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The CHAIRMAN: I declare open the 119th plenary weeting of the Committee on
Disarmament. -

At the outset, allow me to convey to the delegation of the United States of
Averica uy sentiments and, I am sure, those of the Committee in connection with the
attempt on President Reagan's life. We wish the President a speedy recovery, and I
request the delegation of the United States to transmit those wishes to its
Government., :

The Committee continues today its consideration of item 4 on its agenda,
entitled "Chemical weapons®.

Before giving the floor to Ambassador Erdewbileg, I should like to avail myself
of this opportunity to congratulate him and the Soviet Union on the successful
conclusion of the first space flight of a citizen of Mongolia. I have learned that
the Soviet-Mongolian team returned successfully to earth yvesterday.

Mr. IRDEMBIIEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Comrade Chairman, the
delegation of the Mongolian People's Republic would like to associate itself fully
with the high praise of your activities and the words of sincere gratitude which
many memnbers of the Committee have addressed to you.

Under your skilful and enterprising leadership the Committee has made great
efforts during the month of March to find wmutually acceptable solutions to- the
priority issues on its agenda.

I am particularly pleased to note that much of the credit for this.is due to
you, the representative of the German Democratic Republic, with which Mongolia is
bound by durable ties.of fraternal friendship and close and extensive co-operation.

Comrade Chairman, allow me on behalf of the Hongolian delegation to express to
you our most sincere thanks for the warm words of greeting and congratulation
addressed to us on the occasion of the joint space flicht of the Mongolian-Soviet crew
of the orbital scientific research unit “Salyut—6”--“SoyuzJT—4”-"-”Soyuz—39” under
the long-term "Interkosmos'" research programme.

The Mongolian people, together with the peoples of the Soviet Union aﬁd other
socialist countries and with its friends abroad, is experiencing days of great Jjoy
and pride, '

Yesterday the Soviet-Mongolian crew returned safely to their native earth. In
the space of a week they had conducted an extensive programme of scientific research
which is, in particular, of immense importance to Mongolia's national economy.

It 19 significant that this event of historic importance took place shortly
before the twentieth anniversary of the legendary flight by Yury Gagarin and
immediately before the 18th Congress of the Mongolian People's Revolutionary Party
and the glorious sixtieth anniversary of the establishment of people's power on
longolia's ancient land. It convincingly demonstrates the reinarkable attainments of
the countries of the socialist community in the conquest of space in the interests
of peace and progress and for the good of all the peoples of our planet.
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/e note with profound satisfaction that the impressive results of the“first-
Soviet-llongolian space flight will not only add a luminous page to the chronicle of
Hongolian-Soviet friendship and all-round co-operation, but will also wmake a vorthy
contribution to the cause of tihe peaceful use of space for the good of all mankind.

In my statement today I should like tc refer to the question of the prohibition
of chemical weapons, on the discussion of which the Committec embarked last week.

The Mongolian People's Republic is one of the consistent advocates of the
achievement of practical measures in the sphere of the comprehensive prohibition of
chemnical weapons. It has invariably supported and still supports the complete
destruction of the material base for the conduct of chemical warfare, the effective
prohibition of all types of chemical weapons and the elimination of stockpiles of-
such weapons of mass destruction.

It may be recalled that in 1972 the Mongolian delegation was a co-author, with
the delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Cgzechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland,
Romania, the Ukrainian SSR and the Union of Soviet .Socialist Republics,. ef a.draft
convention on-the complete prohibition of chemical weapons (CCD/361) which was’
submitted to the Committee. Our position is unambiguous; it is clear and it has a
specific goal. : ' C '

At the beginning of its 1981 session, the Committee on Disarmament, bearing in
mind resolutibn-35/144 B adopted at the thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly,
decided to re-establish the Ad Hoc Working Group with a view to the contimuation of =
the all-round examination of the substance of the problems involved and the earliest
possible‘cqmpletion of negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

.- Last year a certain degree of progress was achieved in the Working Group on
Chemical Weapons. Ve recall, however, that not all questions were considered in depth
owing to shortage of time. At the present stage, the Working Group, having already
embarked upon the continuation of its work, has set itself the goal of striving for -
concreéte results. Many speakers have rightly pointed out that it should engage in a
more detailed examination of the issues on vwhich there already appears to be a more
or less general convergence of views. That applies, above all, to the scope of a
prohibition.

In the course of discussion of that issue, the delegations of the Soviet Union,
Poland and Mongolia Jointly submitted to the Vorking Group document CD/CW/WP.ll, which
reflects our approach to the question of the scope of a prohibition. I should like to
recall that in working document CD/123 the Mongolian delegation demonstrated the
unacceptable nature of the proposal by some delegations for the inclusion in the
convention of -the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons. In that connection,
allow me to say that our point of view remains unchanged. The use of chemical weapons
is prohibited under the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and, consequently, its duplication in
another international instrument would lead to the injuring and revision of existing
agreements and would be detrimental to authoritative treaties which represent
important norms of international law.
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The proposal to extend the scope of the prohibition of chemical weapons to include
planning, organization and training for the use of such weapons of mass destruction is
also unacceptable to us. The lMongolian delegation has repeatedly adduced arguments in
support of its position within the Working Group and, more particularly, in working
paper CD/CW/WP 11. Ve consider that this proposal not only does not make for a
"comprehensive" prohibition of chemical weapons but also renders negotiations
considerably more complex and creates new, additional difficulties in the elaboration
of an apbroprlate convention.

With regard to the question of what should be prohibited and the principal
definitions that should be worked out and included in the text of the convention, the
Mongolian delegation fully supports the idea that the convention should prohibit such
things as chemical warfare agents, chemical munitions, precursors, chemical weapons,
equipment or systems and production means or facilities. As for the formulation of
specific definitions, our view is that the definitions agreed on by the Soviet Union
and the United States of America for such basic terms as chewmical weapons, super-toxic
lethal chemical, harmful chemical, etc., would be of considerable help in this respect.

We are generally of the opinion that negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons within the framework of the Committee should follow the lines of the general
provisions worked out by the Soviet Union and the United States of America and
contained in their joint report dated 7 July 1980. The multilateral efforts
undertaken in the Committee on Disarmament should facilitate the resumption and
continuation of bilateral negotiations in that field.

Allow me nov to make some observations on the'quc tion of the utrengthenlng of
guarantecs of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

Mongolia's position on this issue is reflected in document CD/23, Jointly
prepared by a group of socialist countries, whose contents are well known to Committee
nembers. 1 shall therefore confine myself simply to reminding the Committee of the
central idea of that proposal., In our view, the most effective way of strengthening
security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States would be to conclude an appropriate
international document of a legally binding character.

Ag you know, General Assembly resolution 35/154, of which Mongolia was one of the
original sponsors, calls upon States participating in talks on the question of
providing  guarantees to non-nuclear States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons to make efforts for the speedy elaboration and conclusion of an international
convention on this matter.

Without going into the details of the discussion which has taken place in the
past and is continuing at the present stage of the Committee's work, we should like,
apart from anything else, to note that in the Ad Hoc Vorking Group set up by the
Committee, efforts are being made to identify the common elements contained in
unilateral declarations by nuclear-wespon States with a viev to finding eventually a
common forrmla which wmight serve as the basis for international arrangements on
so~called negaiive guarantees.
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In that connection we note the consitructive approach of the Soviet delegation,
vhich recently stated in this forum that it was prepared to dicplay fle: (ibility and to
talke a definite step towards bringing the various positions together, on condition
that stch steps are alsc taken Ly its necotiating »artners and especially those frou
amons the nuclear—weapoa States.

.The longolian delegation, like many others, considers that the Committee on
Disarmament can continue studying the proposal concerning the possibility that the
Security Council night, upon the recommendation of the General Assembly, consider the
question of concrete steps to provide guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. '

I should add that this, being an interim arrangement, should not take the place
of "the necessary efforts to reach agreement on a common approach acceptable to all,
which could be reflected in an international document of a binding character.

We think it would be useful in thls connection if the Ad Hoc Worllnm Group were
to make efforts to identify common cr similar elements in the approaches of States as
a vhole to the problem of the strengthening of guarantees of the security of.
non-nuclear-weapon States.

The Generdl Assembly resolution I have mentioned also calls upon all nuclear-
weapon States, as a first stép.towards the conclusion of such an international
convention, to make solemn declaratlons, identical in substance, concerning the
non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States having no such weapons on
their territories. The resolution further recommends that the Security Council should
examine declarations which may be made by nuclear States regarding the strengthening
of security guarantees for non-nuclear States and, if all these declarations are found
consistent with the above-mentioned objective, should adopt an appropriate resolution
approving them,

I should like to remind the Committee that in the voting on this resolution as a
vhole in the Iirst Committee of the General Asseubly, the United States of America
voted agalnst France and the United Kingdom and their allies abstained and China did
not participate at all.

It seems to us that positive results in this iwportant matter can be achieved
only if all participants in the negctiations, and especially all nuclear-weapon States,
display the necessary political will and sufficient determination.

We think that judgements as to the greater or lesser responsibility of certain
miclear Powers are inadmissible, as is a differentiated approach to them as major or
secondary Povers depending on the might of their nuclear arsenals. In the matter of
strengthening security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States, all nuclear-weapon
States should bear equal responsibility in the prov1s1on of these pguarantees to
non—nuclear Stateo.

On this point the Mongolian delegation cannot agree with the representative of
one miclear-weapon Power vho, in his recent statement in the Committee, tried to
maintain that the major muclear-weapon Powers alone should bear the basic
responsibility for the provision of negative guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States.
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The Mongolian People's Republic proceeds on .the principle that the elaboration
and application of measures in connection with the limitation of the nuclear arms race
and with nuclear disarmament are indissolubly linked with the strengthening of
political and international legal guarantees of the security of States.

We continue to attach exceptionally great importance to the question of the
remunciation of the use of force in international relations, which is inseparably
linked with the prohibition for all time of the use of nuclear weapons. In that
connection I should like to draw attention to the timeliness of the Soviet Union's
proposal for the elaboration and conclusion of & world treaty on the non-use of force
in international relations. It must be said that because of the position adopted by
those who do not wish to renounce the use of force and diktat in international
relations, that important initiative has not as yet wmet with a positive solution.

It is Mongolia's view that implementation of the proposal by States members of
the Warsaw Treaty Organization for the conclusion among all States participating in
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe of a treaty under which each
party would undertake not to be the first to use either nuclear or conventional
weapons against the other parties, as well as their proposal for the holding of an
international conference on military détente and disarmament in Europe, would NreetlJ
assist the solution of problems connected with the strengthening of security
guarantees for non-muclear-weapon States

Among the constructive initiatives aimed at strengthening the nuclear -
non-proliferation régime and the achievement of a universally acceptable solution
directly connected with providing security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States
should be counted the Soviet proposal concerning the conclusion of an agreement on
the non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territory of States vhere there are no
such weapons at present.

In addition to the above, I should like to draw attention to General Assembly
resolution 33/91 T of 16 Decewber 1978, wq10h calls unon all nuclear-weapon States
to refrain from stationing nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there
are no such weapons at present, and also calls upon all non-nuclear-weapon States
which do not have nuclear weapons on their territory to refrain from any steps which
would dlrectlJ or indirectly result in the stationing of such weapons on their
territories

Committee mewbers will also be familiar with General Assembly resolution 35/156 C
which contains a request to our Committee to proceed without delay to talks with a
view to elaborating an international agreement on this subject and to submit a report
on the question to the General Assembljvat its thirty-sixth session.

There can be no doubt that the conclusion of an international agreement on the
non-stationing of nuclear weapons on the territories of States where there are no
such weapons at present would represent an important step towards the strengthening
of peace and international security, and, more particularly, towards the strengthening
of the nuclear non-proliferation régime.
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In this connection I should like to point out that the Committee has yet to
_examine the cuestion of the “on-htﬁtlonlnb of muclear veapons on the territories of
States where there are nc such weapons at nressent. We think it would also be useful
to discuss the prcposal by a provp of scecialist ccumiiies that an al lice working group
on this question should be set up vithin the Comamittee.

We are all aware that nuclear weapons pose an cextrenmely grave danger for the.
whole of mankind. Few will dispute the truth that the achievement of genuine
neasures of nuclear disarmament would be the best guarantee of the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States.

That is why the task of reaching agreement on ending the produotion of muclear
weapons and destroying them is at present coming to the fore.

It is a known fact that the socialist countries have always been and remain
firm and consistent advocates of nuclear disarmament. They were responsible for the
vell-knowm initiatives reflected in document CD/4 concerning an immediate start - to
talks in preparation for genuine negotiations on nuclear disarmament. In . that
document it is stated that appropriate negotiations should be conducted with the
participation of all muclear-weapon States as well as of a certain mumber of
non-nuclear-weapon States and that agreement on ending the production of nuclear
weapons and destroying them can be reached only provided there is strict observance
of the principle of non-impairment of the security interests of the parties.

The importance of the observance of this principle in disarmament negotiations
was once again emphasized in the recent statement by the representative of the
Soviet Union, Ambassador V. Issraelyan. .In particular, he stated with the utmost
clarity the Soviet delegation's position on the subject of the currently existing
parity of military forces and the military and strategic balance hetween two States
or between the wmajor wmilitary-political groupings. The representative of the
Soviet Union stated that "Attempts to distort the content of the concept of equal
security and military parity do nothing to advance the cause of disarmament. Some
people would apparently like to close their'éye to.one of the main political
realities of the world today, namely, the presence of two opposing military-political
blocs, one of which couprises three nuclear-weapon States and many large militarily-
prominent States. Iurtherumore, yet another nuclear-weapon Power acts in parallel
with this bloc on the international scene'.

I should like to stress once again that the constructive participation of all
nuclear-wegpon States without exception in negotiations on halting the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament, with strict observance of the principles.underlying.
those nepotiations, could only lead to a positive sgolution of that vitally important
problen of modern times which is the difficult and complex problem of general and
complete disarmament.
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Mr. ISSRABELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Comrade Chairman, we should like to devote our statement today to the issue of the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union has been consistently speaking in favour of outlawing and
eliminating chemical warfare means. It has endeavoured to reach this objective both
before the Second World War and during the post-war period. In March 1972, the
USSR together with other socialist countries submitted fto the Committee a draft
of an international convention to this end. In recent years the Soviet side has
been conducting negotiations with the United States on this matter, and sufficiently
detailed information thereon was presented to the Committee on Disarmament in 1979
and 1980. From the very outset we have been actively participating in the
nultilateral negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons within the
framework of the Committee on Disarmament. It appears to us that the
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Committee on this question has achieved a certain amount
of progress. Discussions held in the Group have revealed the closeness of views
on some aspects of this complex problem, although so far there are more divergences
in views than convergences. Nevertheless, it is to be hoped that eventually the
realistic approach will prevail and the work done in the Group will make a useful
contribution to the process of working out the convention.

In this context, the Soviet delegation would like to emphasize that it concurs
with the opinion of those delegations which deem it particularly necessary to adopt
the correct approach to one of the most complex issues, namely, that of ensuring
the fulfilment by the States parties to the future convention of the obllgatlons
they have assumed. :

The question of verification is an important issue. It is well known that in
the course of the numerous negotiations on disarmament issues during the post-war
period the failure to agree on this particular question was the root cause of the
lack of success in the negotiations. We are more and more often facing a situation
where the question of verification acts as a brake, hampering the achievement of
genuine results. This applies, inter alia, to measures which could substantially
limit the sphere of the arms race, and in the first place the qualitative aims race,
and reverse it. As a result of the artificial magnification of the verification
issues, the attainment of agreements is rendered more difficult, if not impossible.
Moreover, there have even been certain attempts to teke advantage of the
verification issue by making use of the fact that verification is linked with a
mul titude of complex technical, military and other questions which are difficult
for the general public to understand and can therefore be presented in a light
that is advantageous to a country which does not want the agreement in guestion.

The Soviet delegation feels it necessary to present certain general
considerations on the verification issue. First of all, we wish to recall certain
basic approaches and concepts relating to these matters, some of which in the past
have undermined the possibility of reaching agreements in the disarmament field.

What are these concepts? First and foremost, there is the concept which could
be expressed in the following words: first verification and then disarmament,
‘that is, essentially, the establishment of verification without disarmament. This
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cénpeptuwaswwide;y-gnd»persistently advocated by our partners in-@iddrvmanent
negotiations at the end of the 1940s and in the early 1950s. Some proposals which
are bveing advanced even now are in a cericin measure an echo of this kind of
approach which has turned out to be unsovnd and haz in the past led a nunmver of
disarmament negotiations tc a deadlock. '

Close to this concept is an approach which is based on the asswiption that the
possibilities of verification deteimine the scope of an agrecement in the disarmament
field. What is being suggested is to move from verification to disarmament, and
not the other way round -- from agrcement on the scope of disarmament to control,
Special emphasis is laid on the extensive discussion of every possible technical
detail of the verification issucs even when the principal questions regarding the
scope of a specific -disarmament measure have not yet been defined and resolved.
Thus, roon is created for manoceuvring in ‘the negotiations. One issue is made
dependent on another; one technical problem gives rise to many others, and instead
of the substantive resolution of major issues, the negotiations become mired down
in fruitless and lengthy deliberations on various technical questions.

The "arms control" concept has gained wide dissemination in the West. This
concept plays a certain part in the implementation of some measures to restrain the
arms race. However, the great drawback of this concept is that control over
existing armaments takes the place of verification of disarmament. It would be
possible, under this concept, for things to reach the point where the development
of new types of weaponry could be interpreted as a positive factor. It must be
observed, furthermore, that, under the pretext of arms control, attempts have
repeatedly been made to damave the defence interests of the other side.

We wish particularly to speak of what might be called the "concept of distrust"
which we quite frequently encounter in the Committee on Disarmament also. Under
this concept, every party to a convention is regarded as a potential violator of its
provisions, &s one who will do everything possible to ensure that his neighbours
ban and destroy their weapons while he himself keeps his so that he can use then
either for deterrecnce or for a direct attack..:On.the basis of this approach,:the
significance of intrusive international verification is being exaggerated 1n every
possible way and’ comprehenolve, systematic and total intermational on-site
inspections are being proposed, while at the same time the effectiveness of the
contenporary national means of verification is being underestimated and neglected.

Let us examine what this concept of distrust can lead %o, using as an example
the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

As everyone knows, modern industrial chemical production is characterized by its
tremendous scale, Already now in some countrics the number of enterprises amounts
to many thousands.  Moreover, we are witnessing an extremely complex 1nter11nkage of
chemical production with other branches of industry, in particular mechanical
engineering. In these conditions, if we proceed on the basis of the concept of
distrust, no matter how much we cxpand and complicate the verification systen,
no matter how comprehensive we strive to render it, we shall never reach the point
at which we can be sure that no uncertainties havé been left concerning somue
important aspect ‘or other of the activities of States related to the observanée of
all the provisions of a convention banning chemical weapons.
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To take another example, in the debates on questions of the prohibition of
cheniical weapons, nention has frequoently been made of such chemicals as phosgene
and hydrogon cyanide, which were used to fill munitions during the First World War,
Incidentally, these chemicals are also nentioned in the working paper by the
Chinesc delegation which was distributed today. At the same time, their production
for peaceful purposcs at present is measured in hundreds of thousands of tons. It
appears neither possible nor advisable to restrict the use of phosgene and
hydrogen cyanide for peaccful purposes. Well, do wo have now to place under
control the entire production of these substances? Or do we have to fill enterprises
with hundreds and thousands of foreign inspectors? And once again the same question’
arises: guided by the concept of distrust, can we be surce that a suspect Statc
is not using thesc chemicals for prohibited purposos?

One more example., Many dclegations have rightly pointed to the nced to destroy
chentical munitions and to end their development and production. Certainly,
appropriate provisions should be inciuded in the futurc convention, but it is also
clear that there are probably nowhere in the world nctalworking industries whose
sole object is to producce unfilled pmnitions cxelusively and only for chemical
weapons. Vhat follows from this? Would we rcally have to place under control all
netalworking enterprises?

Further, the necd to verify the destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles is
obvious. But what kind of verification, and in what forms? Let us supposc,
for example, that fthrough the conduct of systematic international on-site inspections
with the help of a whole army of inspectors we manage to confirm accurately cnough
that States have indeed destroyed the declared stocks of chemical weapons. But
sincc thosc insvections would be bascd on the concept of distrust, on o proswiption of
the inclination of States to cheat, then we would have to be consistent and avswic
that Statce would try not to declarc all the chendcal weapons at their disposal.
In that case, we may ask, what would be gained by such verification of the
destruction of the declarcd stocks?

There is also the question as to how it would be possible to check whether or not
this or that State was developing new types of chemical weapons, such as binary or
multicomponent weapons. In her book entitled The Gewme of Disarmament, Alva Myrdal
writes that it is virtually impossible to control binary weapons because their
compenents are not weapons as such until they arce combined. Of course, binary
weapons will be subject to prchibition, but how will it be in this case? Do we have
to ensure that all chemical production is the subject of on-site verification
involving a countless number of inspectors? Obviously not.

Or again, for example, what about a situation where a Statec which is a potential
viclator of the convention is preparing for a chemical war by using the production
capacities of its allies, which are not partics to the convention, or is using
their territories for activities prohibited under the convention?
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Many cther examples could be given te demonstratc fthe unsoundness. of the
"concept of distrust' and of the propossls it gives rise to regarding intrusive
verification. )

What, then, is the position of the Soviet Union on the quegtion of
verification? We wish to stress thet we arc in favour of strict and offective
intcrnational control.” The many proposals put forwerd by the Soviet Union with
regard to the linifation of the arms race and disarmanent have always provided
for some form of verification of the implementation of the measurc we have
proposcd.  We are partics to agrecments wnich provide for both national and
international measures of verification and some of then envisage a combination of
these.

I should like to noi 1t out tnat we have no reason for trusting others any nore
than others trust us. " The Soviet Union belicves that the main function of a oystﬁm_
for ensuring compliance wlth disarmament agreements -~ of which verification is an
integral part -- is to give the parties to these agrecnents assurance of their
observance by other partics, and through *the cmployment of certain forms of
co-cperation fo facilitate the rosoluition of questions in dispute thus ensuring the
implementation by the States partics in geod faith of the obligations they Have
assuded and building confidence betwecen them. At the same time, the cloboration
of specific forns of verification and other clements of the systen for ensuring
cormpliance with the relevant ag eomnnts, so that they fulfil their ultlmatﬁ
purpose, shculd be based on a nuwiber of important pﬂLlLLCdl princinles.

Certain basic principles underlying our approach to guestions of verification
rmay be swaarized as followss (1/ the conduct of verification should in no way.
projudice the séverdign rights of States or poermit interforcnce in their internal
affaire; (2) ‘verification cannot exist without disarmamcnt but must stem from a
precise and clear agrecnent on measures for the limitation of armanents and for
disarmarent; (3) the scope and foras of ver111oavlvz should he commensurete with
the character and scope of the specific obligetions
agrecinient relating to the limitation of armononts an
detailcd elaboration of the verification provisions ig possible only after a
agreenent on the -scopce -of -the prehibition has bozn mapped out; (3) vie pr“c“md
from the assumption that a State bncones a narty to a convontion not 1

blished in the rclevant
disarnmament; (4) tb‘
o¥5!

5 order

tc viclate it but in order to abide strictly by the obligations it has assumod

under i%, and therefore thet vorlf;cmuion should not be bullt upon the princinle of
total distrust by States of one ancther, and should not take the form of global
suspicicusncess, but should simply bhe a link —-- perhaps a very iuportant onc

but sti1l only a link —- in the chain of other ncasures ensuring confidence in the
observance of the convention by all its partics; (6) international forms of
verification should be, linited; and lastly, (7) we alse take into account the very

-
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important circumstance that in the conditions of the present-day development of
science and technology, any fairly less scrious viclation of en agrcenent in the
field of disarmamont, including thce spher> of chemical weap ms, has no chance of
remaining undotected for very long.

Past experience shows that the settlement of verification issucs has always
dopended on whether or not the various partics have the political will to conclude
the rclevant agreeoment., In spite of the difficultics involved in the soluticn
of the complex technical problems.of verification, it hds proved possible for
trcatics to be concluded between the USSR and the United States of America on, for
exanple, the Timitation of strategic armaments and on nuclcar explosions for
pecaceful purposaes, which contain appropriate provisions rclating o verification.

We resolutely oppose the elabvoration of werification necasurcs in isolation
from the specific contents of this or that ncasure pertaining to the limitation of
armanents or disarmement, its nature and significance in a broader context of
disarmament, in isolation from the possible cxistence of other international norns
or agreeoments ensuring the observance of the measurc in gquestion, and without
seeing in duc proportion the danger of non-compliance with this measurc as conmpared
with the negetive comsequences of superfluous intcrforence in the peaceful
activities of States and of the disclesurc of commercial and technical sccrets in
certain spheres of industry. In other words, we arc against giving absclute
pre-eriinonce te-verification and carrying it to absurd lengths; we arc in favour of
reasonable, balanced verification oa the scale that is truly nccessary -- no nmore,
no less. ' ’ ’

This is not nerely our own point of view. As a result of the discussions held
last ycar in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, agreecncnt has been reached
on a valanced approach to questions of verifying compliance with obligations under
a convention on the prohibition of such weapons. The statemcnts at the plenary
rnectings of the Committece on Disarmament and the papers prescited by a nuaber

of States also contain quite a nwiber of intercsting thoughts on this subjcct.
They were expresscd, in particuler, by the delegations of Brazil, Netherlands,

France, Canadd, Belgium and a nuiber of others.

We belicve that we should listen® to the voice of all thosc who arc in favour
of well-founded moderation in the approach to the scope, forms, nature and methods
of verification, and of ensuring that verification is a nicans of guarantecing
compliance with the convention and not an cnd in itseif, '

The Soviet Union delegation, for its part, intends to be guided by this
precise approach, remembering that it alone lcads to a success.
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Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, the Pakistan delegation would like to offer
a few comments regarding the item on chemical weapons which the Committee is currently
examining in plenary.

My delegation appreciates the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on
Chemical Weapons and admires the energetic efforts made by Ambassador Lidgard to
structure its deliberations with a view to resolving the numerous issues that are
involved in the elaboration of an international convention. The discussions in the
Ad Hoc Working Group, including in particular the contributions made by experts from
various countries, have been illuminating. - However, it remains the position of my
delegation that the first order of business is to reach political decisions on the
major issues involved in the elaboration of a chemical weapon convention. But
these political decisions can be reached only once the Ad Hoc Working Group is
entrusted with the task of actually negotiating an intermnational convention for the
prohibition of chemlcal weapons., We are, therefore, happy to note the statement of
the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group that he perceives a sufficient degree of
convergence in views to enable the group to commence the task of negotiating a
CV convention in the very near future. We hope that the appropriate mandate will be
given to the Working Group before the end of our spring session.

I wish to elaborate Pakistan's views on some of the major issues on which
political decisions will be necessary in the course of elaborating a CW convention.

A most important issue on which there is as yet considerable divergence of views
concerns the scope of the proposed convention. Pakistan favours a comprehensive,
effective and equitable treaty which would prohibit the development, stockpiling,
acquisition and use of CW and entail the total destruction of existing stockpiles,
facilities and delivery systems of chemical weapons.

Certain delegations have reservations regarding the inclusion of the prohlbltlon
of the use of chemical weapons in this corwention. My delegation does not consider
that this would in any way erode the effectiveness of the 1925 Ceneva Protocol to
which the CW convention should constitute an essential supplement. Such a ,
reaffirmation of the prohibition of the use of cherical weapons is necessary if the
convention is to be truly comprehensive in nature. However, my delegation remains
flexible about the precise manner in which the prohibition of the use of chemical
weapons can be reflected in the convention. This could be included in the definition
of its scope, separately, in a Protocol or in ar annex, or in some way linked with the
provisions relating to verification of the obligations entailed in the .

1925 Geneva Protocol. )

In seeking the most comprehensive scope for a CW comvention we reacted positively
towards the proposal submitted by Sweden also to ban '"chemical warfare capabilities'.
But we are prepared to be convinced that a ban on such activities cannot be
realistically verified. At the same time, my delegation would reject any partial
approach to the prohibition of chemical weapons, since this would leave open the
danger of the use of CW and discriminate against the developing countries which do not
at present possess the capability to produce such weapons.

Therefore, in the definition of chemical warfare, we would accept the inclusion
of all kinds of chemical weapons whose toxic properties can be used to cause death,
injury or harm to human beings, animals and plant life as a means of securing military
or political objectives. The ban should encompass not only lethal chemical agents but
also incapacitants. The latter can also prove to be lethal if used in concentrated
forms or against unprotected populations. Reports about the use of chemical agents in
certain current conflicts bear out this contention.
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Vhile the convention would have to allow certain 'permitted uses'", these should
be defined as clearly as possible and, if necessary, a list of permitted uses should
be included in an annex to the comvention. Obviously, the maintenance of law and
order would be ons of the permltted uses; but this should not be interpreted so
broadly as to include even armed conflictcs as defined in the Geneva Conventions of11949
and the Protocols to those Conventions adepted recently,

The central provision of the chemical weapons convention will be the one requiring
the declaration and early destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles, facilities and
means of delivery. Ve share the view expressed by the representative of Brazil that
the CW convention should constitute an excharge of obligations between States which
agree not to acquire such weapons and those States which possess such chemical weapons
and are in turn expected to destroy them comrlately. In agreeing to the destruction
of chemical stockpiles, facilities and delivery systems, those States which currently
possess chemical weapons would do well to bear in mind that such weapons, in contrast
with other weapons of mass destruction, are relatively cheap and easy to manufacture
and could be acquired by more than a score of States should the prohibition and
destruction of such weapons be inordinately delayed.

Ideally, the declarations to be made by States possessing chemical weapons should
be made even before the signature of the convention as a confidence building measure
in order to induce and encourage other States to adhere to the convention. 1In any
casc, there would be no justification for delaying such declarations beyond the
signature by the States concerned of the convention. Secondly, these declarations
should be detailed and comprehensive, covering the size, nature and location of
stockpiles, production facilities; munition-filling facilities and delivery systems,
together with an indication of the timing and methods for their destruction or
mothballing., The time between the daclaration and the destruction-of stocks and
facilities should not be too long and should commence as soon as possible after the
treaty comés into force.

The Pakistan delegation is as yet to be convinced by the assertion in the joint
report of the United States of America. and the USSR that the destruction of stocks
and facilities would take up Yo 1C years, cspecially in the light of the statement
made by a distinguished representative of the Federal Republic of Germany last week
that installations have been developed to destroy toxic agents "at a reasonable cos®
and without danger to the enviromment'. If the destruction of stocks and facilities
is to involve a long period, we would propose that in the interim between their
declaration and destruction, they should be placed under some sort of direct or indirect
international controcl. We realize that certain technical and conceptual problems
relating to the destruction of stocks and facilities have to be resolved and that
agreement is still pending on such questions as the definition of production- facilities,
the problem of precursors and so forth, but we do not believe that these technical
pfoblems are insurmountable.

The procedures for verification included in the convention would constitute its
backbone, and will be essential to give assurance that the obligations regarding the
destruction of stockpiles and facilities and for the non—acquisition of chemical
weapons are being complied with by all parties. There is agreement that verification
would involve a combination of national and 1nternauloﬂa1 means and that international
verification would, in certain circumstances, entail intrusive procedures to ensure
compliance. It is necessary to build on this broad agreement of principle. As
regards national verification procedures, it is obvious that they will differ from
State to State in accordance with the level of development and nature of its chemical
industry. On the other hand, the nature and intrusiveness of international
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verification. procedures would have to be determlned in relatlon “to . thn kind of
activity that is to be verified. . For instance, it is clear that:.some form of on-site
inspection would be reguired to oversee the destruction of stockpiles and .facilities.
We ‘believe that it would be beneficial to conduct an in-depth examination of the
contention reiterated by the Federal Republic of Germany that it is possible to
conduct on-site verification without compromising the commercial secrets of the
-chemical- industry.

As regards international procedures for verification, we favour .the &stablishment
of an independent international organization which would have the technical and
financial resources.to undertake the collection and dissemination of information and
to conduct on-site and off-site -inspection as well as to investigate suspected
violations of the convention. One essential feature of the verification system should
be to provide equal access for all parties to information regarding compliance, and-
equal opportunity to raise -complaints regarding suspected violations of the convention.,
Therefore, my delegation could:not agree to place ultimate reliance on the ' :
Security Council for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the comvention, in wview
of the inherent inequality entailed in the procedures of the Coun011 between the five
permanent members and other States.

The convention should include provisions relating to protective measures.  Such
measures would have to distinguish carefully between offensive and defensive
capabilities.  An important aspect of .stch protective measures is to redress the
disadvantage of the developing countries with respect to a CW capability. The
developing countries have virtually no protection against even a low-level chem1cal
attack. The convention should create categorical obligations for ass1stance to
developing countries in training and equipping them with protective measures. It
should commit specific resources for this purpose. The universal availdbility of at
least some basic measures of protection would provide an added assurance that the use -
of chemical weapons will not be contemplated since a potential aggressor would have to
use meore sophisticated chemical weapons and consequently increase the risk of detectlon
and retallatlon. '

But protec‘tlon should not be restrlcted only to the technical measures. My
delegation believes that until the chemlcal weapons stocks and facilities in the
possession of some States have been completely destroyed, the convention should contain
a reaffirmation of the obligation of States under Article 51 of the Charter, whereby a
State which is the victim of a chemical attack, or threat of attack, should be assisted
by other States, jointly or individually, in exercising its right of self—defence.

Flnally, my delegation shares the views expressed by many non-aligned and neutral
countries that the chemical weapons comvention should include specific provisions
regarding the promotion of international co-operation in the field of chemical
technology. It should also include a provision for the transfer of resources released
as a result of chemical disarmament for the economic and soc1a1 development of the
developing countries.

In conclusion, let me once again express the hope that after the conclusion of
the current phase of its work, the Ad Hoc Working.Group will be given a mandate to
commence concrete negotlatlons for the elaboration of an Anternatlonal conventlon to
ban chemlcal weapons.
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My, LUKBS (Czechos 1ovakia) Comrade Chairman, our plenary meeting today is
the last one of our Committee in the month of March. =~ It is also the last one under
your effective 'Uldapce. . Let me thereiore express the highest apprp01aulon of
my delegation for 3 your wisdom and skill in acting as Chairman during this important
period. It is of great significance that our Committee has succeeded in moving
forward on the important agenda ifems on CIB and nuclear disarmament. Ve are sure
that a fair basis for the creation of working groups on these tvo items has been
formed. This gives me one more reason to congratulate you, the fepresentatlv@ of
a neighbouring socialist country, the German Democratic Republic, once dgain.

My delefatlon is Llrmly conv1nce0 that your endeavour w111 be of great
assis tance. to your successor, Ambassador Pfeiffer, the distinguished representative
of the Federal Republic of Germany. We are looking forward to co-operating with
him.in the month of April. ' ' '

. In my intervention foday, vhich is going to be a brief one, I would like to
comment on agenda items 4 and 5, dealing with chemical wespons and new types of

veapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons and radiological
weapons.

Hy delegation attaches an extreme importance to the neg sotiations of the
CD devoted to the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, and
otherwise acquiring or rctaining of chemical warfare agents and chemical munitions.

The rapid development of the natural sciences as well as a deeper understanding
of biochemical processes in living organisms and the development of the chemical
industry provide new possibilities for increasing the destructiveness of these means
of mass destruction. This makes them more accessible and more effective and
creates possibilities for producing and accumulating enormous quantities of these
chemical varfare agents.

Therefore there is an-increasing need to.conclude the convention under
negotiation.

In this comnection we appreciate the report on the USSR-United States bilateral
negotiations in document CD/112, This report is evidently based on detailed
technical analysis and should be evaluated as a distinct progress in the preparation
of the convention.

It has become also a most useful background for discussion in the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons. Ve are hopeful that a new round of bilateral
negotiations will start in the nearest future in order to help the Committee to
proceed to the final discussion uith a view to the early conclusion of the
convention., »

Ve must. be aware that while the discussion in the CD is going on, new chemical
weapons and new improved chemical warfare agents are being developed, according
to press reports. Discussion on starting the production of chemical warfare agents
seems to be proceeding in countries which have stopped their production. Higher
amounts of military budgets are being devoted to research into how to incréase the
destructiveness of chemical weapons and chemical warfare agents. Ve have to make
a historic choice. Either we succeed in banning all the chemical weapons or the
accumulation of more destructive chemical worfare sgents, which sven now are a
serious uenace to maniind, will continue in a new spiral of the arns race.
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-..Our country attaches a great importance to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 which
provides Tor the prohibition of the use of chemical warfare agents. The validity
of this significant agreement, which was signed by more than 100 countries, should
be eniphasized in the futuwre treaty. ’ :

Cur delegation welcomed the establishment of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on
Chemical Weapons and appreciates the c¢fforts of Ambassador Lidgard in the post of
its Chairman. ) :

According to ongoing discussions in the Vorking Group .on Chemical Vespons,
there exists a consensus of many delegations on .some problems, particularly on the
relevance .0f the use of the general purpose criterion and the additional criteria
of toxicity and the basic classification of chemicals, which would enable us to
adopt different degrees of verification of compliance with the future treaty. in
this connectioen ve vould like to stress the role of States parties to the future
treaty which will evidently have the obligation to tale internal legislative measures
ensuring the observance of the treaty.- :

Dy application of the general purpose criterion the State party to the
treaty should elaborate a method of control of toxic chemicals produced, with
special emphasis on. control of the amount and the final usc. L11 States parties
to the treaty should guarantec the evaluation of all toxic chemicals which are to be
brought into production.

. The ‘evaluation of -chenicals as well as the control of production can be
realized vith the help of national control organs. The national control could,
if necessary, be supplemented by certain international procedures in-the case of
allegations.. = | . .

The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, like other socialist countries, has already
for a long time been stressing the need o agree ac soon as possible on effective
measurces aimed at preventing further micuse of new scientific and technological
achievenments for military purposes in general and for the development and precduction
of still more destructive and sophisticated {ypes of weapons of mass destruction
in particular. It cannot be denied that science and technology have now reached
such a level that the danger of the creation of mere and more sophisticated and
dangerous veapons than those already existing is really very grave and acute. Ve
therefore cannot accept arguments asking for further postponcment of the solution
of this essential and vital problen.

This attitude leads us to voice once again our full supvort for last year's
proposal by the Soviet Union for the establishment of a special group of qualified
governmental experts which should meet on a regular basis and consider either. the
preparation of the generel prohibition *reaty or specific agreemenis on banning
individual types of new weapons of mass destruction. My delegation, as was already
stressed in our statement of 10 April 1980, is ready to participate in such a group
as soon as necessary. The sooncr this necessity arrives the better.

At presen®, vhen the world community is fearfully following NATO!s plans as
regards neutron weapons, the proposal for a convention prohibiting the production,
stockpiling, deployment and use of neutron weapons is more and more urgent.  The
CD has been vaiting for the initiation of ncgotiations on this vital problem for
three successive years.
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May I nov turn to the next main item on the agenda, the prohibition of
radiological weapons. The item hag been dealt with in tho Working Group under
the skilled chairmanship of Afmbassador Komives. Ve appreciate the positive approach
of the majority of delegations, enabling the Working Group to carry out substantive
deliberations on the definition of radiological weapons, the scope of the
prohibition and some other main elements of the future convention. Hovever, in
spite of a considerable effort, only a modest progress has been achieved in
‘drafting a commonly acceptable text for the main paragraphs.

In the viev of the Czechoslovak delegation, one of the main obsiacles is the
controversy regarding the understanding of the scope of the convention, as well
as its role within the general context of disarmament negotiations.

In spite of the fact that we are dealing with a potential weapons system we
are convinced that the existing. information does allow the establishment of a
reasonably sound framevork for the convention.

At the same time it should be clear that the convention cannot become a
substitute for urgently needed efforts in various other fields. It certainly
cannot solve the much more complex problem of the prohibition of nuclear veapons.
Within this context it has, however, an important supporting role, eliminating
all other uses of radioactive material for military purposes.

Nor can-a convention prohibiting radiological weapons solve the extremely
complicated complex of questions regarding the peaceful deployment of nuclear
energy, including also such problems as the risk of nuclear reactor accidents
in wartime.

The importance of the last problem has been well recognized, and it has been
reflected in important documents of internmational law, specifically in the
1977 Additional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 12 Jugust 1949 This fact
has already been siressed by a number of delegations, and we share the view that
the Additional Protocols are the most adequate instrument of international law
in this case. '

Trying to examine the problem with regard to the disarmament negotlatlono and
theﬁmf Convention ve find the situation rather confusing. S

According to the qualified opinion of experts, the operations of nuclear
reactors have several important characteristics. Reactor operations must to a
large extent go on indefinitely, whether the plant produces pover or not. The
cooling system cannot be switched off., If the cooling and the emergency cooling
systems stopped, disaster would follow, resulting in widespread contamination of
the environment with radionuclides. This would probably be the most likely
mechanism of serious accidents.

Under normal conditions the nuclear installation can be kept under reliable
control. This requires, however, sophisticated systems of technical measures
and- devices, as well as perfectly organized work by highly qualified personnel.

There seems little doubﬁ that under tho conditions of a modern total war the
vulnerability of the nuclear reactors, that is, the probability of such accidents,
wvould be enormous. Wo direct attack vould be needed. The over-all destruction
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of water-supply, communications and other systems, so common during a war, could
make the normal maintenance of the reactor, including the measures needed for safety,
impessible., It secems cvident that a number of largely unpredictable factors might
play the fatal role. Ve consider it really impossible to include all such complex
and variable elements in one specific convention pthlb;’“h” radiological weapons.

The problem of nuclear reactors makes it once more clear that in a highly
developed society war can no more be a means of solving the problems of internaticnal
life. The ris’ of annihilation of the whole of civilization has become too high.
Thé - disarmament negotiations are aimed at the abolition of such a risk. It seems
clear enough, however, that a gtep~by—step golution of daifferent concrete gquestions
is the only vay +to vbucb the monerel goal '

In the view of the Czechoslovak delegation, the conclusion of an I convention
will be'a valuable contribution to this process. Ve are ready to work with all
other delegations to solve the problems still existing as efficiently as possible.

We should like to express our sincere belief that the Committee will be in a position
to submit a draft treaty to the General Assembly in the near future.

‘The corvention must have a clearly formulated scope, corresponalng to uhe
general principles of disarmament negotiztions and to the mandate of this Comnmittee,
That is, it should be aimed at prohibiting well—defined radiological wveapons, their
development, production, stockpiling and use.

As al*eady mentioned in one of the Czechoslovalk delegation's °tatemenou 1n
the Yorking Group, the term radiological weapons has a specific historical
background and a distinct, broadly accepted megning.

In a contemporary war, veapons are used for different purposes, and not only
for their immediate effect against man on the battlefield. they are also employed
to make the enemy unable to use the human and material resources of the country.
The rear, large population centres, transportation systems, industrial bases, etc.,
are equally or even more important targetis. If these aspects and the dimensions

f the total var are taken into consideration, the possible military deployment
of radiological weapons might be assessed more realistically.

The CHATRMAN: I thank Ambassador lLukes, the representative of Czechoslovakia,
for his statement, as vell as for the very Plnd words he addressed to ne,

llr, DESTMOIE (United States of America)s 1 wanted to talle the floor to respond,
on behalf of the delegation of the Ua1t07 States f dusrica, to the remarks that
vou made at the beginning of this meeting. I should like to convey to you,
lr. Chairman, and through you to all my distinguished Colleagups here present, our
appreciation and gratitude for the numerous expresgsions ol concern, ¢ood wishes
and encouragement concerning the incident to which you referred in your remarks.

5 all the distinguished representatives here are, ne doubt, aware,
President Reagan sustained a gunshot wound yesterday in Vashington, as a result of
a senseless act of viclence against a small group in a public place. I am pleased
to convey to'xou, to be able to cay, that we have received a most optimistic report,
that the President is in a good, stable condition, and that the medical prognosis
for a complete and speedy recovery.
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Mr. Chairman, I should also like to take this opportunity to assure you and,
through you, my distinguished colleaguce here that, of course, the continuity
of the Government of the United States of America is ensured, and that that
Government is functioning fully and effectively in spite of this unfortunate
circumstance.

Tinally, Mr. Chairman, thank you again. Ve schall convey your message to
tlashington and in closing, in passing, I should like to say that the absence of
Ambassador TFloverree this morning of course has nothing to do with the subject
of your remarks and mine: he is temporarily indisposed owing to the effect of
vhat is apparently a virus of local origin and he hopes to be back in his place
here very soon.,

The CHAIRIAN: Thank you vary much. Our greetings to Ambassador Flowerree,
we wish him a good recovery.

Distinguished delegates, since this is the last plenary meeting in the month
“of March, I vish to cxpress my gratitude to all of you for your co-operation with
the chair during a period of very intensive work in the Committee on Disarmament.
Thanks to the spirit of co-operation and flexibility which prevailed in this
Comnittee during this month, very useful exchanges of vieus and negotiations took
place on quite a number of substantive questions.

Thus, the CD was able to move one step forward -- although a very limited one —-—
in discharging its responsibilities concerning its priority items, namely, a
muclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
The four ad hoc working groups, re-established or resumed under the able guidance
of my predecessor, have intensified their negotiations.

It is a matter of satisfaction to me, and I trust to all delegations sitting
around this table, that after a series of informal meetings and consultations by
the chair, agreement was achieved on starting our substantive work concerning
items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda. During two informal meetings the
Cormittee held an exchange of views on prercquisites for international negotiations
on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, and the doctrine
of deterrence.

In these informal meetings as well as at plenary meetings devoted to nuclear
disarmament, many delegations have expressed interesting thoughts and tabled
important proposals. In this regard let me just mention the initiatives of zhe
26th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union which have been submitted
to the CD by the Soviet delegation. These proposals refer to the main items
inscribed in our agenda. There can be no doubt that they will be thoroughly
studied and taken into consideration in cur future wvork.

Distinguished delegates, I think our exchange of views on items 1 and 2 has
demonstrated that even in a tense international situation it was possible to start
and to proceed with a business-lilte discussion of very complicated questions in the
field of disgrmament.

Host delegations held the view that thic exercise should lead the Committee
to a very practical aim —— the preparation of concrete negotiations on nuclear
disarmament.
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Today it is certainly too early to draw any definite conclusion from the
discussions mentioned. This will have to be done later in the framework of
preparations for thHe second special session of the United liations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. Allow me, therefore, at this stage to make only some
very preliminary remarks.

In the meetings on agenda items 1 and 2, virtually all delegations emphasized
the urgency of effective stens to remove the threat of a nuclear var and to
achieve nuclear disarmament. IMany delegations rejected the doctrine of
deterrence as well as other theorics justifying any use of nuclear weapons.

The importance of the early starting of concrete negotiatbions on nuclear
disarmanent was widely recognized. It was stressed that this gquestion is closely
connected with the international environment. In thic regard many delegations
emphasized the relevantv paragraphs of the Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, stipulating that the increase in
weapons, especially nuclear weapons, weakens international. sccurity, and that
lasting peace can only be creatved through the speedy and substantial reduction of
arms and-armeéd forces. Quite a fev delegations deemed the timec rive for negotiations
on nuclear disgrmament. :

There wvas a widely shared view that the CD should play an active part in .
clarifying issues for and starting those negotiations. But it is a matter of deep
regret. that no consensus could be veached on the establishment of ad hoc vrorking
groups on. items 1 and 2. The CD will have to deal with the corresponding proposals
. later on. :

The failure to react quickly in a positive manner on this question should not
prevent us from addressing in a more detailed mamner and in the immediate future
such issues as the identification of prerequisites for negotiations and the
definition of their main clements.

To my mind, the first exchange of views held so far revealed the following
nein problenms in this vespect:

fhich States should take part in the negotiations, and to vhat extent?
How should the principle of undiminished security find its application?

Vhat relationship should exist betwveen measures of nuclear disarmament and
steps of conventiomal disarmament and sirengthening international security?

My distinguished successors and our vhole Committee will have to respond to
these questions in the further course of our session. Here, as in other cases,
we should bear in mind the relevant principles of the Final Document. As to
participation, it states in paragraph 20: While disarmament is the responsibility
of all States, the nuclear-ueapon States have the primary responsidility for
nuclear disarmament and, together with other militarily significant States, for
halting and reversing the arms race. It is ftherefore important to secure their
active participation'.

I think thege questions awe aleo of welevence to the issue of a nuclear test ban
vhich the CD will address in the forthconing tue infoimal mcetings. Congultations
by the chair will be very uvseful in defining the concrete itoms for these meetings.
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They have proved their value in the month of March. Hay I assure my successor,
Ambassador Pfeiffer of the Federal Republic of Germany, of my full co-operation
in this as in other matters.

At the outset of my statement I emphasized the great importance of the
negotiations taking place in our four ad hoc working groups. The Ad Hoc Vorking
Group on Radiological Weapons has entered a new stage of vork in negotiating
draft texts submitted by its Chairman. Ve all hope that this exercise will lead
to a quick elaboration of a corresponding draft treaty. The Ad Hoc Vorking Group
on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament ig in the midst of a preliminary
consideration of the concrete phases and measures of the programme vhich will be of
great importance for the forthcoming special session devoted to disarmament.
Certain progress was made by the ad hoc vorking groups on chemical weapons and
negative security guarantees in identifying the main elements of corresponding
international agreements or other measures.

In this connection the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons wvas ably
supported by well-known experts, present in these days in our midst.

Distinguished delegates, may I avail myself of this opportunity to appeal to
all of you to advance by all means the negotiations in the ad hoc working groups
in order to achieve tangible resulis before the General Assembly's
second special session devoted to disarmament. I would also like to take this
occasion to thank the Chairmen of the vorking groups for their close and fruitful
co-operation with me.

In recognizing the progress in our work I cannot but express my concern that
the CD has not been able to respond in an adequate manner to proposals for the
establishment of an ad hoc working group on the non-stationing of nuclear weapons
on the territorics of States vhere there are no such weapons at present and
.an ad hoc group of experts on nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such -reapons. These as well as other complica—-ed issues can be solved
if there is the corresponding political will on all gides.

In conclusion, allow me once again to express my thanks to all delegations
for their understanding of my difficult tasks. I also vish to thank
Ambassador Jaipal, representative of the United Mations Secretary-General and
Secretary of the CD, Mr. Berasategui, his deputy, and all the staff of the
Secretariat, including the interpreters and translators. Through their
persistent work they have greatly assisted me in the performance of my duties.

I wish my successor, Ambassador Pfeiffer, good luck in discharging his
responsible post during the month of April.

I have been requested by the incoming Chairman of the Committee,
Ambassador Pfeiffer, of the Federal Republic of Germany, to anmnounce that he will
hold informal consultations in Conference Room I ‘tomorrow, Vednesday, at 3 p.m.,
with a view to reaching agreement on the specific subjects to be examined under
item 1 at the informel meetings on 6 and 13 April, and also to exchange views on
some organizational matters.

he next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held on
Thursday, 2 April, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.




