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1. The recent changes in the international political environment and the 

emphasis on human security and global governance make it necessary to 

have a new look at the traditional problem of disarmament - as a 

comprehensive one, in all its aspects. Analysis of the interdependence of the 

different elements of the disarmament process is an essential part of this 

approach. 

2. Most of the discussions on the interrelationship between nuclear and 

non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction on the one hand, and conventional 

armaments on the other, are traditionally based on the consideration of the 

horizontal subject-matter links between the issues in question. However, 

there also exists a vertical, institutional dimension, another way to link the 

different disarmament-related issues through the machinery dealing with 

these issues. 

3. Before addressing the current state of this machinery I would like to 

outline briefly the major types of disarmament and arms regulation fora and 

their specific features: 

- 	first, a legal distinction should be drawn between bilateral 
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negotiations, multilateral fora and the so-called "grey zone" 

negotiations which usually include 3 to 5 participants; 

- 	secondly, it is customary to differentiate between deliberative and 

negotiating fora. This is primarily a functional distinction, but in 

practice both elements can frequently be found within each of the fora; 

thirdly, multilateral fora exist on two levels, global (examples include 

the First Committee of the UN General Assembly, the UN 

Disarmament Commission, the Conference on Disarmament and 

various conferences where States Parties to existing disarmament 

Treaties review their operation) and regional (talks conducted by 

certain regional structures). As the single multilateral disarmament 

negotiating forum of the international community, the Conference on 

Disarmament (CD) plays a special role in this system. It also remains 

the main custodian of globalism in the mix of regional and global 

measures. 

44, 	It should be noted that while bilateral negotiations usually concentrate 

on a specific, restricted problem, multilateral, and especially global talks, 

often address a cluster of issues. Since multilateral negotiations involve 

many actors, whose interaction is often highly complicated, the negotiating 

process requires more time and basically consists of the search for 

compromise among the conflicting national interests of the participants. The 

pace of the negotiations largely depends on what comes first, 

uncompromising national security concerns or readiness for compromise. 

The outcome of the negotiations depends primarily on the degree of 
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willingness to cooperate. Briefly, the search for a balance of interests and 

concerns affecting the security of States is the essence of all multilateral 

negotiations. 

5. 	The existing disarmament machinery was set up in the 1970s, the 

landmark being the First Special Session of the UN General Assembly 

devoted to disarmament held in 1978. However, this machinery now works 

in a completely new environment: 

- 	the nuclear arms race has been checked and in case of the USA and 

Russia, reversed; 

the global regime of arms regulations has been further strengthened. 

Suffice it to mention such elements as the non-proliferation of nuclear 

weapons, the prohibition of biological weapons, missile technology 

control, the conventional arms register; 

- 	the two most recent global treaties negotiated in the CD - the Chemical 

Weapons Convention and the CTBT - proved the relevance and 

effectiveness of multilateralism in arms regulation and disarmament; 

- 	a new multilateralism, characterized by the increasing interdependence 

of states, is emerging. This is due to a number of reasons, in 

particular: 

- 	the emergence of new threats to international security; The risk of the 

spread of weapons of mass destruction entails the risk of their 
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acquisition, not only by unstable states but also by terrorist and 

criminal groups. Conventional arms in general, and small arms 

specifically, as well as antipersonnel landmines, have in past decades 

claimed more lives than any known weapon of mass destruction. I 

cannot fail to mention the post-disarmament problems, such as the 

storage of nuclear weapons, their transport and elimination, accident 

prevention, the brain-drain, nuclear smuggling, etc. Although they are 

generated by bilateral agreements, their security consequences are of 

a global scale; 

- 	the growing influence of global economic factors on the decision- 

making  process which sometimes prevail in the field of international 

security. 

for the first time in history, the major powers have accepted the idea 

of negotiating nuclear issues in the framework of multilateral fora. In 

the not-so-distant past, they preferred to strike bilateral or trilateral 

deals and only after a fait accompli, invited their allies and other 

countries, to join these agreements. Examples of this approach are a 

number of partial treaties on nuclear tests concluded during the Cold 

War period. 

6. 	However, some elements of international disarmament activities have 

thus far escaped any significant transformations. Their most conservative 

part is the disarmament machinery itself. The only change in this area, 

albeit important, has been the expansion of the membership of the CD from 

18 members in its predecessor forum to its current composition of 61 
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Member States . Yet its structure, methods of work and, what is most 

important, its patterns of behaviour remain the same. 

7. The diagnosis of the current situation in the field of multilateral 

disarmament can be defined as a period of inward looking after the CTBT. 

This concerns a number of fora and, particularly, the CD. No doubt, the 

CTBT was a major achievement after which the CD has needed a "cooling - 

Off"  period and to reaffirm its real priorities. However, the current 

international situation will not allow a long pause. The world is in the 

process of radical transformation, as are many international structures, 

including the United Nations. The CD must realize its unique political role 

and stand square in the face of new historic challenges. Otherwise it runs 

the risk of losing credibility in the international community. It is regrettable 

that the current atmosphere in the CD has deteriorated to the level of its 

predecessors in the Cold War era. Once again we are witnessing the 

reemergence of the syndrome of an "all or nothing" approach. The only 

difference is that before, the dividing line was between East and West, and 

now it tends to run between North and South. 

8. Basically there are two conflicting approaches to the work of the CD. 

One group of countries stressed that nuclear disarmament should remain 

the absolute priority of any future agenda. In their view, any major changes 

in the present agenda could be introduced only by another special session of 

the General Assembly. In the view of another group of delegations the 

agenda should be brought into line with the profound changes in the world 

in the last few years. These delegations were of the opinion that the 

Conference, as an autonomous body, was free to set new priorities and draw 
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transparent and more democratic. 

12. To improve institutional links and interrelation within the 

disarmament machinery, some measures at the managerial level could be 

implemented immediately. Current UN reform proposals by the Secretary-

General call for better coordination between the multilateral bodies. With 

regard to arms regulation and disarmament, it would mean the better 

coordination between disarmament deliberative, negotiating, monitoring and 

W/ 
	

research institutions. In particular, it would be advantageous to set up 

annual meetings of heads of all the numerous European-based disarmament 

structures: negotiating bodies, international organizations and research 

institutions. These meetings could proceed on a regular basis to exchange 

information and "know-how". The aims of their activities should be to 

increase the efficiency of disarmament-related bodies, to improve the 

delivery of their programmes for the Member States and to establish closer 

relations with Geneva-based Ambassadors for disarmament. 

~ftw 	13. Today in order to make multilateral disarmament fora workable it is 

important not only to rind the answer to the question what is to be done and 

how it should be achieved, but to bring tangible results. The urgency of the 

problems of human security and good governance does not leave much time 

for reflection. It is time for action. 

Thank you for your attention. 
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conventional arms issues, it is very important to develop a balanced 

and comprehensive approach to all issues without singling out one 

particular question to the detriment of others. Multilateral fora 

demonstrate the self-defeating effects of holding progress in one area 

hostage to progress in other areas. Linkages are a recipe for blocking 

any kind of progress in the CD and should be discarded once and for 

all. It is equally unhelpful to stress one set of priorities if they are 

meant to exclude or deny other priorities. All issues should be 

examined on their own merits. The CD should then take whatever 

steps possible, which would provide a basis to build upon, in working 

for further progress. The Conference should accept the method of 

constructive parallelism and avoid becoming a captive to the linkage 

strategy. Interconnections should only be positive. For example, the 

Ottawa process and the CD in the field of APLs could supplement and 

complement each other; 

the strategy of partial measures, both in the field of nuclear and 

conventional arms, should be adopted by the CD. This approach 

would allow the Conference to overcome the current deadlock and to 

achieve tangible results already in the near future; 

civil society and the non-governmental actors should play a bigger role 

in the consideration of disarmament-related issues. The non-

governmental organizations could facilitate public awareness of the 

dangers of nuclear and other weapons and create public pressure for 

real progress in the multilateral fora. This would also make 

disarmament negotiations and the decision-making process more 
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(b) the very process of negotiations must generate a community of 

experts and analysts, and lead to the identification of basic 

concepts on which substantive agreement can be constructed 

(arms regulation, confidence-building, transparency, elimination 

of a category of weapons ...) 

(c) learning and adapting to new situations occurs on both sides in 

the negotiation and dialogue, and this learning must be extended 

beyond the diplomatic circle of negotiators and policy-makers, 

to the research institutions and the academic community which 

you so ably represent; 

there is a need to take a hard look at the procedures and the methods 

of work of the CD. The procedural tug-of-war has proved to be 

counter-productive. It deviates the focus of the CD from important 

issues which are both urgent and ripe for negotiation. It is very 

encouraging that serious effort has in fact been made this year in the 

framework of the open-ended consultations on the improved and 

effective functioning of the CD. 

it is important to review the current group system as a consensus-

building mechanism based on political affinities, and to encourage the 

formation of the groups of like-minded States and other associations 

of participants on various issues under consideration. In this regard, 

anti-personnel landmines in a case in point; 

- 	due to the diversified agenda which includes both nuclear and 
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difference in security policies which prevent the CD from making 

substantive progress. So to overcome the deadlock the diplomats need 

a strong political support. It appears that a meeting at the highest 

possible political level, perhaps a kind of disarmament summit within 

the UN structure, would be appropriate. Clearly-expressed 

willingness at a high political level to face responsibilities and to take 

relevant decisions with regard to the promotion of arms regulation 

and disarmament, including clearly-defined guidelines for multilateral 

fora, could improve the situation at the CD; 

- 	a top priority is the CD's own agenda. It is no secret that a 

considerable part of the present agenda is lagging years behind the 

world events; 

there is a need to renounce the cult of negotiation. Any negotiating 

process passes through different stages starting with exploratory work, 

harmonization of positions, identification of clear objectives and 

ending with treaty-making. Treaty-making is the highest stage of 

negotiation, which does not start immediately after the inclusion of the 

item on the agenda. My own experience in the field of multilateral 

diplomacy has led me to draw the following conclusions: 

(a) 	negotiations are always preceded by a "pre-negotiating" stage in 

which some shared understanding is reached among the 

participants that a security problem exists, that it has a certain 

nature and rough contours, and that it must be addressed 

multilaterally; 
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programme of comprehensive disarmament turned attention once again to 

specific partial measures of disarmament. 

It should be stressed, however, that there was no question as to 

whether the elimination of nuclear weapons was an aim. All participants in 

the negotiations agreed that this was the ultimate goal worth striving for. 

The problem was how best to achieve this goal through a comprehensive or 

a partial approach. 	 Lj 

As the time passed, it became increasingly obvious that within the 

context of nuclear disarmament, partial measures, such as a nuclear test 

ban, non-proliferation, the creation of nuclear weapon-free-zones, the 

provision of assurances of non-use of nuclear weapons were practical ways 

of eliminating the nuclear danger. 

11. A number of measures can be suggested to remedy the present 

situation: 

to begin with, the political will of all participants is required to push 

disarmament forward in all its aspects, in accordance with the saying 

"where there is a will there is a way". It is of particular importance 

today since the core of the problem is the difference in the substance 

of the security policies of Member States. Highly professional experts, 

first of all the Ambassadors to the CD, remind us of very skilful 

doctors who need the consent of the patient to go ahead with radical 

therapy. The diplomats have made maximum efforts at the 

negotiations at the Conference. In the final analysis, it is the 
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comprehensive international agreements. This strategy was reflected in 

various plans for nuclear disarmament, like the Baruch plan, as well as the 

Soviet draft convention known as the Gromyko plan. It was also reflected 

in many UN recommendations and resolutions. However, efforts to achieve 

practical results failed because of a standstill on the issue of what should 

come first, nuclear disarmament or control measures. In the late 1950s 

attention shifted to another approach - that of partial measures in the fields 

where there was an urgent necessity for the regulation of nuclear weapons. 

The issue of a balanced approach to nuclear and conventional disarmament 

was also discussed. 

At the end of the 1950s, fresh attempts were undertaken to push 

forward the comprehensive approach, not only with regard to nuclear but 

also to conventional weapons. On 17 September 1959 the United Kingdom 

submitted to the UN General Assembly a plan for comprehensive 

disarmament, based on the principle of balanced stages towards the abolition 

of all nuclear weapons and the reduction of all weapons. The following day, 

~Wd 

	

	the USSR proposed its programme of general and complete disarmament. 

Later, the US introduced its outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general 

and complete disarmament for a peaceful world. 

In 1961, the Soviet Union and the US managed to agree on the 

principles of balanced, staged and verified reduction of all armaments. 

However, there was no common understanding on certain key issues: what 

should come first, the peaceful world or nuclear disarmament; what was the 

principle of balance, the modalities of the process of disarmament and its 

duration. As a result, the insurmountable difficulties in agreeing on a 
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enhance minimum world order and reasonable governance." 

10. 	Before offering any recipes, I should like to stress that in multilateral 

diplomacy it is essential to bear in mind historical experience and to revive 

it whenever suitable. Today, 65 years after the convening of the first 

International Disarmament Conference of the League of Nations in Geneva 

(1932-1934), it should be remembered that its unfortunate experience was 

due to the highly conflicting interests of its participants and the lack of far-

reaching political vision. As a result, the then Disarmament Conference 

was bogged down in technical discussions. On the other hand, strong 

political leadership and diplomatic skills had secured the success of the 1922 

Washington Conference and the Conference which formulated the London 

Naval Agreements in 1927.' 

Disarmament talks after the Second World War, in the nuclear and 

outer space age, prove the validity of the first experience of multilateral 

disarmament. 

However, one new particular lesson should be drawn from the debates 

on nuclear weapons. From the early years of these discussions, two major 

approaches have been under consideration. Initial deliberations on nuclear 

disarmament in the aftermath of the first atomic explosions started with a 

comprehensive approach. According to that approach, the problem of 

nuclear weapons should be solved once and for all by one or a few 

"Decisions and Diplomacy" edited by Dick Richardson and Glyn Stone, LSE, 

London and New York pp.70-72 

6 

up a new agenda. Delegations belonging to this school of thought indicated 

that their priority was to start negotiations in the Conference on a treaty to 

ban the production of fissile material, or cut-off. Many of them also called 

for the beginning of negotiations within the Conference for the banning of 

anti-personnel land mines 

94, 	It is not easy to predict further developments in this field. However, 

I feel reasonably confident about the future of multilateral disarmament. 

There are several reasons for cautious optimism: 

- 	although the problems that the CD is expected to address and find 

solutions to are quite serious, they are not unsolvable; 

a new global disarmament agenda is emerging, even though the issues 

are in no way related to an improbable global conflict. They have a 

very real and precise international dimension, whether it concerns 

weapons of mass destruction or conventional weapons. 

the CD is a body with the most inclusive international reach in the field 

of arms regulation and disarmament. It counts among its members all 

the militarily significant countries and therefore it provides the venue 

to engage all these countries in agreements and produce viable global 

treaties. 

I fully share the words of the late Foreign Minister of Norway, Mr. J. 

Holsti, pronounced at the CD on 25 May 1993: "We need to stimulate a 

major return to multilateralism ... in the field of disarmament, in order to 


