speaking about conventional 
arms and weapons \^4iich are necessary to be included into the
ta lk s .

Hendrik Vfetgenmakers

If  I have to sumnarize I would say that i t  seems that a l l  
of us are agreed that we v^nt a ccnprehensive convention 
eliminating a l l  ex is ting  chemical weapons and prohibition of a l l  
capacity to produce such weapons. I t  seems we are agreed that 
we want a ban on development, production, acquisit ion , 
stockpiling or retention of ON. We want to ban the transfe r  of 
CW, we want to ban the assistance or encouragement of prohibited 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  we want a ban on the use of ON, we want a c lear 
d e f in i t io n  of ccmnited a c t iv i t i e s .  are in need of an
obligation  to destroy ex is ting  ON stockpiles, we are also in 
favour to destroy ON production plans. I think th is  is not a 
small degree of consensus. There are of course differences in 
approaches. I for one, would not pronounce myself in favour of 
a chemical-weapon free zone because I think, in view of the 
momentum reached in the CD negotiations, i t  might not be 
conducive to maintaining that mcmentum. The scope of the area 
is rather limited, chemical weapons can eas i ly  be concealed and
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i t  would be very easy to circumvent the obligations under such a 
0/V free zone. I t  would inply that a very stringent v e r i f ic a t io n  
system would have to be set up. I think i t  would a l l  only 
detract from the e f fo r ts  that we have deployed and are deploying 
in Geneva. 1 Avould like to thank our French colleague,
Jean de Ponton d'Anfecourt for his contribution which for me 
opened sane new avenues, as always the French contribution is 
in te l le c tu a l ly  stimulating but I have to confess to him that for 
HK i t  needs careful further study and consideration.

As regards observation of Professor In t r i l ig a to r  I can see 
his point that he wants penalties  and sanctions and more d ras t ic  
action. I would ask him to consider, rather than just 
c r i t i c i z in g  t r e a t ie s ,  that t r e a t ie s  and sanctions could go hand 
in hand.

Finally , I would like to thank M inister Asif Ezdi who has 
very r ig h tfu l ly  and very co rrec tly  pointed out the merits of the 
conventional disarmament f i l e .  I concur with his visions and I 
would also concur with the observation of Professor Boserup of 
Denmark that i t  is not completely fa i r  to the inportance of the 
f i l e ,  the conventional weapons f i l e ,  just to t rea t  i t  only, so 
to say, in a rather limited way as we did today. I would agree 
with the Danish Professor that th is  f i l e  is so important that i t  
would merit separate treatment.

•k ic ic ic ic

205



Fifth/Cinqui^tne Session

GGNFIDENCE-BUILDING N^ASURES /U )  VERIFIG\TICN: BILATEF^ /^D
MXTILATERAL PERSPBCTIVES/lVESLRES DE CCNFI/N:I: ET VERIFICATICN: 
FERSPBCriVES BILATERALES ET MLTILAreRALES.

Repor t s/Rappor t s :

Klaus-jOrgen Citron, Vladimir Erofeev, Paul Nfeyer

Di scussion:

Ednan Agaev, Herbert von Arx, Janos Petran, Sohrab Kheradi, 
Kurt Spillmann, Luvsandorjiin Bayart, Javier Sanz,
Michael I n t r i 1igator, Peter Davies, Andrei Karkoszka, 
P ie rre  Marel, Eberhard Schulz, Klaus Jflrgen Citron, 
Vladimir Erofeev, Paul Meyer, Anada Segarra,

Chai rman/Pr6s iden t: 

Anada Segarra

206



REPCRT

COsFIEENZE EUILDIN3 NCASLRES /^D DISafMS^ENT 
Klaus-Jttrgen Citron

The h is to ry  of mankind has known C ^ ' s  a long time, 
without, however, giving them th is  modern name. VWierever 
war-fighting kings wanted to make peace they looked for means to 
prove the ir  peaceful in tentions. They sometimes even offered 
the ir  children as hostages or be tte r  as marriage partners to the 
other side. The c la ss ica l  concept of CEM's is described by the 
famous Greek w rite r  Xenophon in his "Anabasis"; ^ e n  the Greek 
leader offers  to make peace and in t ru s t ing  the assurances of 
his Persian hosts comes without arms to the "concilia tion  meal", 
he is k i l le d  together with his o ff ice rs .  The old cruel story 
t e l l s  us that t ru s t  is not enough, taht we need ground for t ru s t .

V\fe have gone a long way since the Anabasis; modern wars 
have taught our nations be tte r  lessons. P o l i t ic a l  leaders have 
looked for new instrirnents to s ta b i l iz e  peace and avoid 
co n f l ic t .  This became p a r t icu la r ly  important a f te r  the 
invention of atomic weapons and the development of ever more 
destructive  conventional weapons. V\fe a l l  know about the 
development of in the postwar h is to ry . The aim was to:

1. Diminish m istrust
2. Create b e tte r  comnunication
3. Avoid miscalculations
4. Create instrunents for c r i s i s  managanent
5. F a c i l i ta te  disarmament negotiations
6. Assure the pa rt ic ipan ts  that agreements would be

complied with i .e .  so that v e r i f ic a t io n  rea lly  can
take place.

Some chances for agreements were unfortunately missed
becasue East and V\fest could not agree in the f i f t i e s  and early  
s ix t ie s  on spec if ic  d e ta i ls  concerning the re la tionsh ip  of 
disarmament and v e r i f ica t io n .  There were, however, also
positive  developments in the s ix t ie s  and seventies, for example
the Hot Line Agreements between the USA and the USSR., other
Agreements to reduce the risk  of outbreak of nuclear war and to 
prevent incidents on and over the High Seas. These c r i s i s  
management agreements f a c i l i t a te d  the b i la te ra l  arms control 
agreements of the following years between the USA and the USSR. 
Since that time CBVb have become part and parcel of most arms
control negotiations. At the same time, negotiators realized
that the agreement on sa t is fac to ry  v e r i f ica t io n  rules would 
contribute considerably to the necessary confidence between the 
part ic ipa ting  s ta te s .

V erification  was therefore considered not a value in 
i t s e l f  but a necessary p rerequ isite  for long-term confidence
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building and further disarmament steps. But C^ls were not only 
inportant between the two major powers. When the climate in 
Europe began to inprove in the seventies, European Governments, 
in te r  a l i a  the Governnent of the Federal Republic of Germany 
took the i n i t i a t iv e  to introduce C^4s into the new 
C9QE-process. I t  took major e f fo r ts  in the CSCE-negotiations of 
1974/75 u n t i l  the f i r s t  modest m u lt i la te ra l  C^ls of the Helsinki 
Final Act could be recorded:

1. Obligatory no tif ica t io n  of major mi 1ita ry  manoeuvres 
with more than 25.000 men 21 days before the s ta r t ;

2. Inv ita tion  of obst'-.rv.jr  ̂ lafortunately only on a
voluntary basis;

3. Voluntary no tif ica t io n  of movements.

In view of the fact that we made major progress las t  year 
in Stockholm i t  is fa i r  to s ta te  that a learning process has 
taken place, in ter  a l i a  in the W.P. Whereas i t  was impossible 
to get agreanent by Eastern m il i ta ry  o ff ice rs  on obligatory 
observation of m il i ta ry  exercises in 1975, a l l  th is  proved less
d i f f i c u l t  - though s t i l l  not easy - in 1986. Implanentation of 
the f i r s t  C^fe of Helsinki was uneven, most major m il i ta ry  
manoeuvres were no tif ied  in a sa t is fac to ry  manner but 
observation was granted by W.P. States only rare ly  and on a 
se lec tive  basis , v^ereas Neutral and Non-Aligned countries and 
Wfestern States invited to quite  a nuifcer of exercises. I t  was 
France yiiich considered the need for more C^fe so important that 
i t  proposed in 1978 a Conference on Disarmament for the whole of 
Europe, the f i r s t  phase of i^ ic h  was to be dedicated to further 
CH4s. The Federal Government supported th is  in i t i a t iv e  r ight 
from the beginning. I t  was during the CSCE-Follow-up Nfeeting of 

Nfedrid that the mandate for the f i r s t  phase of the CDE was
elaborated. The elaboration of the mandate for the Stockholm
Conference proved d i f f i c u l t .  In the end a l l  p a r t ic ipa ting
Sta tes agreed on very precise conditions: I t  said in te r  a l i a
that CSBvI had to be of m il i ta ry  significance, p o l i t i c a l ly  
binding and provided with adequate forms of ve r i f ica t io n .

The Conference in Stockholm was opened by the 35 foreign 
m in is te rs  in January 1984 who stressed the inportance of th is  
new venture and out 1ined the various conceptions. Inmediately 
a f te r  the o f f ic ia l  opening the negotiations began. The 16 
N^30-countries presented the ir  set of proposals on January 24, 
thereby underlining the ir  resolution to s ta r t  inmediately with 
concrete steps. Ronania and the Non-Aligned Countries followed 
soon with th e ir  proposals, the US\ in \fay and Malta in Novariber 
1984. The concepts of vifest and East were quite  d iffe ren t  at the 
beginning. The Vfest proposed 6 concrete measures:

1. Exchange of information on m il i ta ry  headquarters and 
s truc tu res ;
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2. Early no t if ica t io n  of a l l  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s  
involving 6.000 men;

3. Obligatory observation of a l l  these a c t iv i t i e s ;

4. The exchange of annual calenders of a l l  no t if iab le  
m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s ;

5. Regular on-site-inspections;

6. Inproved ccmnunicat ions.

These prac tica l steps at confidence-buiIding were in the 
beginning c r i t i c iz e d  by the East as being purely technical.

The East presented i t s  proposals as large-scale  p o l i t ic a l  
measures, namely:

1. A Treaty on the Non-Use of Force;

2. An agreanent not to use nuclear weapons f i r s t ;

3. A chemical weapon free zone in Europe;

4. Various nuclear-weapon free zones;

5. The reduction of m il i ta ry  budgets and, in addition;

6. Constraints on the size of manoeuvres and;

7. Vague h in ts  at improving the CB^ of Helsinki.

It took two years of very d i f f ic u l t  negotiations un til  
there was seme meeting of minds. The fact that the dialogue 
between the superpowers improved since January 1985 helped the 
ODE. The Neutral and Non-aligned Countries of Europe
contributed also to th is  process; they had, however, to develop 
the ir  own position and discovered soon that the ir  in te res ts  were 
best served by concrete neasures and not by p o l i t ic a l  promises. 
So the Non-Aligned Countries came out with a substantial package 
of concrete measures, many of them very closely to Western 
concepts.

In the East, too, new thinking developed, probably due to 
the new leadership of Secretary-General Gorbachev. Wien the 
^^fest, in the in te res t  of moving the Conference forward, s tated 
i t s  willingness to reaffirm  the "Non-use of force" in the final 
document, provided that the USSR agreed to a set of concrete 
measures, the road was open to a substantial give and take. The 
negotiations proved, however, to be tough and d i f f i c u l t .
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In surrmer 1986 everything s t i l l  seemed uncertain, the
Conference spinning i t s  wheels in the sand, \\iien the Western 
countries decided to take a major in i t i a t iv e .  They sta ted 
themselves ready to accept a number of substantial catpromises 
in case the other partic ipan ts  were w il ling  to do likewise. The 
central open issue was "v e r i f ica t io n ”. The West had asked right 
from the beginning that there should be the right of 
on-s i te- inspections  in case of doubts on the iitplementation of 
the agreed CSEMs. The East had regarded inspections as 
unnecessary for CSBvIs and as an attenpt at spying. It was the 
Wfest which f in a l ly  suggested a conpromise, namely a l im itation 
of the number of inspections a country would have to accept fran 
other countries every year.

The new Soviet leadership, w il ling  to prove a new 
a t t i tu d e ,  accepted th is  solution in princip le  at the beginning 
of the last round, but the Eastern negotiators wanted to 
postpone the inplementation of th is  princip le  to a la te r  stage
of the QIE. It took several weeks of tough negotiations to 
convince a l l  the pa rt ic ipan ts  that the V\fest was not w il l ing  to 
accept a general premise, but that the CCE needed c lear ru les, 
p a r t ic u la r ly  concerning the modalities of on-site-inspection , 
including rules for a ir- inspections .

On August 29, three weeks before the end, Nfershal 
Achrcmeev, Deputy Defense Minister of the Soviet Union, cams to 
StQckholm to show the willingness of the Soviet m il i ta ry  to 
accept a ir - in spec tions , but only with Soviet a i r c ra f t  or 
he licop ters .  The V\fest had so far ins is ted  that the inspecting
Sta te  provide the a i r c ra f t  for the inspection. In order to show 
f l e x ib i l i ty ,  the V\fest proposed that inspections take place in
neutral a i r c r a f t ,  thereby giving a special role to Non-Aligned 
countries. The Non-Aligned countries welcomed th is  N\TO 
proposal and declared themselves ready to keep at the disposal 
of the p a r t ic ip a tin g  States a i r c ra f t  to be used for such 
inspections.

The V\fe»rsaw Pact countries remained adamant: "inspections
yes, but not with foreign cars and a i rc ra f t" .  In order to save 
the negotia tions, the V\fest gave in and accepted a conpromise 
solution ■«*ich would p rac t ica lly  leave the ultimate decision 
M^iether to accept a foreign a i r c ra f t  to the inspected S ta tes . 
In exchange, the V\fest succeeded to get a rather ccnprehensive 
text on the inspection m odalities. The nuT4)er of inspections a 
country has to accept per year was fixed at three.

Another tough negotiation concerned the thresholds for 
n o t if ic a t io n  and observation. VWiereas the East had in the end 
been w il l ing  to agree on a so lid  solution for inspections, they 
stubbornly refused low thresholds. When the Conference-clock 
was stopped on September 19, the agreed day of adjournment of 
the Q E, East and Vfest were s t i l l  negotiating on the nunbers.
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The resu lt  is a ccnpromise which was not as good as we Avould 
have liked: S ta tes have to notify  42 days in advance a l l
mi 1ita ry  a c t iv i t i e s  i f  13.000 men particpate; inv ita tions to 
observe the a c t iv i t i e s  are to be made if  17.000 men 
pa r t ic ip a te .  Another f ie ld  where the re su l ts  were
unsatisfac tory , was the exchange of information. The East
pa r t icu la r ly  refused to give any s t a t i c  information, e .g . the 
designation of p a r t ic ipa ting  divisions or the headquarters 
address of such m il i ta ry  un its .

If we want to evaluate the resu lt  of the Stockholm 
Conference, we have to look at the resu lts  as a whole: i t
represents a major step ahead in the CSCE and in the context of 
East-V\fest re la tions in general. It was seen by public opinion 
in Europe as a proof that agreements on m il i ta ry  matters are 
s t i l l  possible between East and V\fest and that the process of the 
CSCE s t i l l  has a chance. Foreign M inisters of the 35 countries 
yiiich met in Vienna at the opening of the Follow-up meeting
underlined the contribution of the Stockholm Conference on the 
CSCE.

Having said a l l  th is ,  I would like to add a word of 
caution: The resu lt  of the CUE w ill  be as good as the
implementation of the agreed dociment. V\fe hope that a ll  
p a rt ic ipa ting  States rea l ize  th is  and that we will see in the 
months and years ahead a sa t is fac to ry  transparency of m il i ta ry  
matters as agreed in Stockholm. The f i r s t  step took place as 
soon as mid-december of 1986, \n^en the pa rt ic ipan ts  transmitted 
the annual forecasts of the ir  major m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s  to a l l  
the others. At f i r s t  glance these forecasts represent a 
considerable step ahead: they contain 25 V\P m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s
of which 10 are to be observed and 17 NMO a c t iv i t i e s ,  of \n^ich 
9 are going to be observed, in addition 5 no tif ica tions  and 2 
observations of neutral and non-aligned a c t iv i t i e s .

The f i r s t  observations in Eastern Europe have been rather 
sa t is fac to ry ,  not a l l  of them perfect but by and large sincere 
attempts to obey the le t t e r  of the Stockholm Document. The 
instrunent of on-site- inspection  has not yet been used by any 
part ic ipan t.  The question can be asked vsdiether i t  should be 
used: 1 remember that negotiators fran East and West at the end
of the Stockholm negotiations f e l t  that th is  new instrument 
should in good time be t r ie d  out. V\fe had succeeded for the 
f i r s t  time in arms control negotiations to agree on obligatory 
on-site-inspect ions. V\fe had laid  down rather precise ru les . 1 
think i t  will be necessary to use th is  instrument , not as a 
weapon of m is trus t ,  but as a sober tool of conpliance control. 
N/fey 1 in th is  context refer to the inspections of the 
International Atomic Energy Organisation (lAED). States which 
agreed to these inspections accept them now as a kind of 
routine, the general public hardly noticing these inspections.
1 hope that the same can develop in the QIE-context.

211



The question has been asked: Wiat can CSBVl contribute in
a world fu ll of modern weapons of mass-destruction? I w ill  try 
to answer: I t  is the task of governnents to do everything
possible to ensure that these weapons will  never be used. CSBvIs 
represent a new approach, an a ttenpt to f a c i l i t a t e  disarmament 
by approaching the roots of the arms-race, d is t ru s t  and fear. 
CSBvfe aim at creating a be tte r  way of evaluating the other side, 
of analysing the capacities  and - possibly - intentions of the 
opposing forces. V\fe hope that CSBVfe can contribute in the long 
run to a b e tte r  understanding and a c learer perception of the 
m il i ta ry  thinking of the other side. The ultimate objective of 
CS0^ is to create  s t a b i l i ty  by reducing occasions for
misunderstandings and m iscalculations. Sane of the f i r s t  CSB/Is 
were agreed on by the USA and the USSR, as for example the ”Hot 
Lines Agreennent" of 1963 and the 1972 "Agreement to prevent
incidents a t sea".

Even in the negotiations on the reduction of nuclear 
weapons CSD^ play an irrportant ro le, as for exanple the
provision to inform each other whenever major elements of the 
s t ra te g ic  forces of both sides go into exercise. But CSBVb are 
only one f ie ld  lÂ iere suspicions have to be diminished in order 
to c rea te  a more co-operative atmosphere in Eiirope. The Final 
Act of the CSCE agreed to in Ffelsinki in 1975 includes i . e .  the 
f ie ld  of human r igh ts  and hunan contacts. I t  is in these f ie ld s  
that the countries can do and mist do more to inplement the
premises of the Final Act of I-felsinki, thereby diminishing fear 
and m is tru s t .  The Vienna Fol low-up Mseting has been given the 
task of evaluating progress in a l l  f ie lds  of the CSCE. The
pa rt ic ip a t in g  States w ill  have to decide about the next steps in
order to move a l l  areas of the Final Act forward.

There, in Vienna, the decision w ill  also have to be made
how the era; can continue and expand the resu l ts  of the Stockholm 
Conference on CSB̂ Is by agreeing on additional measures and how 
at the same time conventional s t a b i l i t y  in the whole of Europe 
fron the A tlan tic  to the Urals can be achieved by eliminating 
ex is ting  d isp a r i t ie s .  Since mid February of th is  year informal 
negotiations have s ta r ted  in Vienna between the 16 countries of 
NATO and 7 V\feirsaw Pact Sta tes with the aim of preparing a new 
mandate for negotiations on conventional s t a b i l i ty  for the y^ole 
of Europe.

In both negotiations further C ^ w i l l  play a major role. 
Stockholm was but a step, though an important one, on the road 
to s t a b i l i t y  and security  in Europe.

•k ic ic ic 'k
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REPCFO'

COSFIDENCE-BUIlDIhC IVEASLRES /iND VERIFICATICN: 
BILMBRAL /^D MiTILATtRAL PERSPECTIVES

Vladimir Erofeev

The example of Arbassador Citron, with >Â ian 1 had the
occasion to work at the Stockholm Conference, prompts me also to
give you my views on the development of measures in th is  
conference to strengthen confidence and security  in Europe. V\fe 
have, obviously, to spread an atmosphere of confidence between 
s ta te s  if  we are to succeed in advancing towards real 
disarmament. The Stockholm Conference was important in that 
sense as the f i r s t  successful m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  conference 
of recent years. Although i t s  partic ipan ts  - 33 European
S ta tes ,  plus the United States and Canada - mainly discussed 
matters re la ting  to the European continent, the measures that 
were discussed are nevertheless of a universal nature, and may 
evidently be extended to and be of in te res t  for other regions of 
the world. That applies, moreover, to measures taken in other 
regions, especially  the in i t i a t iv e  for a nuclear-free zone in 
the South Pac if ic .  All that is also experience which may be of 
use for Europe.

The Stockholm Conference adopted a number of measures in 
the m il i ta ry  sphere that were of a more s ign if ican t nature and 
wider in the ir  scope than wiiat was achieved in accordance with 
the Helsinki Agreement. As a re su l t ,  the Final Act, which laid  
the basis for the Europe-wide process, was developed 
appreciably. In fact,  the framework of the Ifelsinki Agreement 
was extended twice in Stockholm - the period for prior
no tif ica t io n  of m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  by pa rt ic ipa ting  s ta te s  was 
lengthened, and the level of movement occasioning such 
no tif ica t io n  was reduced. N otif ication  is now given not 21 
days, but 42 days before the s ta r t  of m il i ta ry  manoeuvres, and 
the threshold level for no t if ic a t io n  is not 25,000, but 15,000 
HKn engaged independently in these manoeuvres or in conjunction 
with the various possible a irfo rce  and naval ccnponents. The 
same conditions of prior no t if ic a t io n  are also extended to troop 
transfers  to Europe, including transfers  fran  across the ocean, 
and to troop concentrations, ^^^ich extends and c la r i f i e s  the 
provision of the Helsinki A^t on major troop movements. The 
agreement in Stockholm on the compulsory rather than, as 
previously, the voluntary inv ita tion  of observers from a l l  
p a rt ic ipa ting  s ta te s  to no tif ied  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  is also a 
serious advance on the Helsinki Agreement. The presence of 
observers enables a l l  s ta te s  to ascerta in  that the m il i ta ry  
a c t iv i ty  being carr ied  out correponds to what was no tif ied  and 
is no threat to anyone. It was a considerable achievement of 
the Stockholm Conference that i t  succeeded in adopting new 
measures for the strengthening of confidence, measures that
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although previously non-existent are in keeping with the s p i r i t  
of the Helsinki Agreement. Those measures include the annual 
exchange of advance plans of n o t if iab le  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty ,  and 
some lim ita tions concerning mi 1i ta ry  operations.

The so c ia l i s t  countries, and also the neutral and
non-aligned countries , strove in Stockholm for the adoption of
nreasures to limit large-scale manoeuvres, in view of the ir  
continual growth and the ir  dangerous, des tab il iz ing  nature. 
Nfenoeuvres of the "Autimn Forge" type, in which some 350,000 
troops, 15,000 tracked and wheeled vehicles, 2,000 m il i ta ry  
a i r c r a f t ,  and up to 400 ships are involved every autirnn, are 
d i f f i c u l t  to d istinguish  from preparations for the s ta r t  of 
m il i ta ry  operations. Manoeuvres on that scale and in tensity  are
not needed for ordinary troop tra in ing , and a l l  that they can do
is to increase tension and aggravate m istrust .  The United 
S ta tes ,  the United Kingdom and seme other N\ID countries close 
to them categorica lly  opposed any serious discussion at the 
conference of the proposals of the so c ia l i s t  countries, and of a 
group of neutral and non-aligned countries to r e s t r i c t  the 
level, nui±)er and duration of major m il i ta ry  exercises. As a 
resu l t  agreement could be reached only on some parts of measures 
of l im ita tion , in pa r t icu la r  that the largest m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty
- 75,000 men or more - cannot be carried  out unless prior
n o t if ic a t io n  has been given two years in advance. Attention is 
thus focussed on the most dangerous types of manoeuvres. VWiat 
is important in p r inc ip le , however, is that a previously 
non-existent measure of l im itation  has now been in i t ia te d ,  and 
may subsequently be developed and extended.

Oving to the position of the lAiited States and some of i t s  
N\T3 a l l i e s ,  extension of measures of confidence to the 
independent a c t iv i ty  of naval and a i r  forces was not decided in 
Stockholm, although the mandate received by the conference frcm 
the Nfedrid meeting had s t ipu la ted  that measures would be applied 
to the m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s  of a ll  p a rt ic ipa ting  States in the 
wiiole of Europe as well in the adjoining sea area and a i r  space 
vi^enever these a c t iv i t i e s  a ffec t security  in Europe. The 
experience of the las t  war shows that powerful navies and a ir  
forces are important and often decisive in m il i ta ry  operations 
and in f l i c t  vast damage even when using conventional weaponry. 
How can we fa i l  to re c a l l ,  for exsirple, that the second world 
war began for the United States with the sudden attack on Pearl 
Harbour by a i r c r a f t  in Etecember 1941. Nor can we overlook the 
fact that in our time, naval and a ir - fo rce  a c t iv i ty  taken to be 
ordinary manoeuvres have been turned into mi 1i t a r i s t i c  actions 
against sovereign s ta te s .  Nevertheless the United S ta tes and 
i t s  naval a l l i e s  have made every attenpt to exclude the ir  f lee ts  
and a i r  forces from control.

In order to keep these questions of v i ta l  inportance to 
confidence and security  in Europe open for future discussion.
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the Soviet delegation announced at the closing session of the 
Conference that i t  intended to ra ise  at the next phase of the 
QIE the questions of n o t if ica t io n  of independent a i r  force and 
naval exercises, lim ita tion  of the scale of m il i ta ry  manoeuvres 
and coverage by n o tif ica t ions  of the t e r r i t o r i e s  of a l l  the 
part ic ipa ting  States of the Conference. There were no open
objections to th is  in te rp re ta t iv e  statement.

Proceeding from the premise that security  cannot be 
strengthened so le ly  by neasures of confidence in the m il i ta ry  
sphere, and that \n4iat are needed are f i r s t  and foremost 
p o l i t ic a l  agreements, the Soviet Union and the so c ia l i s t
countries made proposals of a p o l i t ic a l  nature to the effec t 
that p a r t ic ipa ting  s ta te s  possessing nuclear weapons should not 
be the f i r s t  to use them, that Europe should be freed of 
chemical weapons, and that nuclear weapon-free zones should be 
created. IVfany of these proposals were based on the opinions of 
most countries of the in ternational ccnminity. Nevertheless, 
the leading N\TO countries avoided discussing them on various 
formal pretexts . L ife has shown, however, that these problems
wdiich s t i l l  remain on the agenda, are being even further 
developed, and must be solved. With the support of the neutral 
and non-aligned countries, and of seme other western countries, 
the so c ia l i s t  countries have succeeded in obtaining confirmation 
and introduction into practice  of the princip le  of not having 
recourse to force, or the threat of force. In that respect, the 
Declaration contains the specif ic  obligation that pa rt ic ipa ting
s ta te s  must re f ra in  from the threat of force or i t s  use in any 
of forms, including i t s  most dangerous manifestation - the use
of armed force.

Stockholm also opened up new prospects in the sphere of 
v e r i f ic a t io n  of the observance of the agreed decisions by the
part ic ipa ting  s ta te s .  The f i r s t  agreement in the h is to ry  of
in ternational re la tions  in the m il i ta ry  sphere on problems of
v e r i f ica t io n ,  including, in p a r t icu la r ,  on -s i te  inspections, was 
reached at the Conference. That undoubtedly w ill  have, or, 
rather, already is having a positive  e ffec t on other
negotiations. Anbassador Citron paid much a tten tion  in his 
statment to the way in which the question of v e r i f ica t io n  was 
examined at the Stockholm Conference. I ts  discussion was, 
indeed, no light m atter, but mainly because some were trying to 
work out ve r if ica to ry  procedures before specific  measures of 
confidence had been agreed, and not the ir  application, but as
some sort of independent neasure. Echoes of such an approach
are s t i l l  to be heard today, in the reasoning as to why we
should wait un til  doubts a r ise  over fulfilment by some s ta te  or 
other of the agreements reached. All that need be done, the
argument goes, is to organize on-s i te  inspections routinely, 
without any cause. But monitoring, especially  on-site  
inspections, is a useful instrument vv̂ en i t  is a guarantee of 
the observance of accepted undertakings by other s ta te s ,  in
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which sense i t  helps to build confidence. When used without due 
grounds i t  is ,  however, an instrument that may have the opposite 
ef fee t.

As regards assertions that the neutral and non-aligned 
countries welconed the proposal of N\TO to use a neutral 
a i r c r a f t  for inspection purposes, i t  should in fairness be 
pointed out that there was a s p l i t  in the ir  group on precisely  
th is  question during the Conference. This idea fa i led  on 
p o l i t ic a l  and technical grounds to gain the support even of many 
of the countries of the \ ^ s t .  The majority tended to the view 
that inspection should be conducted in transport, including 
a i r c r a f t  supplied by the country concerned. The Soviet Union 
has shown c lea r ly  in and a f te r  Stockholm, and in other 
negotia tions, that i t  is for the s t r i c t e s t ,  the most thorough, 
and the most e ffec tive  monitoring of the fu lfillm ent by a l l  
s ta te s  of the ir  obligations, as a guarantee that agreatients 
reached are being observed. In speaking of the successful 
conclusion of the Stockholm Conference, comrade Gorbachev, the 
General Secretary of the Central Conmittee of the CPSU, noted 
that i t  was a victory  for ccnmon sense, and that the Soviet 
Union saw in the Stockholm Agreement the f i r s t  sprouting of new 
thinking in European so i l .  The Stockholm Conference was i t s e l f  
a factor in the strengthening of confidence, since i t  created 
the c e r ta in ty  that i t  is possible to agree on matters of 
security , given the p o l i t ic a l  w ill  and the desire , even in such 
d i f f i c u l t  circumstances, and with such a d ivers i ty  of 
p a r t ic ip a tin g  s ta te s  representing d iffe ren t  social and economic 
systems and belonging to opposing m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  
a l 1iances.

Stockholm is an exanple that has highlighted an important 
feature, I would even say a cer ta in  advantage, of m u lt i la te ra l  
conferences, by comparison with b i la te ra l  negotiations, \^4iich is 
that the p o s s ib i l i ty  ex is ts  in m u lt i la te ra l  conferences of the 
m ajority  opinion that forms in than in favour of agreement 
inHuencing individual pa rt ic ipan ts  wdio s t i l l  p e rs is t  in the ir  
set negative a t t i tu d e s .  Stockholm also provided clear 
confirmation that neutral and non-aligned countries may make a 
major and, at times, indispensible contribution to the search 
for conpromise solutions and re l iab le  versions. The Stockholm 
Conference has had a beneficial e ffec t on the s i tua t ion  in 
Europe. In p a r t icu la r ,  I should like to draw a tten tion  to the 
fact that the United States and i t s  N\TO a l l i e s  s l ig h t ly  reduced 
the level of the ir  manoeuvres a f te r  the Conference, which is a 
posit ive  thing in i t s e l f ,  although the influence of the 
s i tu a t io n  is c le a r ly  not the only explanation, another factor 
being the d e f in i te  intention to reduce the nun±»er of prior 
no t if ica t io n s  and inv ita tions to observers. Thus, whereas 30 
m il i ta ry  p rac tices  of a size to require n o t if ic a t io n  by the 
Stockholm parameters were conducted in 1986, the ir  ninfcer has 
been reduced to 17 in the plans for 1987, and observers need be
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invited to only 10. The Federal Republic of Germany, for 
exanple, has reduced the nurrber of pa rt ic ipan ts  in most 
divisional exercises from 18 - 20,000 to 10 - 12,000, with the
resu lt  that only two exercises had to be included in the annual 
plan instead of five. As regards the fu lfillm ent of \(^at was 
agreed on in Stockholm, i t  must be noted that seme western 
countries are not su ff ic ien tly  rigorous in the ir  observance, 
although they ccnply on the whole.

Representatives of the general s ta f fs  of Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic reported in 
the Vienna meeting on the ir  m il i ta ry  exercises and on conditions 
offered to observers. The western countries have not as yet 
followed that useful example. I t  nust be noted tha t,  on the 
vv^ole, the western countries are avoiding discussion of the 
questions of m il i ta ry  policy in "Basket One" in Vienna. In 
prac tice , a l l  proposals under th is  important aspect of the 
Vienna meeting come from the so c ia l i s t  countries, including the 
Polish proposal to supplement the mandate of the Stockholm 
Conference in i t s  next stage by the addition of disarmament 
problems, so that they can be discussed by Stockholm-2 along 
with the continued examination of measures to strengthen 
confidence and security  in Europe. I refer spec if ica l ly  to the 
discussion on the progranme for a 23% reduction of armed forces 
and conventional weapons in the early  n ineties  in Europe between 
the A tlan tic  and the Urals put forward by the V\feirsaw Pact s ta te s  
in the Budapest i^peal in June 1986. Such reductions would be 
e ffected  simultaneously and in conjunction with the reductions 
of ta c t ic a l  nuclear weapons. I t  should be noted that the United 
States and sane other N\ID countries are a ttenpting  to r e s t r i c t  
discussion of the reduction of armed forces and conventional 
weapons in Europe, and not allow the neutral and non-aligned 
countries into the negotiations, although they are known to have 
a useful contribution and a useful ro le, and although the ir  
in te res ts  are affected by these negotiations. In general, there 
is a manifest intention to remove the subject matter of 
disarmEttnent from the general European process, and ultim ately 
destroy i t .  At the meeting of the ir  P o l i t ic a l  Consultative 
Comnittee in Berlin on 28-29 Nby, the P»fei±)er Sta tes of the 
V\fersaw Pact s ta ted  the ir  opinion that the second stage of the 
Conference would be the best forun in which to discuss these 
matters, but that there were at the same time other 
p o s s ib i l i t i e s ,  above a l l  in the context of the general European 
process, including the holding of a special forim.

Confidence-building measures are c learing  the way for the 
lim itation and reduction of armaments, but real steps in 
disarmament are, in turn, a powerful stimulus to the building of 
confidence. This interconnection between disarmament and 
confidence is c lea r ly  expressed in the Commmiqu6 of the POC. 
There is ,  in p a r t icu la r ,  the proposal to hold a meeting of 
foreign m inisters  that could decide to in i t i a t e  large-scale
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negotiations for a radical reduction of armed forces and
conventional weapons, and at the same time discuss a number of
pressing matters in connection with the reduction of m il i ta ry  
confrontation and averting the threat of a ttack .

The document adopted at the Berlin Conference on the 
m il i ta ry  doctrine of the Member States of the Warsaw Pact is 
also aimed at building confidence and overcoming suspicion. A 
proposal is made in i t  to the Member States of the North 
A tlan tic  Alliance to hold a consultation th is  year for the 
purpose of conparing the m il i ta ry  doctrines of the two
a ll iances ,  to analyse the ir  nature, and to give jo int 
consideration to the ir  subsequent evolution with a view to doing 
away with the mutual suspicion and m istrust that has accunulated 
over the years. One would hope to a rr ive  at a be tte r  
understanding of each o th e r 's  intentions, so that the m il i ta ry  
views and doctrines of the m il i ta ry  blocs and the ir  pa rt ic ipan ts  
could be based on defensive princip les .  In conclusion, I should 
like to remark that the above proposal is one tha t ,  in
opinion, can free contemporary international re la tions  from the 
vicious c i r c le  in which the arms race is whipped up by m is trus t ,
and, in i t s  turn, further deepens m is trus t .  The way out,
obviously, is to change th is  s ta te  of a f f a i r s ,  to strengthen
confidence in every possible way, and thus promote real steps by 
way of disarmament, the feedback from which w ill  increase
confidence.

ic ic ic ic -k
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REPCRT

CCNFIEENCE-BUILDING NE^SLRES /N 3  YERIFIG^TICN: 
A SMVBXIC RBtATICNSHIP

P au l M syer

Conf idence-Bui Iding-Tvfeasures, Ax̂ iile s t i l l  the poor 
re la tions  within the arms control family, have assumed a c e r ta in  
respec tab i l i ty  of la te ,  and are even taking on an aura of 
success. With the caning into force of the Stockholm Conference 
Document th is  year and the recent conclusion of a USA-USSR 
agreement on the establishment of r isk  reduction centres current 
prospects for appear good.

The in te res t  in C^ls re la te s  in part to the ir  acting as a 
coiplement to t rad i t io n a l  arms reduction negotiations. CBVIs 
also seem to afford an opportunity for rea liz ing  some tangible 
progress re la t iv e ly  quickly to the often protracted, at times 
g lac ia l ,  pace of arms reductions negotiations. WiileCDiis and 
arms reductions can both represent legitimate arms control 
e f fo r ts  in the sense of measures to reduce the r isk  of war or 
i t s  severity  should i t  occur, they represent two d iffe ren t  
approaches to arms control.

TTie two approaches can be characterized as the 
"s tru c tu ra l" ,  with a focus on reducing mi 1i ta ry  forces, and the 
"operational", with a focus on regulating mi 1i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  J^/. 
Wiile the s truc tu ra l  approach, with i t s  emphasis on reducing 
actual armament level, continues to receive by far the grea tes t  
a t ten tion  on the part of governments and the ir  publics, there is 
a growing awareness that i t  is the manner in \s^ich arms are
deployed and employed rather than the ir  absolute nurbers, w^ich
poses the more real threat to peace. The "s truc tu ra l"  and 
"operational" approaches can be viewed, to borrow, with 
apologies, from the lexicon of social science, as "quantiHable" 
versus "normative" approaches. The former dealing with specif ic  
quan ti t ie s  of m il i ta ry  equipment and the l a t t e r  se t t in g  out
agreed norms for the conduct of m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  and the
exchange of information on i t s  character. Of course there are 
elements of overlap, norms for m il i ta ry  behaviour usually 
requiring some quantif iab le  expression in terms of length of 
n o t if ic a t io n ,  size  of thresholds, e tc ,  but the basic aim of the 
normative approach is to regulate mi 1i ta ry  behaviour rather than 
m il i ta ry  equipment. Dealing as i t  does with a less tangible

V  This characterization  is drawn from Richard E. Darilek
"The Future of Conventional Arms Control in Eiirope: A Tale of 
TVvo C it ie s" ,  Survival. Jan/Feb 1987.
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aspect of m il i ta ry  force i t s  significance is less readily 
grasped by publics. As one comnentator has also observed, the 
two approaches have not to date been successfully cdrbined in a 
single negotiation.

The principal vehicle for implementing the operational 
approach to arms control consists  of CBils. Wiile there are 
numerous de fin i t ions  and conpeting systems of c la s s i f ic a t io n ,  i t  
is useful to speak of two broad categories of CHVk:

a) information measures, and;
b) constra in t measures.

In the f i r s t  category are a l l  measures that are d irec ted  at 
providing information w^iich would include n o tif ic a t io n ,  
conminication, v e r i f ic a t io n  and consultation measures.

Into the second category would fa l l  a l l  measures that 
r e s t r i c t ,  as opposed to merely reveal, the nature and conduct of 
m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  and deployment. This would include such 
concepts as l im its  on the size, frequency or area of c e r ta in  
m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  and constra in ts  or prohibitions on the use of 
se lected  m il i ta ry  equipment.

Another important d is t in c t io n  between the two categories 
of is that h i s to r ic a l ly ,  i t  has proven re la t iv e ly  much
easie r to reach agreement on adopting category-I than i t
has on category-II .  Some may argue that constra in ts  should not 
be considered as CBMs at a l l  but rather as an interim form of 
arms control between CBvfe and arms reduction measures. It does 
seem c lear  that while s ta te s  are prepared, a lb e i t  at times with 
reluctance, to impart a ce r ta in  transparency to the ir  m il i ta ry  
a c t iv i ty ,  they are much more re s is tan t  to accepting prio r 
r e s t r ic t io n s  on the manner of enploying or deploying the ir  
m il i ta ry  forces. Constraints seem to mesh very well with the 

objective of providing "credible  evidence of the absence of 
feared th rea ts"  by supplementing the evidence of benign 
in tention and warning indicators offered by category-I CBvIs with 
evidence of the lack of capab il i ty  to undertake e ffec tiv e ly  
ce r ta in  feared m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty .  Since means for reducing the 
risk  of surprise  attack have loaned large on at least the 
V\festern agenda at conventional arms control negotiations, i t  is 
probable that the search for su itab le  category-II CBvb to inpede 
the po ten tia l  for surprise  attack w ill  continue.

The assertion  that CBVb and the operational approach to 
arms control is somewhat in the ascendant at present can be 
supported by the considerable progress reg is tered  during the 
las t  two years in rea liz ing  CB4 agreements. While the Stockholm 
Conference Dociment stands out as the prime example of a 
m u lt i la te ra l  agreement i t  is also appropriate to note the 
s ign if ican t  re su l ts  flowing from the decision of the Second
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Review Conference of the Biological \^feapons Convention to 
develop a series  of CB»4s ”to prevent or reduce the occurrence of 
a tb ig u i t ie s ,  doubts and suspicions” %j, re la t iv e  to the 
Convention. GBvIs also appear to be enjoying sonething of a 
revival in the b i la te ra l  re la tions  between the USA and USS^.

One can point to the agreonent reached in July 1984 to 
upgrade the Pfotline Ccranunication link, which occurred despite , 
or seme might argue due to, the poor s ta te  of superpower 
re la tions  at that time. This was followed in July 1985 with two 
understandings achieved in the Standing Consultative Comnission 
re la t in g  to v e r if ica t io n  and consultation concerns, the jo in t 
statement from the November 1985 siimiit meeting, proposals made 
by Presiden Reagan in 1985 and similar suggestions made by 
General Secretary Gorbachev in 1986 for inproved contacts 
between respective mi 1i ta ry  establishments and most recently the 
conclusion of an accord to e s tab lish  nuclear r isk  reduction 
centres in respective c a p i ta ls .

While the exact terms of the accord on r isk  reduction 
centres have not been made public, the New York Times has 
suggested that: "Anericans i n  V\^shington and Russians in M d s c o w

sp ec if ica l ly  assigned to the centres would routinely  keep each 
other informed about such things as m iss i le  t e s ts ,  long-range 
bonber f l ig h ts  and possible episodes of nuclear t e r ro r i s m ^ / .  
I n i t i a l ly ,  these centres may be limited to passing information 
pursuant to ex is ting  agreements, such as no t if ic a t io n  of cer ta in  
lOBVl launches as provided for under A r t ic le  XVI of the SALT II 
accord (an aspect of that un ra t i f ied  t rea ty  that i t  is hoped 
both pa rt ie s  w ill  want to continue to observe), information on 
naval incidents re la ting  to the 1972 Incidents at Sea Agreement 
or cer ta in  aspects of consultation envisaged under the 1971 
Accident Nfeasures Agreement.

The actual existence of such a dedicated mechanism for 
d irec t exchange between the superpowers may encourage i t s  fu l le r  
u t i l i z a t io n ,  Asiiich in turn could revive in te res t  in those CB^ 
proposed in the context of the UBA-USS  ̂ s t ra te g ic  arms 
negotiations in 1983. These included proposals for the
advance n o tif ica t ion  of a l l  b a l l i s t i c  m issile  launches, more 
de ta iled  exchanges of information on the conposition of each 
countries s tra teg ic  forces and advanced no tif ica t ion  of major 
exercises of nuclear forces. While there was a certa in  degree 
of convergence between the USA. and Soviet C^1 proposals 
(especially  with respect to no t if ic a t io n  of major heavy bomber 
exercises) circuxistances prevented a substantial examination at

I j  Declaration of Second Review Nfeeting of Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention. Geneva 1986.

New York Times ed i to r ia l  f’4ay 9, 1987.
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that time. Developments since that time would be conducive to a 
renewal of discussions on s t ra te g ic  CEMs between the USA. and the 
USSR. I t  would seem a propitous time for such an exchange 
because both countries appear to recognize that,  as one expert 
put i t ,  "there is an inherent value in agreed measures to 
enhance each country 's confidence in i t s  judgnents respecting 
the s t r a te g ic  mi 1i ta ry  c a p a b il i t ie s  and a c t iv i t i e s  of the 
o ther” 4 /̂. Moreover, the premium on an accurate assessment of 
respective s t ra te g ic  force c a p a b il i t ie s  increases with the 
prospect of major reductions in the level of those forces. This 
could be a case where success in negotiating major reductions in 
armaments w il l  increase rather than decrease the need for 
associated CEMs.

In turning, adnittedly  sonew^at belatedly, to the subject 
of th is  panel and paper, I want to expand the discussion beyond 
C^ls to enccmpass v e r i f ica t io n  and in part icu la r  to examine the 
re la tionsh ip  between these two arms control concepts. The issue 
of the re la tionsh ip  between and v e r i f ica t io n  has usually,
and perhaps not a l l  that usefu lly , been posed in the question of 
whether v e r i f ica t io n  is a in i t s e l f .  Those of you fa n i l ia r  
with the course of negotiations at the Stockholm Conference w ill  
reca ll  how i t  engendered an elaborate  and convoluted debate and 
associated procedural wrangling reminiscent of medieval 
theological disputes over the nature of transubstan tia tion . The 
Wfest c i t in g  the confidence-buiIding properties of v e r i f ic a t io n  
argued that v e r i f ica t io n  was a and the East noting that
v e r i f ic a t io n  was to apply to a l l  the CH/b argued that i t  could 
not c o n s t i tu te  a in i t s  own right as th is  would amount to
having to verify  v e r i f ic a t io n .

While the question is perhaps not amenable to d e f in i t iv e  
answers, i t  could be helpful to conceive of the re la tionsh ip  
between CDvIs and v e r i f ica t io n  as a sytrbiotic one. That is of 
canplenKntary, but d is t in c t  processes or procedures which 
co-exist for mutual benefit .  In the broad categorization of 
CB/Is at the beginning of th is  paper v e r i f ica t io n  was included in 
the Category-I information neasures, because v e r i f ic a t io n  is 
e s se n t ia l ly  a process of obtaining and in terpreting  information 
perta in ing  to ccmpliance with t r e a t ie s  or other agreements. In 
the context of an international arms control accord a pa tte rn  of 
successful implanentation of co-operative v e r i f ic a t io n  
provisions builds confidence in much the same way that a 
successful pa tte rn  of n o tif ic a t io n  does. To the extent that 
v e r i f ic a t io n  involves information exchange i t  acts as a CB/I and

4/ Michael H. M^obs for S tab il iz ing  the S tra teg ic
hbiclear Gonpetition", in Avoiding War in the Nuclear Age: CBVb
for C r is is  S ta b i l i ty " . John Borowski (ed .), Vfestview Press 1986, 
page 154.
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to the degree that i t  confirms carpiiance with arms control 
obligations i t  serves the CH/I aim of building confidence in the 
absence of feared th rea ts .  In th is  sense v e r i f ica t io n  is a dual 
capable system.

The a b i l i ty  of v e r i f ic a t io n  to serve as a CB4 is dependent 
on the perception of v e r i f ica t io n  by the pa rt ie s  concerned. 
Fortunately, there appears to be a growing maturity of a t t i tu d e  
towards v e r i f ica t io n  on the part of the international carraunity 
which is crucial for the acceptance of v e r i f ica t io n  and the 
rea l iza tion  of i t s  confidence-buiIding p o ten t ia l .

Indicative of th is  new appreciation was the adoption by 
the United hbtions General Assenfcly at i t s  1985 and 1986 
sessions of Canadian-initia ted  resolutions on "ver if ica t ion  in 
a l l  i t s  aspects" (41/86Q). Not only were the resolutions 
adopted by consensus, but in the case of the 1986 resolution, 
there were twice the niirber of co-sponsors, including 
representatives from the \^festern s ta te s ,  Eastern Europe and the 
Non-Aligned movement.

Against th is  backdrop of in ternational endorsement of
v e r i f ic a t io n  i t  is perhaps d i f f i c u l t  to recall the suspicion and
antipathy towards v e r i f ica t io n  that was c h a ra c te r is t ic  of many 
o f f ic ia l  a t t i tu d e s  not a l l  that long ago. Even in the pioneer 
v e r i f ica t io n  e f fo r ts  of the USA and USSR the jo int acceptance of 
re la t iv e ly  e ffec tive  v e r i f ica t io n  methods took a long time. The 
v ia b i l i ty  of s a t e l l i t e  reconnaissance as a v e r if ic a t io n  
instriment may have had more to do at f i r s t  with the in ab i l i ty  
to shoot them down than with the jo int appreciation of the 
contribution they could make to v e r if ica t io n .  It was not un t il  
1972 and the AEM and SALT accords that there was an agreed
mutual acceptance of the u t i l i t y  of National Technical Msans 
(NDvQ in the v e r i f ic a t io n  of arms control agreements. I t  was
not un til  1979 and the SALT II agreement that the negative
obligations of non-interference with NIM and non-concealment of 
systems re s t r ic te d  by the agreement was expanded to include a 
positive  ccnmitment not to encr)T)t telemetry to the point where 
i t  would prevent v e r i f ica t io n  of t rea ty  l im its .  And i t  took the 
Stockholm Conference Document of September 1986 to incorporate 
provisions for mandatory on -s ite  inspection into an operational 
East-V\fest control agreement.

A principal significance of the Stockholm Conference 
Etocument is tha t ,  in i t s  v e r i f ica t io n  provisions, i t  goes beyond 
the trad i t iona l  and passive recognition of the v e ri f ica t io n  
u t i l i t y  of NIM to include a co-operative engagement on the part 
of the signatories to f a c i l i t a t e  in trus ive  v e r i f ic a t io n  on the ir  
respective t e r r i t o r i e s .  As we know these provisions are subject 
to several l im ita tions, and how they will  actually  be 
inplemented in prac tice  remains to be seen, but the fact that 
they were adopted in a binding accord represents an inportant
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p o l i t ic a l  and perhaps even psychological move towards the 
acceptance of the notion of v e r i f ica t io n  as a co-operative 
endeavour, in the success of v(4iich a l l  p a r t ie s  have an equal 
stake.

Sim ilarly , the significance of the forecast, n o t if ic a t io n  
and observation measures of the Stockholm Document was not that 
these measures appreciably added to the stock of m il i ta ry  
information available through NIM but that the information 
conveyed was freely  given. The information was being 
volunteered rather than su rrep ti t io u s ly  extracted in order to 
give credence to the s ta te  p a r t i e s '  professions of non-hostile  
intent in the ir  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty .  A v e r i f ic a t io n  systan 
predicated on a co-operative rather than a purely un i la te ra l  
approach has over the long term a greater confidence building 
poten tia l  in the sense that i t  can resu lt  not only in confidence 
in national judgments of respective cap a b il i t ie s  but also 
confidence in the jo in t ccnmitment of the pa r t ies  to the 
objectives of the agreement.

W iile the Stockholm IDocuments mark an inportant turning 
point towards formal accpetance of a co-operative approach to 
v e r i f ic a t io n ,  there is s t i l l  more progress that can be made in 
th is  d irec tion . The a t t i tu d e  of s ta te s  in p rac tice  to the 
invoking of r igh ts  for inspection under the Docunent wi 11 be
p a r t ic u la r ly  important in th is  respect. The more inspections 
are seen as routine and posit ive  acts permitting reassurance of
doubts and the less they are considered provocative indictments
the stronger w il l  be the co-operative nature of the v e r i f ic a t io n  
regime associated with the Stockholm Dociment and i t s  purposes. 
It is a process that w il l  take time and w ill  no doubt encounter 
ce r ta in  setbacks but the chief consideration is that i t  is 
moving in the r ight d irec tion .

In order to put th is  movement towards a more open and
co-operative v e r i f ic a t io n  scheme into seme context, i t  may be 
helpful to consider the h is to r ic a l  treatment within the CSCE of 
observation provisions. I t  w il l  be recalled  that the Helsinki 
Final Act le f t  the issuance of inv ita tions to observe and the 
conduct of the observation progranme exclusively to the 
d isc re tion  of the host s ta te .  The resu lts  over the subsequent
decade were checkered with widely d iffe ren t  standards of 
implementation. At Stockholm p a rt ic ipa ting  s ta te s  were prepared 
to adopt mandatory observation for a l l  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i t i e s  above 
set thresholds as well as spec if ic  standards towards rea liz ing
the agreed aims of the observation. While the observation 
measure has a v e r i f ic a t io n  element to i t  ( i t  being specified 
that observers are "to confirm that the no t if ied  a c t iv i ty  is
non-threatening in character and that i t  is carr ied  out in
conformity with the appropriate provisions of the n o t i f ic a t io n ” , 
i t s  primary contribution as a CEM is to serve as a demonstrable 
and universal indicator of the p a r t ic ipa ting  s ta te s '  ccmnitment
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to conduct the ir  m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  in accordance with the 
princip les of the Final Act and the Stockholm Dociinent. There 
was su ff ic ien t  acceptance, on the part of a l l  the s ta te s  
involved, of the d e s i ra b i1i ty  of inparting greater openness to 
the m il i ta ry  a f f a i r s  of Europe to permit the adoption of these 
much more conprehensive observation measures. The question 
remains whether th is  ccmnitment to openness w ill  sustain i t s e l f  
and eventually allow for the acceptance of even more thorough 
measures of information exchange and v e r i f ica t io n .  One 
indication of the onset of a fu lly  co-operative v e r if ic a t io n  
r6gime would be when inspection v i s i t s  are considered as routine 
and innocuous as observer v i s i t s  are now judged to be by the 
CSCE member s ta te s .  And there is some reason to hope that th is  
change of perception wi 11 take less t ine  than the eleven years 
required to gain acceptance among the CSCE member s ta te s  of the 
idea of foreign observation of m il i ta ry  a c t iv i ty  as a matter of 
routine.

If  sane of the above has been designed to show how a
v e r i f ic a t io n  process can act as a 0 ^  i t  is now n y  intention to 
point out how selected C^4s can a s s is t  the effectiveness of 
v e r i f ica t io n .  The importance of v e r i f ic a t io n  in coming to
judgrnents on the conpliance of s ta te s  to arms control
obligations, is now universally  acknowledged and since judgments 
on compliance have important ramifications for international
security  re la tions ,  i t  follows that the accuracy and 
effectiveness of v e r i f ic a t io n  is c ruc ia l .  C3ertain CBMs could 
have the e ffec t of making the v e r i f ica t io n  task eas ie r ,  and 
given the increasingly mutual recognition of the need for 
e ffec tive  v e r i f ica t io n ,  merit further consideration by the major 
arms control players. A forerunner of such was the
non-concealment provision of the ABM and SALT accords is^ich was
designed to contribute to the effectiveness of v e ri f ica t io n  
through NIM. The SALT II prohibition on excessive encryption of 
m iss i le  telemetry was intended to f u l f i l l  a similar function,
but due to residual doubts about th is  move to openness, the
formula agreed upon in 1979 was an±)iguous and open to d iffe r ing
in te rp re ta tion . A to ta l  ban on encryption would seem a logical 
successor CD4 that would improve upon the e a r l ie r  SALT II
constra in ts  and would c lear ly  be a great functional aid to the
v e rif ica t io n  taks. Wiat is not so c lear is the readiness of 
both superpowers to accept that degree of openness in the
tes ting  of the ir  s t ra te g ic  m iss i le  forces.

Another CDi4 that would promote the effectiveness of
v e r if ica t io n  and which currently  seems to offer a greater chance 
of b i la te ra l  acceptance is the proposal to have on-s ite
monitoring equipment in s ta l led ,  on a reciprocal basis , at the 
nuclear weapons tes t  s i te s  of the USA and the US^. TTie
presence of such monitoring equipment during an actual nuclear
test would provide for more accurate ca lib ra tions  which would 
help perfect seismic v e r if ica t io n  of a possible agreement
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banning or r e s t r i c t in g  nuclear t e s ts .  Seme steps towards th is  
form of reciprocal arranganent have already been taken by the 
USA and the USSR and a CB^ providing for i t s  ii^lementation 
would be a posit ive  interim byproduct of the on-going b i la te ra l  
discussions on nuclear tes ting .

A further exanple of that w ill  a s s is t  v e ri f ica t io n
are the se ries  of measures elaborated and adopted by t h e ^ ^ r i l  
1987 meeting of experts pursuant to the Declaration of the 
Second Review Conference of the Biological V^apons Convention. 
These measures provide for a de ta iled  exchange of data on the
nature and location of laboratories that handle high-risk  
biological m ateria ls  as well as exchanges of information on a ll  
outbreaks of infections diseases and similar occurrences caused 
by toxins that appear to deviate from normal pa tte rns .  The 
in i t i a l  exchange of information by the Convention signatories is 
to be made via the UN Department of Disarmanent A ffa irs  no la te r  
than October 1987. With an extensive data base on centres of 
biological research and a camiitment to systonatic  reporting of
abnormal outbreaks of disease, i t  is hoped that s ta te s  w ill  
acquire higher confidence that the Convention's provisions are 
being observed.

There would seem to be scope for formulating additional
that could contribute to e ffec tive  v e r i f ica t io n .  Seme 

possible candidates in the s t ra te g ic  realm would be an expanded
data exchange on s tra te g ic  arsenals and further measures to 
ensure the in v io la b i l i ty  of s a t e l l i t e s  used for arms control
veri f ica tion .

By way of concluding th is  examination of the 
in te r- re la t io n sh ip  of CB4is and v e r i f ica t io n ,  I would like to
devote a few ccmnents to the question of v e r i f ica t io n  of OBVb. 
Here again the h is to r ic a l  experience is limited and seme of the 
same evolution in o f f ic ia l  thinking has occurred in th is  regard 
as has happened with respect to observation. TTie C04s of the
Helsinki Final Act were not accompanied by any v e r i f ic a t io n
provisions because there was no cannon agreement in 1975 as to
the necessity  of having such provisions. Indeed, in the opinion 
of seme, in s is t in g  on v e r i f ica t io n  provisions was inccnpatible 
with the confidence-buiIding objectives of the accord. By the 
time, however, the mandate for the Stockholm Conference was 
being formulated at the CSCE Nfedrid Follow-L^ Mseting, a l l
s ta te s  had concluded that the CSB/ls to be negotiated at
Stockholm "will be provided with adequate forms of v e r i f ic a t io n
which correspond to the ir  content” ^ / .  In the Stockholm
Dociment i t s e l f ,  v e r i f ic a t io n  of the provisions is to rely

Mandate for the OCSHvCE contained in the Report of the 
CSCE Madrid Fol low-l^p Mseting, 1983.
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esse n t ia l ly  on a combination of NIM plus on -s i te  aeria l  or 
ground inspections according to ce r ta in  ru les . Clearly seme of
the CBVls agreed upon at Stockholm are bas ica lly  se lf -ve r ify ing  
due to the ir  specif ic  nature, e .g .  an inv ita tion  to observe is
e ithe r  issued or not, an annual calendar of forecasted mi 1ita ry
a c t iv i ty  is  transmitted by November 15 of each year or i t  is
not. Others however, like those de ta il ing  thresholds for
tr iggering  n o tif ic a t io n  or observation are more conplicated and
require the more elaborate v e r i f ic a t io n  procedures provided for
in the Dociment. Only time w ill  t e l l  how sa t is fac to ry  these 
provisions w ill  prove to be in verifying compliance with the 
Stockholm CEMs.

What is sa t is fac to ry  for the v e r i f ic a t io n  of category-I 
CBvfe as represented by the Stockholm Document may be judged
inadequate for the v e r i f ic a t io n  of category-II that may
emerge out of a future Stockholm Conference continuation or
conventional forces s t a b i l i t y  negotiation. Category-II CBVis or 
constra in ts  involving as they do actual r e s t r ic t io n s  on m il i ta ry  
force deployments, w ill  l ikely  demand more intensive 
v e r i f ic a t io n  than that associated with the v e r i f ic a t io n  of
category-I information Such v e r i f ica t io n  procedures may
closely  resemble those being formulated in the context of,
current arms reduction negotiations in that the ir  m il i ta ry
significance and hence s e n s i t iv i ty  are of a similar order. At
the same time, the prac tica l record on v e r i f ic a t io n  and
implementation of the Stockholm Document CNCs during the next
few years w ill  have an impact on the formulation of v e r i f ic a t io n  
provisions for future conventional arms control agreements and 
in p a r t icu la r ,  on determinations as to the adequacy and 
effectiveness of those v e r i f ica t io n  provisions. I t  is to be 
hoped that th is  implementation experience and consequent impact 
w il l  be a positive  one.

The in terac tion  between and v e r i f ic a t io n  in
international arms control should in a l l  p robabili ty  continue to 
develop and in tensify  as the benefits  of both concepts become 
increasingly evident to s ta te s  party to security  accords. The 
in terac tion  of these two factors should be of mutual benefit as 
appropriate CBi/b can f a c i l i t a t e  v e r i f ica t io n ,  and successful 
ve r if ica t io n  procedures can in time, e s tab l ish  a base of 
confidence conducive to the promotion of CH/b. The symbiotic 
rela tionsh ip  between and v e r if ica t io n  seems a natural one
given the fact that the ideals of greater openness in the realm 
of m il i ta ry  a f fa i r s  and the reduction of the negative role 
miscalculation or misperception can play in assessing s ta te  
behaviour are inherent to both the GBVl and v e ri f ica t io n  
en te rp rise .

ic "k ic ic ic
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DISGUBSICN

Ednan Agaev

Je voudrais d ire  quelques most sur la confiance, sur les
mesures propres S la cr6er et le rSle q u 'e l le s  jouent dans
l'ensent)le du processus de dSsarmement. Nous avons entendu ici 
t ro is  interventions importantes sur ce su je t ,  dans lesquelles 
sont analysSes de fagon trSs detail16e, et d i r a i - j e
circonstanci6e, les mesures propres & cr6er la confiance dans le 
dcmaine m i l i t a i r e  et la fagon dont e l le s  se m ateria lisen t  
concrStanent dans des pourparlers et dans des accords. Je 
voudrais consacrer une certa ine  a tten tion  § la confiance en tant 
que notion plus large, en tant que catSgorie 
philosophico-politique. Dans les pourparlers sur le 
dfesarmement, quelle  qu'en so it  1’orien ta t ion , il s 'a g i t  avant 
tout de sauvegarde des in t6r6 ts  et de pleine sauvegarde de la 
s6curit6  nationale . Et ccmne nous avons pu le constater dans nos 
d6bats, a I 'S re  des fus6es et du nuclfeaire dans laquelle nous
vivons tous, la s6curit6  nationale ne f>eut 6 tre  a t t e in te  qu’en 
cr6ant une s6curit6  g6n6rale ce qui, a son tour presuppose 
1'e d if ic a t io n  d ’un systdne solide de confiance dans les 
re la t ions  entre  les E ta ts  et entre  les peuples. Dans ce 
contexte, le dSsarmement n ’apparait plus conme une fin  en soi 
mais conme un moyen d ’a tte ind re  un niveau plus 61ev6 de 
dfeveloppement des re la tions  Internationales qui corresponde au 
niveau g6n6ral de dSveloppenient de notre c iv i l i s a t io n .  C 'es t  1§ 
qu’apparait la n6cessit6 de concevoir largement le dSsarmement 
conme un ensar4)le d ’engagements rfeciproques de reduction et de 
suppression des armanents, de renforcanent de la confiance 
rfeciproque, d ’6tablissanent d ’une 6 t ro i te  coop6ration 
In ternationale , de crfeation de garanties polit iques et 
juridiques de la paix. L'interd6pendance e t 1’ in te g ra l i t6  du 
monde contanporain re l ien t  object ivanent le dSsarmanent aux 
autres probldnes des re la tions  In ternationales. Le d6sarmanent 
ne peut S tre  r6a lis6  dans le vide, S lui tout seul, s6par6 de 
tout ce qui se passe dans les autres secteurs de la po lit ique  
mondiale. C’est  pourquoi toute mesure dans le dcmaine du 
dSsarmement, et notamient toute mesure massive, doit 
s ’acconpagner, conme cela  se produit d ’a i l le u r s  dans la r6 a l i t6 ,  
de la c rea tion  d ’une atmosphSre po lit ique  appropriSe. En m&ne 
tanps la rea l isa t io n  du dSsarmanent renforce la confiance et 
contribue § la creation d ’une atmosphSre po lit ique  plus 
favorable a 1’expansion de la cooperation In ternationale . II y a 
la un lien  r6ciproque subtil  avec 1’ interd6pendance d ia lectique,
- plus i l  y a de confiance plus il  y a de d6sarmanent, plus il y 
a de d6sarmement plus il  y a de confiance - e t i l  e s t  mane 
impossible de d iscu ter sur la question de savoir ce qui vient en 
premier e t ce qui vient ensuite . Fau t- i l  conmencer par la 
crea tion  d ’une atmosphSre po lit ique  approprifee e t dfesarmer 
ensuite  ou conmencer par dSsarmer pour cr6er ensuite  une 
atmosphSre po lit ique  approprifie? Tout se passe paral161ement,
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simultan€ment e t ,  si I 'on peut d ire , tout s ' in te rp6ng tre .  Mais 
en mSme temps I'un et 1'au tre  sont inpossibles, sinon 
d i f f i c i l e s ,  a a t te ind re ,  si I 'on n'envisage pas tous les e f fo r ts  
ccnme autant de moyens d 'a r r iv e r  a la s6curit6 . II ne peut 
naturellement y avoir aucune rece tte  toute f a i te  pour a tte indre  
la s6curit6 e t pour 1'assurer a tous et a chacun. C 'est  au cours 
d'une longue Evolution h istorique  que chaque pays e t chaque 
peuple s 'e s t  fa i t  son id6e de la s6curit6 et des moyens propres 
a 1'a ssu re r .  Nfeis ccmne on I 'a  d6ja soulign6 plusieurs fois ic i ,  
les r6a li t6 s  du monde contenporain confSrent aujourd'hui § la 
notion de s6curit6 des param§tres globaux, universels et les 
notions anciennes sur les moyens d 'a t te in d re  la s6curit6 ont 
d6ja soribrS irrSvocablement dans le n6ant. II est aujourd'hui 
inpossible de sauvegarder sa propre s6curit6  aux d6pens de la 
s6curit6 d 'au tre s  pays. Je voudrais rappeler § cet 6gard ce qu'a 
d i t  le Secretaire  g6n6ral du PC de I'LRSS, M.S. Gorbatchev, a 
savoir que 1'Union Sovi6tique, pour sa part ,  ne s 'intferesse 
nul lement a rSduire la s6curit6  des Etats-lAiis, tout au 
con tra ire .  Nous pensons que plus la s6curit6 des Etats-Unis est 
solide, plus la nStre I 'e s t  aussi. A vrai d ire ,  on a d6ja tent6 
dans le pass6 de trouver une notion ccmnune de sauvegarde de la
s6curit6  et de cr6er un syst&ne qui permette de r§glementer la
s6curit6  In ternationale . II s u f f i t  de rappeler le pr6c6dent 
h istorique  d'6tablissement au dix-neuvigme siScle  de ce qu'on 
appel6 l '6 q u i l ib re  des forces, \feis l '6volu tion  h is to rique  obfeit 
a ses lo is  objectives et l 'himanit6 a dG traverser des 6preuves 
assez dures et douloureuses pour a rr ive r  a la conclusion que la
s6curit6  ne peut S tre  que g6n6rale. A p a r t i r  d'une analyse de la
s i tua t ion  ac tue lle ,  1'Union sovietique a 61abor6 et avanc6 la 
conception d'une s6curit6  Internationale to ta le  embrassant 
toutes les spheres : l a m i l i t a i r e ,  la po lit ique , I'feconcmique et 
1'hunanita ire . Cette conception a ensuite 6t6 d6velopp6e et 
ccnpl6t6e en camun par d 'au tre s  pays social I stes  europ6ens et 
pr6sent6e a la quarante-et-uniSne Session de l'Assembl6e 
g6n6rale de 1'Organisation des Nations Unies pour Stre examinee 
par la conmunautS In ternationale . Le jugement de l'Assen±)16e 
g6n6rale a confirmfe la concordance de nos id6es avec le 
sentiment g6n6ral qui pr6vaut dans le monde. La resolution sur 
un syst&ne to ta l  de s6curit6 In ternationale a rec u e i l l i  une 
m ajorite  inpressionnante: 102 Etats ont vot6 pour. Nfeis nous
n 'a l lons  pas nous reposer sur nos lauriers  et penser qu'un but a 
6t6 a t te ln t  que nous sonmes d€ja soutenus, que nous pouvons nous 
en ten ir  la,  ccnme cela  s 'e s t  malheureusement produit dans le 
pass6. Nous ne pouvons pas ne pas Stre alarmSs et inquI6t6s par 
le f a i t  que c e t te  resolution n 'a  pas eu I'appui d'un groupe 
d 'E ta ts  occidentaux suffisanment influent dans le monde. 
Construire une s6curit6 to ta le  sans la p a r t ic ipa tion  des E tats  
occidentaux est chose impossible. Nous ne pouvons pas vivre 
isoies les uns des au tres. C 'est  pourquoi, bien que nous soyons 
convaincus que notre regard sur la sScurite vise I 'aven ir  et que 
notre conception doit devenir une r6a l i t6 ,  nous pensons, ccmne 
I 'a  d i t  Jules Cambon, qu'en diplcmatie, i l  ne s u f f i t  pas d 'avo ir
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raison, i l  faut aussi p la i re .  Au cours de nos consultations avec 
les repr6sentants des pays occidentaux, nous nous scmnes
efforc6s de cotprendre les raisons pour lesquelles ces pays ne
veulent pas aujourd'hui s 'assoc ie r  S c e t te  conception, S c e t te  
faQon de voir les re la tions Internationales et la sauvegarde de
la s6curit6 . Nous essayons de ten ir  ccnpte des preoccupations 
objectives et subjectives et des obstacles qui s'opposent a la 
c rea tion  d*un te l  systgme et nous avons, pour notre part ,  pu 
constater q u ' i l  s 'a g i t  d ’un manque de confiance de la part de
1 'Occident.

On peut discerner Icl les obstacles ob jec t ifs  et sub jec tifs  
et les raisons objectives et subjectives de 1'absence de c e t te  
confiance. Certes, bien des choses nous s6parent, trop de
differences h is to riques, c u l tu re l le s ,  id6ologiques et 
6concmiques. Mais une analyse d6 ta il l6e  et approfondie de ces
differences montre q u ' i l  n 'en est aucune qui porte en e l l e  la
menace imnanente de se transformer en contradictions totalement 
in tol6rables et recdle un danger de guerre.

Prenons par exenple nos re la tions  rfeciproques avec les 
Etats-Unis d'AnSrique. II n 'y  a entre  eux et nous ni
contradictions 6concmiques, ni prStentions t e r r i to r i a le s  
rfeciproques, ni contradictions po lit iques sSrieuses. Evidenment, 
direz-vous, nous scmnes s6par6s par des contradictions 
id6ologiques. II est vrai q u 'i l  y a des contradictions 
id6ologiques, mais en f a i t  notre c iv i l i s a t io n  a d6jS a t t e in t  un 
degr6 de d6veloppanent te l  que les contradictions idfeologiques
ne peuvent en aucun cas Stre une raison d 'essayer de I 'enporter  
I 'un sur 1'a u tre  par la force. L 'dre des "croisades" de toute 
nature et des guerres de re lig ion  est  rSvolue depuis bien 
longtenps. Nous n'essayons pas d'imposer notre id6ologie mais 
nous tenons aussi a ce qu'on ne nous en impose aucune autre . Je 
pense qu'on peut trouver la un *hnodus vivendi".

Or i l  apparait que le domaine qui ne cesse d'engendrer des 
contradictions susceptibles de s'aggraver est celui de la course 
aux armements. C 'e s t  pr6cis€ment 13 que se manifestent les 
divergences et les contradictions les plus vives avec les 
Etats-Unis.

Nous abordons 13 les raisons pour lequelles la course aux 
armements continue e t ne cesse de saper la confiance entre  nous. 
Outre les raisons historiques objectives, dont il se ra i t  hors de 
propos de parler  i c i ,  je voudrais rappeler un facteur purement 
o b jec t if  qui se traduit  en Occident par une doctrine strat6gique 
fond6e sur les principes de la dissuasion nucl6aire et de 
1'endiguement nucl6aire. II est bien Evident q u 'i l  y a eu des 
raisons h is to riques pour que c e t te  s tra tS g ie  s '6 ta b l is s e ,  mais 
en v6 ri t6  la s tra t6 g ie  de dissuasion nucl^aire non seulement 
appartient aujourd'hui au pass6, mais encore re t ien t  en a rr iS re  
toutes nos re la t io n s ,  toute 1'Evolution de notre c iv i l i s a t io n .

230



Et I ’on s ' a t t r i s t e  parfois de voir l'6norrae potentiel 
in te l lec tue l  que gasp illen t de ncn±)reux stra t§ges de 1'Occident 
en s 'e ffo rgan t de fa ire  en trer tout le systSme des re la tions  
In ternationales, a savoir le d6velopponent ob jec t if  de ces 
re la tions ,  dans le cadre de la notion de dissuasion nucl6aire.

En quoi consiste  la s tra tS g ie  de dissuasion nucl6aire? 
C 'est  une conception dognatique figfee comportant des postu lats  
trSs dogmatiques e t nullenent dynamiques. Uh des dognaes 
fondamentaux de la dissuasion nucl6aire consiste  en ceci que la 
presence constante d ’un adversaire, d'un ennemi, y est  
absoltment indispensable. Et, au m6pris du fa i t  q u ' i l  se produit 
souvent et objectivement un ce r ta in  rapprochement, que I 'on 
trouve des points de contact, c e t te  position de depart selon 
laquelle il  faut a tout prix  trouver un adversaire empSche les 
d irigeants  po lit iques de 1'Occident de porter un jugement 
ob jec t if  et mesur6 sur la s i tu a t io n  et ne cesse d 'a t t i s e r  la 
mfefiance et la peur r6ciproques. On peut d ire  que la stratfigie  
de dissuasion nucl6aire, qui est e l l e  mgrne 1'expression 
concentrSe d'idfees m i l i t a r i s t e s  et une concentration de 
conceptions dogmatiques, se rt  en mSne temps d'aliment a tout ce 
qui est  fig6 e t dogmatique. N'avons nous pas constat6 ici m&ne, 
notamnent lors des stances consacr6es a la lim ita tion  des 
armements nucl6aires e t a la prevention de la course aux 
armements dans I 'espace, que de ncmbreux d616gu6s, reprfesentants 
des milieux in te l le c tu e ls  de 1'Occident, s 'e ffo rcen t  
d 'a s s u j e t t i r  a la  dissuasion nucl6aire le processus i r rev e rs ib le  
qui se d6roule actuellement dans le donaine du desarmement 
nucl6aire? Or on ne peut pas fa i re  en trer dans le cadre de la 
dissuasion et de 1'endiguement nuclSaires la notion de la 
p o ss ib i l i t6  d'une liquidation  des armements, d'une creation  d'un 
autre  syst&ne de sauvegarde de la s6curit6 .

Pour en venir aux mesures propres a cr6er la confiance, on 
peut se demander s ' i l  n 'y  au ra it  pas lieu d'6changer des 
informations et de crSer des groupes d 'experts  a fin  de se 
consul ter  sur la fa^on de modifier des idSes dans le dcmaine de 
la stratfegie m i l i t a i r e .  Je voudrais a ce sujet a t t i r e r  
1'a t te n t io n  sur un document adopts a Berlin , a la v e i l l e  de 
not re Conference, au suje t de la doctrine mi 1i t a i r e  des pays du 
Pacte de Varsovie. l^us avons a plusieurs reprises d i t  a 
1'Occident qu'on pourrait  certainement entamer des pourparlers 
sp6ciaux sur la fa?on de fa ire  concorder les doctrines 
m i l i t a i r e s  avec les exigences de notre tenps et les inp6ratifs  
de la sauvegarde de la s6curit6  Internationale .

Nous ccmprenons certes q u ' i l  so it  inpossible de renoncer 
en un jour a c e t te  idfie : se mettre au l i t  et le matin, au
rSveil, d ire  que nous renongons tous a 1'endiguement nucl6aire.
II s 'a g i t  incontestablement d'un processus qui prend du tenps; 
il faudra prendre des mesures rficiproques et avancer pas a pas.
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Nfais ce q u ' i l  y a de plus important, c 'e s t  quand mSne la volontS 
po lit ique  et le d6sir de parler  a ce su je t .  Les pourparlers 
jouent incontestablement un rCle tr6s inportant pour le 
renforcanent de la confiance et de la connaissance rSciproque 
lo rsq u 'i l  s 'a g i t  d’6carter  les soupgons rSciproques. Le dicton 
bien connu selon lequel de mauvais pourparlers valent mieux 
qu'une bonne guerre ne saurait  en aucun cas guider 1'ac tion  des 
diplcmates d ’aujourd 'hu i. Nous ne pouvons pas nous transformer 
en Chevaliers de la T ris te-F igure  et d issiper  notre 6nergie en 
corfjattant les moulins § vent. C 'est pourquoi tous les 
pourparlers doivent v iser un but et donner des rS su lta ts  car la 
confiance ne peut se m ate ria l ise r  que dans des r6 su l ta ts  
concrets. C 'es t  ce que confirme fort bien I'heureuse conclusion 
de la conference de Stockholm, dont nous ont par 16 t ro is  de nos 
rapporteurs principaux.

II y a toutes les chances pour que ce processus se 
poursuive. Le processus d'6tablissement et d '6 d if ica tio n  d'une 
confiance in ternalionale  to ta le  ne s 'a r rS te  pas S Stockholm et 
il  faut aussi ne pas oublier q u ' i l  s 'a g i t  IS d'une mesure 
inportante certes  inais rSgionale, qui ne s 'applique qu 'a  la 
rSgion du continent europ6en.

Encore quelques mots pour terminer. La quarante-deuxi&ne 
session de I ’AssenijlSe g6n6rale, oQ toute la comnunaut6 
In ternationale  pourrait  poursuivre le dialogue sur la s6curit6  
to ta l  et f>enser a la fa?on d 'u t i l i s e r  la conference de Stockholm 
a 1'6chelle  mondiale, n 'e s t  pas loin.

Enfin encore une id6e, la derniSre, a savoir q u ' i l  est  
certainanent impossible de cr6er la confiance sans transparence 
et sans v i s ib i l i tS  rSciproques. J 'enp lo ie  a dessein ces deux
termes parce que, je  ne sais  pourquoi, on c ro i t  en Occident que
c 'e s t  la le point faib le  de 1'Union sovi6tique. II n 'en est
r ien . Nous voulons que tous les plans soient c la i r s  et v is ib le s  
pour les uns conme pour les autres, mais la transparence ne doit 
pas § tre  une fin  en so i.  En principe, et c 'e s t  13 dessus que je  
terminerai, les e f fo r ts  f a i t s  pour renforcer la confiance et 
pour le dSsarmement ne doivent pas 6 tre  consid6r6s ccnme des 
fins en soi, mais cornne une corbinaison de mesures rSciproques
qui contribuent § 1'6tablissement d'une paix moins prScaire.

•k ic ic -k -k

Herbert von Arx

The former Greek diplomat and international lawyer, Mr. 
P o l i t i s  declared once that i f  we w ill  a rr ive  to the aim we are 
t rea ting  today, i . e .  disarmament, we should go the following 
way: F i r s t  build  confidence, then construct mediation and
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a rb i t ra t io n  measures and then f in a l ly  you have the necessary 
ground for real and deep cut disarmament measures.

I think th is  remark of Mr. P o l i t i s  is absolutely r igh t,  
because today the in ternational ccnrnunity of s ta te s  is not yet 
in paradise. Vfe are s t i l l  liv ing, in sp ite  of a lot of working 
in ternational organizations, in a sort of anarch is tic  condition, 
in a decen tra lisa tion  of power. Vfe have no in ternational 
government, we have no in ternational executive, we have no 
compulsory in ternational ju s t ice .  Every State  has to look alone 
or together with other States for i t s  own security , for i t s  
r igh ts  and in te re s ts .  And so i t  is c lear , at least for me, that
every S ta te  is free to have the means to defend i t s  security , 
r igh ts  and in te re s ts ,  and th is  means, un til  now as we know,
espec ia lly  m il i ta ry  forces.

I an convinced that we w ill  never go beyond a ce r ta in
level in disarmament without replacing the p o s s ib i l i ty  of

m il i ta ry  forces through other means. There w ill always be 
c o n fl ic ts  in the world and con fl ic ts  or disputes must be 
solved. If you cut the S ta te s '  m il i ta ry  p o s s ib i l i t i e s ,  you must 
give than other p o s s ib i l i t i e s  to solve the c o n fl ic ts .  That is 
\n4iy I would like  to say some words on the question of mediation 
and a rb i t ra t io n  before coming to confidence-buiIding .

V\fe think that one of the p o s s ib i l i t i e s ,  not the only one,
to replace m il i ta ry  forces would be the development of the 
in ternational law. To crea te  in s t i tu t io n s  able to solve the 
disputes of new s itua tions  a ris ing  day by day in the world. As 
in the internal law, in in ternational re la tionships there are
p r incipally  two kinds of disputes or s i tua tions , namely: 
( i) those  concerning the implementation and in te rp re ta tion  of 
ex is ting  law and ( i i) th o se  which concern changes, the 
development of ex is ting  law or introduction of new rules and 
regulations. Frequently these two types of s i tua tions  are named 
legal and p o l i t ic a l  disputes, but I think that is not quite  
right because in every case you have legal and p o l i t ic a l  
fac tors . So I would prefer to name them ju s t ic iab le  and 
non-justic iab le  disputes, and we should a rr ive  to create  organs 
for those disputes. For the ju s t icab le  co n fl ic ts ,  those 
applying ex is ting  law, i t  should be a rb i t ra t io n  in s t i tu t io n s  and 
for the non-justic iab le  disputes we could crea te  in s t i tu t io n s  
for investigation, concilia tion  and mediation. Both these 
in s t i tu t io n s  should be ccnpulsory, that w ill  say that each party 
has the right to appeal to such an in s t i tu t io n  i f  the dispute 
cannot be solved by other means, such as consultation, or 
negotiation. The a rb i t ra t io n  judgement should also be 
compulsory. For the mediation, the concilia tion , that is not 
possible because they are creating new law and you would have an 
in ternational government. But at least the procedure of 
mediation and concil ia t ion  should also be compulsory.
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This was an old Swiss idea that we brought forward in 1973 
at the CSCE Conference in Geneva which resu lted  in the Helsinki 
Final Act of the CSCE. V\fe have proposed a complete text for an 
in ternational trea ty , compulsory for a l l  the CSCE countries. We 
have discussed th is  idea during two years, and we have, 
unfortunately, not arrived at a re su l t .  But the idea is s t i l l
on the table of the CSCE. V\fe had a spec ia l is t  group in 1978 in
Mjntreux, Switzerland; we had another spec ia l is t  group in 1984 
in Athens, and the idea of a ccrtpulsory system of peaceful
se ttlanen t of disputes which could replace a part of the armed 
forces w ill probably be brought up again in the Vienna CSCE 
Conference going on just now.

I think i t  would be wortlwiiile to study a l i t t l e  b i t
further on in th is  Conference, th is  system. You cannot diminish 
one side of the security  system ex is ting  now in the world
without giving in exchange something to replace i t .  This idea, 
the Swiss idea, of 1973 - 1975 was concentrated on Europe and
the United S tates and Canada, pa rt ic ipa ting  in the CSCE, but i t  
could be applied very eas ily  also in other regions. And we had 
a lot of in te re s t  from other regions in the world in th is  idea 
and in our proposal.

Now I w ill  come to the real C ^ ^ .  In opinion a
peaceful settlement of con fl ic t  can also be put under the 
heading of CD^ V\fe have heard in the three excellent
presentations of th is  morning \n4iat happened especially  in 
Stockholm. Switzerland has welcomed the resu lts  of Stockholm on 
confidence-and security-build ing measures, but we are of the 
opinion that the resu l ts  we have already reached could and 
should be further developed.

I think th is  confidence-and security-build ing process 
should go on, because i t  was c lea r ly ,  based on the dociment of 
Nfedrid of the CSCE, a pre-condition of e ffec tive  disarmament 
negotia tions. Nofw we are of the opinion that the work that has 
been achieved in Stockholm is a basis for beginning also the 
real disarmament negotiations. But we think that the CSBvI (the 
confidence-and security-build ing measures) should run para lle l
to the e ffec tiv e  disarmament ta lks and be more developed. 
Concerning the real disarmament negotiations, if  ever in Vienna 
we a rr ive  at re su l ts ,  at a mandate for such a Conference: I am
not speaking for the Neutral and Non-Aligned, I am only able to 
speak for Switzerland. )Afe are of the opinion that i t  is in the 
f i r s t  round the duty of the two m il i ta ry  pacts to begin with 
these disarmament negotiations for Eiirope, and that we 
(Switzerland, but I think also the other Neutral and Non-Aligned 
S ta tes)  should not contribute to the negotiation, but should 
have a link to the negotiations in being informed about vviiat 
happens and in having the p o ss ib i l i ty  to be consulted and to 
express our own experience i f  s itua tions are created with a 
d irec t  consequence also for Switzerland and probably also for
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the other Neutral and Non-Aligned S ta tes .
So we should have a sort of house with two levels. In the f i r s t  
level you have the real negotiation and in the second level you 
have the Neutral and Non-Aligned with a ce r ta in  contact with 
the negotiations and overall you have the roof v^ich could be 
the CSCE as such. These are some ideas for our discussions of 
th is  morning.

ic -k ic ic ic

Janos Petran

I shall a tten^t to be b r ie f ,  in view of the short time 
that remains. I t  is  very important these days that s ta te s ,  and 
m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  a ll iances ,  should correc tly  understand 
each o th e r 's  aims and purposes. That is \»4iy the docunent on the
m il i ta ry  doctrine of the Mfember States of the Vfersaw Pact, 
signed by the supreme leaders of those s ta te s  on 29 Nfey 1987 in
Berlin , at the meeting of the P o l i t ic a l  Consultative Conmittee 
of the V\feirsaw Pact, is extremely s ig n if ican t .  That document 
se ts  forth  many very inportant proposals that have a d irec t 
bearing on our discussions here.

F i r s t ,  there are the proposed consultations between the 
two blocs to ccnipare the ir  m il i ta ry  doctrines. Secondly, and 
th is  is very important, i t  is suggested that the consultations 
could also exanine the int>alances and asymnetries that have 
arisen with respect to individual types of weapon and armed 
forces, and could seek ways of righting  them.

The Nfarijer S ta tes of the V\feirsaw Pact have expressed the ir  
readiness to hold such consultations th is  year. A positive  
acceptance by the North A tlan tic  A11 iance would help to remove 
the suspicion and m is trus t  that have b u i l t  up over the years and 
would make for a deep understanding of each others in tentions. 
I reca ll  th is  because our partners in the negotiations fron the 
North A tlan tic  A lliance quite  often say that the matter is not 
one of intentions but of p o s s ib i l i t i e s .  If I remenfcer r ight and 
understood him co rrec tly ,  Mr. Davies of the Uh’ ted Kingdom 
raninded us of th is .  In that connection, I should like to draw
your a tten tion  to the following: point 3 of chapter II of the
docunent on the m il i ta ry  doctrine of the Member S tates of the 
V\feirsaw Pact refers  to "the reduction of armed forces and 
conventional weapons in Europe to a level at \\^ich neither side, 
Miiile ensuring i t s  own defence, would have the means to make a 
sudden attack on the other side, or, in general, to develop 
offensive operations".

I consider that we have here a statement of the utmost 
c la r i ty  on the position  of the Menijer States of the Warsaw Pact
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on th is  m atter. I t  is , of course, inportant to have a correct 
understanding and assessment of actions and not merely of 
in ten tions. \feasures of confidence and monitoring can and must 
be of assistance  here. The Stockholm Conference on 
confidence-and-security-buiIding measures in Europe
demonstrated, in the f i r s t  place, that i f  s ta te s  have the 
p o l i t ic a l  w ill  and the desire , agreement can be reached on 
m atters of security . Secondly, i t  was possible in Stockholm, at 
the Conference, to agree on inspection, >;s îch is of extreme 
inportance because, as many of those present are aware, th is  
question has been and s t i l l  is a sturfiling block in the 
disarmament negotiations. That was referred to by one of 
yesterday 's  speakers, \/(4io informed us about the progress in 
d rafting  a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
The position  of the Nferfier States of the ^ f̂e ŝaw Pact on
monitoring has been given in the Berlin dociments. I have in
mind the document on the m il i ta ry  doctrine of the Nfeifcer States 
of the Warsaw Pact and the ccmnuniqu6 fron the meetings of the 
p o l i t ic a l  consulta tive ccmnittee. In accordance with th is  
posit ion  of the Nfanber S tates of the Warsaw Pact, the 
implementation of disarmament measures would be guaranteed by an 
e ffec tiv e  monitoring system appropriate to the disarmament 
measures, including on -s i te  inspection. The Nfanber S ta tes  of 
the Warsaw Pact proceed fron the premise that monitoring w ill  
becotie one of the most important means of ensuring the security  
of s ta te s  in the t ran s it io n  to real disarmanent. Consequently, 
as was pointed out yesterday by Ait>assador Karpov, v e r if ic a t io n  
of fu lfillm ent of the obligations on disarmanent undertaken by
s ta te s  requires a new function - that of being a guarantee of
the security  of the s ta te s  that are pa rt ies  to the agreement.

The Meiriber S ta tes of the V\feirsaw Pact are advancing actual 
proposals to weaken m il i ta ry  confrontation and to build 
confidence in Central Europe. I should like to recall the plan 
recently  put forward by the Polish People 's Republic. That 
plan, also known as the Jaruzelski plan, provides for a
reduction of armanents and an increase of confidence in Central 
Europe. I consider i t  to be c lear from a ll  that has been said 
that the approach of the Menfcer S ta tes of the Warsaw Pact to 
f)eace, security , confidence and monitoring is a very broad 
one. They seek the formation of an all-embracing system of
international peace and security  that would encompass both the
m il i ta ry  and p o l i t ic a l  spheres, and the economic and
humanitarian spheres. VVhat is very inportant is that the 
in te rac tion  in the sphere of ecology would also be one of i t s  
components, as is also apparent from the Berlin docunents. 
Consequently, these s ta te s  are s tr iv ing  to reduce m il i ta ry  
confrontation, above a l l  in the European continent, and to 
in s t i tu te  re la tions  between s ta te s  based on confidence and broad 
co-operation. Those are ny ccmnents and remarks.

ic "k ic ic -k
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Sohrab Kheradi

remarks are d irected  more to the general theme of th is  
Conference, namely, the in te rre la tionsh ip  of b i la te ra l  and 
m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament negotiations, rather than to the 
specific  issues that have been the focus of our discussions 
today. I am eniioldened to do so in as much as th is  is our
concluding session and hence ce r ta in  comnents offered in a
broader context may not be out of place at th is  stage, 
especially  since as Secretary of the F i r s t  Ccmnittee of the 
United Nations General Assetitoly, I have had the p riv ilege  of 
observing at close range the dynamics of the in ternational 
decision-making process in the arms lim ita tion  and disarmament 
f ie ld ,  within the frameswork of the world organization. The 
experience provides at least a p a r t ia l  opportunity to see the
interplay of forces undergirding b i la te ra l  and m u lt i la te ra l  
approaches as the in ternational comunity s t r iv es  re len tle ss ly ,
though not yet successfully, to banish the scourge of war from 
the face of the earth .

Anbassador Ja ipa l,  in his presentation, noted that 
m u lt i la te ra l  approaches to the process of arms lim itation  and 
disarmament did not begin with the establishment of the lAiited 
Nations and gave us a succinct account of how the approach has 
progressively evolved over the years. b r ie f  remarks, given 
the time constra in ts , w ill  be confined to ce r ta in  conclusions 
that may be drawn from an examination of the role  that the 
United Nations has played and can continue to play, hopefully in 
a more e ffec tive  and enhanced manner in the f ie ld  of disarmament.

During the life-timB of the lAiited Nations, the world has 
increasingly ccms to share various comnon concerns over the 
issues of war and peace. Hunan misery and suffering are no 
respecters of t e r r i t o r i a l  boundaries, p o l i t ic a l  divergences, or
ideological watersheds. Hence, there is a comnon recognition, 
for example, that nuclear war imst never be fought. As an 
in ternational organization, enjoying v i r tu a l ly ,  universal 
pa rt ic ipa tion , the United lo tio n s  has been a major instrument 
for expressing the grave concern of nations over the p o ss ib i l i ty  
of the outbreak of Avar, in p a rt icu la r  nuclear war. Furthermore, 
i t  has provided a primary forim for addressing the issues of 
war, peace and security  fran a global perspective.

1 w ill not here expand on the successes and/or fa i lu res
that can be chalked to the account of the United Nations, with 
respect to disarmament agreements. I t  needs re i te ra t in g ,  
however, that the predecessor bodies of the present Conference 
on Disarmament in Geneva, succeeded, over the years, in 
negotiating several s ign if ican t m u lt i la te ra l  disarmament and
arms-1 imitation agreements, including the NPT, the BN 
Convention, the Sea-Bed Treaty and the E^^CD Treaty. A number 
of other examples can be added to th is  l i s t ,  i f  one takes into
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account the combined e ffo r ts  of governments and the United 
Nations which produced limited, yet s ign if ican t  f i r s t  steps in 
the form of in ternational agreements on p a r t ia l  measures for the 
regulation of armaments.

The United Nfeitions has thus provided, and continues to 
provide a forun in which disarmament can be given the necessary 
prominence on the international agenda. It was, perhaps, in 
recognition of th is  fact, and with a view to enabling the world 
body to f u l f i l l  i t s  role more adequately in the f ie ld  of 
disarmament, that the Final Document of the F i r s t  Special
Session on Disarmament, in ter a l ia ,  conferred upon the Lhited
Nations the central role and responsib ili ty  in the f ie ld  of 
disarmament.

I t  is undoubtedly true, of course, that m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiation is not advocated as a measure that would supplant,by 
any s tre tch  of the imagination, b i la te ra l  negotiations. TTie 
sta rk  r e a l i t i e s  prevalent in the world d ic ta te  otherwise. It
has already been pointed out here, and elsewhere, that the two 
approaches are not only complanentary but could also reinforce 
each other. In a world cohabited by nations \A^ose offensive and 
defensive c ap a b il i t ie s  present great asymnetery, m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiations do not stand the chance of succeeding unless there 
is a convergence of views and a measure of agreement on 
fundanental issues, among the major m il i ta ry  Powers. And yet, 
in a world where interdependence at various levels and in
d iffe ren t  spheres, be they m il i ta ry ,  p o l i t ic a l  or economic, is
not longer a mere s iboleth , but a resonant fact of the present 
day himan condition, the m u lt i la te ra l  process may provide an 
increasingly meaningful approach.

And so, one may ask, in wdiat d irec tion  does the United
N ations 's  ro le  in n u l t i l a t e r a l  negotiations proceed?

As the Secretary-General of the Iftiited Nations has 
repeatedly pointed out, the international ccmnunity already has, 
at i t s  disposal, a unique and universal forun for carrying out 
de libera tions and negotiations in the f ie ld  of disarmament. 
Unfortunately, the ins tr im enta lity  so readily  available has not 
always been fu l ly  u t i l iz e d .

If  I may be permitted to make one final ccmnent; the
United Nations Disarmament Conmission has been engaged, since 
las t  year, in reviewing the role of the United Nations in the
f ie ld  of disarmament, with a view to analyzing and subsequently
making reccmnendations to the General Assembly for ra tiona liz ing  
the machinery and procedures of the United Nations system in the 
f ie ld  of disarmament. This process is envisaged to cone to 
culmination at the th ird  special session on disarmament, v^ich 
is currently  scheduled for 1988. In th is  connection, I would 
like  to make a purely personal suggestion. In the context of
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the review that is being carr ied  out, the fvtmber S tates could, 
perhaps, exanine the issues under consideration from the 
perspective of any appropriate linkages that could be 
established between b i la te ra l  and m i l t i l a te r a l  disarmament 
negotiations. In any case, and here 1 w ill conclude ny remarks,
I would like to express the hope that as we travel the arduous
and scmetinies bunpy road to the th ird  special session, the
Member S tates may find themselves in a position to reaffirm  the
v a l id i ty  of the United Nat ions 's  present role in disarmanent and 
th a t ,  perhaps, they may even deem i t  f i t  to go beyond i t .

Kurt Spillmann

The Conference has been a very in te res t ing  experience but
i t  has been a very sad experience as well for me in one 
respect. Listening to statements, especially  made at the th ird  
session, concerning outer space that gave expression to fears 
and threat assessments, I couldn 't help feeling that we are 
s t i l l  not able to connunicate very successfully about the most 
basic issues, such as basic conmon in te re s ts ,  cannon objectives, 
and threa t j>erceptions. Haven't we learned from Chernobyl that 
no rational hunan being in charge can possibly plan to s ta r t  a
nuclear catastrophe? Or are we so caught up in a mode of
thinking in worst-case scenarios like  the professional m il i ta ry  
have to do that we have become unable to identify  the many
in te res ts  we have in conmon as inhabitants of th is  f rag i le  earth?

The disarmanent process is moving on shaky grounds i f  
there p e rs is ts  a lack of in te re s t  to get down to discuss basics, 
and with basics I mean mutually acceptable de fin it ions  of 
objectives, as well as open exchanges on threat perceptions. In 
the process of building confidence I would like to support the
suggestion made yesterday by Mr. Karkoszka, and I would like to 
go one step further and suggest that i t  would be useful, even 
necessary, to e s tab l ish  within the ex is ting  franework of CD and 
CSCE, a permanent ccmnittee >siiich would have to deal with 
defining as p rec ise ly  as possible such basio in te re s ts ,  
ccnparing the d iffe ren t  perceptions of v i ta l  in te res ts ,  
objectives and threa t perceptions.

The Ccmnittee should open a catalogue of threat 
perceptions. These in te res ts  and threat perceptions, again as
precisely  defined as i>ossible, should be discussed in order to
replace a llegations with mutually acceptable de fin it ions  and 
assessments. Could not a conmon ly-agreed-upon d e fin i t ion  of 
peaceful coexistence by a very meaningful beginning? Our 
perceptions make up r e a l i ty  and as long as they are not being 
dealt with in an open exchange of views in the context of the
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arms control and disarmament process, the danger p e rs is ts  that 
we keep fa l l in g  back into archaic forms of behaviour, 
perceptions and reactions. And th is  we can no longer afford. 
This proposal seems e ither  naive or inpossible, but we have to 
try  i t  in the face of possible cost of not doing i t .

•k ic ic ic 'k

Luvsandorjiin Bayart

La discussion est tellement intSressante que j ' a i  du mal ^ 
r6 s is te r  Sl la ten ta tion  de d ire  quelques mots. A la lumiSre de 
ce qui s ' e s t  d i t  ce matin, I ’h is to i re  de la trahison classique 
grecque que nous a exposSe 1'Aribassadeur Citron, est trSs 
in s truc tive . Je pense que si les Perses n 'avaient pas eu 
d'armes, i l  n 'y  aura it  pas eu de massacre. La confiance a e l l e  
seule n 'e s t  pas su ff isan te  sans q u 'e l le  so it  ba tie  sur des 
fondements m at6riels sol ides. Stockholm, c 'e s t  6videnment un 
grand pas. Nous avons salu6 ses r6 su l ta ts ,  d ’autant plus que 
I'Europe es t  un continent ofl se font face deux puissants groupes 

m i l i t a i r e s  et po lit iques e t que de la paix en Europe depend la 
paix dans les autres pa rt ies  du monde e t ,  bien entendu, vice 
versa. Je suis reconnaissant § 1'Aribassadeur Citron d*avoir d i t  
q u ' i l  faut Stendre aux autres pa rt ie s  du monde les mesures de 
confiance de 1'Europe. A cet 6gard, je  veux d ire  que cet exemple 
de 1'Europe es t trSs nScessaire et particuliSrement pour I 'Asie. 
L'Asie est le plus vaste continent de notre planSte. Deux 
guerres y ont eu lieu, en CorSe et au Vietnam. C 'est la qu'on a 
pour la praniSre fois etiployfe I'arme atomique contre deux v i l le s  
japonaises. J 'espSre profond&nent que I 'hunanitS ne connaitra 
plus jamais un sort p a re i l .  C 'est  pourquoi les peuples de I'Asie 
ont besoin d'une paix solide et de s6curit6 . Les E ta ts  de ce 
continent avancent les propositions concrStes visant a y 
renforcer la confiance et la s6curit6 . Un programne de paix et 
de s6curit6  en Asie et dans le pacifique a 6t6 propos6 dans 
I 'in p o r tan te  declaration fa i te  par M.S. Gorbatchev I 'an  dernier 
a Vladivostok. Je voudrais rappeler aussi la proposition de la 
R&publique populaire de Ivbngolie portant sur la creation  d'un 
m&canisme excluant I'emploi de la force dans les re la tions  entre  
les E ta ts  d'Asie et du bassin de 1'Oc6an Pacifique.

L'exenple de I'Eiirope n 'e s t  pas un module a suivre et a 
appliquer imn&diatement au res te  du monde. If faut 1'adapter aux 
conditions sp6cifiques de chaque r6gion et notaranent de ce lles  
de I 'Asie et du Pacifique. Je voudrais aussi fa ire  observer que, 
ccmne on I 'a  d i t  i c i ,  I 'exenple de la creation d'une zone 
d6nucl6aris6e dans le Pacifique-sud pourrait aussi Stre suivi en 
Europe. A cet 6gard, nous appuyons les propositions fa i te s  par 
les E ta ts  so c ia l is te s  de 1'Europe de I 'E st concernant la 
c rea tion  de zones et corridor d6nucl6aris6es en Europe. Toutes
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ces mesures tendent Sviderrment a renforcer la confiance, § 
pousser le processus du dfisarmanent et a consolider la s6curit6  
et la paix en Europe et dans le monder en tie r .

ic ic ic ic ic

Javier Sanz

F i r s t  of a l l  I would like to support h e a r t i ly  the concepts 
presented at th is  Conference recently by Professor Spillmann. 
It has been said here, i f  I reca ll  correc tly , by / ^ a s s a d o r  
Citron, that the European exanple of the idea of 
Confidence-BuiIding Measures unfortunately is not being applied
in other parts of the Warld, I would like to make a b r ie f  
conment on th is .

On 30 Noven±>er 1985 the Presidents of Argentina and Brazil 
signed a jo in t statement on nuclear policy in which both 
countries conpromise to work on mechanisms that would guarantee 
Peace in the region, In the context of th is  P residen tia l  
declaration, th is  means that both countries are engaging on the
basis of regular, technical and p o l i t ic a l  meetings, to work out
some sort of Regime that w ill  guarantee each country that in the
region, neither Brazil nor Argentina are into non sancta nuclear 
a c t iv i t i e s .  In th is  sense I believe that although slow, 
important progress has been achieved, and several docunents have 
emrged.

Nfy point is that even if  we have not described o f f ic ia l ly ,  
these a c t iv i t i e s  as being Confidence-BuiIding Nfeasures, I 
ce r ta in ly  think that such an approach can be adopted within th is  
concept. To conclude, I would like to make c lear that th is  
in i t i a t iv e  has been taken to reassure a p re-ex is ting  s i tu a tion  
between the two countries, since there has never been any kind 
of mutual suspicion in th is  sense.

Michael In t r i l ig a to r

I would like  to make three points about confidence 
building measures. F i r s t ,  on the b i la te ra l  risk  reduction 
centres that were recently established, these centres may be 
valuable as confidence-building measures, but they could have 
sane danger in that people may believe that simply estab lish ing  
such centres s ig n if ican tly  reduces r isks .  1 thirdc that there is 
a real danger that we should continue to be worried about, one 
which leads into the suggestion for a multi la te ra l  approach.
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using an in ternational monitoring/warning system with access to 
in ternational technical means and with warning provided to a l l  
countries affected. I think that such a systan could be 
extranely valuable in dealing with potential accidents and other 
s i tu a t io n s .  I draw the analogy to the United States role  in the 
Sinai desert A^ich provides warning to both Israel and Egypt as 
part of the Carp David Agreement. 1 think an in ternational 
monitoring/warning system could be the analogue at the global 
level to the US role at the regional level in providing early  
warning of possible  danger.

Secondly, I would like to suggest that non-proliferation 
is an important type of confidence b u i1ding measure. This is an 
area where the two superpowers have had substantial agreement 
and in which they promoted t r e a t ie s  and other informal
mechanisms. I would also add, in contrast to the view expressed 
yesterday by N/b*. Sanz, that the recent agreement on limiting 
exports of m iss i les ,  m issile  ccnponents, m issile  technology, 
e tc ,  I think enhances the non-pro liferation  regime and augments, 
i t  and I would certa in ly  hope that the Soviet Union and the 
Eastern Block would join that agreement on providing seme 
lim itations on the exports of m iss i les .  I think i t  is valuable 
in reducing the chance of war, especially  surprise  a ttack . It 
also serves as an important potential confidence building 
measure, and i t  has value in extending, as I said, the
Non-Proliferation Regime.

Third, I would like to suggest that we add a th ird  
category to Mr. Meyer’s s truc tu ra l  and operational types of
confidence building measures, namely nonnni 1ita ry  confidence 
building measures. V\fe have had s c ie n t i f ic  co-operation, which I 
think is an important type of confidence building neasure, for 
exanple, in A ntarctica (ydiich I would point out has on -s i te  
inspection) and in space through, for example, the i'^ollo-Soyuz 
programiE . Our current plans for co-operation in a major 
plasma fusion f a c i l i ty ,  iMiich is an exattple of l^ i t e d  S ta tes , 
Soviet, Japanese and V\fest European co-operation stemning from
the Geneva Sunni t .  I think there are yet other areas of 
s c ie n t i f ic  co-operation, which could provide very valuable 
confidence building measures. For exanple, there is trade, 
exchange of people, and, especially , the potential for United 
States-Soviet co-operation to help the Third V\brId, w^iich could 
provide a very valuable type of confidence building measure.

ic ic ic "k ic

Peter Davies

This session on Confidence Building Nfeasures and
V erif ica tion , I think goes to the heart of the arms control

242



problem. There have been a nunber of V\feirsaw Pact and Soviet 
Statements of general in ten t,  which were de ta i led  in Aribassador 
C itron 's  paper th is  morning, refe rr ing  to a Security Policy 
\(^ich res ts  very largely on good intentions . But as AAassador
Petran reminded us just  now, in assessing intentions also
have to take c ap a b il i t ie s  into account and by any standard
Soviet and V\feirsaw Pact c ap a b il i t ie s  are not only formidable but 
continue to increase rapidly, even in th is  new era of glasnost 
and promising movement in arms control negotiations. 1 think on 
Confidence Building Msasures and V erification  the proof of the 
pudding has to be in the eating as we would say. And in ny 
view, in th is  area the Soviet side has been scmesvi^at reluctant 
to accept proposals for greater transparency.

The Stockholm agreement good as i t  was, could have been
even b e t te r ,  i f  we had had more acceptance and more proposals
for a greater degree of access and inspection. In Chemical
V\feapons negotiations "w^ich we went over, there was reference 
made yesterday, I think, by IVfr. Berdennikov to the French 
position , but I would actually  remind the delegates here that i t
was only in February th is  year that the Soviets acknowledged for
the f i r s t  time th e ir  possession of chemical weapons stocks, and 
amendnents proposed to the IK Challenge Inspection Proposal
could possibly have the e ffec t  of weakening i t s  e ffec tiveness .

In N/BFR, the Soviet Ltaion has s t i l l  not provided the
de ta iled  information on troop formations e tc ,  which have been
requested a nunber of times during th is  very long running series  
of negotiations. V\fe d on 't ,  for ny part ,  always understand th is  
reluctance to provide th is  information and agree to these 
proposals for more transparency and they don't in a way a s s is t  
the process of creating  confidence. Mr. Agaev said th is  morning 
that "the age of crusades is over" but I feel bound to say in 
response to tha t,  that the Soviet m il i ta ry  action in Afghanistan 
continues to cause concern and the Soviet record on i t s
connittment on Hunan Rights contained in the Helsinki Final Act 
are a lso  viewed with concern in ray country. There is a very 
high level of in te res t  in media reporting of the Soviet record 
in these areas, and that record, to be quite  frank, is widely 
regarded as being unsatisfac tory . As I said, a lack of 
performance in one area undermines confidence in othe-s.

So proposals such as we have already heard or very general 
"statement of in tent"  agreements are not rea l ly  regarded with 
much enthusiasm in t h e \ ^ s t .  For the IK 's  part we would prefer 
a much more specif ic  and v e r i f iab le  approach. If I may say, I 
think we need much more Glasnost in the m il i ta ry  f ie ld .  
Anbassador Karpov appeared on B r i t ish  Television only a few days 
ago and referred  to Soviet w illingness to accept far reaching 
v e r i f ica t io n  measures in the conventional f ie ld .  V\fe look
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forward to th is  offer being re f lec ted  at the negotiation table . 
V erif ica tion  is not an optional ex tra  but a v i ta l  ingredient in 
worthwhile agreements.

•k -k ic ic ic

Andrei Karkoszka

As time is short I w ill  be very b r ie f  though there are 
several points I wanted to mention here.

F i r s t  the question of the m il i ta ry  balance, the 
conventional m il i ta ry  balance in Europe. I think i t  is 
customary for p o l i t ic ia n s  and diplomats, especially  in A s te r n  
Europe to refer  to the numerical imbalances ex is ting  especially
in Central Europe, and in Europe as a v^ole. I would just say
that we a l l  know how easy i t  is to arrange figures in th is  or
that way to prove th is  or that idea about the balance of
forces. TTie question is that the actual nvrrbers, are playing a 
diminishing role  in present security  considerations. I was 
pleased with Nfr. Meyers statement today >n4iich said that i t  is 
obvious now that i t  is not nunbers of weapons but the pa tte rn  of 
the ir  deployments ^ i c h  is important for the security  of 
S ta tes .  I think the technological factors and dynanic 
operational factors would have to be always taken into 
consideration to make judgements about the actual balance of 
forces.

Another point that I wanted to mention is the problem of 
the so called  conventional deterence. V\fe have heard the f i r s t
day and the second day by Professor Siccana and Professor
Dougherty th e ir  denial of such a concept ex is ting  at a l l .  I 
would say that the ir  argunent that there are so many wars s t i l l
c a rr ied  on in the Third V\forld and the examples of the F i r s t  and
Second V\brld Wars is missing the point. I think M^en we ta lk  of 
Conventional Deterence we think about the s tra te g ic  European 
s i tu a t io n ,  we think about extremely modern arsenals in ^ i c h  
weapon systems have by several orders of magnitude bigger f i r e  
powei" and area coverage. And the other point here is that i f  
one considers possible war in Central Europe in an extremely 
urbanized and highly populated area, one could e as i ly  see that 
any war in th is  area would destroy a l l  necessary conditions for 
l i f e :  no big c i ty  could survive without water, energy supply
and many other f a c i l i t i e s ,  and that would be the f i r s t  and 
unavoidable resu lt  of such a co n f l ic t .  This would be a threat 
for an attacked as well as for the attacking side. This I ca ll  
a conventional deterrent which is a specific  phenomenon for the 
European continent.
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I agree with Arfjassador Citron that i t  is not very 
important what forim of negotiations we would accept for 
discussing doctrines or other elements of the m il i ta ry  
s i tu a t io n .  The inportant thing is to recognize that the C04's 
and the res tra in ing  measures are not addressed to the most 
dangerous element in european security  at present, that is to 
m il i ta ry  technology, which is a dynamic element objectively  
endangering a l l  S ta tes in Europe, not only Eastern S ta tes but 
a l l  S ta tes in Europe.

•k ie ic ic if

P ie rre  Kferel

Je voudrais me r6f6rer a un point t r a i tS  par M. Agaev dans 
son intervention, § savoir la proposition sovifetique de 
resolution aux lo tio n s  Unies sur le "nouveau systSne de s6curit6  
In ternationale", et expliquer bri§vement notre position. Nous 
avons 6t6, en e f f e t ,  un des rares pays a voter contre c e t te  
reso lu tion . Nous aurions pu nous absten ir ,  cela  aura it  6t6 plus 
cormode. N/fais nous avons pens6 q u 'i l  f a l l a i t  exprimer
clairement son point de vue sur un enjeu important. II ne s 'a g i t
pas tenement ccmne le pensait M. Agaev en c i ta n t  Jules Carabon 
"d 'avoir raison et de p la ire" ,  i l  s 'a g i t  surtout de convaincre. 
Je dois d ire  que nous n*avons pas 6t6 convaincus et que nous 
scraiies mane pr6occup6s par l'ant>iguit6 profonde de c e t te
proposition, oQ I'on retrouve une d i f f ic u l t^  que c i t a i t  M.
Lei louche dans son intervention avant h ie r ,  selon laquelle " le  
mieux e s t  I'ennemi du bien".

II y a, en e f fe t ,  risque de subs ti tu t ion  d'un systSme § un 
autre  ou m§me de concurrence: on ne peut pas vivre sur deux
systSmes, et le Imieux", c 'e s t - a -d i r e  le nouveau systSme de
s6curit6  risque en fa i t  de miner le "bien" mane imparfait, qui
est le systSme actuel des Nations Itaies. C 'est  IS qu 'est  la
d i f f ic u l t^  fondamentale. A vouloir instaurer un nouveau 
d isp o s i t i f  inspire  par de nouveaux principes ou de m eilleurs 
principes, on risque de porter a t te in te  au seul systSne reconnu 
par tout le monde, mane s ' i l  est souvent jug6 inconfortable ou 
in su ffisan t,  qui est le systSne des Nbtions lAiies. Notre id6e
est que, si I 'on perfectionne les re la tions In ternationales, il
faut le fa ire  § I 'in tferieur du systane des Nations Unies. Faute 
de r6ponses sovietiques sur ce point, nous avons dQ constater 
q u 'i l  y avait dans la presentation de ce nouveau concept une 
ree l le  an±)iguite par rapport au systane actuel des lo t io n s  
Uiies. Nous pensons que dans les conditions actuelles de la 
s i tua t ion  Internationale , encourager une so rte  de revisionnisme 
est plus porteur de dangers que de benefices. Ehcore une fois 
la s i tua tio n  ac tue lle  n 'e s t  pas p a rfa i te ,  le systane des Nations 
Unies n 'e s t  pas p a r fa i t ,  mais c 'e s t  le seul qui ex is te  et qui
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est reconnu par tous. Un nouveau syst&ne encouragerait la
ten ta tion  de contester toute au to r i t6  in ternalionale  , et nous 
avons actuellement des exenples prScis de refus de respecter 
I 'a u to r i tS  des Nbtions Lftiies. C’est done 3 I ' in tS r ie u r  du 
syst&ne des Nations Unies q u ' i l  faut t r a v a i l l e r ,  sans cr6er 
d 'in c e r t i tu d e .

Je voulais ajouter une reaction § une autre  remarque de M. 
Agaev, lo rsq u 'i l  a d i t  qu 'a  son avis on avait besoin § 1'Quest
d'un adversaire; je ne peux pas m'enipgcher de r6agir § ce genre 
d 'observation. Nous n'avons pas besoin d ’adversaire et je cro is  
q u ' i l  faut s o r t i r  de c e t te  d ia lec tique  de I 'ancien et du nouveau 
qui consiste  a d ire  qu 'a 1'Quest i l  y a la pens6e ancienne et a 
I 'E st la nouvelle pens6e. Si I 'on s'aiitarque dans ce genre de 
s in p l i f ic a t io n ,  on reviendra tr§s v i te  a des s i tua tion s  de 
confrontation qui rappel lent de la tr§s ancienne pens6e.

Je rappelle , pour ce qui concerne mon pays, que nous avons 
6t6 parmi les premiers ^ souhaiter et a t r a v a i l l e r  a la mise en
place de la Conference sur la S6curit6 e t la Cooperation en 
Europe, pr6cis€ment pour surmonter ce genre d 'opposition 
sirapliste , e t le partage idfeologique* qui est un drame pour 
1'Eiirope depuis des d6cennies. Nous avons en 1978 propose la 
Conference pour le Desarmement en Europe devant I'Asserabiee 
Sped a le  des Nations Unies sur le Desarmement, qui a conduit 
aujourd'hui aux re su l ta ts  de Stockholm dont nous avons parie . 
Pour a rr ive r  a ce re su l ta t  de Stockholm, il  y a eu de la 
"nouvelle pensee" chez tout le monde e t pas d'un c6te ou de 
1'a u tre .  Done, je cro is  que nous avons vraiment in terSt a 
s o r t i r  de ce genre de s in p l i f ic a t io n .

* * * * *

Eberhard Schulz

1 should like to join Aifcassador Nfcrel in answering Nfr.
Agaev. In view of the shortage of time I w ill  confine ny
ranarks to th is  one observation.

I t  seems to me that the new p o l i t ic a l  thinking in the
Soviet Union is rea lly  encouraging and that i t s  meaning for
in ternational re la tions  can hardly be over-estimated. On the 
other hand, th is  new p o l i t ic a l  thinking is s t i l l  rather
incomplete and is in many respects contradictory. The notion of
a conprehensive security  system does not to ny mind correspond
to necess it ies  of our time. I don't object to th is  notion, but
\\diat we should do is deepen the understanding of the necess it ies  
of security  by further exchange of views. I am very gratefu l to 
LNIDIR and EVEM3 for th is  occasion and for the splendid
organization of th is  Conference, but I would very much like our
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contacts, Aniiich we have with very many in s t i tu t io n s  in the 
world, to be expanded to and other possible in s t i tu t io n s
in the Soviet Lhion in order to deepen the dialogue on security  
and other mutually in te res t ing  questions.

\Miat I have in mind is not the trad i t io n a l  exchange of 
delegations but the exchange of views by individual researchers 
or smaller groups of researchers on specif ic  problems on a 
permanent basis , and I would be very gratefu l i f  the Soviet side 
could take up th is  proposal.

Klaus-JOrgen C itron

I w il l  ju s t  make some short remarks. I think there was 
around the table  quite  some positive  assessment of the re su l ts  
of Stockholm. At the same time, I think we a l l  rea l ize  that 
more has to be done. The chances seem not to be bad. In th is  
context, I welcome for exanple the remarks of Mr. Sanz M îich has 
infonned us of th is  very in te res t ing  e f fo r t  in Latin Anerica,
and I am sure that similar e f fo r ts  can take place in other areas 
of the world M^ere they are needed and there was a reference 
shortly  made concerning events in the S inai. Similar things in 
areas where c o n fl ic ts  have threatened people, similar e f fo r ts  
probably can be made but always should be adapted to regional 
conditions. I don't think that you can just  transfer European
experiences to other areas - they have to be adapted to the 
specific  conditions in another place.

As to some of the remarks of ny distinguished colleague,
Anbassador Erofeev, na tu ra lly  both sides would have liked to 
have more. Vfe, for exanple, would have liked to see an exchange 
of information on m il i ta ry  u n its ,  on designation of m il i ta ry  
un its .  Vfe were unhappy we d id n 't  achieve th is ,  so Aribassador 
Erofeev, somehow regre tted  that h is  side d id n 't  get everything. 
I think th is  is the experience of conferences - one never gets 
everything one wants, or rare ly .

There has been I think u n ju s t i f ied  c r i t ic ism  of western 
implementation. I haven't understood the figures Anbassador 
Erofeev mentioned, but indeed the nunber of exercices has 
diminished. The west has had less a c t iv i t i e s  in 1987 but th is  
has nothing to do with Stockholm. There is ,  I think, also in 
the west, a feeling that very big exercises are very costly  and 
so the nutfijer has been reduced, but if  you look at the numbers 
on both sides i t  is a kind of pa ra lle l  inplementation.
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There would have been many more a c t iv i t i e s  i f  the east 
would have accepted our thresholds. O rig inally  the west would 
have preferred to announce and notify  a c t iv i t i e s  s ta r t in g  at the 
level of 6,000, la te r  on we moved to 10,000, but i t  was the 
eastern  side aâio d id n 't  want to go so far, so l e t ' s  hope that 
maybe next time An̂ en we go into the next negotiations, we w ill 
have s e t t le d  on lower thresholds and thereby achieve bigger 
nunbers.

As to the remarks of Karkoszka, I think indeed we w ill
go into a new negotiation and new attempts have to be made to 
cope with a nimber of problems. As to in s ta b i l i ty ,  asynmetries, 
d i s p a r i t ie s ,  I think there too we have to find ways and I think 
General-Secretary Gorbachev in one of h is  speeches once made a 
good suggestion. He said: "TTie side >^ich has more should go
down to the level of the other side", and I think in a number of 
f ie ld s  there are chances that p a ri ty  can be reached. Even if  
you agree that nunbers alone are not decisive, s t i l l  if  there is 
a very strong anount of tanks and weapons concentrated in a 
ce r ta in  area i t  creates concerns, i t  creates fear. So I think, 
in addition to confidence-building measures, disarmament steps 
in the conventional f ie ld  have to be made and a l l  I can hope is 
that in the years to cone we w ill  make more progress.

* * * * *

Vladimir Erofeev

I shall reply very b r ie f ly  to the apprehension expressed 
here by Anbassador P»i)rel that the creation of a general system 
of security  may disrupt the ex is ting  security , may disrupt the 
United hfations Organization. I should like  to remark that the 
cannuniqu6 adopted a t the meeting of the PGC in Berlin is at 
pains to s ta te ,  in i t s  section on the formation of an 
all-embracing system of in ternational peace and security , that 
the United ffetions Organization could become an e ffec tiv e  
guarantor of that system. I want to corment that there is ,  
na tu ra lly , no intention of disrupting or in anyway harming the 
Lftiited lo tio n s  Organization, which has done and continues to do 
a great deal to strengthen peace.

Nfr. Davies expressed uneasiness, I would say in a 
hackneyed form, that should perhaps now be modified in the light 
of \n^at is taking place in our country and in the in ternational 
area in general, uneasiness concerning the r igh ts  of man. I 
must say that the Soviet Union has proposed that a conference on 
hunanitarian co-operation be held in Nbscow. That is ,  I 
consider, new proof of the readiness of our country to go 
further in solving questions, and i t  w ill be a good thing if
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that proposal is accepted and supported in, in ter  a l ia ,  the 
country fran  which Mr. Davies comes.

As regards ny respected colleague, Art>assador Citron, I 
shall not reply fu lly  now, because of lack of time, but merely 
wish to say tha t ,  na tura lly , not a ll  the inportant questions 
that should have been solved in Stockholm were solved; we assume 
and t ru s t  that there w ill be a second stage of the Stockholm 
Conference, where the discussion on measures of confidence and 
security  w ill  be continued, and w^iere disarmament questions w ill  
also be considered.

ic ic ic ic ic

Paul Meyer

I would just like  to endorse the observations made by a 
niniber of delegates as to the potential for CH/Is to be applied 
usefully  in regional s i tu a tions . I think, however, i t  is
helpful when there is a p o l i t ic a l  basis on which to build  
these. With reference to the ccmnent by Professor I n t r i 1igator, 
I just wanted to c la r i fy  that I was speaking of CH/b in the 
m il i ta ry  realm in terms of the paper, but of course recognize
that there is great scope for p o l i t ic a l  confidence-buiIding 
measures. Indeed I think i t  is s ign if ican t that A^at was
achieved in Stockholm in terms of elaborating new measures of 
confidence building in the m il i ta ry  realm was to a large extent 
possible because there was a prior foundation in terms of the 
Helsinki Final Act, in expressing ce r ta in  fundanental princip les  
for guiding the behaviour of the pa rt ic ipa ting  S ta tes , and th is
p o l i t ic a l  foundation I think made i t  possible to erect some\^at
more elaborate measures of confidence in the m il i ta ry  realm.

In the section of the Stockholm Dociment that deals with 
refra in ing  from the threa t or use of force, I think you w ill
note that there are references to the importance of a l l  10
princip les  of the Final Act and the need for them to be equally 
and unreservedly applied and implemented for the benefit of 
in ternational security  and the purposes of the dociment as a 
Avhole. I think th is  is s ign if ican t when we try  to extend
confidence-buiIding measures in the m il i ta ry  realm. This e f fo r t  
is supported by prior achievements in the p o l i t i c a l ,  social, 
econonic spheres as well as in the f ie ld  of human contacts and 
r igh ts .  Progress in a l l  of these areas is complementary to the 
endeavour to elaborate more s ign if ican t ,  from the m il i ta ry  point 
of view, confidence-buiIding measures.

•k ic ic ic -k
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Anada Segarra

As Qiairwonan of the f i f th  and las t  meeting of our 
conference, I have the pleasant duty and p riv ilege  to say a few 
words about the work of our conference.

Let me begin by saying that the intensive discussions we
have held in th is  hall confirmed the relevance of the subjects 
chosen for our de libera tions . They have also underlined the 
need to seek in a r e a l i s t i c  and earnest manner negotiated 
solutions to the complex problems of reducing and eventually 
eliminating a l l  nuclear weapons; preventing an extension of the 
arms race in outer space; tackling the problem of conventional 
and chemical weapons; building confidence among nations; and,
devising e ffe c tiv e  v e r i f ic a t io n  mechanisms to ensure compliance 
of disarmament agreements. We have dealt with these issues in a 
frank, serious and constructive manner, and have gained from 
each other a deeper knowledge and understanding of our
respective concerns. This in i t s e l f  anply ju s t i f i e s  th is 
gathering.

I believe th is  exchange of views has been useful and 
timely. I say timely because we are meeting here at a time
when, a f te r  long years of inaction, or rather para lysis ,  in arms 
control e f fo r t s ,  we are witnessing a much needed reac tiva tion  of 
disarman^nt negotiations, especially  at the b i la te ra l  level, on 
the basis of a new series  of ground-breaking proposals which
were ushered at the sunmit meeting of the leaders of the United 
S tates and the Soviet Union at Reykjavik during 1986.

In the course of our de libera tions , we have heard some
optim istic  assessments on the prospects for success in the
ongoing b i la te ra l  negotiations in Geneva between the two major
Powers, and I am thinking in p a rt icu la r  of the report we heard
from Ivfr. I f f t .  Other speakers were less optim istic  and even 
c r i t i c a l ,  in the ir  assessment of the prospects of those
negotia tions. However, th is  is only a re f lec tion  of the 
d iv e rs i ty  of views that inevitably a r ise  in discussions such as 
ours. But apart from th is ,  i t  seems to hb, that the main 
conclusion that can be drawn from our discussions, and one with 
which we a l l  seem to agree, is the need for the negotiating
p a r t ie s ,  be i t  at the b i la te ra l  or m u lt i la te ra l  level, to be
flex ib le  and understanding of the other s id e 's  security  
concerns, and show the necessary degree of co-operation, 
acccmnodation and above a l l  willingness to reach concrete
agreements. For only thus can negotiations have a successful 
outcome. At the present juncture, the reaching of agreements 
must be the ultimate objective of disarmament negotiations. 
Negotiations conceived as conpetitive exercises to score 
propaganda points are no longer acceptable to a world that lives 
under the constant threat of a nuclear catastrophe. hope and
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expect tangible resu l ts  in the form of real and s ign if ican t  arms 
control agreements.

V\fe a l l  know, of course, that negotiations are a d i f f ic u l t  
undertaking that require  long, patien t and laborious work. In 
his statement th is  morning AAassador Klaus-Jflrgen Citron gave 
us an idea of the many obstacles encountered in m u lt i la te ra l  
negotiations, even Ax4ien these do not deal with crucial questions 
of security . The agreements that emerged fron the negotiations 
at the Stockholm Conference on Confidence and Security Building 
Msasures in Europe, in Septeni>er 1986, have been hailed , and 
r igh tly  so, as a remarkable achievement. Although they are not 
arms control agreements, they represent, as Arbassador Citron 
said, a major step ahead in the C S ^  and in the context of 
East-V\fest re la tions  in general.

I hope that those and other types of confidence building 
measures can be extended to other regions of the world adapted, 
of course to the ir  p a r t icu la r  needs and circunstances. Trust is 
a basic requirement for disarmament. I t  is our cannon task to 
build t ru s t  among our nations - and destroy th e ir  fears.

As we approach the end of our Conference, I would like  on 
behalf of the d istinguished part ic ipan ts  of th is  Conference, to 
express our deep and sincere g ra ti tude  to our host country, to 
the Government of the Republic of Azerbaijan, to the c i t iz e n s  of 
th is  beautiful ancient c ap i ta l ,  Baku, for the ir  warm and 
generous h o sp i ta l i ty .  I would also like to express our special 
g ra ti tude  to the Deputy Director of LNIDIR, Mr. Serge Sur, to 
the Deputy Director of INEMD, Mr. Kislov, and th e ir  able s ta f f  
for organizing and successfully  running th is  Conference.

V\fe g rea tly  appreciate the assistance, co-operation and 
unfailing  eff ic iency  of those s ta f f  members involved in the work 
of the Conference. Our g ra ti tude  also goes to the in te rp re te rs  
whose high qua lity  performance has ensured the proper running of 
our proceedings.

In concluding, le t me express the hope that in the months 
and years ahead ra t io n a l i ty  w ill  f in a l ly  prevail over the 
grotesque absurdity of the sp ira ling  nuclear arms ’’ace, so that 
we may see the beginning of gradual but substantia l reductions 
of nuclear weapons along with other and more important measures 
in the area of nuclear disarmament.

V\fe have lived too long under the shadow of the nuclear 
th rea t.  Let us get ourselves out from under that shadow and 
together s t r iv e  to construct a b e tte r  and safer world for us and 
for the generations to cone.
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