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IN THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT BY

TIM CAUGHLEY, AMBASSADOR FOR DISARMAMENT

ON TUESDAY 1 FEBRUARY 2005

Mr President

My delegation’s intervention this morning will cover three main points.  First, we wish to commend you for the thoughtful and most diligent manner in which you are carrying out your duties as President.  You are going to be a very hard act to follow.  Thank you, also, for your efforts to find a solution to the question of the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament.

This brings me to our second point, the matter of the CD’s agenda.  We know that there will be an opportunity to discuss this issue in an informal manner shortly.  My delegation, however, has no difficulty expressing its views on the formal record of this Conference.  Given the standing of this forum and the gravity of its purpose we would like to see as many of its deliberations as possible carried out under the critical eye of the public.

Let me make it clear at the outset that we fully acknowledge the right of any delegation to make observations and proposals on the agenda.  My own delegation’s concern is not about the utility of keeping our agenda under review and up-dated but about the value of doing so in the dire circumstances that face this body.

Mr President, the difficulties that confront the Conference on Disarmament are not the result of inadequacies in the scope or currency of our agenda.  If there were a willingness to agree on the elements of a Programme of Work, the agenda would almost certainly be treated as flexible enough to accommodate it.  During the past eight years the agenda has not been seen as a complication in the CD’s efforts to find consensus on the various proposals for our work programme.  Nor is it now.  If there is a structural problem with this body it stems not from the agenda but from the Rules of Procedure.

We very much hope that the current debate over the agenda will be kept in perspective.  Mr President, you have informally suggested an approach that my delegation can fully subscribe to.  We do so in the interests of getting down to work immediately on the real challenge that faces this body, that is, to re-assert its role as a forum that addresses and negotiates on the real issues confronting our troubled world.  

When we ascribe to the CD its negotiating function we think of it primarily in terms of negotiating on substance rather than procedure.  For my delegation our objective in securing membership of this body was to participate in negotiations on the same principal issues that have dominated efforts in recent years to forge a Programme of Work.  

We are thinking especially of nuclear disarmament, banning the production of fissile materials for nuclear weapons, the prevention of an arms race in outer space, and to the extent that these weighty topics would allow, other elements covered by proposals that have come closest to finding consensus such as that of the Five Ambassadors, a proposal which readily drew New Zealand’s support and remains open, we know, to further refinement.  For my delegation, the CD’s focus must be on agreeing as a matter of urgency a programme of work or even a timetable that will be accepted by the principal proponents of these issues as the most balanced, effective and resource-sensitive schedule for addressing them - rotationally if necessary - as is reasonably possible to achieve.

Against this eight-year long challenge, questions of the shape of the agenda clearly pale in comparison.  My delegation would have been disinclined to enter into the debate at all, except for one striking coincidence in relation to the NPT Review Conference, the preparation for which has also been beset by difficulties over the agenda.  I very much hope that concern shown by several delegations over both the agenda for the CD and the NPT represents a seriousness of purpose that will manifest itself in terms of productive engagement on the substance in both conferences.

Mr President, mention of the NPT Review Conference leads me to our third point, the nexus between the NPT Review Conference and the Conference on Disarmament.  In this regard we wish to refer to the letter of the UN Secretary-General contained in document CD/1746 of 24 January this year.  That annual document helpfully lists those resolutions adopted during the 59th session of the General Assembly that make specific reference to the Conference on Disarmament.  It is sobering to be reminded in this way of the considerable extent of the United Nations General Assembly’s expectations of the CD.

As several delegations observed during the CD’s opening session last week, in a year in which the NPT falls for full review, this body (notwithstanding that its membership is not coterminous with the NPT) needs to be particularly conscious of and responsive to the expectations of it flowing not just from the UN but also from the NPT Review Conference.  Two of the thirteen steps adopted by consensus at the last conference are, of course, amongst the items which have featured in various proposals for the CD’s programme of work, a salutary fact the corollary of which is the absence of any written proposals in this body that would seek the pursuit of a different course of action.

In any event, my delegation hopes that the focus of the CD’s work will turn straightaway to issues of moment of the kind that I have mentioned, demonstrating that Governments are indeed intent on rising above the mere shaping of agendas of meetings, concentrating instead on real and immediate threats to international security.  This ought, at the same time, to breathe life into the CD and invigorate preparations for the NPT Review Conference amongst those members of this body that are party to the NPT.

It goes without saying, Mr President, that your efforts to guide us in this direction have my delegation’s fullest support.  Thank you Mr President.
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