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Madame President.

Az 1 ke the Roor for the first Ume at the plenary meaung of the Conference on Disarmaraeri
during your Presidency, tet me-congratulale you on the assuraption of this high office Let me also
thank you — as weil as your predecessors i this chair ~ for tireless cfforts 10 bring progress
1 the substaanve work of the CD.

Madame Prosident, Distinguished Delegales,

To better strucnure our thinking on the Cunference on Disarmament todav we sheuald reter
to the basis of the CD -~ namely 1o its relevance to imtemational secunty envirohment,
10 the possibility of holding negotiations vader presenr sitdation and w a framework for our actions
in this ropm - thatis; agenda and programme of work, That could help vs - in turm — to berter, more

eomprehensively answer questions pRen asked by vur capitals.

Madame President,

The Conference on Disarmament — as a single muhilateral body devoted 1o negowsts Asaumarmant
instruments — remains relevant. Today world puts omstanding challenges in front of us in the arca
of disarmament and non-proliferdtion. The wsaues like proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
comphiancc with the internaticnai treaties in disammament ficld, repional amms  control
and disarmament seem to be even more velevant today Lhan dunng the “cold war™, when the (D
had its best me f{in toms of a number of treaties pegovated). Which s the ofher rum
of multilateral character, capable of dealing with those jssues? Where the counimes of different
regions, Statgs-parties w various disarmarment treatics can negotiate global amrangements in this
ficld? Wha other body is able 10 secure sensitive nanodal interests in the atea of amms control
by applying the rule of consensus? The Conference on Disarmament can best ~ we believe - fulfil
all those tasks. And - as many pecple say i this room - if there weve no £, we wouwld have to
invent this Coaference. ear colleppues, wa are 1n this comiortable suuation that we di.:-n.‘[ have Lo
invent CT?. What we have to do. 5 o think and discass bow we can re-start eubstantial work

m this bady, Thal brings me (o another issug — a possibility te start negonations in the O



Madame Presidant,

First of &1, allow me 10 make gne observaton. [ am convinced that although we have not adopted

a proglamme of work and hawve nol starfed any negotations since 1998, we do conduct

a “gu_j;stanﬁvg work” in the Conference. Every plenary meeting, every informal mesting, scminars.
side-events we widely used to explain pational pesitions, to close the gap Between mativna.
smnﬂ-puints. And it js my soong conviction that every day iu the €D brings us closer lo war:
negohations. What we try 1o do hete is to Start negotiations with consensual wnderstanding whege
they wali lead us to. And what we expeet from the commencement of that work is that they will
bring tangible results — pew disepmamenl treaties. That is why | am sure that now

we cenduct a substantia) work frying to set the starting stage for successful negotiations.

Now ~ can we start pegotiations in this room? My answer is: “yes, we cun”™ (et me just remind you
that the Confercnce accepted in 1998 report of the Ad Hoc Comnitiee which started nepatiations
of a non-discriminatory, multilareral and internationally and :ffcctivelr}- venfiable weaty banning
the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. By that
the CD also approved the conclusion of that report, which contaiped rccommendation
“to re-esteblish the Ad Foc Commiites at The beginning of the 1999 session”. 1o my opinion,
the re-establishment of this commitiee now should be viewed as s key elemert of rebuilding
the credibility of the Conterence and should bocome o proof that we are going to consisteatly

implement the decisions that we undertook on the basis of the consensus.

Last year brought us closer to the start of substantial work. The proposal on the programms of work
made by five ambassadars — fotmer prosidents of he TD — gave uws a ground to .bn'ng closer
our positions It gave the impetus fo fresh thinking in key capitals, 1o new consideratiens,
which bopefully would tring us to 4. st line. The consultations by the Presiden:s

of the Confetence gave us new grouad for reaching consensus m many areas: from the substantial

iagues - up to the wider engagement of the civil society

One of the key sesuls of lasi year's efforts was growang understanding on the necessuy
to break the “linkapes”, which were the grealest obstacle to the commencement of negotiatiors.
We all know - it was preawsely the pelicy of “linkages” that blocked the work in this foam,
not the rule of consensus, 1 hope tha the spitit of consconvus - understood as the common
respensibllity for propress of owt work — will be present in tius room during our future
delibgrations. '

To have a full picture of the environment necessary to start negotiations in this raom, we have to
consider the isses of agenda and prograume of work. T would ke to touch upon those issuzs,

which scems to have a key imponance tor belter understanding of the framewark of our wark.
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Madame President,

Articles 27 and 28 of the Rules of Procedure of the CD are well familiar to ail of us. They concern
the adoption of the agenda and establishment of a programme of work. Rules of Procedure are clear
in this regard. However, inlerpretation and practice that we witness lead me 10 the conglusion
that we allowed to be caught in a labyiinth without escape. Is it, however, possible 10 find a way
out? Quz thinking is following. '

The Conferepce shoold adopt the agenda and in doing so should take inte mccoun
the remr.mnendatinns made by the Genera! Assembly and — as we read in [ntroduchion to the Rules
of Procedure - “the refevant provisions of the Finod Documem of the first special Session
af the General Assembly devoted to disarmament”. LCan we, however, go beyond that, irying
to accommodate fhose recommendations to the needs of g presemt time? Accornmodation dogs nat
necessarily means a change It rather means creative tnnkmg about the agenda us 2 framework

under which we can effcctively deal with current challenges.

The Presidentia! staterments made during dhe adoption of the agenda strengthened the meaning
of the article 30 of the Rules of Procedure that provides for “the right of any mcomber Stare
of the Confersnce tu ratse any subjecr relevant io the work of the Corference”. Sull, using existing
“traditional” agenda we can for example tackle “out-of-the-box issues”. How? Couldn't we use
the apgenda itern 2, "Prevention of nuclear war, including all relaled matters” 1o tackle WMD
and tefrorism? Or agenda item 6, “Comprehensive programme of disarmament™ - to discuss
the issues of compliance, verification and 1nspections or broader inclusion of conventional weaporis
in the work of the (137 Can’y we use agenda item 7, “Transparency n armaments” o discuss
confidence building measures in the area of conventional arms {especially that ransparency s ane
af a key faciors contnbuting to confiderice building)? My answers for all those guestions
and a number of others are “ves”. And it is our thinking that by this approach w2 can re-establish
the credibility of the Confercnce as of the forum which can follow the new wends n internaional
secunty. By this, the CD could prove it can be effective and remain a centre of the multilateral

efforis in the area of disannament, arms ¢ontrol and non-preliferation.

Wow, let me 1alk about a programmie of work. The comprebensive programme of work has its value
in taking-up issues bemng the priorities of the States in this toorn. Stifl - as ir was made clear
in a fow statcments recently (starting from the statement of Ambassador Inogucti at the open-ended
Presidential consultations on  Decernber 19° [aet to slarements by Ambossadors Mirarda
apd Trezza made last week) — there is peither consensus on nor capabilitics among delegations
to deal with afl wems contayned in the proposed draft of a programme of work. What we should do

then? Let's rafer to the Rules of Procedure.



First, aeticle 18 says cleady that “the Conference shall conduct its work and adept its decisions
by consensus”. Which pakes ~ in my opininn — the whels siuation clear — if there is no consensus
on any of 1tems — there can not be decision in this repard, and subscquently - there tan he
no immediate ncgotiations My understanding 1s that, vniess there s no basis for consensus
on the onc ssue, we shoold ry w concentrate on search for commen ground 10 start substantal
work, At the same tme we should starl withow d=ay our wark on the subicois that already mct

the oongensus,

Secondly, artrcle 23 provides opportunity to create subsidiary bodies “includmg whenm o appears
thai there is o hasts to negoitare a draft weaty ur other draft texts”. That means that subsidary
bodies can be established to negotiate the new tresies. However, the word “including™ suppaste
that subsidiary bodies might be established 10 discuss issues other than those devoled to negotae

treatjes that were acoepted by all in thas room. it has been a Tong a long accepted pracrice.

Summing-up, porhaps we could view it more as “a schedule of arnvities™ of the CD {as Rules
of Procedure supgest) rather then as hand nogotiated toxt That could give us 4 neces<ary flexibrity,
which combined with the basic mles of wok in the CD (especially the tule of consensus).
eauld provide us with the opportunsity 1o have a “road map” - that woold be actually & programme
of work, containing elcmenis that would have cansensual spreement to stan immediaely work on,

while other clements would be awaiting consensus and be further discussed.

Spezking generally about the agenda and a programme of work, | am certain thal creative thinking,
free from swereotypes can bring progress {0 our work in this oom. Tins approach should giso apply
to the Conference as & whole. The CD can be as much adapted 10 the today’s challenges as much
we — delegations 1n thns oom and decition makers in cur caputals — can adapt our way of thinking.

And that requires eveativily

Madame Presidem,

Let mie speak at the end aboul a few wsues that are now discussed ~ formally ana imformally
in the D, The delegation of Poland supports your proposal, Madarme Presedent, of holding
wlormal plenary meeungs of the CD. This is legitimate way of conducting work by the Conference
expressed in arucles 19 and 22 of 1he Rules of Procedure. Lot me also remind that in 2001, Special
Coordinaior an the wnproved and effective functioning of (he Copference. Ambassador Prasad
Kariyawazam of Sri Lanka reportcd thal the consensus emerged friom ms conswltanions according 10

which “wrder and moee frequent use should be macle of informat und open-ended comadidtions”
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It is our vicw however, that such informal plenary meetings should be resuft-onented. Defiberations
should be piven a decent chanee o move vs Torward. Therefore, we see the need of good structuring
and thorough intellectual preparation for this kind of work Let me once again refer 1o the report
by the Ambassador of S5 Laaka, in which be pointed ow that therc was general agreeraent
on the wutilization of the “fnends of the President” — which could be widely used, In my opiniea
we gould consider appoimment of the “friends of he Presidemt™ in the context of intcllectal
and structural preparation of informal plenary meetings. "Trends of the President™ could come up
with th¢ “'non-paper” contaimng the proposals on substance snd structure of the debate dunng
informal plenary meetings

Last, bt not least, let me Madame Presidemt address the guestion of the “out-of-the-bax” or “new”
issues 1 wish to thank the French Ambassador - Francois Rivasseau — for taking up this subject.
As we can see now, i gsve the mtcllectual boost for general thinking about the Ceonference.
Let me stress that those issucs ave of importance o today’s iplernational securty and peatce.
Therefore, we see the space for those topics 10 be discussed during infonnal plenary meetings.
The inclosion of thosc issues should alse proveke 95 to broader thinking about the intemnatioral
security and disarmament in nultilateral context. And ler me upderline - the Confersncc

on Disarmament 15 a place 10 meel such an imtelleciual challenge.

Madame President, Disunguished Delegates

Already once 1n my statement 1 compared our siuation to The one i Jabyeinth. Indeed, many of us
in the {113 feel that we walk through the smne corridors apan and agaimn amd we can nat find an exit,
However, let me remind you that from the myth about brave Theseus who fought the Minetaur

in the Labyrinth we ¢an diaw two lessons:

First — Minotaur 13 fallihe und a way out of the Labyrinth can be found;
Sccondly - when Thesews killed a Minotaur, he was supriszd 1o have found out mat the face

of the heast was 10 fact the reflecuon of bis own,

[ sincerely hope that with all the experttse and talemis gathered in this room, using innowvalve,

crealive thinking, we will be able to find the way out of the labynnth

Thank you, Madarm President
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