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Communiqué of the meeting

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today held its 647th plenary
meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmarship of
H.E. Ambassador Niaz A. Naik, representative of Pakistan.
Statements were made by the representatives of Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics and India.

The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 1 Auguét'l974, at
10.30 a.m. "
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Mrs, THORSSON (Sweden): ;t'was”not Iong,ago;h— it seems to me —— that in ny

first major -statement in the Committes I nced that there were possitiilities for real

progress in the disarmamsnt. work this yéar. Different aspects of ﬁhe imperaﬁive‘neea
for such progress were discussed, inciuding, obﬁiously, the need to curtail nuclear
weapons.-- L-said, as has been sald many times by many delegaiions, that the most
important immediate step which can be taken to halt the nuclear armsirace i§ a
comprehensive teszti ban.. - T also reLerrOd 40 the increased proliferation r1°“s emanating

[N

from continued tes*s. cf nuslear weapons. . ‘ o

Much has happoned since thin, but not very much vhich can be welcomed from a _
disarﬁez’g point of view. Nuclear tesving has not beer suspended, On the contrary,
six, countries have exploded nuclear devices duf;ng the last two months. Thal means
that more countries have carried out nuslear explosions during this short period than
erer’ before. The two super-Powers have regrettably centinued their testing in the
iraditional mammer, thereby violating the spiri% of article VI of the llon~-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) (General Assenbly resoluticn 2373 (x¥11)). An agreement between the two

St

2 gtop thelr testing comnle+e1y7would obviously improve the prospects considerably for

a global -cessation ol "all nuelesr tests within not too distant a future. It is our
scnsidered opinion thatl che risks that the super-Powers run by contlnu_ng testing are
sreater than the wiske commested with a prohibition of all tests.

aisappointinﬁ t0 find that we have again three testing nuclear-weapon

this Committee. As announcad by *he British Prime Minister in the

i
t.l
€
(%]
O
0
rh
@}

owmons in late June, the United ¥ingdom Govermment has carried out a nuclear-
weapons teut, stadh ng at the same tiwe that it shares the concern of other parties to
the NP ohout the urgent need to strengthen the Treaty. The weapons testing of the
three dePCSit'“v coum*“leo voeo ot ‘strerngthen *he NPT. I think we can agree on that.

Again this sammer two raciear-weapon bzates are testing in the atwmosphere. The
owedish Governmeny deplores the cont.~uabion of‘these atmospheric tests in defiance of
the purrose of the Moucow Treaty (LNDC/iOO/Revn¢ . We direct a new appeal to these
two courtries to a&hﬁre in effect to the treaty and thereby make it universai. Those
who sbill remain outside take upon themselves a'heavy turden of responsivility.

It can be said that from a purely environment ) point of view atmospheric tests

are morelhﬂrmful then wnderground cxp1051ons, e fac. that most test explosions at

preasnt take place underground oov1ou°1 reduces the health hazards from radiocactive
fall-out. TLowever, this in no way wmakes undergrouné tests aoceptanle. Tor the

devalopment of nuulear weapons there is npwa&ays little difference betueen the two
' , 1
rinds of tesis. _ \
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Mrs. Thorsson (Sweden)

Recently a 31xth nuclear—explos1on Power ‘has emerged in the world arena.. The
Swedlsh Government has expressed its deep ooncern about the fo ct that India nas de01ded.
to enter upon a nuclear-explosions programme, even though we have talen noté of 1ts S
assurances that this is for peaceful purposes only° Just as the testlnU 'of the five
nuclear—weanon Powers endangers the NPT, any nuolear explosion by a new country
obviously sharply 1ncreases the risk of fnrther”nnclear~weapons prollferatlon. The NPT
is by nature discriminatory, but its ptrpose is such that it has been sﬁbnorted‘by the
majority, and needs to be supported by the entlrety, of the world commmity. It is-in
the interest of every 51ngle country in the world that thls purpose be fulrllled.

In this context T should like to refer to certaln press reports on the POuPntlal
danger of India's example being followed by other so called threshold otates. I feel -
compelled to state, that, as far as Sweden is concerned there is no suoh temptatlon.

My country's adherence to the NPT is firm.

One particular aspect of the recent development of nuclear weaponry whichkhas
caused concern to my Government is the interest showm in making an& depioying nucleaxr
mini—weapons, i.e.‘nuclear_weapons with very small yields, close to or even overlapping
the yield range of conventional'weapon - Last yearvmy predeoessor Mrs. Hyrdal'posed's
number of questions to the nuclear-weapons Powers in the CCD about the s1tuatlon as
regards those ‘Weapons (CCD/PJ 620, pages 14, 15) 1 am indeed very pleased to note :
that two of the delegatlons ‘concerned have now replied to those questions.

I flrst wish to thank the representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Hainworth,
for his statement (CCD/PV.625) last year hat the United Kingdom has taken no decls1on
"to develop, test, or deploy a new generation of small yleld tactical nuclear weapons
and that

"in the' view of the British Government, Securlty Councll resolutlon 255 refers

Yo nuclear aggression of any type whatsoever, and the statement made by the

United Klngdom representative at the 1430th meetlng of the Securlty Council

is to_be read in that sense". ' .

I also nant to thank the representative of the United States, Mr. llartin, for the
~oomprehensive replies he gave on 23 May.. We are particularly happy to note his
explicit statement ‘ » -

"That the United States Government has no intention whatsoever to treat such

tactical systems as nterchangeable with conventional arms. We fuliy appreciate

that the dlstlnCulon, or ’flrebreak‘ between nuclear and non-nuclear arms is a

magox factor in preventlng nuclear warfare, and we will not act to erode this

dlstlnotlon" (CCD/PV 638, page 28)

»
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Mrs. Thorsson (Sweden\

My delegation also attaches the utrost 1mportance to Mr. Martln's unequlvocal
"Yeg" (1b1d., page 29) to our questions wheuher the agreement between the United otateo
and the USSR on the prevention of nuclear war would apply to wars in which only
"mini-nukes" Qere.used, and also whether the United States interprets Security Council
resolution 255 (1968) coricerning security assurances as applying to nuclear aggression
in which only "mini-mukes" were used (CCD/PV.620, page 15). We think that the
position taken on the issue of nuclear mini-weapons by the Governments of the
United Klngdom and the United States is reassuring. It should remove one of the
potential dangers to the NPT regime, something which is badly needed in these days.

We hope that a similar statement will soon be forthcoming from the representative of
the USSR. This would enable the CCD to close the issue.

.For several years now we have all with keen interest been following what we
could discern about the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the results achieved there
by the two super-Powers. BSomnetimes the reports have been reassuring,; sometimes
disappointing, and sometimes outright disquieting. We welcome the agreement at the
recent Moscow summit meeting to abstain mutually from a second ABM site, vhich
reinforces the important ATM Treaty of 1972. However, the continuing stalemate and
. pessimistic undertones regarding the central issue of curbing offensive strategic
nuclear weapons glve rise to misgiving as to the p0331b111t1es of contalnlng the etlll
accelerated arms Tace in this field.

In order to enable parties — and non-parties -- to the HPT to talte stock of the
efforts undertaken by the two main nuclear-weapon Powers in pursult of artlcle VI of
the Treaty, it is de51rable for them to have official access to all the texts of
agreements and protocols in this field. It should be in the 1nterest of those two
Powers to make availablevany material which could speak in their favour. Ve therefore
fail to unﬂerstand.the decision to keep secret the text of the Protocol regarding
offensive weapons'signed in Moscow on 3 July. The results of SALT are of great interest
and importance to the whole world community. Public opinion can well understand why
the negotiations must be kept secret, but reacts with suspicioh when information is
withheld concerning the agreements reached. Such an attitude does not contribute to the
indispensable process of confidence—building between the two super-Powers and the
rest of the world. |

| Ncw, I should ;ake_tc examine in some detail the test-ban issue, starting with the
threshcld test ban eigned at the recent summit meeting in Moscow. The first question

to consider is obvioﬁsly the threshold test ban's effect on nuclear test explosions.
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Mrs, Thorsson (Sweden)

After 31 March 1976 nucieareweapons testing by the two Pewere will be:limited to yields
below 150 kilotons and confined to a number of deeignated military test sitee;, Prom an
analysis which our scientists have made on available observations‘and,publicatidns, I
have learned that in recent years the nuclear explosions tests above.150 kilotons have
constituted not even ten per cent of the United- otates and not even twenuy per cent of
the Boviet testing. Ne therefore foresee, a2t most, a moderate decreage of the
frequency of United States and Soviet tests after the coming into force of the thfeshold
test ban. Before that cut-off date we unfortunately must covnt on an 1ncremse 1n the' .
number of tests above the 150 kiloton threshold. This has already been foreshadowea

by reports from the United States about requests for new funds for this. purpose.

The only advantage I can find in this particular aspect of the threshold test ban
ig that the eventual disappearance of the most powerful tests will perhaps allay'someiof
the fears always felt by the general public. I can only hope that this will not .
develop into a false feeling of security and thereby lessen the vigilance of the
general public against all nuclear testing. The administrations direefly fesponsible
for the testing under the ‘bilateral threshold test ban will, I fear, be led into the
mistaken feeling that testing below the 150 kiloton threshold has now been legltlmlzed
They may well become even less inclined than before to strive for a combrehenulve test
ban. It-is perhaps significant -~ though I hope not —- that on the very day that we
could read in the joint communiqué from Moscow that both sides were in favour of a
comprehensive test ban and that the threshold test ban was an important step in this
direction -~ on that very day Secretary of Defense Schlesinger said in'Uashington that
those who wait for a comprehensive test-ban agreement might "wait eternally”.. A |
bilateral agreement cannot 1egitimize activities to which the United Nations
General Assembly has called for an end for so many years, _

As we assess the capabilities of seismology, -the threshold could from the
identification point of view have been put considerably lower than 150,‘indeed below
ten kilotons. That would have been a very different -- quite significant ~—Athreshold
treaty. As it is, there must be some ‘other explanation than the verlflcatlon 1ssue of
the selection of the very high threshold of 150 kilotons. What influence w1ll in fact

the bilateral threshold test ban have on the future of nuclear weaponry?
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Mrs, Thorsson (Sweden)

We can expecf that eventually the United States and the Soviet Union will not
deploy any new nuclear-weapons systems with warhead yields in. the awesome megaton range.
With the long lead-times needed for the development of weapons systems we cannot,

" however, expect this effect for five or ten years from now. During the next few years,
we may, on the contrary, expect deployment of some new high~yield nuclear weapons.
systems. ' |

In other words, nuclear disarmament has not begun. Recent developments in the
technique'of finding and hitting targets, such as using satellites and what has been
called "smart" bombs which look for and run towards the target, will increase the
precision of missiles to the extent that the demand for the most powerful nuclear
weapons will be diminishing. instead of near misses with powerful nuclezr explosions,
it will be possible to achieve direct hits with wesker nuclear explosions. This
appears to be the simple technical reason behind the threshold test ban.

The disappearance of the strongest nuclear weapons would reduce thé horrible
damage to be expected in the event of strategic nuciear weapons ever being used. This
gain; however, would be partly offset by the acquigition by both super-Powers of the
much-debated MIRV missiles, which would permit them to shower each other and any part
of ouf’planet with a several times increased number of weaker nuclear explosions,
where "weaker" still means several times stronger than the Hiroshima bomb. Iust this
be our perspeétivé of the future? |

Furthermore, the appearance of a large number of less powerful but more accurate
wilssiles in the strange world of deterrence has been considered by some to increazse
the likelihood of an outbreak of nuclear war. That is another case of the classical
dialectic problem in matters of war and peace, where often a decregse of the
conseguences of war is compénsatedAby an increase of its likelyhood, and vice versa.

The threshold test ban is a bilateral treaty between the United.States and the
Soviet Union. Its bilateral nature, in combination with the intermational concern
about the tools of -deterrence and nuclear war, must generate a feeling of being ruled
over by the Big Two.. The rest of the world cannot accept to be left outside the
course of events. We in the CCD, to which the United Nations General.Assembly has
delegated the task of negotiating world-wide disarmament, must continuously study how
this bilateral Treaty affects all other States.
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(Mrs. Thorsson, Sweden)

. The comprehensive test ban remains the priority item on the agenda of our _
Committee. Will, then, the thresholdhtest ban make the comprehensive test ban easier to
attain? We hope so, but we can see arguments both fbr and against. It can be feared
that the parties will regard this as a éonveﬁient.olosure‘of the test-ban igsue, despite
the undertaking to treat the threshold test ban as a first step towards a comprehensive
test ban. On the other hand, the detailed control co-operation foreseen in the
threshold. test ban could well generate so much understanding and trust that at least the
control issue in connexion with a comprehensive-test.baﬁ could be sef‘aéide by the
super-Powers. Sweden will continue to contribute political, scientific and technical
efforts to this end. - o S

The control arrangements foreseen in the threshold test ban itself and the Prqtobol
to it are, in other words, an important aspect of the agreement. The first task for
the parties wili be ‘to identify explosions, the next to monitor the locatioﬁ,aﬁd strength
of the egplosions, in order to verify that they are inside the test sites and below the
150-kilecton threshold. ’The two Powers have ag;eed to assist each ofher in solving the
special problems in regard to the threshold by exchanging information on the location
and geophysical characteristics of the military test sites and the explosions, including
explosions for calibration.

Other States would also be interested in monitoring the explosions and the adherence
to the yield threshold. = They would prbbabiy wish to contribute their measurements to
the observations made by the two parties. Contributions frbm many ﬁidespread
observatories would indeed assist this task materially. On the other hand, access to the
particulars about the test sites and the shot data will be essential for, their proper
interpretation of the events. It would therefore be hoth pblitically and technically
appropriate to make data on test sites and explosion data available to other governments
and to pool all observations on the events,. It is not clear from the threshold test ban
and its Protocol whether this is intended or not. The Swedish delegation would welcome
a statement by the co-Chairmen on this point. ' |

The two Powers will also have to distinguish bétween earthquakes and explosions on
each other's territory. Under the threshold test ban the identification problems are
somewhat modified by the confinement of military tests to designated.test sites, whereas
explosions for peaceful purposes are to be conducted outside these sites. If the test
sites are placed in nop—seismic areas the identification problem fthere will be quite
smalls but outside these areas it will remain nééessany to distinguish betweeﬁ
earthquakes and explosiqns. In particular the parties will have to deal with the many

earthquakes in seismic areas.
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(Mrs. Thorsson, Sweden)

All this should be another good reason for them to fake advantage of an 1nternatlona1
pooling of seismometric observatlons. This is.indeed the occasion to institute the
international data exchange advocated for many years by the Swedish delegation, for the
first time in 1965 (ENDC/154). The idea has been supported by a number of States; we:
have also noted that the representative of the Soviet Union has repeatedly declared that
his Govermment would be ready to join in and contribute to such a data exchange in the
event of an underground test ban.

The parties will also have to find out whether explosions outside the test sites
are non-nuclear or nuclear and, in the latter case, whether they are for peaceful
purposes or not. The solution of these problems will depend on an agreement about
peaceful nuclear explosions which remains to be concluded between the two Powers. We
have understood that there is an agreement in principle that observers will be present
at such explgsions. I hope indeed that this will mean not merely bilateral but
international observation. The International Atomic Energy Agency has, in co-operation
with the two Powers and other Sfates, already formulated and agreed on procedures for the |
international observation of peaceful nuclear explosions under the NPT. These procedures
could be considered a suitable starting-point for the working-out of procedures for the
international observation of such explosions also in the territofies.of the two
super—Powers;

Apart from the technicalities of.identification under the threshold test ban of
military nuclear explosions.and peaéeful nuclear explosions, particular political
importance must be attached to the achievement of international observation of peaceful
nuclear explosions. By this I mean not only such explosions under the NPT -~ that is
when the NPT nuciear Powers perform peaceful nuclear explosions by way of assistance
under articleV —-but also when the nuclear-weapons Powers carry out peaceful nuclear
explosions for their own purposes anywhere. Such an undertaking would constitute a
good example and would considerably ease the task of arranging international observations
of peaceful nuclear explosions made by countries still outside the NPT.

‘The threshold test ban gives peaceful nucleér explosions a new and rather distinct
place. Together with the attention already given to them under the NPT, and the recent
carrying-ocut of a peaceful nuclear expiosion by India —-~ an esvent which has adverseiy'
affected the efforts to stop the spread of nuclear—explosibn capability -- peaceful
nuclear. explosions have obtained a political “importance which compels me to take up some

more general aspects.
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(Mrs. Thorsson, Sweden)

Peaceful nuclear explosions give rise to a number of international problems. Under
the NPT they were offered as a compensation for the undertaking by the non-nuclear weapon
States not to develop nuclear devices. This provision of the NPT has so far not been
implemented. The United States development of peaceful nuclear explosions has slowed
down, perhaps for purely domeétic reasgons but eﬁough to generate doubts about the general
usefulness of such explosions. The Soviet programme appears more vigorous and contains -
a few applications which could be quite successful.

In order to implement the NPT fully in regard to peaceful nuclear explosions, an
international agreement on such explosions must be concluded. The stipulation in article V
of the Tfeaty on this matter provides us with a base for negotiation. This would of
course be a political matter and therefore a proper task for the CCD to undertake. The
special international agreement must state explicitly that the potential benefits of
peaceful explosions shall be made available on a non-discriminatory basis to those countries
that forego production of nuclear devices. - The technical feasibiiity of a particular |
project, its economic, health and safety aspects, should be evaluated by the
International Atomic Energy'Agency. ‘The overall advisability of the project should in
our view be determined by a political intermational body.  This body should also have the
authority to license such a project. When it comes to the execution of the project, the
International Atomic Energy Ageﬁcy‘again would have an important role to play in
arranging for and controlling the actual explosion. '

This is, of course, only one aspect of the general desideratum, or rather imperative,
that the use of nuclear energy in general should be under the control of an international
regime. This is a matter which I should like to elaborate in some general terms.

The initial success achieved in stopping the spread of nuclear weaﬁons may turm into
a frightening failure. We must request all parties to the NPT to take further action to
implement articles IV, V and VI, and appeal to States not yet parties to adhere to the
treaty. But new vigorous efforts are also_necéssary to guide the course of events into
a positive direction. We must ask ourselves whether a new'approach might not be necessary
to tackle the problem of control, a more powerful and effective approach than the one now
prescribed in article IIT, In view of all the recent evénts, it is necessary to
strengthen the barrier which:must be keﬁt between the peaceful uses of the atom and its
use in nuclear weapons. The present safeguards system can defect but not prevent the,
diversion of nuclear materials. It is, in other words, only an inspectibn and accounting

system. Most important, it lacks, so far, application to all facilities in all countries.
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(Mrs. Thofsson, Sweden)

A country which exports nuclear material and equipment for'exclusively peaceful use
cannot feel safe that its exported material or equipment will not in some future be used -
for bombs or‘other explosive devices. In addition to this danger of proliferation, the
accelerating world production of plutonium as a by-product of peaceful nuclear energy
constitutes a formidable problem in the handling .of large quantities of this highly

radiocactive and supertoxic material. It:is obvious that'the free utilization of nuclear

energy for peaceful purposes, as foreseen in article IV of the NPT, will not be possible
if the barrier is not secure. »

Facing these7grave prospecfs, I wish to recall that, when the«International~Atoﬁic
Bnergy Agency was established, the aim was to provide such a barrier. I wisﬁ to suggest
for the consideration of the Committee that these aims now be realized. ' In considering
- this I have been inspired by certain elements in the proposals diséussed,during'the 1940s.
in the United Nations Atomic Energy Commissioﬁ,vand also by elements of the Buratom Treaty
and the TAEA Statute itself. It might be necessary to extend the present safeguards .
system,'which can detect but not prevent any misuse of nuclear material, to include a
gystem for physical'protection of all stockpiles of nuclear material, for stockpiling by
the Agency of all excess nuclear material. One coula,also»consider International Atomic
Energy Agency ownership of all:nuclear material in the same way as the Euratbm Supply
Agency is supposed to "own“ all nuclear material within the Community. However, what I
primarily have in mind is an internationalization of the management of nuclear material,
the key task being not only to watch but also to protect all the material in order to
prevent nﬁclear—weapons proliferation and guarantee the safest possible management of
nuclear-energy prbduction. The matter is indeed complex, but it is our conviction that
the Committee cannot avoid facing it one way or another. | '

We believe that estabiishing sufficiently Strong‘internationalrmeasures'for the
effective control of the use of nuclear energy must be part of an indigpensable process:
of creating internatibnally—designed and accepted policies in areas of-érucial importance
to the future .of mankind. The Swedish delegation will continue to g;ve:Serious thought
and consideration to the ideas which we have presented in a very.preliminary form today.
We know that ﬁany other delegations share the fears which underlié these ideas. : We hope

that an exchange of vieﬁs will take place in the forum of. this Committee.
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Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet.Socialist Republics) (trenslation from Russian):

The prohibition of chemical weapons is a major problem to' which the Committee on

Disarmament has been giving much attention for several years. This problem has also
beeh considered for decades in various international forums with the aim of removing
the danger of chemical warfare. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 was a major international
act concluded for that purpose. Although this important international ihstrument
prohibits the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, it does not prohibit

their development, production or stockpiling or provide for their destruction. But
S0 10ng as chemical means of warfare are being developed, produced and stockpiled,

the danger of thelr use in war will never be fully eliminated. The task, therefore,
is to go further than the Geneva Protocol in removing the danger of chemical warfare.

The discussion. in the Committee on Disarmament of the problem of banning

-chemical weapons has not so far produced any solution to the problem. The Western

States are not yet ready to proceed to practical congideration of the proposal for
the complete prohibition of such weapons. - The state of the negotiations on banning
chemical weapons was reviewed at the third Soviet-United States summit meeting held

recently. With a view to making progress towards the solution of this problem and

reaching an effective international agreement which would exclude such dangerous

instruments of mass destruction from the arsenals of States, the USSR and the
United States agreed to consider a joint initiative in the Committee on Disarmament
with respect to the conclusion, as a first step, of an international convention

dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means- of chemlcal warfare. This agreement was

‘embodied in the joint Soviet-~United States communiqué signed in Moscow on 3 July.

The intention of the USSR and the United States to achieve progress in the
gsolution of the problem of bamning chemical weapons is a significant development in
this field, which in our opinion is bound to give:anfimpetus to the Committee's work
on all aspects of this problem.

The Committee has before it two documents containing concrete proposals on the
problem:. the draft convention on the complete prohibition of chemical means of
warfare submitted by the Socialist countries (CCD/361), and the draft convention on
phevphasinghout of these means submitted by Japan (CCD/420). The socialist oountries,
as the sponsors of the draft convention proVidihé'for the complete prohibition of
chemical means of warfare, have for years been pre831ng for the prohibition of all
types of chemlcal weapons and for the destruction of stockplles of such weapons.
Acoordlngly the draft conventlon of the socialist countries, as regards the scope of

the prohibition, is based on the "purpose criterion'; in other words, it prov1des‘
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR)

- for prohibition of the development, pfoductioﬁ and stockpiling,.gnd;fo?‘ﬁhe
destruction, of all types of chemical agents intended to be used as means of warfare
and not- for peaceful purposes. ,‘ .

The Japanese draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons (CCD/420),

. as regards its scope; contains'a provision similar. to that of the socialist countries.
The Japanese draft provides for the parties to the convention to undertake never in -
any>circum3tances to develop, produoe,vstockpile or -otherwise acquire or retain
chemical weapons, equipment or means of delivery‘designed to use such agents for
hostile purposes. On the key question of the scope of the ban, the draft conventions
of the 3001allst countrles and of Japan thus coincide. ’

Unlike the draft convention of the socialist countries, however, the Japanese
draft states in its article IV that the Parties to the convention may take.
provisional measures providing for eioeptions to the prohibitions éoncerning chemical
weapons . What are those exceptions going to be? The Japanese draft convention gives
no answer to this question. The States whose views have been taken into account in
article IV of the Japanese draft, allowing limitations and exceptions to the .
prohibition of chemical weapons, have not yet disclosed-their attitude towards the
eséence,of the scope of the prohibition of such weapons. That is why it is not clear
to what extent: and: in what direction these States intend td make use of the provision
contained in article IV, A

As we see it, article IV of the Japanese text has been drafted to clear the way to
an agreement and to the partioipation in this agreement of Japan's Western partners,
who, as i1s well known, are not ready to agiee to the complete‘prohibition of chemical
means of warfare but are supposed’to be willing to consider the question of such
prohibition With certain exceptions. '

No agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons. can be reached unless the'
Western countries take the necessary political decision concerning the scope of the
prohibition -— a decision which would have to be acceptable to other.Stgtes. Needless
to say, a convention on the prohibitioﬁ of chemical weapons must contain. equal
provisions for all its parties. There cannot be different obligations for States.
parties concerning the scope of the prohibition; in other words, complete prohibition
for some parties and a prohibition with exceptions for others. Such an unequal
approach to solution of the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons would not be
juétified, since it would contradict the principle of equal security for all sides.

Until the position of the militarily significant Western States on the scope‘of
the ban on chemical weapons has been clearly determined, it will hardly be possible in
bractioe to make progress in the negotiations on the problem of the prohibition of'suoh

weapons within the framewoik of the Committee on Disarmament.
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Verification of the fulfilment by the States parties to the convention of their
obiigatiﬁﬂslis another important problem pertaining to a convention on the prohibition'
of chemicdlkweapons. The draft conventions submitted to the Committee by the
socialist countries and by Japan offer différent approaches to the problem of control.
The draft of the socialist countries is based on national means of observation and
control by the use of certain international procedures. The Japanese draft provides
for the establishment of an international verification agency entitled to conduct -
international on-site inspections. However important the problem of organizing control
over the prohibition of chemical weapons may be, it is é secondary one. The way it is
handled in all its .concrete aspects might be made to depend 6n the measure of
agreement reached regarding the scope of the prohibition and regarding the prbblem-of
banning chemical weapons altogether. ' ‘

We note with satisfaction the work accomplished at informal meetings of the
Committee ﬁith the participation of experts from 17 to 22 July on the'prohibition of
chemical weapons. Twenty-two experts from thirteen States members of the Committee
took paft in those meetings. The.meetings gave evidence of the great interest of
States in the ‘solution of the problem of the prohibition of chemical weqpons,‘as well as
of their concern at the present regrettable stagnation of the negotiations on this
problem in the Committee. The active participation of experts from many countries of
the world in the discussion of technical aspects of the prohibition of chemical weapons
has attracted much attention to these issues and has stimulated their discussion both in
the Committee and in‘othef international forums. ‘

The question of the scone of the prohibition of chemical weapons loomed large in
uhe statements made by the expe_c'b In the choice of a criterion for defining the scope
of the prohibition, it is necessary to bear in mind that the ban must cover all types
of chemical weapons. In this connexion we should like to note that the “pufpose o
criterion" for defining the scope of the prohibition has been widely recognized as the
most appropriate and realistic approach. The main advantage of this critérion is its
universality, which ensures the comprehensive prohibition of chemical‘means of warfare.
The acceptance of this criterion makes it possible to prohibit not only known
substances but also any other toxic substances whose properties mayAbe_studied'in the
future. Another argument in favour of the "purpose criterion” is that it also covers
binaries, which turn into chemical weapons at the moment of épplication, and substances
used for destroying useful plants. Consequently the "purpose crlterlon" would guarantee
the complete prohlbltlon of chemical weapons, which is the eventual goal of any '

solution to this problem. However, in view of the possibility of solv1ng”the proﬁlem of

prohibiting chemical weapons by stages, it becomes necessary to supplement the

"purpose criterion" by some other criteria.
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In the discussion of the technical aspects by the experts, considerable
attention was devoted to the problems .of supervisihg the prohibition of chemical
weapons., Many aspects Qf~these.probléms were broached, in particular that of the
basis. of supervision-—— national or.international means of observation and
supervision.' At the meetings of experts data were produced on the difficulties
that would ariée from international supervision of the production of chemical
‘agents—— especially of dual-purpose agents-— and, of course, from‘supérvision of
research. In such supervision the. questions arise of protectiné the rights of
industrial and intellectual property,-in view of the need for patenting new
chemical substances, processes and production technology. Many:chemical firms,
especially those producing dual-purpose agents, and research institutes and
laboratories will not agree to acquaint foreign specialists with their activities.-
Visits by such -specialists to industrial enterprises and research institutes
could reveal industrial secrets and nullify thé protection of industrial
property,_ The conclusion, therefore, is that international superVisiqh'off
cessation of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons is
impracticable. ' Ny

Moreover, the very presence of foreign observers during the conversion to.
peaceful purposes or the dgstrucfion of stocksiof chemical weapons could in
certain circumstances léad to the revelation of industrial secrets: In this-
connexion we should like to point out that their presence might also lead to the
revelation of secrets regarding the nature and éharacter of the chemical agents
~to«be destroyed. This could, in the event of -abuse by an observer of his rights,
lead to proliferation of lethal chemical means of warfare. In addition, methods
can be devoloped for chemical cénversion of war-oriented chemical. agents to
peaceful purposes. Here, too, the questionarisesof protecting. industrial
property. This ideé was confirmed in the discussions of the experts at the informal
meetings. ,

In view of the diffi?ulties involved in the organization of international
suberviéion of prohibition -of chemical weapons and, indeed, of its imbractability,
-we believe that a solution-to the problem of supervising such prohibition.should
be sought in the'yse oflnational means of supervision, supplemented by certain f
international procedures. In this connexion the Soviet expert expressed the view

that international supervisory bodies could act in accordance with an international

/
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programme containing the necessary rules and standards. This programme could be.
elaborated and . adopted at an international conference of: exports. A standardized
programme would make it possible to eliminate any shortcomings in the day—to—day
work of national supervision committees. _

In a system of national supervision of prohibition of chemicallweapons, the .
representativesJof,national supervisory committees could vanaint themselves with the
work of the chemical undertakings of the country, and visit plants and research

institutes. The national supervisory committees could be empowered by law to visit

'__any undertaking whose work they thought they should see. Divulgation of industrial

secrets by national inspectors would be prevented by State legislation. The ,
national supervisory system oonld also be supplemented by international co-operation,
such as an exchange of information between States‘on the production of chemicals and
SO on. A _ ‘

In building up a system for national supervision of prohibition of chemical
weapons, use could be made of the experiencerf organizations engaged in the
protection of the environment; in the campaign against illicit traffic in drugs, and
in superVision of the production of goods subject to special State regulations
concerning their sale and consumption. k

The exchange of expert opinion at the informal meetings should contribute to the
elaboration of an agreed approach to these problems, as well as to progress in the
talks on prohibition of chemical weapons.

In order to stop the production of chemical means of warfare, it would be
effective to introduce changes in the patent law of countries signing an agreement
on prohibition of chemical weapons, with a view to banning the patenting of chemical
agents designed for military purposes, and to cancelling all existing chemical-weapon
patents and destroying all ﬁeans of using them for military purposes.

In conclusion, we should like to stress the positive contribution which the
experts taking part in the discussions on the question of prohibiting chemical weapons
made to the consideration of this problem. The exchange of views with their
participation will throw a clearer light on the situation and on the difficulties
arising in the talks on prohibiting chemical means of warfare. At the same time we
would also point out that, for real progress in prohibiting\chemical weapons, States
gshould above all be prepared to ban chemical weapons and to make appropriate political

decisions. Without political decisions by States in the matter of chemical weapons,

the ideas and conclusions of the experts will not advance the talks on this problemn,

whatever the intentions or.aspirations of the scientists who have tried here, at the
informal meetings of the Committee, to enrich our knowledge of the highly complex field

of chemical weapons.
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Mr. MISHRA (Indla) We have ligtened with great attention to the statement
made this mornlng by the Under-Secretary of State Mrs. Thorsson, leader of the
Swedish delegation. We have no doubt that many of the p01ntsvmentloned therein would
contribute to our work in this Committee. T woﬁid like to expreés my gratitude to
Mrs. Thdrésoﬁ for her statement that she has takéﬁ'note of our aséurandes that our
nucléafjexplosion is for peaceful ﬁﬁfposes only. While we agreé'with many points .
made in her general statement this morning, obv1ous1y my delegatlon does not accept
her persnectlve of our peaceful nuclear explosion and her-estimate of ‘the consequences
which mlght flow from it. At'a future meeting I may state our appre01at10n of the
situation and also reply to a few p01nts made at earlier meetings of the Commlttee

by other representatives.

The meeting rose at 11.40 a.m.



