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The maeting was called to order at 3.10 p.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 46 TO 65 AND 144 (continued)
GENEPAL DEBATFE ON ALL DISARMAMENT ITEMS
Mr. ADELMAN (United States of America) 1 It is a groat pleasure to be

here again in the First Committee, where | spunt two and a half years of my Vife
working on the important issues hefore this Committee. | think it is a marvelcus
time to he here because of the events in Reykjavik and the follow-up, and | would
like to discuss with members of the rirat Committee what was accomplished there and
what we can look forward to in the future if we are toe move, as the Preaident would
like t 0 move, towards a safer world.

In his report to the American people last Monday, President Reagan said:

“The implications of theme talks are e normum and are only just beginning to

be understood, *
We now have a week behind us for more reflection and for more interpretation of the
importance of the speech. Today I would like to speak to this Committee about the
significance of the meetings and the United States-Soviet relationship in general.
Pirst, what was the purpose of the United States in going to lIceland? Our purpose
was serious, hut it was modest. We went to Iceland in order to see if we could
narrow the differences, where possible, between the United States and Soviet
positions and to lay thka ground for more productive negotiations. We went to
Iceland to discuss not just arms control, but the other critical issues that divide
us and divide our political systems: human rights, the peaceful resolution of
regional conflicts and hilateral exchanges. In fact, during the previous summit
meeting at Geneva in Novembe 1985 the President said, in his joint a2ppearance with
Mr. Gorbachev, that the report card for the summait would not be known for a matter

of months or even yearn, but we knew the auestions that must be answered, and he
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listed four cuestions. To me, they are etill the appropriate auestions to answer
in order to judge tha finited Statea-Soviet relationship. One, will the Soviet join
us in deep cuts of nuclear weapons and loving towards defensive systems to increase
safety? Two, will the Soviets join us in resolving regional issues in a way that
will allow the psople in the region to decide their own deatiny without outside
interference? Thiee, will the cause of liberty spread and be advanced around the
world? rour, will the treaties of the past and of the future be adhered to or
followed?

We want to Iceland hoping for serious and incremental progress in arms control
in addition to or in terms of those four primary auestions. The goal in arms
control is the total ® lirinatioc of the threat of nuclear weapons and, in
particular, the moat destahilizing weapons, ballistic-missile warheada. A lot of
Guestions have boon asked since that time about the wisdom of eliminating nuclear
weapons and eliminating ballistic-missile warheads. Let me say that when we have
considered this issue wet the years we have done 8¢ in a context of greater
international gecur ity. Certainly, the claim is made right now that, in today’s
world, an ® Ifminatian of nuclear weapons would make a more dangerous world, not a
safer world, because of the disparity in conventional arms between the countries
members Of the Moxrth Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact
countries, because of the disparity in chemical weapons b._tween NATO and the Warsaw
Pact, with the Warsaw Pact having a clear superiority In those two realms. We have
always tied and continue to tie the elimination of nuclear weapons to a redressing
of the chemical and the conventional balances and other conditiona that concentrate

on more diplomatic work to resolve regional issues.
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What did we accomplish in Reykjavik? Vastly more, I think, than any of us who
journeyed there from Washington hrd expected when we took off. Let me say that |
believe thathistory Wi || record these meetings at Reykijavik as repreaenting some
of the most intense and dramatic i nternati onal negotiations ever held. | n this
intense and serious effort of barqaining, our two countries reduced diiferences in
virtually every expect of nuclear--rmcontrol -~ strategic arm8 reduction,
intermediate nuclear-arnm8 reducticn, verification, nuclear testing and even aspects
of strategic defence.

These W8T@mot = | et me he Clear = srms-control agreement.9 per ge.

Regrettably, it js necessary to add that an agreement by the two leaders at a
general level is quite different from arriving at the specifics of an arms-control
accord. There is a lot of distance to he travelled between having the two | eaders
agree on a 50 per cent cut, for muwlg, in strategic arms and having the

negoti ator agreeon ® Xrtly whatel ement 8 of strategi ¢ armswill be cut by

50 per cent and how, ® nfl how these will be verifi ed.

In the course of these c.owded two day8, W also spanned the other critical
issues in the United States-Soviet relationship. For our part, we strensed the
critical importance of human right8, making clear that real improvement in
relations between our two countries must he accompanied by improvements in this
area, in the human right8 area, making clear our conviction of the irreducible
linkage betwean peace and freedom. We have said for auite a while now that a
country that does not trust it8 own citizens and cannot trust {t8 own citizen8 to
be free is not 5 country that can be trusted on the international level to abide by

its commitments.
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We also had vigorous discussions on reqgional isstes. The reqgional issues most
critical to this Organiration are those dealing with Afghanistin; dealing with
Cambodia, which | believe is the subject that Mr. Walters is now addressing in the
General Assembly on behalf of the United States; dealing wjth Nicaragua; deal ing
with Angola; dealinqg with Fthiop.: and ocher issues. We laid down important
markers concerning Soviet hehaviour on these reqgional issues. We spoke of
bilateral exchanges at Reykjavik between our two peoples, the American and the
Soviet peoples, and the two sides aqreed to A work plan to accelerate neqotiations
on bilateral exchanges related to opening of consulates, to space co-operation, to

nuclear safety and to nuclear proliferation.
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Let. me say that, on nuclear prnli fer. tion, an area in which our agency is
heavily involved, that this has been the one 1irea of arms control that has been
successful over the years. I recall that in 1963 President John F. Kennedy said
that we should be fearful of a world that by 1975 would have 15 to
20 nuclear-weapon States. Today, 11 years 4 fter that due date of 1975, the world
has nowhere near the 15-20 nuclear-weapon States that President Kennedy warned
against; in fact, it has very few more nuclear-weapon States than the three or four
that existed in 1963, |t is not only the one area of arms control that has been
successful, but the only one in which the United States and the Soviet Union
co-operate quite nicely. Wwe have meetings each year on nuclear non-proliferation,
and | think it safe to say that those meetings are very non-polemical, very serious
and very dedicated to a common purpose.

The real importance of Reykjavik is that, for the first time in history, we
were able to get the Soviet Unjon to engage with us in serious negotiations, not
just about regulating the growth of offensive nuclear arsenals but on genuinely
reducing those arsenals.

In the past, SALT I and SALT 1J, in my opinion, wyr e arms-con tr 9] accords that
were concentrated not on reductions in nuclear forces but at the most on limiting
the growth Of those nuclear forces on both sides and at the worst allowing the
growth to take place. Since 'sigping SALT Il, for example, the Soviets have doubled
the number of their ballistic missile warheads and added three new intercontinental
ballistic missiles and two new submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and So on -
all within the terms of SALT II. Likewise, the United States has built up

enormously under the terms of SALT | |, because it was an aqreement that allowed

such large numbers on both sides that it permitted such growth.
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At Reykjavik we talked, | believe for the first time, about real reductions in
the nuclear arsenals. At what | believe history will see as the climax of the
Reykjavik meeting, President RrReagan put before General Secretary Gorbachev an offer
of historical dimensions for an agreement to eliminate entirely offensive ballistic
missiles from the face of the earth within a period of 10 years. It was an offer
expresslr designed to meet the objections and concerns raised by the Soviet Union
about defensive systems. It was an offer designed to demonstrate once and for all
that defensive systems can be a sure &nd secure path /rom mutual threats to true,
reciprocal security. It was an offer designed to take both sides towards a vastly
safer world.

The origin of that idea came out of the first summit in Geneva almost a year
ago. The President came away from that summit convinced that General
Secretary Gorbachev was auite fearful that a unjted State;, strategic defer, 2
initiative programme would be a shield behind which the United States could launch
a successful first strike. The President decided to meet those concerns by laying
out a programme under which we would both eliminate offensive ballistic missiles
during the time we were researching the strategic defence initiative. In that way
the Soviets would have no fear of the strategic defence initiative being ueed as a
shield behind which the United States could launch a first strik. , because there
woulu be no ballistic missiles with which to strike first. | think it was a real
way that the President saw to try to meet that major Soviet concern expressed by
Mr. Gorbachev.

Under that offer both sides would begin over a five-year period a reduction of
all etrategfc nuclear arms =~ bombers, air-launched cruise missiles,
intercontinental ballistic missiles, gypmar ine-launched ballistic missiles and the
weapons they carry. Those weapons would be reduced by 50 per cent in the five-year
period. During the next five years we would continue to eliminate all remaining

v R careen RS
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offensive ballistic mssiles of whatever range. In the meantime, we woul d continue
Wi th theresearch, testingand devel opment of advanced strateqic defences

consi stent with the anti~ballistic mssile Treaty. At the end of the lu-year

peri od hothsides would be free to deploy strateqi c defences. The President also
urged the General Secretary to join himin sharing wdely the benefits of the
research.

To putit sinply, wvhat we envisage is a period of timeduring which the United
SiLates and the Soviet ynion would reseurch Strategic defence, as the Soviets have
been doi nqg for a goodnumber of years. During that period we would stay within the
anti-ballistic mssile Treaty inour research and the Soviets we woul d hope, would
come back within that Treaty in their activities. During the l0-year period we
woul d elimnate offensive ballistic nmissiles, in tw five-year periods, sothat
there could be no fear of a successful first strike at the end of the 10 years.
Then, on each side, we could deploy the deftncea after that period. At that time
the deploynment, with the elimnation of offensive ballistic mssiles, would heto
protect each side against cheating by the other side and agai nst other countries’
acquiring ballistic mssiles and putting nucl ear warheads onthem.

Wth that offer we had on the table for the first tine in human memory a
genuine, serious and fully practical proposal for the total elimnation of a whole
cl aee of nucl ear strateqgic weapons - indeed, the most powerful and dangerous
weapons ever devised. “‘he auestion has come up Since that tinme, why concencrate on
strategi c offensive ballistic mssiles and notstrategic armsin general? The
reason i S that we have known since 1957 that offensive ballistic missiles are the
most dangerous el enent in the nucl ear arsenal. Wy is that? It is because they go
at tremendous speeds, hitting the honel and of the other party within 25 or

30 ninutes; because they have pi n-poi nt accuracy and devastating destructive
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capability; because they cannot be recalled once |aunched; and because for all
these years there has hega no effective defence against them. In addition, they
can be vulnerable in the host country before |aunch, which could gqgive a leader at a
time of crigis a “useit or lose it" kind ot nentality, which, in our 1lingo, is

very destabilizing and dangerous.

What made the President's whole offer practical was the prospect of deploying
advanced strategic defences, the strateqic defence initiative system, at the end of
that 10-year period. Those defences woul d make reductions and the elimnation of
ballistic :nissiles possible by offering each side insurance against the possibility
of cheat ing , of clandestine ballistic nissile depl oynent by the other or by a third

country, and by offering the free world essential insurance against Soviet

non- conpl i ance with an agreement.

One OF our major efforts at Reykjavik Was to explore and adZ.ess Soviet
concerns = not least the concern that the Soviet Union had expressed about our
strategic defence initiative programme. The Soviets expressed the concern, as |

nmentioned, that defensive systemscould contributeto a first-strike capability.
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The President responded by proposing the elimination of every thing that could
be used for this fir st-str ike capab il i ty , namely offen lve ballistic missiles. The
Soviets expressed the concern that we would use the strateqic de fence ini tia tive to
exploit our technological potential to their disadvantage. 1 think the question
comes up constantly : why do the Sovie ts fear the strategic defence initiative 50
ver y much? I think there are many possible reasons for this, hut my Own thought is
that the Soviets have researched ballistic-missile defenc. for all these many
years, spending in fact more rnoney on strategic defence since signing the
anti-hallistlc-missile Treaty than they have on strategic offence since that time.
So | think they are qgetting to know, and do know, the field of ballistic-missile
research very well. I think they realize that there is something to this field,
that they can be sv~cessful in ballistic-missile defence, hut they realize that the
nited States, because of our » .aologicallead, has tremendous advantages. SO
while they may not he able to succeed Vory much in strategic-defence-in itia tive
research, we are the kind of country that can succeed very much on
ballistic-missile defence research. Moceover, | think that the Soviets have

invested a great deal of time and resources and effort to the ballistic missile.
especially the land-based and the heavy ballistic missile, as a way of increasing
tha i arsenal.

What the President is saying, by and large, is that we should not compete on
the heavy-missile-to-heavy-miss :le and, land-based-missile-to- land-based-missile
kind of g ituation. Let us not have th is kind of competi tion on yet more offensive
des tructive nuclear weapons, but let yg go to a new kind of si tus tion wi th some
‘“ind o f defrnce, and in t.at way the Soviets may think of this as a strateqic

end-l un around what they have been doing in the strateqic realm for all. these many

years.
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As | men tioned before, the President responded to Mr. Gorbachev's concern of
lagt year with an offer to share the benefits of strategic defence as well. That
was repeated constantly over last weekend: that we would be willing , with an
elimination of ballistic missiles and deployment of strategic defence, to share
that kind of defence for the good of both sides and for the good of the world.

The Soviets expressed the wish that deployments of defensive systems be
postponed. President Reagan responded positively to that wish by agreeing to a
postponement of deployment in conjunction with the simultaneous elimination of
ballisticmissile forces. Party Secretary Gorbachev wanted a 10-year
postpon ement. That was not our policy before Reyk javik, and the President did
offer him this deal. We had begun at Reyk javik with a willingness to postpone
deployment Of defensive systems for seven-and-a-half years while we conducted
research, testing and development. As | have mentioned, the Soviet Union wanted a
10—~year pos tponemen t, and when Secre.ary Gor hachev finally asked for a lo-year
postponement, President Reagan agreed - provided ~t we could move at the same
time towards this elimination of ballistic missiles and have some acceptance of
de ploymen ts at the end of that lo-year per iod. In that way we had thought we had
met the Soviet concerns that might stand in the way of this historic agreement to
eliminate ballistic missiles.

So it ¢ ,, +# seen from my description here that Reyk javik was a time when the
Soviets did mmkr real concessions and real moves in armg control. In the past, as
the Committee is aware, including in this chamber , 1 have not been shy about
criticizing the Soviet policies in the arms-control field and their intransigence
to move in the intermediate-range nuclear forceg field at the start. In fact |
cannot think of anybody who has been more critical of the Soviets in this regard,
at least in this chamber, than myself since 1981. But | think that we have to

recognize it when the Soviets mowe in armg control, and they have moved in arms

i e sy
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control in very critical aspects in the offensive side. And we have moved as well
to try to accommodate some of their concerns from the last aummit and from some cf
their concerns in the Geneva talks themselves.

The Soviet Union raised one more demand that en&d up being the deal-buster of
the whole weekend. In addition to postponing deployment of defences, General
Secretary Gorbachev wanted to place additional restricticns on defensive research,
restrictions that go well beyond anybody’s interpretation cf the anti-ballistic
missile Treaty and well beyond the language of that Treaty, restrictions that would
confine testing of space-based strategic defence systems to laboratories,
restr ictions that would have the effect, in our opinion, of killing the
strategic-&fence-initiative programme.

Now there have been hints around in Geneva, in Mosocow, iNn Washington that thé&
Soviets may be reforming their ideas on this, not wmting us to stop or to confine
all research to the laboratories for the strategic defence initiative, in which
case we would invi te them to come for ward - instead of dropping hints hither,
thither and yon to come forward and tell us what kind of restrictions they think

would be consistent with the retrictions we agreed upon in 1972 in the

anti-ballistic missile Treaty.

Also, the Soviet Union's pcorosals over the weekend differed from ours in that
they did not make it explicit. that at the end of the lo-year period both sides, or
either side, ocould be free to deploy its strategic deferice systems. Not only would
such an agreement as the Soviets wmted us to tailor cast a dark shadow on the
wor 1d's future by closing off a path to defence against nuclear missiles; it would

also remove the one guarantee against cheating and against third-party attacks that

makes the total elimination of ballistic missiles a realistic and plausible

proposition. Much as we might have yighed for such an outcome in the past, it was
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never reasonable to hope that tnis goal would be achieved until the promise of
defences came along to transform the strategic equation. We are confident of our
own ability and willingness to keep Our commitments, indeed it would be well known
around the rid and to the First Committee if the United States ever did not keep
our commitmenty, It would be on the front page of ecery newspaper in the united
states were we cver tn break an arms-control agreement; it would be the lead item

in the evening news} it would be the source of endless congressional ingu iries and
endless hits of investigative reporting by journalists and by private group8 around
the united States. | have often quipped that for verification all the Soviet Union
needs to do is to subscribe to publications in the United States, such as

Aviation Week, Time, Newsweek, The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Wall

Street Journal and other publications. They can look at them every morning and

tell if the united States is complying with an arms-control agreement. ©On our side
it is quite different, given the closed nature of the Soviet society; we could not
tell exactly what their forces were doing. So, while we are confident of our
ability and willingness to keep our cummitments, we are confronted with the fact
that the Soviet non-compliance with the existing arms-control agreement has

oon tinued over the years.

De fences are thus in our view the key to unlock a new future in arms control.
we saw just a glimpse of that future at Reykjavik. Four teen years ago, when our
two nations Signed the anti-ballistic missile Treaty, the theory was that an
agreement to remain permanently vulnerable to massive nuclear attack would pave the
way for weapons reductions and indeed for t iningful reductions that would follow.
In fact, at that time the head of the United States delegation, Gerard Smith, my
pr edecessor , said that if the United States were not to receive deep reductions in
offensive nuclear weapons within five years - that is, before 1977 = that would be

grounds for getting out of the anti-ballistic missile Treaty, so inherent was the
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underetanding in the deal that we would restrict, or really eliminate, defences in
exchange for offensive cute. But if we did not get thoge offensive cute by 1977,
then we could get out of the restricticns on &fence. As the Committee well knows,
we did not get those offenszlve cuts by 1977, and here we are in 1986, almost 1987,
and we have yet to receive those cute that were promised in the anti-ballistic

missile Treaty negotiations.
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For nearly a decade and a half, the Uni ted states has sough t reductions in
offensive weapons and consented to vulnerability. All we have got as a result are
vastly increased numbers of offensive weapons and increased vulnerability.

As we suggested to the Soviets at Reykjavik, it is time to think these ideas
through once again. We believe there is a real basis for dialogue on them. we see
no signs that the Soviets object in principle to defensive systems, Quite the
contraty. | think when one looks at the history of the Soviet Union, at the
history of its military forces, its strategic thought, its strategic writings, one
sees a constant theme that the Soviets are keen on protecting their homeland. That
is what their army, air force, navy, strategic forces are designed to do.

Likewise, in the strgtegic realm, the Soviets are been concentrating for years
on strategic defence, even while they have been building more and more offence. As
I may have mentioned, since signing the anti-ballistic missile Treaty, the Soviets
have spent more money on strategic defence than they have on strategic offence,
even though, to use Khrushchev’'s previous phrase, they have cranked out missiles
1 ike sausages.

They have not been against defence, asthey are pretending t 0 be right now,
How could they when they have spent all this money and’ done all this research for
de fens ive sys terns? They have today a formidable air defence programme with some
10,000 interceptors around the Soviet Union. They have today the world‘'s only
deployed str ateqic defence system, the Galosh system around Moscow. They have
today the world’s only deployed system for anti-satellite capability = their ASAT
system. They have an extremely active military space programme, with some 70 to 80
pet cent of their space launches for military purposes, despite their protestations
and their propaganda claims about the militar ization of s. :ce. And long before we

began our strategic defence initiative they were, asS everybody in this room knows
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heavily involved in the research and development of advanced technoloqieﬁ for
str ateqic de fences.

In sum, the Soviets are active in virtually every aspect of strategic defence,
including a violation of the anti-ballistic missile Treaty, the Krasnoyarsk radar,
in pursuit of their objectives.

There are several basic questions that now confront the Soviet Union in arms
control, that | would put to the Sowlet representative and ask in this forum.
First, what do the Soviets really want? Does the Soviet Union merely want
protection for itself? If that is 50, then it should be eager to move with us
toward5 a world in which both offensive ballistic missiles are eliminated and
defences play a greater role. If that is 50, it should be ready to move with us to
a world in which security based on mutual threats gradually gives way tO a world
based Oh reciprocal safety.

Or, on the other hand, does the Soviet Union wish not merely to protect itself
but also to threaten others? |If that is the Soviet Union's goal = if the Soviet
Unin needs to threaten others in order to feel secure itself = then the chance5
for meaningful reductions and for lessening the risk of war through arms control
agreementg, are very bleak indeed.

But this does not have to be. There is a promising road ahead. It is time
the common interest in deferces shared by our two countries be put to productive
use to make the world agenuinely safer p!ace for both our nations and for all
other nations of the earth. It is time that defensive research be permitted t®
unlock the door to real arms reductions., As we move forward on our broad arms

control agenda, that is the highest challenge for the arms control process in the

coming month5 and year 8,
Secondly, after that first question, let me ask the Soviet representative: is

there any room for ccmpromlge on research during the seven or 10 years that



5K/5 A/C,1/41/PV.13
14

(Mr. Adelmsn, United States)

follow = not the reneqotiating Of the anti-ballistic missile Treaty, but an
understanding with respect to that Treaty that we both adhere to what was aqreed to
in 1972 and not try to renegotiate it? buring all the sessions | had with the
Soviets over the years, including the all-night session we had on Saturday night a
week ago, | heard the Soviet representatives give a blanket answer against research
outside the lab for the gtvategic defence initiative programme for future systems.
If there is any refinement on this, as 1 said previously in my remarks, the Sovi ets
should come back and tel.1 us exactly how they would define research and how this
was what was agreed to in 1972 in the anti-ballistic missile Treaty.

The third quee*tion | would pose is: ¢ we move ahead on reducing and
eventually eliminating an entire class of weapons, nuclear weapons = the
intermediate nuclear force, the §§-20's on the Soviet side, the ground launch
cruise missiles and the Pershing 2's on the American side, without an agreement. Cn
the strategic defence initiative? Now the Soviets have been back and forth on this
issue over the past few years. 1In January 1985, during the Shultz-Gromyko talks,
the Soviets told us explicitly that progress on the intermediate-range nuclear
forces and progress on the strategic forces would be linked inherently to progress
in the strategic defence initiative. We said we wanted to make progress wherever
progress could be made. We did not like linking one problem with another problem =

arms control was too important for such linkage, let us just move ahead where we

can move ahead.

The Soviets, by the fourth round of the talks in Geneva, told us that while
the strategic round would continue to be tied to progress on the strategic defence
initiative, the intermediate-range nuclear forces = the intermediate realm - would
not any longer be tied to the strategic defence initiative. That negotiation could

make proqreas as auickly and as freely as progress could be made.
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Now, questions have been raised since Reykjavik by tbe Soviets going back once
again to the position they took from the first to the fourth round, that no
progress on intermediate-range nuclear forces as possible and no agreement on that
point is possible until we work out things with the strategic defence initiative.
If that {8 the case, then | think that {8 a real setback from where we were on the
fourth round. If that {8 not the case, then let us just get that clarified and let
u8 move ahead on the intermediate-range nuclear forces, because | think we have the
general outlinea of an agreement there « the general outlines of an ayreement which
would eliminate intermediate forces altogether from Europe, and witiin the range of
Europe, and would leave very few systems in Agia -~ 100 warheads, where the Soviets
have over 500 today =« with a right by the United States to have 100 warheads on the
continental Unjted States.

The fourth and last auestion | would pose relates to what we could do about
this twin problem of compliance and verification that the leaders talked about in
Reykjavik, so that we do not have a legacy, as we do now, of a pattern of
violations by the Soviets and auestions about their sincerity towards arms control
by those of us participating in the arms control process. We need good
verification for arms control agreements - a verification that is central, because
when these agreements that we are talking about are executed, we are going to have
real reductions in nuclear weapons, and that makes the benefits of a violation even
greater than they would be’ in respect of an arms control agreement that z1'ows a
build-up on either side. So we have to work on this prohlem and it has to be
something that comes out a lot hetter than 1t has in the past. We have to work on

the problem of the violations of arms control agreements.
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The meeting at Reyk javik went at a lightning pace; me had to he there to
believe what a lightning pare it really was. Now is the time for some reflection.
We hope that the Soviet g ion w ill re Elect en the logic and the promise of the
President’s offer and see the benefits it holds. We hope the Soviet Union will
come for ward in a frank and cons truc tive way « the way in which it addressed so
many Of these issues in Reyk javik = with tha answers tp the four questions [ have
posed here today.

Much good was accomplished at Reyk javik , much too much good to let « go to
waste . At the Geneva summit last summer the two sides agreed to make pro ress
wherever there was common ground. We should not abandon that agreed-upon principle
now. As | said a minute ago, let ua not hold progress in other areas of arms
control hostage to an unreasonable demand to Kkill the United States strategic
&fence initiative. Such a move would be contrary to the spirit of the Geneva
summit and an unnecessary impediment to progress in arms control.

Where we made progress in Reykjavik, let us build on it in Geneva. In the
strategic arms reduction negotiations we saw Soviet recognition of the principle of
50 per cent cuts in offensive arms, to he implemented by reductions to 1,640
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and 6,000 ballistic missile warheads and
air-launched cruise missiles. Important advances were made in counting rules.
Most important, the Soviets recognized the need for significant ¢ntg in heavy
missiles. This is the first time in my memory that any Soviet delegation has been
so forthooming on the acceptance of significant or congiderable cuts in heavy
land-based missiles. Let us build on this progress.

In the negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, we were moving
towards agreement at Reykjavik on a global 100~warhead limit for each side on
longer-range intermediate-range nuclear forces, That proposal would provide for

zero warheads in or within range of Europe, 100 warheads in Asia on the Soviet side
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and 1p¢ warheads ir. the United States. We were also moving towards agreement on a
ceiling for shorter-range systems of intermediate-range nuclear forces, pending
negotiation Of reductions at a later stage. That would mean that the Soviet Union
would freeze its numher of short-range systems basically the SS-12 and the
SS-23 - and we would have the right to match them on the basis of eauality in those
categories. Tet us build on this progress.

In the area of nuclear testing, tise United States put forward a plan for
ratification of the two exis.ing treaties that .ave languished bhefore the United
States Senate and the Soviet Parliament for more than 10 years: the threshold
test-ban Treaty and the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty. Those were contingent
on achieving adeauate verification. The United States also put forward a plan for
follow-up neqotiations on further testing limitations in association with nuclear
weapon  reductions. The Soviets have essentially agreed to this approach. I would
even go beyond that and say that the Soviets have really worked out and
Mr. Gorbachev has presented to the President a plan of steps on the nuclear testing
issue that resembles in most ways our plan of action on nuclear testing:
verification first, ratification of the two existing but unratified Treaties, some
kind of a build-down in the number or yield of nuclear tests on each side in
association with reductions in the number oOf strategic forces, and then, in
conditions of elminat ing Nuclear weapons, a comprehensive test ban.

I think there was a good meeting of minds at Reykjavik on that Kind of work
programme; I know there was on Saturday night when we met with the Soviet arms
control experts in that all-night session. But this was never an issue that came
to a conclusion, because the soviets wanted to tie everything at that meeting to an

outcome on the strategic defence initiative that was favourahle frem their
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standpoint. In negotiations on anti-ballistic missiles and the strateqic defence
initiative programme we saw the possibility of defensive deployment after a number
of years in conjunction with the total elimination of offensive ball jatic
missiles. Let us build on this progress.

In the talks at Reykjavik on the strategic defence initiative, we made the
paint - and it is a critical point for us in the arms control business to realize -
that the strategic defence initiative and arms control are not incompatible at
all. In my own mind, the strategic defence initiative is the one element that
brought the Soviets back to the arms control talks, which they had walked out of in
1983. It has been, to my mind, the engine behind their proposals, the incentive
for their proposals for deep reductions in the offensive nuclear realm. | th ink
the strategic defence initiative has been the main force in the past three years

that has led to Soviet seriousness in moving arms oontrol from being an exercise of

legitimizing a build-up on both sides to being me of deep reductions in nuclear
weapons on both sides.

All this gives us a great deal of hope. We gave ground in Reyk jav ik in some
critical areas and, as | mentioned before, the Soviets, much to their credit, gave
ground as well in some areas. We applaud the Soviet Union for its willingi.ess to
do this.

A1l ,000-mile journey, President Kennedy once reminded us, begins with a single
step. Reykjavik was me step - an important step, a tiring =tep, | think a
productive step - towards real arms control, towards meaningful, real arms
reductions and towards resolution of the broad issues that divide our two nations
and our two societies. Reyk javik was one step towaras a wor 1d in which peace

relies less and less m the threat of massive nuclear retaliation and more and more

on defences that threaten no me. Reyk javik was one step towards an expanding and
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more productive dialogue on human rights, on regional conflicts and on bilateral
exchanges be.ween the people of the Soviet Union and the people of the United
States.

In the bilateral realm we must build On the progress in Reykjavik. Rut let me

say that the hilatera) discussions between the United States and the Soviet Union
are Just a part of the larger mosaic of arms control about which the United States
cares dzeply . We are intent on moving forward the multilateral arms control
activities Of the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva and the forums for
conventional Ak ws talks , which have been successful in Stockholm and are continuing
in Vienna, and the important work of the First Committee and other multila:eral
arms control forums as quickly and as productively as we possibly can.

ret us, in all these realms, bilateral and multilateral, build on the progress
i~ Revk javik. [.t us continue our journey in steadfastness and prudence, in
I :i8m and resolve, towards a safer, freer and more peaceful world.

Mr. ABULHASAN (Kuwait) (interpretation from Arabic): It is my
humanitarian duty to begin by extending the heartfelt condolences of my deleqgation
and myself to the Permanent Mission of Mo:simbique., Through that Mission L wish to
convey our condolences to that friendly country on the grave loss it has suffered
as a result of the accident to the aircraft carrying President Samora Machel and a
number of other high officials of Mozambique. We are fully confident that the
determination of the people of Mozamb ique will enable them to overcume the
oconsequences of this tragedy. We fully appreciate the extent of those consequences
and the depth of their feel ings, Particularly since President Machel embodied the

aspirations 2f his people to ; more stable, bett«r life.
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Al low ne, Sir, 10 ¢angratulate You on your election as Chairman of our
Committee for its forty-first session. Yovr experience , wisdom and vast knowledge
of the topics to be discussed, as well as the contr ibution of your friendly
country, the German pemocratic Republic, to the disarmament efforts within the
framework of the tmited Nations, guarantee the guccess for which we all yearn. My
delegation express=s it3 readiness to co-operate with you to achieve our common
ends.

I am also happy t¢ congratulate the vice-CThairman and the Rappoteur on the
well-merited confidence placed in them.

We are meeting this year in changing, dangerous circumstances for wor Ld peace
and the prospects of halting the arms race. The gravity of the situation 1is such
that collective international work faces the threat of inaction and
ineffectiveness. The world had high hopes of the summit meeting of the President
of the United States and the General Secretary of the Comnunist Party of the Soviet
nion, as leaders of the world’s two major military and economic Powers, on whose
differences depends world peace and whose relations affect many regional problems.
We regret the failure of that round of talks and the impact of that failure on many
urgent regional problems. We add our voice to all the voices calling for prudence,
voices asking that the common interests of hummity, world peace and stability
shall prevail over the narrow interests and competitive goals of those two
super-Powers. We live in a world in which no part can be isolated from the rest,
either of its own moice or by coercion. We share one destiny because we have
common in ter &8 ts.

One of the most important topics for discussion by the General Assembly at its
current session 1is the question of improving the efficiency of the administrative

and financial functioning of the yUnited Nations. Such an impr ovemen in

performance is urgently needed in our Committee. FoOr year s attempts have been made
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to introduce changes and improvements intc¢ the Committee’s affairs. The events Of
the past few years have made it clear to us that the problem concerns the approach
to reform less than the willingness of Member States to change the way in which
they deal with the problems of disarmament and the arms race. The number of
resolutions adopted every year on the basis of proposals by a State or a number of
States representing various ideologies has multipl ied. Rut while the number of
resolutions increases, reaching nearly 70 at the previous session, not one of them
Leads to the desired results. Instead of merely repeating those resoluti 13 year
after year, we must examine ways of enforcing them. Our u-spomibﬂity for peace
and security and our par ticipation in achieving peace and secur ity oblige us to
move fran words to doeds.

We again emphasize that the agreement of the two super-Powers {8 the key to
establishing world peace and security. We therefore attach great hopes to their
making a consistent, contfnuing effort to solve the problems between ther:i, so that
the world nay be assured of peace and security ., We appreciate the significance and
the difficulty of the problems between the two super-Powers, hut we believe that
those Powers have a special responsibility for maintaining international. Peace and
“ecurity, a responsibil ity commensurate with the power they en joy. We therefore
hope that their efforts will continue, despite the present obstacles, which we
regard as temporary, and that they w.11 reach an understanding yielding benefits to
the whole world.

That leads me to the responsibility of other States with regard to nuclear
disarmament. Proposals on the creation of nuclear-weapon-free Zones have been
discussed in our Committee for several years. Except in regard to Latin America,
those Proposals remain a dead Letter, notwithstanding the importance of

establishing the 7ones and the contribution they can make to freeing various areas



3 P/ad A/C. 1/41/PV, 13
28

(Mr, Ahulhaean, Kuwait)

of the world of nuclear arms, and the fact that the mountries of the regions in
question have a vital interest in implementing those proposals.

Since 1965, when the General Assembly endorsed the 1964 Ce iro Declaration
mak ing Africa a nuclear-weapon-free zone (resolution 2033 (XX) ), the continent has
cmtinued to face me obstacle to | ts implementation: Ssou th Africa’s nuclear
capability and its rejection of measures tp free the continent of nuclear arms.
There is no doubt that South Africa maintains that horrible option, first, in order
to preserve the apartheid égime; secondly, to terror ize those African muntr ies
that support the liberation movements; and, thirdly, to guarantee its continuved

illegitimate rule over the black majority, which possesses the legitimate right to

rule. The nuclear alliance and co-operation between two entities with identical

goals = south Africa and It.ael - iS no longer a secret.

In the Middle East there is a situation similar to that in Africa. Year after
year 8ince 1974 the General Assembly has oons &red a resolution to establish a
nuclear-weapon-free zme in the Middle East. It prowides for, inter alia, the
non-development, non-production and non-stockpiling of nuclear weapons as well as
accession to the nuclear non-proliferatim Treaty and the subjecting of nuclear
facilities to the inspection of the International Atomic Enerqgy Agency. The

countries of the region have approved the resolution year after year, and the

Gencral Assembly has been able to adopt it by consensus. In other words, no
country in the area opposes any of its provisions,

However , the fate of that resolution is similar t iy that of others of the same
kind; it remains a dead letter, because ti.ere is in the area a Zimist entity whose
nuclear capability has been confirmed = for example, in the Secretary-iene al’s

1981 report on lIsrael’s nuclear capability. Morewer, information from scientific

and other sources indicate8 that Israel not only has a nuclear capability - the

technological, human, scientific and financial capacity to produce an atomic¢ bomb =
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but has gone beyond that stage to the extent of being unofficially regarded as one
of the nuclear nations. If that information came from a single report or news
bulletin, we ehould disregard it, but the published reports on the Israeli entity’'s
ability to produce nuclear weapons date back to the : rly 19708, There are many
reports since then pointing t.o the procurement of several bombs hy that entlty. My
country 18 convinced that that {s the reason for the non-implementation of the

regolution on the estahliahment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle Past.
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The latest such report was published in The Sunday Times of London on §

October 1986 in an article on the secrets of the nuclear weapons owned by Israel,
as reported by an Israeli nuclear technician who had worked at Dimona, the well
known Israeli nuclear centre in the Negev desert. There can be no doubt that those
concerned have learned of the content of the ar ticle. Among the fmdamcntal
aspects of the article are, inter alia, that the secret Israeli nuclear facilities
are built underground at pimona, where the necessary arrangements are made for the
production of nuclear war heads.

we are also told that Israel is considered the sixth nuclear Power in the
world and that it has possessed the nuclear capacity fo more than 20 years. It
has been able to hide its factory for the production of plutonium from satellite
observation by building the facilities for that industry under ground. It can he
understood from the statement of the lIsraeli techniclan that that facility produces
40 kilograms of plu tonium every year. That quantity is sufficient for the
production of 10 bombs. In the past six years new equipment has been added to

produce various parts of a thermonuclear bomb.

The Sunday Times said that the statement of the Israeli engineer was submitted

to European and American cientists, who indeed confirmed that 100 or 200 bombs had
been stockpiled. One of them said that there should be no doubt that Israel had

become a nuclear Power and that it had been one for at leust the past 10 years.

That report is one of many that have been published | concerning not only Israel’s
nuclear capability but also the procurement of nuclear weapons by Israel for many
years.

so much for 1srael's nuclear policy. Thy delegation of my country has no
doubt whatsoever that Israel uses this option to continue its arts of aggression

and terrorism against the population of the occupied tar ritories, to keep those
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territories Under {ts control and to avoid any situation that wuld lead to the
establishment of peace and security in the region on the basis of withdrawal from
the occupied territories and recognition of the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people, who have been suffering now for more than 30 years from the
policy of terrorism and intimidation followed by the Zionist régime.

Those are the circumstances surrounding the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle FRast, yet my country’s delegation supports
the principle of the resolution because it calls for the establishment of peize and
for reecuing the area from the nuclear threat. However, it {8 a sine @u8 non to
consider the new developments relative to Israel’s nuclear armament, which
increases the threat to peace and security in the area.

For years our Committee has been debating, without any results, the topic of
the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of Peace. In
recent years it has dealt with preparations for holding a conference to tackle the
enforcement of that Declaration. However, there are deep, fundamental differences
that prevent reaching a solution unanimously agreed upon by the members of the
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, for reasons that | shall not dwell on here,
since they are well known to all. Yet we do hope that those differences will not
discourage the ,arties to the discussions from continuing to exert the necessary
and persistent efforts needed to find any solution or arrangements that could lead
to the convening of the Conference and the initiation of negotiations on the core
of the issue rather than wasting time on procedural issues.

At an earlier session the General Assembly decided that i1 third special
session on disarmament should be held during a period between 1967 and 1988. In
the light of the events at summit meetings and the fact that the results derived

therefrom do not match the expectations of the international community, we consider
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that there IS an urgent need to convene a third special session to reconsider the
world situatio. and to find a new impetus and momentum to continue disarmament
efforts {n spite of the difficulties and obstacles they face. We hope that, at
this session, the Committee will approve the establishment of a preparatory
committee that will next year begin preparatior.s for the third special session on
disarmament.

It was also hoped that the first International Conference on the Relationship
between Disarmament and Development would be held last summer. However,
circumstances prevented the holding of that Conference, and t.he General Assembly
has decided to delay it until 1987, leaving to the current session the appointment
of the place and time for it. We consider that the Conference has a very important
goal for the international community, particularly for third world countries that
are still waiting for arrangements for disarmament to achieve the financial savings
they must in turn expend on economic and social development. Those countries now
suffer from drought, famine and desertification, and conditions exist that threaten
world peace and security. We hope that the General Assembly will designate a time
and place for the Conference and that the Preparatory Committee will continue the
work {t began and carried out successfully until the spring of this year.

Mr. BELONOGOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Rebublics) (interpretation from
Russian) : 1 should like, first of all, to express, on behalf of my delegation, our
profound sorrow at the tragic deaths of the President of the People’s Republic of
Mozambique, Chairman of the FRELIMO Party, Samora Moiaes Machel, and other
important party and Government figures of that country. We would ask the
delegation of Mozambiaue to convey our condolences to the people and Government of
the People's Republic of Mozambiaue and also to the bereaved families. under the
leadership of Comrade Machel, the fraternal people of Mozambiaue achieved tangible

success in building a new society, following an anti-imperialist, anti-colonialist



RM/8 A/C.1/41/BV.13
34-35

(Mr._Belonogov, USSR)

and anti-racist policy, in solidarity with the position of the forces of peace and
social progress in the world. The leader of the people of Mozambiaue freauently
visited the Soviet Union and did a great deal to strengthen friendship and
co-operation between our two countries. We mournhis untimely death and the loss
by the neople of Mozambiaua of their tried and true leader. The Soviet people will
preserve the glorious memory of Comrade Machel.

The Soviet delegation has already had an opportunity to speak in the First
Committee on some of the problems concerning the elimination of the nuclear tnreat,
the limitation of the arms race, and disarmament, all of which which call for an
urgent solution. Today, we should like to share our ideas regarding the most
pressing problem of our time, namely, the prevention of an arms race in outer space

and the preservation of that region for peaceful activities.
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This problem has now moved to the forefront of world politics. whether outer
space will beoome a fir ing range for shooting at earth or this common her itage of
all mankind will remain a peaceful sphere of co-operation in the interst of all
States depends on the solution of this problem. The representatives of Mexico,
Austria, the German pemocratic Republic, Sweden, Bulgaria, India, China,
Czechoslovakia, Niger ia and many other countries have already spoken out in the
First Committee in defence of a peaceful Outer space. This is a cause for
rejoicing and arouses our optimisim, for what we need now more than ever before are
resolute , responsible actions by all States, large and small, regardless of their
social sys terns, to put an end to the arms race on Earth, prevent its spreading to

outer space and embark on concrete measures of disarmament, above all nuclear

disarmament.

The whole world now is discussing the results of the Ssoviet-United States
meeting in Reykjavik. Al though literally only a few steps away from adopting
decisions which could have become higtor i¢c for the whole nuclear and space age, the
participants in the Reykjavik meeting were unfortunately unable to take those final
few steps. It is well known who it was that did not summon up the necessary
political will, courage and responsibility to do so. Never theless, the Reykjavik
meeting was a new stage in the complex and difficult dialogue and the search for
mutually acceptable solutions to difficult problems. The ground that was covered
before and during the meeting itself prwided valuable experience and represented a
considerable gain.

I have noted with satisfaction that today, in the statement of the
representative of the United States, we heard some positive assessmen t8 OF the
results of the Reykjavik meeting. We hope that the American side will analyse

seriously all the possibilities opened up by that meeting and the genuinely

profound movements and major concessions made by the Soviet Union in or&r to
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accommodate  American  positions. We hope that the American side will draw the
necessary conclusions and make the necessary adjustments in the position that made
it impossible to achieve the successful conclusion of concrete agreements at the
meeting between tne leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States in Reykjavik.

The Reyk javik meeting has once again clearly highlighted the critical

impor tance for the fate of the world of the problem of preventing an arms race in
outer space. As was stated by the General Secretary of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev:

“after Reyk javik, the notorious §pI has become even more conspicuous a symbol

of obstruction in the way of peace , as a concentrated expression of

militaristic designs and unwillingness to remove the nuclear threat looming
large over mankind. It is impossible to perceive it otherwise. This is the
most important lesson of the Reyk javik meeting.”

The meeting = which, as everybody now knows, opened up real opportunities for
abolishing nuclear weapons from this planet in the shortest possible time = came to
a standstill; it did not lead to the desired result precisely because of the
position taken by the United States Administration on strategic defence initiative
and the anti-ballistic missile Treaty.

The so-called strategic defence initiative, which even now consumes
signi ficant intellectual and mater ial resources of the Uni ted States and some of
its allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and outside it, is in
striking contrast to the logic of the scientific and technological revolution. It
was precisely when world space science and technology entered the ago of maturity
and could yield a handsome return on the investment in it, and the contributions of
scientists and design engineers made it possible to begin mankind’s space age, that

an ominous plan emerged the implementation of which dramatically changes the system

of prior ities in scientific and technological progress.
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what really is the strategic defence ini tidtive? Its basic content = and the
United States makes no secret of it - is space-strike systems based on new phys ical
pr inci pl es. They include various types of beam weapons, elementdry particle
accelerators, electromagnetic cannon and interceptor missiles. By means of the
massive deployment of such space-, air- and Land-based systems in several
consecu tive stages, the Pentagon strategists hope to provide for the shooting down
of enemy missiles. At the same time, according to authoritative specialists,
including Amer jcan specialists, space-strike systems can also be used as an
of fens ive weapon to str ike land, air and sea targets from space. obv {fously, such
targets could include missile-launching sites; command, control and comnun ica tions
centres; inc ial targets , including nuclear power plants, and many other
targets, both stationary and mobile. The detection, guidance and destruction
techniques at present being developed in the United States ©f America could well be
used for attack. There is no way of hiding th is. That is the very crux of the
matter, which is such a tlreat to the destiny of mankind, no matter what attempts
are made to camouflage it with honeyed phrases about the supposedly peaceful nature
of the strategic defence initiative.

Mr. Adelman, in his statement today, took great pains to convince us of the
defensive 1.a ture of the planned under tak ing. Other attempts are also being made to
dress the future space wolf in sheep's clothing, but those attempts cannot hide tne
claws with which its inventors are trying to equip their creature.

I should like to point out that not everyone in the United States bel ieves in
the possibility, as we say, of beclouding a bright day and not everybody w ill pe
persuaded to see white as black . In  this regard, | should Like to refer to the

views of the Republican Senator frnn Maryland, Charles Mathias, who as recently as

16 October 1986, in an article in The Washington Rast, issued the fol Low in j warning:
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He wrote, "No matter how many attempts we under take to try to qct the
'star wars' weapon, the Label that reads 'For peaceful defence purposes only’ will
never be able to convince anyone. * | think that is an entirely correct prognosis
on the part of the distinguished Senator: indeed it will not be possible to i
convince not just the Soviet people, but the people of many other countries also,
that the planned endeavour is going to be a boon to mauk ind. Why will it not be
post ible? Because, to the accanpaniment of goothing statements of disir formation,
tntensive development is under way on space-st. ike weapons « I stress "space-sgtr ike
weapons”; and because expluation is under way into the question of how effectively
to develop and deploy them, what orbits to choose, how many space platforms are
necessary, and what types of weapur it would be worthwhile to use in space and Erom
Tpace.

Under the leadership of the strateqic-defence-initiative organization, a
special group of ten corporations which are contractors to the Pentagon has
ooasidered various alcerunative versions of the system, wihich in the beginning
included four, and subsequently five or six, and now, it is reported, even seven
echelons of space-strike-weapon deployment. In the United States they are known as
layers or tiers.

Calculations have already been ma& for the [nitial deployment of "star warsa®
systems. Accocding to United States press reports, the initial deployment phase
alone should result in the emergence in outer space of 3,200 combat space \
platforms » at the initial stage, I would stress. By itself, that single figure
reveals the scale of the introduction of arms into outer space planned by the
tni ted States. Equally noteworthy are the estimated financial costs. They als::
enable one to judge the scope of these planned programmes. As recently as last

Friday readers of The New York Times were able to read an article which reported

how much it is going to cost tue United States just to deploy these space weapons:
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nothing less than a trillion dollars. Furthernore, just the annual cost of running
the strategic-defence-initiative system would, according to that newspaper, cost
$100 to $200 billion dollars, which is about half of the current mlitary budget of
the United States. So the auestfon arises: in that case, what will be the
aggregate total of united States mlitary spending in the next few years?

O course it is not for us to worry about the mlitary expenditures of NATO
countries, but there iS a very important aspect here that iS of concern to the
whol e of mankind. Instead of throwng to the cosmc wnds such genuinely
astronom cal sums of noney, one could allocate them for the devel opnent of strictly
peaceful sectors of one's own econony and give tangible material assistance to the
developing Wrld to help it overconme its econom c backwardness and promote its
soci al progress.

The "star wars" programme represents an extrenely dangerous attenpt to deal
with the problens of the contenporary world from old mlitaristic positions. For
all its apparent novelty, this progamme virtually boils down to yet another attempt
by the ruling circles of the United States to achieve absolute security and in
essence to acauire a position of strength for themselves while placing everyone
else in a position of absolute insecurity, \hat they have failed to obtain over
decades by neans of one round after another of the nuclear arms race on Earth, they
intend to acconmplish now through the use of the nost advanced space technol ogy.

nuring the meeting in Reykjavik, as is well known, the USSR fornulated a new
and told wlatform :thich nmakes it possible to stop the amsrace on Earth and to

prevent its extension to outer space.

Allow ne to recall the main elements of that platform According to our
popcsal, tue USSR and the United States would pledge not to use in the next
16 yoars their right to withdraw fromthe anti-ballistic mssile mreaty, which is

o7 unlimited duration, and to conply strictly with all its provisions throughout
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tha t per fod, The testing of all space-baaed elements of an anti-missile &fence in
outer Space would be banned, except for research and tests conducted in
laboratories. We propose that during the first five years the strategic o! ens ive
arms of the two sides be reduced by 50 per cent. The next five years would see the
reduction of the remaining 50 per cent of the strategic offensive arms of the
sides, Thus by the end of 1996 the USSR and the United States would have totally
eliminated their strategic offensive arsenals.

Later, after Reyk javik, in an attempt to justify his position on the strategic
defence initiative, which became g sticking point durinq the talks, the
United sStates President said that he needed that programme to ensure that the

United States and its allies remained invulnerable to a Soviet nuclear strike. AS

can he seen, the so-called Soviet threat has once again been dragged out. And
today in fi‘g statement Mr. Adelman continued to develop pruyctically the same
argument with regard to the alleged need For the strategic defence initiative in
order to ensure the security of e United States against a possible nuclear attack
by the Soviet Union, which, as he attempted to convince 13 here, Joes not comply
with the agreements it has entered into.

Rut, as Mr, Gorbachev stressed the other day, this is nothing but a trick.
From what does the need to secure America’s freedom and that of its allies against.
Soviet nuclear missiles arise, if by 1996 there are to be ny such missiles? There
is no point in thinking that in .lgreeing with a measure as radical as the
destruction of strategic nuclear potentials we should trust the United States more
than it trusts us at present.

A3 was stressed by the Soviet gide, we shall insist on the very gtric '.ss!
control = three-fold control, as Mr. Gorbachev put it ~ and verification of
absolute implementation of an agreement on the elimination of the nuclexnr

potentials if we can achieve that with che United States. It is a m cter O f simple

-
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logic. Once there is no nuclear sword, why will one need a shield against tiat
sword? If there are no nuclear wywapoms, why is defence against them needed?

Unfortunately we did not. get any #triking answer to that question %oday from the

representative of the United States.
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He talked about all kinds of things but was disrespectful to our Committee. He
departed from that critical question. He avoided it. He did not answer it on
behalf of the United States. And that is understandable to people here. why i8
it necessary to have a strategic dafence initiative; Wy does one need a space
shield, if by that time all nuclear weapons wll have been elinmnated? The
oconclugsion is obvious = the whole 1dea of Star Wars {8 aimed not at defensive but
at quite different 'purposes. It is not difficult to guess which ones.

It 48 the Same old question of attaining the military advantage or supremacy
of the United States over the Soviet Union. This conclusion is ndt just an
arbitrarv interpretation of the situation. It comes from an analysis of existing
trends in United States policy, which are potentially dangerous ‘n at least two
ragards, On the one hand, the Anerican adninistration pursues a course of
continuing tests and sdnquont deployment of its anti-satellite system Here the
threat to 8ecurity and stability Is due to the fact that in launching an attack
against satellites designed primarily for early warning against a missile attack,
the aggressor = to put it figuratively = could count on blinding its victim thus
meking its sutprise disarnming nuclear strike more effective.

Semm.‘ly, as has already been pointed out, base strike weapons, as they become

more highly developed and nodernized, will eventually become capable = inevitably =
of destroying targets on Earth, Thus, a space shield will become a space sword =
and, what is more, the only sword in existence. In a situation where nuclear
weapons w ll have been elimnated from the Earth, there wll be nothing to restrain

its use. Incidentally, in the opinion of prominent United States physicist* and
government experts, laser weapons developed within the framework of the strategic
defence initiative can be more easily used tW burn enemy cities than to protect the
United States from in-coming missiles.

We cannot fail to notice the pgtaj,atent attenpts by the United States

admi nistration to represent the strategic defence initiative as a kind of
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non-nuclear defensive system, which, so we are told, is itself a boon to mankind.

There is every ground not only to be doubtful of the sincerity of those assertions,

but even to affirm the opposite, Or at least to suppose the posgibility of such a

~ur ge of events.

Reporting to the United States Congrest on appropr fatiuas for military
purposes for 1967, Secretary of psfense Weinberger said that the strategic defence
initiative programme placed particular stress Oon non-nuclsar means Of destruction,
One can conclude from that phrase that the nuclear element is also being developed,
albeit without unnecessary publicity.

Our judgement is based on the fact that a gpecial role in the Star Wars
programme will be played by an X-ray nuclear punped laser, which, according to
Edward Teller, i8 the most innovative and potentially the most, as he called it,
fruitful of all future weapon systems. It is precisely the X-ray laser that in the
view of United States exper ts is one of the major reasons for the refusal by the
White House to join the Soviet moratorium on nuclear testing. If we add to this
the work going on to develop a whole new set of exotic weapons, such as chemical
lasers, electromagnetic rail gquna, kinetic weapon8 and others, it becomes quite
Clear why the Pentagon is fighting so obstinately to lagitimi.e practical
exper imen ts and tests in space.

In other words, thia means that the elimination of nuclear arms on Earth, as
the pni ted Sta tea sees it, would be carried out concurrently with the development
by the United States of fundamentally new weapons of mass destruction in space
canparable to nuclear weapons and, in soae cases, even superior to them.

Ar.tempts have been made by certain American statesmen to reassure us that the
United States will at some point or other be ready to share with the Soviet Union
its secrets in the field of Star Wars. We ¢< not believe these promises. We have

absolutely no grounds for believing them. Quite the opposite: the whole practical
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policy of the tnited States administrati on has so Ear shown us by concrete exanple
that exactly the opposite i S true.

M. Adelman al so posed some eni gnmas about why the Soviet Union is, as he put
it, afraid of the strategic defence initiativee W are not. afraid of the strategic
defence initiative. W will find a way of responding to that plan, if it comes to
fruition. This has been repeatedly stated, with all seriousness, by Soviet
leader 8, But it 18 precisely the feeling of responsibility for future generations
of mankind that inpels ua to talk in such detail about the real dangers, which are
connected with the possibility of the massive placenent of strike weapon5 in outer
space,

I have said thig chase is extremely dangerous primarily because rapid changes
in mlitary technology could lead to the ap earance of such types and systens of
weapons as woul d make verification of arnms limtations and reductions extremely
difficult = even inconceivable. And this threatens to add to the suspicion,
hostility and nistrust in the world today. But mankind needs exactly the opposite.

| should like to stress that the ideas put forward at today's neeting about
the Soviet programme in the field of anti-mssile defence and the mlitarization of
space have nothing in comon with the actual state of affa -s. Those assertions we
| eave to the consci ence of those spreadi ng them and thinking themup. O course,
this does not help to build confidence or trust.

The attenpt to argue that the strategic defence initiative is a means of
enhancing strategic stability does not stand up to criticism Quite the opposite
is true. The devel opnent of the space shield, under cover of which sone American
strategists expect to acjuire the capability of delivering a disarming nucl ear
strike with inpunity, would bring about a radical change in the existing bal ance of
forces, total destruction of the basis for strategic stability, and an acceleration

of the strategic arms race, both offensive and defensive.
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From what has been said one iS hound to draw the conclusion that if the star
Wars programme is implemented the world could within a few short years find itself
facing an absolutely uncontrollable arms race, with stahility dangerously
undermined and with the risk of nuclear catastrophe greatly increased. Thus one
can hardly speak of the =mission of salvation” of Star Wars.

The destabilizing effects of the Star Wars programme would he felt in the
political sphere and in the international legal sphere. Judging by its aims, the
programme is clearly in violation of the uUssrR-United States anti-ballistic missile
Treaty, for it has as its aim the development, testing and deployment of systems
and components of a large-scale anti-ballistic missile defence covering the

Country’s territory, including space-based elements and components; this i8

explicitly prohibited by the Treaty.

For many vyears, with both sides having offensive strategic systems, the
anti-1 illistic missile Treaty remains, as before, the bhasis of strategic stability
and internatio al security. In the present situation, now that the possibility has
emerged of working out agreements on strategic offensive weapons and medium-range
missiles, the anti-ballistic missile Treaty has Of course now taken on tru.y
crucial significance.

That Soviet approach to the anti-ballistic missile’ Treaty is motivated by the
fact that since we are now entering an entirely new situation where nuclear weapons
will begin to he substantially reduced, and even elimirated in the foreseeable
future, we should protect ourselves against any contingency, preclude anything in
the disarmament process that could undermine equality, and rule out any possibility
of the development of new types of weapons that would ensure military superiority.
The reasoning and logic of this position is perfectly obvious.

However the uUnited States is taking a different approach to the problem. In

fact, it wants to weaken the anti-ballistic missile Treaty and to revise it so as
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get a free hand to develop and deploy a large-scale space-bated anti-ballistic
missile system in its own selfish interests. The United State6 is literally
itching to introduce weapons into outer space.

AR representatives have #een today, there are attempts to present the matter
as though the United States is protecting the anti-ballistic missile Treaty while
the Soviet Union is asking for some kind of revision. anyone even remotely
acavainted with these matters knows that the Soviet Union is in favour of an
agreement on arms limitation and reduction, while everyone knows that the United
states has already declared the first and second Treaties on the Limitation of
Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT | and Il) to he dead letters. To claim that the
strategic defence initiative is not in contravention of the anti-ballistic missile
Treaty is to claim that black is white. The strategic defence initiative is at the
opposite pole to the Treaty and 18 its deadly enemy. with that programme, the
United States is attempting to destroy the only existing shield against nuclear
weapons.

It ia our position that each side must consolidate the anti-ballistic missile
Treaty régime and take on the obligation not to axercise the right to withdraw from
the Treaty for as long a period as possible, and that during that period, neither
side must do anything that could undermine its régime or the limitations it sets.
Then, as we proposed at Reykjavik, the [SSR and the [Ini ted States Of America should
enter into negotiations with a view to deciding on subseduent steps.

The United States position, ag We saw once aqalin today, is that it would not
withdraw from the Treaty for a maximum period of 10 Yyears, but that during that
time it would carry out research and testing of the new weapon system so that it
would be ready to de,.loy the new weapons the day following the expiry of that

1¢-year per iod.
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Clearly, those a1 e easentially different approaches, and it would be extremely
difficult to reconcile them.

In the present situation only a madman could deny the negative effects of
introducing nuclear weapons into space. Yet however paradoxical it may seem, it is
precisely on nuclear weapons in space that some are pinning their hopes for
eliminating the nuclear threat to Earth. sSuch thinking is strange, to sfy the
least. An arms race in space would create a totally new situation. It would
inevitably shorten the time for decision-making and would hand over that
responsibility more and more to computers and technology. And technology, even if
tested over and over again, sometimes breaks down as demonstrated by the challenger
disaster, by the explosions of Titan and Delta missiles, by the Chernohyl accident
and by other similar cases. But in certain situations, that “sometimes” could mean
once and for all. can we really afford such a risk?

In an attempt to avoid answering that question the United States has tried to
lend credence to the argument that the United States of America is allegedly
lagging behind the 1JSSR in the development of a strategic defence. United States
activities are being depicted as efforts to “close the gap”. Such assertions
exemplify the Orwellian techniaue of the big lie. It is well known that the USSR,
as officially stated, is not engaged in the development of space strike weapons.
References to a Soviet strategic defen- witiative are used mainly in attempt6 to
justify the plans for Star Wars and pass them off as a response, although we have
not challenged and are not challenging the United States in this area.

The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, Comrade Gorbachev, has publicly affirmed that the Soviet Union has no
plans like those proposed by the United States for deploying a defence system in

space.
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I wish to draw attention briefly to the irrefutable fact that at the Reykjavik
negotiations the Soviet side did not make any impossible demands of the {Inited
States side. Wwe merely propoaed that for 10 years the strategic defence initiative
programme should not qgo beyond the limits of the anti-ballistic missile Treaty. If
the United States President and his Administration truly believe that the strategic
defence initiative would be limited to research for that period of time, why does

the United States refuse to join us in stating this in a document?
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we believe that that position can be explained only by the fact that the
United States really intends to go well beyond research and laboratory tests. 1
stress that with regard to the anti-ballistic missile Treaty and its strict
observance the united States has a a do'ble standard. That js shown by the fact
that, despite its obligations under the Treaty, the United States is building in
Greenland a now radar tracking station which will be hooked into the ballistic
missile early warning system. According to the Treaty , such a station can be built
only within United States national territory and aimed outside the territory. But
the United States int de not only to carry out its plans on the territory of
Greenland, but also to implement a similar programme on United Kingdom territory.

Incidentally, the uni ted States is accus ing the Soviet Union of violating the
Treaty by building a radar tracking station on its own territory, near
Kr asnoyarsk. ™.t that station is only for space observation and its range is of no
use for anti-missile defence. To avoid argument we proposed to the United States
that the problem be ended with the thitsd Sta tea st pping the building of its
Greenland station, while we stop building our own near Krasnoyarsk. However, the
United States has rejected that golution, It wants to build its Greenland station
by the end of this year, in clear violation of the Treaty. Therelore, any talk
about the United states proceeding on the basis of the need for strict observance
of the Treaty is not borne out by today's events, and still less by United States
plans for the future.

The unique character of the present situation requires courage,
responsibility, political determination and new approaches. What we need now is
new political thinking, which presupposes a qualitatively higher level of
flexibility in foreign policy and a willingness to make reasonable compromises in
the interest of strengthe.ing nlabal security. Meanwhile, time is running out.

The situation demands not only that the United States and the Soviet Union redouble
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the ir efforts, hut that other States, too, contribute to intensifying the

activities Of multilateral negotiating forvmi and that those activities become more
dynamic in order to implement United Nations decisions 0. preventing an armn race
in 8pace.

Unfortunately, not all countries have yet come to realize the need. While
paying lip service to the prevention of an arms race in outer 8pace,; a number of
countries arc virtually blc cking the beginning of multilateral negotiations within
the framework of the Geneva Conference on Disarmament, They are trying there to
substitute a general discussjon of the problem for negotiations. We share the view
repeatedly expressed here by socialist and non-&ligned countrins that the
Conference must make a practical start on resolving in practical terms the problem
of outer space, and the more effectively and concretely the butter. A maior step
In that direction ooulé be taken, as we propoused earlier , if an inter national
b jreement were worked out at the Conference to ensure the immunity of artificial
Earth satellites and to ban the development, testing and deployment of
anti-satellite systems and elininate existing systems. Fur thermore, the Soviet
Union provuges that discussion be started om a ban of offensive apace-to-Earth and
space-to-space weapons.

Thr Soviat Unlon takes a comprehensive approach to the problem of outer
s8pace, In reality, at issue here are two aspects of a single task: 8 topping
prepar ations Eor star wars and countering them with the alternative of star peace =
that is, ~aploring witer space through the joint efforts of all States for peaceful
purposes. Such co-operation should be equal and equally beneficial to all. Having
entered the space age, 3ta tee should also abandon the old notions of the strong and
tne weak, of subordinates and those in command,

Today the achievements of space science and techi.ology are in one way or

another making their way into the everyday lifc of an increasing numer of Staten,
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those thnt are themnelvea developing and using Rpace eauipment for various »nurposes
and others. Orbital systems are now carrying out important economic missions, such
as prospecting for and assessing the Rarth's natural resources, monitoring the
environment, ensuring reliable and rap.d communications and assisting navigation,
meteorological observations and al kinds of cartographic surveys.

A atriking exampl: of the contribution made by space science and technology to
I world sclence was the carrying out of A multi-purpose programme to study Halley's
Comet hy the Soviet automatic space gtations Vega 1 and Vega 2. The successful
execution Of the international project to study the planet Vvenus and Halley's
Comet, which involved large teams of scientists and experts from socialist and
capitalist countries, demonstrated the real po3sibilities and broad prospects of
the peaceful explora*.ion of outer space, provided different States combine their
efforts.

The peaceful co-operation of States in outer space will nerve &8 a bridge ta
build trunt and mutual understanding between them on Earth, 00, The Soviet Union

is ready to develop such co-operation with all States, both bilateraiiy and

multilaterally. We are in favour . co-operation that is open and accessible to
all, without any discrimination.
There are serious economic reaaont for such co-operation. It is unwise to

fragment and duplicate the e forts of States in the exploration of outer space.
The rational application of guch efforts, on the hasis of co-ordination and
combination, would have a cumulative effect and make a reality of what is beyond
the crpacity of any one country, even if it is highly developed. Even if we assume
that the star wars programme will initially apur scientific development, the price
is bound 1.0 be the development oi truly suicidal weapon., Rut the peaceful
exploration ¢ gter space ope-IS up a fundamentally dis.erent, direct and promising

oath to upeeding Up progresr in gcience and industry.
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As real ists, we gre aware that the United States and some other capitalist
countr jes have established an aerospace industry which is at present pr imar ily
manufacturing space systems for military purpoaes. We propose that the productive
potential of the aerospace 1ndustry he converted to the peaceful exploration of

outer space and “voad |nternational co-operation - on a commercial hasgis, too.
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‘The profits now earned by those companies en.jaged in the aerospace business
would thug remain profits, but. their provenance would be different. Progc ammeg for
the extensive utilizatio. of outer space, including those to be carried out jointly
by States, will make it possible to give an unprecedented impetus to the progress
of science and industry and enahle each country to digce ¢ its potential and make
the best possible use of its industrial and scientific capacities. According to
the United States space expert Mr. Manno, such a course Of events is sure to bring
greater, not smaller, profits to business. We invit: the United States and other
countries that have agreed to join in the strategic &fence initiative to weigh all
this most seriously and to make their choice, ultimately, in favour of a peaceful.
outer space.

Last summer the Soviet Union submitted to the consideration of the
internatitn 11 community a programme of joint practical action for ‘he peaceful
exploration of outer space. That programme consists of three stages, with the idea
of creating by the year 2000 the mater ial, political, legal and organizational
foundations for star peace.

To co-ordinate Che efforts of States in the qualitatively new stage of
co-operation in the explora tion of outer space, including the implementation of
large-scale mater ial projects, the Logical and necessary next step would be the
establishment of a world apace organization. The Soviet 1’h7ion envisages such an
organization as a universal international organization with jta rwn charter, in the
form of an international treaty, and Linked to the tni ted Nations by an agreement
on co-oper ation and co-ordination of! the implementation of specialized programmes.
The orgaiization would be financed primarily by countries with major space
capabilities and by ouher economically advanced States.

The effortg of the world space organization would be aimed at the peaceful

explorat!on of outer space and the verification of compliance with agreement3 « as
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concluded « cm preventing the extension of the arms race to outer space. For the
purposes of such verifi..clon, the world space organization would initially make

use Of tte technical means provided by the space Powers and, suhsequently, of its

own means.

The world space organization would facilitate accession by all States to the
opportunities to make practical use of the achievements in space sclence and
technology for the purposes and needs of their own social and economic development,
and it would sgalst the developing countries in becoming direct participants in the
great process of spaoca exploration.

Thus, we have before us two approaches, two ph ilosoph ies. On the one hand, we
have the s tar wars programme, inherent in which is a threat to turn cuter space,
the common her itage of mankind, into the abyss of Lucifer, On the other hand, we
have the road to star peacs, which is designed to place intellect at the service of
mankind and to usethe results of space research for the benefit of all peoples,
regardless ¢f the social system o level of development of States. We call upon
the inited Nations to use its authority to tiltthe Bcales of history in favour of
the second option.

Mr. VONGBAY {Lao People’s Democratc Republic) (interpretation from
French): On behalf of my dnlegation, | should like first to convey to the
delegation of Mozambique our heartfelt condolences and feelings of sorrow at the
news of the tragic disappearance of His Excellency Mr. Samora Moises Machel,
P esident of the People’s Republic of Mozambique, and gome r f his close colleagues
in the recent air disaster. The people of Moxambique, with whom the Goverrment and
people Of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic en joy re {ations, have suffered an
irreparable loss, as huve all peoples who welcomed the valuable contribution

President Samora Machel made to the cause of justice, peace, disarmament and
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international co-operation. Our sympathy {g with the people and Government of
Mozambique at thia moment of painful trial.

Allow me, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Lao delegation, to congratulate you
on your election to preside over this impor cant Committee. Your diplomatic skill
and the vast exper ignce you have aoguired during your long career inthe service of
your country, the German Democra tic Republic, whose active ccitribution to the
cause of peace, security and disarmament in the world is well known, are a
guarantee that the work of the First Committee will achieve the hoped-for r :sults.
My delegation oonveye to you and to the other officers of thu Committee assurances
of our full co-operation.

It has become a commonplace to eay that in the cour se of the general debate,
which has just been concluded, at this year 's session of the General. Assembliy, the
over whelming majority of the heads of delegations of Maember Scates emphas:zed the
need - indeed, the urgency = of speeding up the process of nuclear disarmament and
thereby impr w ing the inter national cl imate. True, in this International Year of
Peace the world situation has not been free from grave conflicts and tensions. |t
is equally true, however, that we ar- alac seeing the emergence, albeit tentative,
of a denuclearized era, for which the peace-loving peoples of the world have been
tirelessly and actively striving for many years.

The final and crucial phase of that happy event was not, unfor tunately,
entered into at Reykjaviky the fault for that lies, as is well known, with the very
same elements that have refused to accept the alarming and blinding truth that
nuclear war cannot ba won or that in such a war there will be neithec victor nor
vanquished. That is a truth Mr. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and President Reagan did,

however. recognize at their gummi: meating at Geneva in November of last Year.
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My delegation is grateful to Deputy Minister Pctrovsky, Vice-Chairman of his
delegation, who, in his statement in the Committee on 14 October, informed US of
the content of the Rayk javik summit meeting and of the respactive positions adopted
by the two Parties. My delegation, of course, is unable to go along with the
version of the facts put forward by the United States representative a short while
aqgo,

The entire world is well aware tha’ the Soviet Union made tremendous
concessions at that summit meeting on bahalf of the over-all interests of mankind
that are being threatened by the nuclear peril. My country welcomes and firmly
supports the whole new series of constructive and realistic initiatives and
pruposale put forward by the Soviet Union, in particular those contained in the
statement Of Mr. Gorbachev Of 15 January of this year, in which he called for the

total and comprehensive elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000.
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It is conforting to note that the Swiet-American negotiation5 on the
reduction of n.clear and space arms resumed last week in Geneva, and it is hoped
that the party which showed unreasonable obstinacy in Reyk javik will demonstrate 3
more conciliatory, realistic attitude and political will which the situation
demands.

We do not share the views expressed by certain Power 8 according to which peace
and security :an be guaranteed only by force, or by conventional or nuclear
deter tence. Those are obsolete military doctrine5 built up to continue the arms
race on Earth and extend it to outer space, and thus achieve military supremacy.
The advocates of such a theory must realize that in a nuclear space age the only
conceivable concept of global or collective security must be the same for all =
individuals, peoples and nations, whatever thei: size, economic condition,
political or social system, That security cannot be guaranteed by disarmament
alme,

In that resard, my country firmly supports the proposal made by the
10 socialist countries and included in the agenda of the present seasion Calling

for the establishment of a comprehensive system o! international pecace and

security. The establishment of such a system that would encampa#s the political,
military, economic and humanitarian spheres would enable the peoples of the world
to enjoy the mate-ial guarantaes of sich comorehensive ppace and security. It is
obvious that such an environment of peace and security is prssible only when a stop
has been put. to the unbridled arms race and disarmament achieved. That is a prior
condi :ion for the establishment of gu % a system, All those of goodwill will admit
that the cessation of nuclear testing is a decisive and effective first step

towards ending the continuing sophiastication of nuclear weapons.
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In that comnection, we associate ourselves with the tribute paid recently by
the inter national community to the Soviet Union for having observed and extended
for the fourth consecutive time its unilateral moratorium on all nuclear
explosions. It is to be regretted that the United States gide has adopted a
cm tr ary , negative attitude. We hope that those who have thus refused to join
their hands to this brave and responsible action by the Soviet Union will agree, in
the near future, to reconsider their position on this matter during the bilateral
and multilateral negot iations in Geneva.

It is well known that no  ogress has been made in the process of negotiations
in the Conference on Disarmament towards the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear
test ban owing to the obstructionist attitude adopted by a handful of countries
wilch have attached only secondary interest to the consideration of this crucial
priority agenda item. Indeed the arguments ad aced by those against the cessation
of nuclear explosions are not convincing, because virtually the whole world has
agreed that the technical verification means at present available to the
international community are effective and credible. In this respect, we w~lcome
the positive assessment of the recent Summit of Non-Aligned Countries in Harare and
the valusble contribution towards on-site verification msde laat August by the
Heads of State or Government of the five continents during their m :ting in Mexico.

we have been told that the negotiating Commiitee of the Conference on
Disarmament at Geneva has shows sub3stantive progress in the elaboration of a global
ban m chemical weapcns, and we wal~ome that. But Oour misgivings and suspicions

have nut been dispelled wing to the continuation of the project for the production

and possible deployment in Eurcpe of birary chemical weapons.
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We equally deplore the fact that the Conference on Disarmament’s Ad Hoc
Committee on Outer Space has not yet tackled the substance of the problem regarding
the prevention of an arms race in outer space. In t& s regard, we welcome the
overall programme for the international explorution and expl. itation of outer space
for peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind = a programme submitted by the
Soviet Union. That progr amne is also known as star peace , as opposed to star wars
advocated by tho present nited States Administration, which, unrestrained even by
its own public opinion, openly threaten«d to violate the anti-ballistic missile and
SALT Il *reaties or to consider them null and void. It is interesting to note that
to date almost 7,000 American scientific experts have voiced their sirong
opposition to the star wars programme or the strategic defence initiative.

Accordin< to The Washington Poet, this opposition movement, which includes

110 researct institutes and 15 physics and chemistry Nobel Prize winners, has

denounced the idea as being destabilizing, dangerous and technically impossible to
achieve.

My delegation hog noted again this year, in the light of the present debate
here in the Comnittee, that a handful of delegations centinue to place the nuclear
threat and the conventional threat on an equal footing. The consequences of a
conventional conflict are certainly devastating, but they do not have the
exterminating element. that would result from a nuclear catastrophe. It has been
scientifically demonstrated that if a nuclear holocaust took place it would destroy
all forms of human life and civilization. Those who hold a different view are
directly o indirectly playing into the hands of the mi! itary~industrial complex of
the warmongering torces of imperialism.

Be that as it may, we welcome the results of the Stockholm Conference with

regard to the measures for strengthering security and confidence and disarmament in
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Europe. Since peace and security are indivisible, the Stockholm Agreement will
have a beneficial influence on the future of international relations in general.

In this spirit, we support the pruposal recently submitted by the countries menbers
Of the Warsaw Pact to reduce substantially armed forces and conventional weapons in
Europe.

As | have already said, peace and security are indivisible; that is a point ONn
which the world at large is in agreement and therefore makes sense only when the
world as a whole can effectively and equitably enjoy such peace and security. That
is why we will always speak out in favour of the proliferation of zones of peace
and nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the wor 14, including South-East
as ta where my own coun try js loca ted.

Let me now turn to the problem of the relationship between disarmament and
development which, in my view, is of crucial importance. In his statement of
1 Ockaber of this year, made in the general debate in the plenary Asgembly, the
Head of our delegation gaid the following:

“There can be no doubt that if only a tiny fraction of the astronomical
sums devoted annually to military expenditure throughout the world could be
freed it would suffice to relief the suffering and povr-ty of a sizeable
nunmber o f children, women and old people in Afica, asia and latin America, or
even the wor Id aga whole.

“In th 18 connection, my delegation has learned with (igappointment and
regret that it was the negative uncanpromising attitude of certain Western
Powers that prevented the convening this year in Paris of the United Ration6
Conference on the Relationship between pisarmament and Development.”

(A/41/PV. 19, pp. A8 and 89-90)
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The problems of peace, security and disarmament are indeed extremely complex,
cr ucial and acute. The road to paradise is, as we say in my country, always long,
torturous and difficult; the road to hell is shorter and easier. That.is why we
must all redouble our efforts and show great patience and political realism so that
in the foreseeable future we may go through the gates of the paradise on earth that
general and complete disarmament would br ing, as the advent of a better, safer
world free of nuclear weapons.

Those are some of the general comments my delegation wished to put forward at
this stage of our work on the disarmament items. 1 am sure that | shall have an

opportunity of speaking again when we conaider other items on our agenda.

Mr. EL-#OUDERI (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya) (interpretac.ion from Arabic):

The sad news of the death of one of the Presidents of Africa,

President Samara Machel, is a catastrophe not only for Africa but for my country
and the whole world. My country sympathizes with Mozawbique in its sorrow at the
loss of its leader and some of nis assistants. We hope that the exp>rience of
Presid.nt Samora Machel will guide other countries {ir their efforts to achieve
freedom for Africa and the rest of the world.

In the neme of my delegation | wish to convey to you, Sir, our congratulations
on your election a8 Chairman of the Committee. | also congratulate the other
officers of the Committee. We assure you of our complete co-operation in bringing
your uanerous ' .« to a succesaful conclug ion.

There is no doubt that the whole world has begun to realize the detet iorating
state of international peace and security as a result of the exacerbatiun of
tension throughout the world. The nuclear-arms race is escalating. It is in

contradiction with the aspirations and will of the international community at a

time when the States of the world are endeavouring to create a more secure, better



RH/ 16 AlC. 1/421/PV. 13
7

(Mr . El-Houdeci, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya)

and more peaceful in terna tional gj tua tionm, The spectre of the nuclear toreat still
looms over the entire world, especially since the nuclear States have not yet been
able to take practical measures designed to ease nuclear tension. International
peace and secu: 1ty cannot be attained merely through hopes or good fai+h. More
patient serious efforts are necessary by all the States of tie world, especially
those possessing destructive nuclear weapons.

It was hoped that 1986 would be the International Year of Peace \hroughout the
wor 1d. We have to note with great sor row, however, our disappointment at the
failure to fulfil that desire. International tension has increased, not ohly
because Of the nuclear-arms race and the chemical and biological weapons race, hut
also because of the persistence of hotbeds of tension and their proliferation,
which hardly augurs well for peaceful coexistence of States.

The arms race enbodies the desire of certain States to resort to the threat or
use Of force in international relations. This has bewme character {gstic of the
imperialists and colonialists as they attempt to impose their hegemony by such
means as direct acts of aggression and the spreading of terror and destruction
using military bases and fleets and committing acts of provocation throughout the
world.

The act of aggression against my country in April last by a super-Power using
the most sophisticated means of destruction, fleets, aircraft and modern
terhnology, reminded the world of the danger to small countries posed by the
colon jal ist and imper ial ist Sta tes.

Despite the disappointment felt by many States at the lack of po.itive,
practical formulas in the field of nuclear disarmament the increasing tensionin

many parts of the wor 14, the continuance Of which is an cbstacle to the easing of

world tension, we remain hopeful, as do all peace-loving countries, that tension
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can be eased and that natural conditions of peacefrl coexistence of small and
larger States on a basis of mutual respect can be created. We cannot accept the
use of force to resolve poll tical disputes among States.

Disarmament in all its aspects, particularly nuclear disarmament, has become
an essential demand, especially given the worsening situation in many parts of the
world, which is reflected in instability and tension coupled with the economic
problems that afflict many States, especially the developing countries, wi.ich agre
in difficult sjtuations and facing difficult choices. They are trying to break the
circle of backwardness and deprivation and achieve a better standard of living for
their peoples , while at the same time having to deal with the colonial legacy of
problems that jeopardize thetr very security.

The increasing military e:panditures, whether on nuclear ok on conventional
weapons, have increased tengion in the world and jeopardized international peace
and secur ity . The aggressive policies of the colonialist régimes have contr ibuted
to the creation of more hotbeds of tension, whetlier in Central America, the
Middle East, Africa, Asia or the Mediterranean.

The entire world han begun to realize the dangers involved in the arms race,
especially as regards nuclear weapons, which have brought horror to all States,
including those that produce such weapons. Security cannot be achieved through
military superiority alma; it is governed by othe. factors = political., economic

and humani tar ian.
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Security based on so-called nuclear deterrence is insignificant, because
terror capnot create security. Nuclear arsenal8 have not been able to egtablish
this alleged security. On the contrary = they have created conditions of lack of
confidence and susplcion, creating horror not only for the nu :lear States but for
the rest of the world as well.

Despite the fact that a handful of nuclear Powers possess nuclear weapon , we
believe that the reeponsihility for nuclear disarmament should not be the sole
monopoly of a handful of States. Rather, it should be one of the main concerns for
all the countries of the world. They should all play an important role in reaching
positive results in nuclear weapon reductions, in the hope of ultimately achieving
their elimination in order to save mankind from a destructive nuclear war.

In the field of disarmament, the United Nations, as well as its bodies, should
contribute, with the co-operation of all the Staten of the world, to finding
solutions that would achieve humanity’s hope by eliminating destructive weapons and
avoiding the dang« ¢ of nuclear war through 8erious participation by all States. We
must not let disarmament he the exclusive concern of the two super-Powers.

At a time when we believe that there are certain reaponsihilitiee borne by
thoee two Statee, we still believe that the responsibility for disarmament belongs
to all mankind. Just as mankind ia affected by the dangers of war or nuclear
threate, so i+ has the respongibility of limiting those dangers by making a
positive and ,erious contribution through cc-operation with the two super-Powers.

Tne United Nations must assume its responsibilities in accordance with the
Charter by playing a major role in disarmament, as well as by ntrengthening those

subsidiary bodies concerned with disarmament and security.
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Despite the efforts of the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, we note the
failure by the Conference to achieve further nuclear di.:armament. My delegation
reaffirms the idea of directly linking the Conterence on Disarmament with the
United Nations. The task of achieving disarmament is that of the international
community as a whole. It should not be limited to a handful of nuclear Powers.

For the Conference on Disarmament to be effective, it should seek out the

reasons and factors that have prevented it from achieving concrete results,

including the modus opeir andi of the Conference, in such a way as to help it to

assume iis duties and to remove ail the obstacles that led to its lack ©f

effectiveness.

Despite the worlewide disappointment over the Reyk javik meeting between the
United States and + e Soviet union, which could have contributed t5 the reduction
of nuclear weapons had the two sides reached agrees :nt, the world should not
confine itself to wishes, as if awaiting & miracle to help in eliminating nuclear
weapons. Intransigence and the sinister intentions of ce tain States directly led
to the failure to arrive at positive formulas for nuclear disarmament.

At a time when the whole world is looking forwar 1 to ending nuclear armament,
especially on the part of the two super-Powers, which have enough weapons in their
arsenals to destroy the world nany times over, we notice that the United States of

America speaks &out the so-called deterrence strategy known as star wars. My

country, as well as many peace~loving countr i2s around the world, denounces the
militarization of cuter space. Quter space is the ccamon heritage of humanity,

including succeeding generations. It should be us ad exclusively for peaceful

purposes, in the interest of mankind as a whole. Militarization of outer space
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will not contribute to eae. j nuclear tension. on the contrary, it will open the

way for other parties to follow suit in this evil behaviour that brings no benefit
to humanity at all.

The threat posed by the racist régime in South Africa, as well as the 2ioniat
entity in occupied Palestine, and their possession of nuclear warheads, are causes
for concern and increased tension in the Middle East and Africa. We note in
particular that those two racist réqgimes, deepite the inhuman practices in both
occupied Palestine and southern Africa, are helped by certain colonjalist States to
acquire nuclear technology. We cannot fail to warn againet the dangers inherent in
nuclearizing those regions at a time when none possesses such weapons in Africa and
the Middle Raat except those two racist régimes. This runs counter to the
resolutions caling for the denuclearization of both Africa and the Middia East by
turning them into nuclear-weapon-free zones.

Nuclear disarmaiment can only be achieved through taking certain practical
measures, starting with the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapon; as well as
the cessation of nuclear tests, together with a ban on Nuclear weapons coupled with
effective measures to eliminate chemical, biological and radiological weapons.

The reduction of nuclear weapons will not take place except through halting
all attempts to perfect lethal weapons, together with eliminating present arsenal.8
and halting their production, {n addition to halting all nuclear testn. We believe
that the position of the Soviet Union, expreesed through the moratorium on nuclear
teats, 1s a step in the right direction, towards limiting nuclear weapone. We hope
that this initiative will be followed by the other nuclear Powers, in the hope of

curbing the arms race.
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The conclusions of the Stockholm Conference, together with measures that have
been agreed upon, are a posi tive step towards easing tension and creating an
atmosphere of confidence. We hope that deeds will match woras, The non-al igned
States, considered to be the largest international gathering, after the united
Nati‘ons, have taken certain steps and made recommendations concerning disarmament.
These should be a guiding factor. The will of tne international community; should
be given practical effect. My country welcomes all sincere efforts in regard to
nuclear  disarmament.

Military expenditures in one year egual or exceed the entire world debt. The
human and material resources used for military pursuits, if released for peaceful
purposes, would contribute significantly to bettering the standard of living for

millions of people.

g
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My del - gation had hoped that the International Confarence on the Relationship

between Disarmament and Development would be held in 1986. we hope that its
postponement will provide an opportunity to do everything possible to make the
Conference a success.

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, if properly carried out, is a
positive step. Wwe believe that measures of that kind will help to curb the
nuclear-arms race and so promote international peace and security.

MY country welcomes all positive initiatives aiming at disarmament and the
limitation of nuclear, chemical and biological weaponsj a complete han on nuclear
testing) and the use of outer space exclurively for peaceful, non-military
purposes. My delegation reaffirms its support for all previous resolutions
promoting the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones and the elimination of the
spectre of nuclear war, so that succeeding generations may live a normal life, free
from nuclear-weapon and other threats. We commend all sincere efforts and
initiatives intended to free mankind from the threat of nuclear war. We are in
favour of freeing all human and material resources and making them available in the
service of mankind, eliminating all sources of tension and creating a climate of
confidence and coexistence among all States based on justice, freedom and peace.

Mr. SINCLAIR (Guyana): As the forty-firet gession of the General
Assembly was convened this year auestions of disarmament occupied &~ particularly
praminent place among the concerns of all delegations. Thiy is consistent with the
growing recognition throughout the world of the reality of the threat posed to the
survival of human civilization by the existence and continuing refinement of

nuclear weapons. At its first special session devoted to disarmament, the General
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Aseemhly emphasized that the removal of the danger of nuclear arms was the me™’
acute and urgent task of the present day. The truth of that assertion is even more
compelling  today.

Only recently “he Secretaiy-General, in his report to the Assembly at the
present session, stressed that the goal of the complete prohibition of nuclear
weapons was one that should be energetically pursued. Nuclear armament must be
reduced, in respect both of numbers and of destructive content, and nuclear weapons
must be limited in deployment and further development. An arms race in outer space
must he prevented.

Guyana therefore attaches special importance to all United Nations activities
in the field of disarmament and to the work of this Committee in particular.

It was a fortunate coincidence that the start of this debate on disarmament
fol‘owed immediately the summit meeting between General Secretary Gorbachev and
President Reagan in Reykjavik, lceland. Wwhat was unfortunate was that a historic
opportunity was missed in Iceland not only for concluding far-reaching disarmament
measures but also for giving a much-needed impetus to negotiations at the
Conference on Disarmament and to the bilateral arms talks in Geneva and Vienna, and
for lowering the level of international tension.

Yet we will not yield to despair. Wwhen my Foreign Minister addressed the
General Assembly on 6 October last he sounded a note of guarded optimism, saying
that, despite some negative tendencies, the goal of disarmament had not been
obscured and that initiatives in respect of its attainment were being proposed and
pursued. He cited in particular the Soviet moratorium on nuclear testing as a
practical demonstration of a desire to reduce the threat of nuclear war, and
regarded the successful outcome of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence and
Security Building Measures and Lisatmament in Europe as a source of optimism.
Likewise, the bilateral exchanges in Geneva between the super-Powers. he

considered, also give cause for hope.

B
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We urge the super-Powers to respond positively to the six-nation initiative
and to the Harare appeal, articulated by the Heads of State or Government of
Non-Aligned Countries 118t September, which gives voice to the cor erns and
longings of the overwhelming majority of the people of this planet for peace. we
express the sincere hope that the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States
will soon resume their dialogue in the interest of the peace and security of all
mankind and that no obstacles will be allowed to stanc in the way of agreement
between them.

We make this plea in acknowlr lgement of the particular importance of d.rect
negotiations between the two States possessing the largest stockpiles of nuclear
weapons.  But we must stress at the same time the need for progress in neqotiation.
also in the multilateral framework, in accordance with the stake which all the
inhabitants of this plar+t have in the eliminatior of the danger of nuclear
destruction, Guyana therefore hopes that the Conference on Disarmament will be
allowed to proceed in a purposeful and result-oriented manner in fulfilment of the
mandate it received from the General Assembly.

Guyana is fully supportive of al.l initiatives aimed at the reduction of
nuclear armaments. The dangerous escalation of the arms race must be halted and
reversed. In this regard, we believe a comprehensive ban on nuclear-weapon testing
to be imperative. We note with regret, however, that the mandate given to the
Conference on Disarmament to embark on negotiations on a nuclear test bar has not
been translated into action because of disagreement on verificatinn mechanisms. We
fully share the reservations expressed by preceding speakers on the credibillty of
+4a argument at jyt vertfication mechanisms in view of rapid developments in the
areas of seismological observation and remote sensing. We regard the negotiation
of a comprehensive test ban treaty as a priority item, and we believe that some

+1 e mechanism could be helpful at this stage.
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On the other hand, we welcome the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on
on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space and trust that acreement will Boon
be reached in Geneva to keep outer space for ever free from military weapons. The
lesson of paet experience is that every new weapon system, on whichever side it has
appeared and however benign it has been claimed to be, has led to another upward
tvist in the spiral and ultimately to a heightening of the danger of nuclear war
and a rise in the level of global insecurity. There is every reascn to fear,
therefore, that a 8yace-based defence system will lea to even greater global
insecurity.

Guyana 18 passionately committed to the objective of making nuclear weapons
obsolete, but we believe that the.first steps towards that goal must be taken here
on Earth. This brings us right back to nuclear weapon testing. The only purpoee
of such tests is to ensure that the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons is
enhanced. It is contradictory to talk of wishing to make nuclear weapons obsolete
while at the same time ensuring that they can kill more effectively. It seems to
my delegation that if we wish to make such weapons obsolete a cessation Of testing
is a first, major step, If an effective ban were imposed on teating, then there
would be no production. Thereafter, initiatives could follow for a comprehensive
ban on nuclear weapons. The Committee must resolve that outer 8pacCe& must not
become another arena for the arms race.

Guye..''8 concern aboui the preservation of peace and security has root0 also

in recent technological advances in the area of chemical and biological weapons.
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We reiterate our call for the early conclusion of a convention on the
prohihi t inn of chemical weapone. |n this regard we note with appreciation the
results of the Second Review Conference, in Geneva, of the parties to the
Convention on biological weapons. We hope that the actions of those Stater which
possess these weapons, or the capacity to produce them, will respect the provisions
of this Convention.

Other delegations have spoken at lenqth on the interrelationship of
disarmament and development and my delegation fully endorses the view that more
should be spent on development and much less on armaments.  we regret that the
United Nations Conference on this issue, originally scheduled to he hela in Paris
last July, was not held, despite extensive and elaborate preparation. we hope that
the necessary conditions can soon he created for this Conference to be definitively
convened in the course of 1987.

Finally, we would again like to place on record our support for regional
disarmament initiatives and for wider recognition of and respect for
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all reqions of the globe open to participation hy all.
States of the respective regions. Wwe pledge our readiness to co-operate with other
delegations, as usual, in the shared effort to ensure a nuclear-free planet and a
future of peace and security.

The CHAIRMAN: 1-'call now on the representative of the united states, who
wishes to speak in exercise of the right of reply.

I remind members that with regard to rights of reply the procedure that | have

alluded to on an earlier occasion will he followed by the Committee.
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Mr. CORDEN (United States of America): My delegation regrets the need to
speak at this late hour and | shall be very brief.

I want to make two points. PFirst, it should be very clear that the programme
of strategic defence that the United States Government envisages has a very
different purpose from that which we have just heard described by the
repregentative of the Soviet Union. Defernce iz, a M Ambassador Adeiman described i t
in his otaroment, the key to unlock a new feature in arms control. It is not a
programme desiqgned to acquire an offensive capability or military superiority.

Second, the representative of the Soviet uUnion, if his remarks were correctly
interpreted, argued that Ambassador Adelman was disrespectful of this Committee
refusing to respond to the question why the United States believes that the
strategic defence initiative would be useful if strategic nuclear missiles had beeu
abol { shed.

Ambassador Adelman's experience in this body speaks for Itself, but in fact he
4id answer the question. Ambassador Adalman said that a defence against nuclear
missiles

‘would make reductions and the elimination of balliatic missiles possible hy

offering each 8ida insurance aqainst the possibility of cheating, of

clandestine missile deployment hy the other or by a third

country . ..". (8upra, pp. 9-10)

The CHAIRMAN: | should like to inform the Committee that the following
delegations are inscribed to speak iomorrow morning: Brazil, Japan, the German

Democratic Republic, Australia, Venezuela, Turkey and Spain.

The meetin rose at 6.05 p.m.




