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£4Ге YU Peiwen 
Mr, Ы Changhe 
Mr. YASG Mingliang 
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Mr, P. LUKES 

Egypt; Mr, A. EL ЕЕШЙГ 
Mr. 1Л» mssm 
Miss ¥ . MSSBi 
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Mr. A. CIAEllàPICO 
Mr, Б. CABRAS 
Mr. E. DI GlOViVîttiI 

Mr. YOSHIO 0Ш7А 
Mr. M. ТА1Ш1АЗН1 
Mr. K. ТА1ШСА 
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Mr. H. WAŒNMKERS 

Mr. V.O. AIŒfSAIÎYA 
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Mr. M. Affl-ÎAD 
Mr. M. А1ШЛМ 
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îtr. B. SUJIiA 
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The CHAra'I/iïï; Distinguished'delegates, the ComM'ttoe'starts today i t s 
consideration of item 4 of the agenda, - "Chemical \reapons", hut of course members 
vj-ishing to do GO may malee statements on any subject relevant to the vrork of the 
Committee, i n accordance vdth rule 50 of the rules of procedure. This i s 
p a r t i c u l a r l y relevant today since, as wo a l l Imov, four members very kindljr agreed 
l a s t Thtirsday to make their statements today, i n viev/ of the long l i s t of spealeers 
inscribed on that occasion. 

Иг. LIJIÍES (Czechoslovalcia) ; Mr. Chairman, my intention today i s to deal b r i e f l y 
v.dth item 5 of our agenda. I vrould l i k e to touch on agenda items 1 and 2 as v/ell. 

But l e t me f i r s t of a l l , Иг. Chairman, express the sa t i s f a c t i o n of my delegation 
i n seeing you so s k i l f u l l y presiding over our work during t h i s month. • -Another 
reason for our s a t i s f a c t i o n l i e s i n the t r a d i t i o n a l l y fi-iendly relations between our 
peoples, one eloquent expression of v;hich \ra.s the v i s i t of Jawaharlal Nehru \íith his 
daughter Indira Ghandi to Prague Jiot long before the outbreak of the Second V/orld War. 

On t h i s occasion, I vrould also l i k e to thanlc your ^^redecessor, Comrade Komi ves, 
the distinguished Ambassador of Hungary, for the ef f o r t s i/hereby he enabled us to 
start substantial work at our summer- session without unnecessarj'- delay. Ue also 
г/olcome the ne\r representatives i n th i s Committee, Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, 
Ambassador Ahjnad J a l a l i of Iran, /imbassador Tissa Jayakoddy of S r i Lanlca and 
Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro of Venesuela, 

Since our Committee i s working t h i s year i n the atmosphere of the continuing 
arms race, especially i n the f i e l d of nuclear vreapons, i t '.ras our e:фectэ-tion that 
we \rould tackle the problem of halting the nucleax arms race at the summer part of 
our session within working groups on a comprehensive test ban and nuclear disarmament. 
Unfortunately, the negative attitude-of-some delegations has made i t impossible to 
establish these \rorking groups. 

My delega,tion considers that the ex.v-haJige of views \rh:.ch took place at informal 
consultations on agenda items 1 and 2 during the spring session has proved useful. 
I t i s therefore our firm b e l i e f that liorking groups on these items could pave the ягау 
to\/ards serious negotiations on them. The Coai-oitteo on Disarmament i s váthout any 
doubt i n a position to deal with the problem of nuclear disarmament e f f e c t i v e l y , since 
a l l nuclear-ifeapon States are represented i n i t . I t seems to us that what i s lacking 
most i s the p o l i t i c a l w i l l and readiness on the part of some nuclear-v/eapon States 
to engage e f f e c t i v e l y i n such negotiations. 

In the v i e v of my delegation i t i s regi-ottable that our present troublesome • 
international scene has witnessed only one nuclear-ггеароп State, namely, the 
Soviet Union, repeatedly stressing at the highest l e v e l , i n the decisions of the 
26th Congress of the Comm\;nist Party of the Soviet Union and i n momerous statements 
made by President L.I. Brezhnev, as well as i n the proposals submitted \athin our 
Committee, i t s f u l l preparedness to negotiate on such a cr u c i a l problem of the world 
today as nuclear disarmament. As the President of the Czechoslovolc S o c i a l i s t 
Republic, Gustav Husálc, stressed at the l 6 t h Congress of the Commujiist Party of 
Czechoslovalcia, my country v/el come s - and f i i l l y supports a l l peaceful i n i t i a t i v e s and 
proposals of the USSR aimed at halting the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. 

file:///reapons
file:///rorking
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(Ыг. Lukes, Czechoalovalcia) 

On the basis of the above-mentioned situation existing v/ithin our Committee on 
both agenda items, my delegation: 

C a l l s for oxi eea-ly resumption of the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations suspended for 
reasons not depending on the Soviet Union; 

Recalls thfi prbviouc i n i t i a t i v e s made by s o c i a l i s t countries, including 
Czechoslovalcia, dealing v i t h nuclear disarmament end contoi.ned i n document CD/4 ; 

Supports the proposal of the Croup of 21 for the creation of ad hoc \rorking groups 
with the understanding that a l l f i v e nuclear-weг.роп States w i l l talce эл active 
part i n them; 

Supports the proposal made by the distinguai shed Ambassador of the German 
Democratic Republic during his statement l a s t Thursday wliich v a s issued as an 
o f f i c i a l document (CD/193) and i n which the delegation of the German Democratic 
Republic proposed, among other tilings "that the Chairman of the CD hold' 
consultations on the further proceeding of t h i s Committee concerning item 2. 
Those consultations should i n pa.rticular be held v/ith the delegations of the 
nuclear-we apon States, individua3 . 1y or together. In t h i s connection, those 
nuclear-weapon States rejecting the creation of an ad hoc vrorking group on 
item 2 could come out with proposals they deem essential to further the vrork 
of the CD i n the f i e l d of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament. After these consultations, the Chairman could report h i s 
conclusions to the Committee to allow a formal decision on i t s further 
proceedings.". The support of my delegation also goes to document CD/194 
which' was distributed today, "Statement of a group of s o c i a l i s t countries 
concerning a nuclear test ban". 

May I пот/ turn to agenda item 5> that i s , to the question of a convention 
prohibiting r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons. 

The Czechoslovalc delegation highly ^appreciates the work of the-Ad Hoc l/orking 
Group on Radiological Weapons, which i s chaired with admirable s l c i l l by 
Ambassador Komi vos. The elt?,boration of e. treaty prohibiting the development, 
production and use of ra d i o l o g i c a l weapons, was urgently a.skod for i n a number of 
resolutions of the United ïïations General Assembly as well as i n the F i n a l Document 
of the f i r s t special session of the Gener?.l Assembly devoted to disairaament. Our 
delegation i s convinced that t h i s task should be f u l f i l l e d v/ithout any unnecessary 
delay. 

In the v±QM of the Czechosloval-c delegation the ra d i o l o g i c a l weapons treaty w i l l 
be a rather importent result of the a c t i v i t y of the Committee on Disarmament. 

V/hen the four main categories of ггеаропз of mass destruction vrere i d e n t i f i e d i n 
the United Ilations i n 1940 ? rad i o l o g i c a l ireapons were included foi- t h e i r evident 
potential complementary importance with regard to nuclear vreapons. Since that time, 
the main m i l i t a r y teclmical development has been aimed at the improvement o f nuclear 
weapons, and r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons have l'emsàned only potential. nevertheless, their 
important complementary position i n the nuclear-weapons area has remained unchanged. 
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(Mr. Lukes, Czechoslovalcia) 

One can be sure that i f they wore not prohibited they would be developed i n future 
for a r e a l m i l i t a r y deployment. U i t h t h i s i n mind, our delegation considers the 
elaboration of the treaty an actual and o u f f i c i e n t l y important task г/hich i s f u l l y 
i n accord -i.dth the fxindamental rolo of the United ITations m the area of protecting 
manlcind from the disastrous consequences of the use of weapons of mass destruction. 

Another highly positive effect of such a treaty \/hich may be assumed \rxth 
assurance i s i t s influence on peacefiil co-opera/fcion i n the use of radio-active 
materials and the relevant teclinology on the basis of p r i n c i p l e s to be agreed on. 

The t h i r d point indicating the importance of a treaty on r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons 
i s the fact that the treaty should servo as a concrete contribution by tho 
Committee on Disarmajnent to the second special session of tho General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament. Several delego,tions have already empha-sized t h i s aspect, 
and we share t h e i r opinion tha^t concrete results \ r i l l become the most important 
c r i t e r i o n by wliich the authority and prestige of the Committee \rill be judged, inside 
as vrell as outside the United Nations. 

For a l l these reasons, the Czechoslovaic delegation i s ready to malce a l l possible 
e f f o r t s to malce the negotiation of the draft treaty concrete and e f f e c t i v e , and to 
achieve the goal i n the reasonably near future. 

V/e share the concern of the Siredisli delegation as regards the importance of the 
protection of c i v i l i a n nuclear f a c i l i t i e s . Tliis problem i s not nevr, and the concern 
of many countries ha.s ali-eady been reflected i n the 1977 Additional Protocol to the 
Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, as well as i n several other documents of 
international law. Experience has shorn, ho^ravcr, that i t would be desirable to 
enforce the e x i s t i n g measures and to eniiance the i r effectiveness. 

I7e have some doubts, however, \7hether the convention p r o l i i b i t i n g r a d i o l o g i c a l 
weapons would be the right place for solving t h i s problem. Several serious obstacles 
can be envisaged- Wo already had an opportunity to explain our views i n the statement 
presented during the spring session of the Committee on Disarmamenl. B r i e f l y 
summarized, there seem to be three important factors \;liich must be talcen into accoimt: 

1. The fact of the very concrete mandate wliich the ConmiittGe has for elaborating 
a convention prohibiting specif i calljr r a d i o l o g i c a l v/eapons| 

2. The fact that any пег/ treaty dealing with questions already covei-ed by 
other instruments of international lav/ i.'ould have a пглпЬег of serioiis implications i n 
areas of international l y i n g c l e a r l y outside the competence of the 
Committee on Disarmament; 

3. The fo.ct that the character of measures e f f e c t i v e l y protecting nuclear 
f a c i l i t i e s , measures villich could be realized i n practice, remains rather unclear, 
at least v;ith respect to the situation i n i n d u s t r i a l l y developed countries, with 
nucleai-- f a c i l i t i e s becoming more and more an intograJ paxt of large industi-ial 
centres. 

With a l l t h i s i n mind we tend, l i k e several other delegations, to be i n favour 
of finding a \тау of dealing vdth tlxLs very complica,ted and very s p e c i f i c problem of 
the enforcement of the e:ásting rules for the protection of nucleaJ: f a c i l i t i e s 
separately from the r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons treaty. 

file:///rxth
file:///rill
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( l l r . Liüces, Czechoslovaltia) 

The radiological weapons treaty i s being negotiated as one specific part of a 
more complex item of our agenda, devoted to nev; types of vreapons of mass destruction 
and nevr systems of such vreapons, and i s so f a r the f i r s t stop of the Committee i n 
t h i s area. In the vievr of the Czechoslovalc delegation, the, problem of ne\i vreapons 
should not be -underestimated. We sometimes hear the argument that there i s not 
time f o r discussing пем vreapons vrhile the problem of the prohibition of already 
ex i s t i n g weapons has not yet been solved. 

The over- a l l experience of the l a s t several decades c l e a r l y shovrs the .profound 
influence s c i e n t i f i c progress can have on the l i f e of society. We have, hovraver, 
also been repeatedly surprised by the unexpected negative consequences of such progress, 
as v/ell as by i t s serious misuse. Tliere are many such examples i n a l l parts of the 
world and nearly a l l areas of human a c t i v i t y . 

We havo learnt, therefore, that much serious e f f o r t must be spent on timely 
analyses of s c i e n t i f i c and teclmological trends and on prognoses of a l l possible 
consequences, including the misuse of discoveries for the purposes of the arms., race. 
Without doing t l i i s vfe frequently face nevr and une:фected problems vrhich .can often 
be treated only vri'th enormous d i f f i c u l t y — i f a successful solvition i s even possible. 

For these reasons vre support the proposal on establisliing a group of q u a l i f i e d 
governmental experts vrhich vrould meet p e r i o d i c a l l y and v/ould elaborate for the 
Committee surveys of discoveries and trends important with respect to the possible 
development of nevr weapons of mass destruction. This vrould help i n the timely 
discovery of nevr important эхеаз of negotiation; i n any case, i t vrould sit least 
contribute to the provision of the Committee on Disarmament vrith objective information 
and to ensuring that no nevr important item had been missed i n the Committee's 
programme. 

Mr. I-IELESCAilU (Romania) (translated from French); My statement today v r i l l be 
devoted to the subject of nev/ tj'pes of vreapons of ma.ss destruction and nevr systems of 
such vreapons, to vrhich the Romanian delegation attaches p a r t i c u l a r importance. Of the 
f i v e stages i n the creation of a vreapons system (jiamely, research, development, testing, 
updating and improvement, and the training of personnel i n t h e i r use)., the most 
important from the point of vievr of prohibition are research, development and testing. 
Any disarmament programme that allovred such research to continue vrould be imperilled 
and vrould halt the arms race onlj'- s u p e r f i c i a l l y and temporarily. Measures aimed at 
prohibiting resear-ch, development and testing, on the other hand, offer the advantage 
of preventing the extension of the arms race to nevr глгеаз tha.t become increasingly 
complex and d i f f i c u l t to control, and the acceleration of the competition already 
talcing place. Wo need only imagine vrhat the vrorld vrould be l i k e today and vrhat the 
p r i o r i t y concerns of our Committee vrould be i f the proposals for the prohibition of 
nuclear vrea]pons that vrere made by the United' Sta.tes and the Soviet Union i n the 1950s 
could have been embodied i n agreements having effective legal value. 

Science, i n the broad sense of the vrord, vrhich includes also nevr teclmologies, 
has contributed since the e a r l i e s t times to the development of vreapons. The 
relationship betvreen science and vreapons has developed from one of accidental 
implications to the present stage of sjonbiosis. V/e have thus reached the situation 
today, i n vrliich science bear-s a heavy r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for the most ' destructive means 
of vraging vrar. I t can therefore be said that science and teclmology are today the 
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driving'force 13"éhind • the'improvement of existing weapons and the development of new 
xroapons and systems of weapons. Science i s advancing at an unprecedented speed. 
As a cpntomporary s c i e n t i s t has -¡mt i t , "tho most certain v a j of being i'.rrong i n the 
s c i e n t i f i c sphere i s to сг.у that. something i s im.possible". In tlie 1960s, a book 
by Nigel Caldor e n t i t l e d , Unless peace comes - a s c i e n t i f i c forecast of ne\f ^/sapons, 
circulated'among the members of the negotiating bodies that preceded t h i s Committee. 
Мгипу representativos discounted the book on the grounds that i t was u n r e a l i s t i c and 
i n order to avoid Utopian temptations. Rereading; that book today, we ai'o forced to 
recognize that what seemed i n those days to be a arenóte hypothesis — "smaxt" bombs, 
capable of finding t h e i r taxgots unaided — has become a realitj?- i n today's axsenals, 
with the gravest possible implications for negotiations on nuclear disarmament. 

The effects of the relationship bet\/een science and the arms race are f a i r l y 
well Imovm: 

1. F i r s t , m i l i t a r y research i s a source of i n s t a b i l i t y . Despite the fact 
that 40 per cent of the wox-ld's f i n a n c i a l resources for research and development are 
spent i n tho m i l i t a r y f i e l d , the security of States has not increased; on the 
contrary, i n f a c t , i t has diminished, s n u the -vulnerability of States has grovm. The 
action/reaction mechanism due to the very long period of time that i t taJces to develop 
modern vreapons — about 10 years, according to 3IFEI — increases the dangers of 
d e s t a b i l i z a t i o n . At the same time, the now weapons based on very advanced research: 
are more l i k e l y to" be the' cause of a ca.tastrophe through error, miscalculation or 
accident. 

2. Secondly, m i l i t a r y research i s a source of i l l u s i o n s . The alchemists of 
old promised the "philqso]pher ' s stone"; today's alchemists promise the "absolute 
weapon". The technical rairacles developed at great cost i n m i l i t a r y laboratories 
merely keep alive the idea of superiority' and of the p o s s i b i l i t y of using force for 
p o l i t i c a l ends. In a world concerned to ensure equality and reduce differences, i t 
i s inconceivable that science and teclmology, \rliich belong to a l l manlcLnd, should be 
used a.s a means of domination and a.^ádening of the gaps by those who have.the 
necessary rosourcos. 

5. The le-st but not the least importajit aspect of m i l i t a r y research i s that i t 
obstru.cts peaceful deyelopmont. I f the m i l i t a r i z a t i o n of science were halted, science 
would be able to recover i t s normal organization, style and values. The removal of 
the obstacles and bar-riers which prevent the transfer of toclmology i n many f i e l d s , 
especially tha.t of nuclear energy aaid the reallocation of majoi" hvman and material 
resources to the solving of ]problems such O,G the discovery of nev; sources of energy, 
the continuous heurvesting of the products of photosynthesis, the' synthetic production 
of foodstuffs from, new substances and the prevention of p o l l u t i o n and desertification," 
vrould release the development ypoténtial of science and technology, at present used 
for destructive purposes. The-1979 'Vienna Conference oh Science and Teclinology for 
Development-sho\;ed c l e a r l y that the developing coimtries' legitimante demand for 
access to modern technologies cannot be met so long as science and teclmology continue 
to be dominated by m i l i t a r y i n t e r e s t s . 

I t i s for these reasons of pr i n c i p l e tha-t the Romanian delegation i s ajnong those 
vrhich have consistently airgued that the Committee, without prejudice to the p r i o r i t i e s 
established by the General Assembly, should devote the necessary attention to the 
question'of'.nevi types of weapons of mass destruction and nevr systems of such vreapons. 
We consider that a, p r o l i i b i t i o n ' i n t h i s f i e l d '.rould offer the farther advantage of 
f a c i l i t a t i n g the reconversion to peaceful ends of m i l i t a r y research f a c i l i t i e s vrliich 
are more and moi-e oriented tovrards the most advanced areas of the ba,sic sciences â s 
compared vrith arms production plants. I t i s far- easier to convert a labora.tory than 
i t i s to convert a factory. 

file:///rliich
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(Мг> Melescanu, homania) 

The adoptiçn at the .suggestion of the Hungarian delegation, of the decision to 
hold informal meetings of the Committee on the subject of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction represents a positive advance, and we ought to consider 
and thinlc out what should be done at these meetings. In my delegation's view, the 
following elements should be talcen into considex-'ation i n the planning of these 
informal meetings: 

1. • The definite advantages to be derived from negotiating a comprehensive 
prohibition of a l l m i l i t a r y research aimed at the development of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. This should include an analysis 
of the d i f f i c u l t i e s inlierent i n such an undertalcing, with a view to finding ways and 
means of overcoming them. \'Ie have i n mind, p a r t i c u l a r l y , the d i f f i c u l t i e s that may 
arise with respect to basic research, which cannot be prohibited, althouf^li i t s results 
could be used for m i l i t a r y purposes, and also problems connected with the v e r i f i c a t i o n 
of such a comprehensive agreement. 

2. A second element i n the work of the informal meetings could, we believe, be 
the devising of a system for the periodic examination of developments i n s c i e n t i f i c 
research which could be used i n order to produce new vreapons and systems of such 
weapons, i n accordance with the provisions of paragraph 77 of the F i n a l Document of 
the f i r s t special session of the General Assembly devoted to disairaament. 

3. A t h i r d element could be the consideration of certain specific f i e l d s i n 
which the adoption of measures for the prohibition of technological escalation might 
help towards the curbing of the armaments race or preventing i t from spreading to new^ 
hitherto unknown areas. I am thinlcing of subjects that have already been well 
explored, l i k e that of a nuclear test ban — a central and essential element i n any 
ef f o r t aimed at halting the development of nuclear weapons, the importance of which 
was emphasized by the head of the B r a z i l i a n delegation, Ambassador de Souza e S i l v a , 
when he presented the statement of the Group of 21 (document CD/192, of 8 July 1981), 
vihich my delegation firmly supports. We could also discuss certain aspects of the 
negotiations on the prohibition of radiological weapons, particle-beam weapons, 
a n t i - s a t e l l i t e weapons, missile-launching space platforms, cruise missiles, 
manoeuvrable re-entry vehicles (MARV), weapons with enhanced radiation effect, 
precision weapçns, the m i l i t a r y use of lasers, the use of environmental modification 
techniques, infrasonic weapons, electromagnetic weapons, etc. 

4 . A further question that might be discussed i s the p o s s i b i l i t y for the 
adoption of u n i l a t e r a l measures at the national l e v e l by the countries most active i n 
m i l i t a r y research and development with a view to freezing such a c t i v i t i e s pending 
the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement i n that f i e l d . 

5. F i n a l l y , the l a s t subject on which \ie should concentrate our attention i s 
the proposal by the USSR delegation f o r the establishment, under the auspices of the 
Committee on Disarmament, of an ad hoc groiip of governmental s c i e n t i f i c experts on 
questions of nevj types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
vjeapons. 

Those are the preliminary comments my delegation wished to maJce at this stage 
of our work. 
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Их. ISSR&ELYÁH (Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics) (translated from Russian); 
During: discussions cf the question of new tjqpes of v/eapons of mass destruction xn 
the Conmitteo on Disarmament, the Sovicj delegation has r-peatedly stressed che 
need for m.ore intensive work on the elaboration of preventive measures prohibiting 
the use of s c i e n t i f i c and technological advances for the development of such \;ecpons. 

V/hile being i n favour of a comprehensive agreement on the pro h i b i t i o n of new 
types and systems of vreapons of mass destruction, the Soviet Union, as you. Icnow, 
also accepts tho idea of the conclusion of special agreements for the prohibition 
of inuivid'dal new t;;,'pos of such weapons. This position of ours i s reflected both 
i n the additional draft agreement on the prohibition of пег: tjqaes and systems of 
г/еафопБ of mass desti-uction submitted by the USSR delegation to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament i n 1577 and i n ovx p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the negotiations 
on the prohibition of rad i o l o g i c a l ггеаропз. 

I should l i k e to express the hope that the meetings of the Committee v/ith the 
par t i c i p a t i o n of experts planned for the end of July г/ill enable Committee members 
to form a clearer picture of the г;1ае range of questions connected г'rith the 
possible emergence of гюаропз of mass d.estruction. Me also hope that these 
meetings viill help to broak the deadlock on the qtiestion of the establishment vinder 
the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament of an ad hoc group of experts to 
prepare a draft comprehensive agToement and to consider the question of concluding 
special agreements on individvia-l ne\r types and systems of г•/eapons of mass 
destruction. A proposal f o r the establislim-ent of such a group \ras submitted to 
the Comm.ittee by the USSR delegation on 15 Jv.lj 1900. 

We are fi r m l y convinced that such a group of ejrperts could becom.e a most 
effective international body г7hich could prepai-e f o r the Committee's use 
informal гJ•orking materials on the subject of пег/ types of ггеаропз of mass 
destruction. The Committee vrould thus have at i t s disposal an important 
additional means for the regular monitoring of developments i n the matter of 
po t e n t i a l l y dangerous trends that might give r i s e to пег/ '.ypes of vreapons of mass 
destruction. 

The fourth round of negotiations 'on the preparation of the text of a treaty 
on the prohibition of rad i o l o g i c a l г/еаропз has novi been going on i n the Committee 
on Dioarma.ment for almost a month. 

We a.re expected•—and have been expected for som.e time past — to produce an 
agreed text of a, treaty. Such expectations ггеге confirmed recently i n the 
course of the vrork of the Prepaiatory ComBiittee for the second special session of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and i n that of the United ITations 
Disarmament Commission. Our current session i s , i n fa c t , the l a s t f u l l то'опй of 
negotiations on the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting r a d i o l o g i c a l ггеаропз before 
the convening of the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament. Taking into account the present state of a f f a i r s i n other areas 
of negotiations on the l i m i t a t i o n of the â rms race and disarm.anent, the completion 
of the preparation of a ra d i o l o g i c a l vieapons treaty \rould not only be a rea l 
contribution to the solution'of the problems that exist i n that sphere, but also 
have great moral and symbolic significance as a s o l i d step i n a positive direction, 
vihich i s p a r t i c u l a r l y important i n today's ex?-cerbated vrorld s i t u a t i o n . The 
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importance of the completion of our v/ork on a radiological weapons treaty to the 
successful holding, of the second special session on disarmament i s also perfectly 
obvious. Neither can there be any doubt that the achievoDient of agreement on 
r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons vrould enhance s t i l l further the authority of our Committee 
as the only negotiating body i n the sphere of disarmament that i s at present 
functioning. 

l/hat, then, i a the p o s i t i o n as regards the preparation of a r a d i o l o g i c a l 
weapons treaty a f t e r a vrhole month of vrork at the summer part of our Committee's 
session? 

As you know, as a result of the previous rovmd the Ad Hoc V/orking Group has 
before i t , i n addition to the Soviet-United States text, an alternative text by 
the Chairman. Apart from certain small points, we f a i l to see any elements i n the 
Cliairman's text that vrould substantially improve the Soviet-United States text. 
Hovrever, i n vievr of the not unimportant fact that the alternative text takes account 
of the amendments proposed by many delegations and commands a considerable degree 
of agreement among them, the Soviet delegation i s also prepared to vrork tovrards 
agreed decisions on the basis of the Chairman's consolidated text. 

At the samé time, the situation i n the Committee on the question of the 
prohibition of ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons i s p r a c t i c a l l y one of deadlock. There-are 
delegations that vrould lilce to solve a шшЬег of pressing problems r e l a t i n g to the 
l i m i t a t i o n of the arms race, international hiimanitarian law and other f i e l d s . Me 
have the highest esteem f o r such noble.intentions. 

I t vrould, of covirse, be an excellent thing i f together vrith the prohibition 
of r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons vre could also solve the problem of a general and complete 
prohibition of nuclear vreapons under effective international control and many other 
disarmament problems as vrell. But, a l a s , that i s vmrealistic; •-•It -would be 
equally u n r e a l i s t i c to t r y to solve the problem of prohibiting attacks on peaceful 
nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s vrithin the framevroi-l: of a radiological vreapons treaty. 
Undoubtedly, Israel's barbarous attack on a nuclear reactor near Baghdad raises a 
number of important issu.es, 

• We sympathize vrith the idea underlying the proposal by the Svredish delegation 
concerning the need to protect c i v i l i a n nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s against attack. 
Hovrever, the inclusion of t h i s proposal i n the text of a ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons treaty 
involves considerable d i f f i c u l t i e s . In'the coux-se of the discussions various 
delegations have pointed out not only the complexity of the px-̂ Dblem as such but 
also the sei-ious l e g a l , technical and p o l i t i c a l implications, the careful study 
of vrhich would take time. 

We continue to f e e l that the solution of t h i s serious and d i f f i c u l t problem 
should be sought within the framevrork of other international agi-eements. The 
discussion of t h i s matter i n the Committee has shovm that many other delegations, 
too, hold si m i l a r vievrs. 

Novr that, a f t e r tvro years of intensive vrork, á large number of States members 
of the Committee ai-e v r i l l i n g to assume obligations i n connection víith the 
prohibition of the development, production, stoclq)iling and use of ra d i o l o g i c a l 
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i/eapons on the basis оГ the Chaiman's text, attempts to question the very 
preparation of a radiolog-ical weapons treaty, which i s s p e c i i i c d i n our mandate 
and i n the relevant decisions a,áopted by the General Assembly at i t s session on 
th i s question — decisions adopted, moreover, by consencus — can only cause 
bewilderment, \/e are f i i x i l y convincc'.i that the speediest possible conclusion 
of work on a radi o l o g i c a l weapons treaty w i l l bo a pei-ha,ps s n a i l but important 
contribution to the general goal of l i m i t i n g the ar¡ns ra.ce. ITo one can doubt that 
even a small stop i n that direction, especJ^ally against the background of the 
present international situa,tion, vrould be better than the absence of any progress 
at a l l . \Ie believe i n the formula: a l i t t l e i s better than nothing. Others 
seem to thinl: that the worse things are the better that i s . 

Considerable d i f f i c u l t i e s remain also i n connection v;ith the f i n a l drafting 
of the treaty's a r t i c l e s on d e f i n i t i o n , scope of prohibition, and peaceful uses. 
There are some other d i f f i c u l t i e s as vrell. 

Thus the situ a t i o n vrhich has arisen i n the course of negotiations i s not 
simple. On the one hand, there are a number of countries f o r v/hich the text of 
the treaty prepared by the Chairman could be acceptable. On the other hand, 
there i s a group of States v/hich v/ould l i k e to l i n k the treaty on the prohibition 
of r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons vrith a nvmber of international problems tliat are important 
but bear no r e l a t i o n to the prohibition of radi o l o g i c a l v/eapons. 

We consider tliat the interests of the cause require us to shov/ the necessary 
realism, to make optimum use of the time available to us and, by making additional 
ef f o r t s both i n d i v i d u a l l y and c o l l e c t i v e l y , to complete the preparation of the 
text of a treaty on the prohibition of rad i o l o g i c a l vreapons i n the very near future. 

Иг. WAGEMI&IŒIRS (Netherlands): Mr. Chairman, as you observed l a s t Thursday, 
there vras a large number of speakers at the 136th meeting of the Committee on 
Disarmament. At the end of that meeting the leader of the Netherlands delegation, 
Ambassador Fein, consented to defer his statement scheduled for delivery on 
5 July u n t i l today. Unfortimately, Arnbassador Fein i s pi-cvented from being vrith 
us today. In h i s absence I have been instructed to deliver h i s statement novr. 

It i s a matter of sa t i s f a c t i o n f o r my delegation to see you preside over the 
vrork of t h i s Committee i n the month of July. Ily delegation feels inspired by the 
fact that during t h i s important period of the vrork of the Comjnittee, i t v r i l l be 
steered by your otitstanding competence, diplomatic s k i l l and dedication to the 
cause of peace and disarmament. \/e are convinced tlisit your great g i f t s of s p i r i t 
and of mind v r i l l stimulate the Committee to иаЛсе substantial progress i n t h i s 
v i t a l phase of i t s summer session. Needless to say, my delegation v r i l l be only 
too happy to contribute to the success of your chairmanship. Our appreciation 
goes to your disting-uishod predecessor, Ambassador Komivoc of Hungary, f o r the 
very competent and business-like Dianner i n vrhich he set the Committee to vrork i n the 
month of June. V/e c o r d i a l l y vrelcome into t h i s Committee the distinguished 
Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador J a l a l i of Iran, Ambassador Jayakoddy 
of S r i Lanlca and Ambassa.dor Rodriguez Navarro of Venezuela. 

Today I vrish to make г. statement on ra.diologic£il vreapons and rad i o l o g i c a l vrarfare. 
In t h i s statement I s h a l l make some proposals vrhich I hope v r i l l be helpf u l i n 
advancing our negotiations on these matters. I s h a l l not, hovrever, on t h i s 
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occasion, t a l k about new v/eapons of mass destruction i n general except to remind 
you that i t was the ITethcrlands that o r i g i n a l l y proposed, i n our statement of 
5 August I98O (at the Committee's 97th meeting), the holding annually, during 
spe c i a l l y designated periods of time, of informal meetings on new weapons of mass 
destruction, v/ith the..assistance of q u a l i f i e d experts. We are pleased that at 
the in i t i a . t i v e of Ambassador Komives of Hungary the Committee decided to do t h i s , 
and as f a r as ve are concerned that takes care of this problem. 

Speaking about radiological \reapons, I should i n the f i r s t place r e c a l l the 
statement I made a year ago, at the formal meeting of the Committee of 
9 A p r i l I98O. In that statement ve commented i n d e t a i l on the text of' the 
draft convention submitted to t h i s Committee j o i n t l y by the United- States and the 
Soviet Union i n July 1979. 

Since then, during our discussions of this subject last year and also t h i s 
year, many proposals have been made to improve on that draft text. Some of those 
proposals Viere interesting and they merit further discussion. As a result of those 
proposals there i s n o v a Chairman's vrorking paper v;ith a consolidated text f o r 
a ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons convention (С1|/В'7/\'Л?.20 of 21 A p r i l I 9 8 I ) . 

At t h i s moment the most important outstanding difference of opinion, v/hich 
stands i n the vray of an early agreement, concerns the scope and the d e f i n i t i o n of 
a radiological weapons convention. In the Ad Hoc V/orking Group on Radiological 
Weapons, on 26 June of th i s year, Sweden proposed-certain interesting amendments 
to the text. That proposal, v i z . , to extend the d e f i n i t i o n of the scope of the 
radiological vreapons convention i n order to include the prohibition of attacks 
on c i v i l i a n nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s i n the scope, deserves special attention. The 
backgro-und to that proposal vras expounded i n the Svredish intervention i n the 
Committee on 7 A p r i l 1931. 

, The Netherlands i s , i n principle', sym.pathetically inclined to the Svredish 
proposal, vrhich seems to be based on a thorough investigation of t h e i r own. We 
are therefore prepared to examine that proposal seriously, both nationally and 
internationally, i n order to evalua-te a l l i t s p o l i t i c a l and technical implications. 
Our very prelim-inary findings have led us to the follovring conclusions. 

As vre said i n our intervention of la s t year, to vrhich I referred at the 
beginning of -this statomont, the Netherlands shares the vievr that f o r purely technical 
reasons the development of sp e c i f i c r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons i s highly vmlikely. We 
have alvrays held the vievr that i t i s u n l i k e l y that stich vreapons can be developed, 
lioreover such vreapons, even i f they did ever come to exi s t , would be of l i t t l e 
mili'fcarj'' value. The draft convention on radi o l o g i c a l vreapons as submitted to 
the Committee on Disarmament i n July 1979 i s therefore not a very interesting one 
from the point of vie\r of arms control and disarmament. I t i s against t h i s 
background that vre i n the Hetherlands have looked at the Svredish proposal imder 
discussion, because the launching of an attack on nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s i n aii 
opponent's t e r r i t o r y does constitute one of the fevr feasible and effective methods 
of vraging radiological vrarfare. This i s , unfortunately, not an inconceivable event. 

It i s our vievr that, since the United States/USSR draft convention provides i n 
a r t i c l e I I I not only for a prohibition of radi o l o g i c a l vreapons as such but also f o r 
a general prohibition of rad i o l o g i c a l vrarfare, there. i,s s u f f i c i e n t ground to t r y to 
include i n a constructive manner, acceptable to a l l , at least the-essence of the 
Svredish proposal. 
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In order to contributo to the process of deliberation that i s nou imder way i n 
t h i s Connittee concerning t h i s proposition, which surely i s not an academic one, but 
on the other hand also taking into account the objections that i n fact have been 
made to attempts to rogula/te those iraporlant matters i n the r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons 
convention, vre vrould put for'.rard the suggestion not to pursue — at least i n this 
p a r t i c u l a r context — the formula proposed by &.rcden, vrhich readsî "never, unddr any 
circvuastances,' to attack or delibera.tcly dâ mage any c i v i l i a n nuclear energy generating 
reactor, reprocessing plant or spent f u e l storage f a c i l i t y on the t e r r i t o r y of a 
State party to the treaty'. In the context of a ra.diolûgical vreapons convention, 
one could rather envisage — and th i s i s vrhat we propose i n place of the Svredish 
formulation — that i t should be prohibited ''to attack any c i v i l i a n miclear energy-
generating reactor, j^eprocessing plant or spent f u e l storage f a c i l i t y on the 
territoi-y of a State party to the treaty, i f such attack may lead to the effective 
release of racli-.xictivematerial causing, by i t s dissemination, destruction, dama-ge 
or injury by moans of the radiation produced by the decay of such material''. 

Allovr me novr to substantiate that proposal with the follovring considerations. 
Let us consider, f i r s t , attacks on nuclear installa.tions that have the s p e c i f i c 
objective of releasingradiO'-activomaterial i n order to i n f l i c t destruction, damage 
or injury on the enemy: such attacks obviously do f a l l within the scope of a 
radio l o g i c a l vreapons convention. On the other hand, any militarj'' action against 
nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s that i s not s p e c i f i c a l l y designed to use i-eleased radiation, i s 
adxiissible. 'In example vrould be the ca¿oturing of .such i n s t a l l a t i o n s vrith a vievr 
to h a l t i n g the'production of energy.'.' In t h i s connection, vre are reminded that the 
Svredish proposal vrould be covered by a r t i c l e s 5I ада 56 of Additional Protocol I 
to the Geneva Convention of 1949• The Netherlands, hovrever, shares the vievr that 
those pi-ovisions are m.ore r e s t r i c t e d tha.n the Svredish proposal under discussion, and 
they ai-e эЛво more resti-icted than vrhat vre ha.ve i n mind ourselves, our o\m Dutch 
vievrs. In the f i r s t place, a r t i c l e 56 of Additional Protocol I only refers to 
"nuclear electrica.l generating stations" | i t does not refer to other nuclear 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s vrith large quantities of radio-active i:a.terial. In the second place, 
ai'ticle 56 only offers protection to the c i v i l i a n population i n the v i c i n i t y of the 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s . Jloreover that protectiou i s neither pi-ovidt 1 for i f these 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s ha.ppen to sujjply e l e c t r i c a l energy on a regular basis f o r substantial 
and direct support to m i l i t a r y operations, nor i n a situation i n vrhich such an attack 
i s the only pra.ctical vray of putting an end to that militarj»- support r o l e . 

MQ do believe, hovrever, that i n the ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons convention there should 
be, i n one vray or a<,nother, e.g. i n tho pream.ble, a reference to Additional Protocol I 
i n order to establish a linlc betvreen the tvro instruments. In t h i s connection, vre 
vrould also vrish to dravr attention to a r t i c l e 5b, subparagraph 6, of Additional 
Px-otocol I , vrhich roads: "Tho high contracting parties and the parties to the c o n f l i c t 
are urged to conclude fu.rther ag-reements among themselves to provide additional 
protection f o r objects containing dangerous forces". This also serves to bring out 
and underline the complementarj-- nature of such a provision i n a r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons 
convention. Those are the observations I vrish to make to underpin our suggested 
text a l t e r n a t i v e s . 

I novr vrish to refe r to the nevr Svredish proposal to distinguish betvreen 
c i v i l i a n and m i l i t a r y nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s and subsequently to mark t h i s difference, 
as i s suggested as a p o s s i b i l i t y i n a r t i c l e 56, subparagraph 7> of Additional 
Protocol I i n reference to, i n t e r a l i a , nuclear e l e c t r i c a l generating stations. 
Ue i n the Netherlands, are, hovrever, of the opinion that i t vrould be legallj?- vmsovmd 
and from a m i l i t a r y point of vievr undesira^ble to change the na/oure of that 
provision i n the Protocol, vrhich i s i n f a c t no more than a recoimnendation, into a 
treaty obligation i n the convention on ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons. Iloreover, such a 
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change into a treaty obligation voulà include reprocessing plants and spent f u e l , 
storage f a c i l i t i e s . The Iletherlands i s of the opinion, as also suggested by Sv/eden, 
that the data "published by IAEA concerning c i v i l i a n nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s should 
be s u f f i c i e n t to allo\r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n by militar;^'- conmanders of the c i v i l i a n or 
m i l i t a r y na-ture of a nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n . 

I f the proposal to incorporate i n the radiological vreapons convention a 
prohibition of attacks on nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s , as amended by us, i n the text 
formulation I proposed just novr, i s accepted, thereby taking into accoimt the remarks 
ma,de from several sides, then v;e would, i n our opinion, have a,chieved a significant 
advantage. The convention would gain s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n value. Especially i n 
heavily populated areas with a developed nuclear energy ca.pacity, such a treaty 
would be well received, f o r the convention would include a. prohibition of attacks 
on nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s s p e c i f i c a l l y intended to release massive radio-active 
contamination. 

A few f i n a l , remarks. As to the d e f i n i t i o n of radi o l o g i c a l weapons, the 
ITetherlands has no problems vrith the text proposed i n the draft convention as 
submitted by the United-States and the Soviet Union i n July 1979• however, 
consider an improvement of the prohibitions ( a r t i c l e s I through I I I ) of the 
radio l o g i c a l vreapons convention desirable, as vre stated i n our intervention of 
9 A p r i l 1980. The d e f i n i t i o n of rad i o l o g i c a l vreapons should leave no ambiguity 
vrhatsoever: the convention relates exclusively to radiological vra.rfare aimed at 
spreading radiological material other than by means of a nuclear explosion. I 
should remind you i n this connection of the Ketherlands proposal, i n our intervention 
of 9 A p r i l 1980, for the redra-fting of a r t i c l e I I , subparagraph 2 , and a r t i c l e I I I 
i n tha-t sense. I then proposed the redrafting of a r t i c l e I I , subparagraph 2 , to 
read as follows: ^Чиху ra'-îio-active material s p e c i f i c a l l y designed f o r employment, 
by i t s dissemination independently of nuclear explosions, to cause destruction, 
damage or injury by means of the radiation prodviced by the decay of such material''. 
With the same objective, i n mind, a r t i c l e I I I should read; "Each State party to. the 
Treaty also underlakes not to employ deliberately, by i t s dissemination independently 
of nuclear eyplosions.an?:- radio-active material not defined as a radiological weapon 
in a r t i c l e I I , subparagraph 2 , to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of 
the radiation produced by the decay of such material''. 

By accepting these tvro texts we vrould do tvro things that make sense. Me vrould 
create a l i n k vrith the term"rauio-B.ctive material vreapons" as used in- the d e f i n i t i o n 
of vreapons of mass destruction by the Commission f o r Conventional Armaments of' 
12 August 1943. At the same time the'ITetherlands proposal regarding a qu a l i f i e d 
pirohibition of attacks on nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s , vrhich I put to you e a r l i e r on, 
vrould also linlc up vrith a r t i c l e I I I of the convention. 

ily l a s t remark on this matter i s that vre vrould appreciate i t i f a formula along 
the l i n e s suggested by us could be incorporated i n the d e f i n i t i o n as contained 
i n the excellent Australian working paper of 1 July I9CI (CD/RV//l'ff.22). 

I s h a l l wind up my statement by addressing the v i t a l question of the prevention 
of loss or diversion to radi o l o g i c a l vreapons of radio-active riiatcrials. This 
matter i s dee.lt with i n a r t i c l e IV of the consolidated text of the Chairman of the 
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Ad HOG V/orking Group on Eadiological Weapons (СВ/11У/\ЛР.20)In t h i s context 
. i.t seems'useful to reca,ll the pertinent para^graph of the Fotherlahds sta^tement 
at tho T^th plenary meeting of tho Committee, on 5 A p r i l i;00¡; 

•Ч novr come to the a r t i c l e vrhich deals vrith the physical protection 
of radio-active niciterialз, '\fithin the У^Ш, an expoi-t group has i n 
the past made recommendations on the physical protection of fissionable 
ma.terials (lliEA document líITCIElG 225/Rev.l), These recommendations 
are implemented by many countries. Moreover, a Convention vraо recently 
concluded i n l^ienna on tho Physical Protection of Lluclear l i a t e r i a l s , 
p articularly.during transport. Both these recommendations and the 
Convention cover xisrjlc:ia''^5lG m t e r i a l s , either irradiated or not, but 
do not covex-radio-aotive materials i n vrhich no fissionable matoria.l i s 
présent»- I f vre accept the idea, as i-efiected i n t h i s a r t i c l e of the 
Ш dra,ft, that t h i s categorj/ of materials must also be protected, parties 
must t r y to achieve common standards vrith respect to the l e v e l of • 
protection. This could be done by amending the said Convention; but 
t h i s does seem to be a somevrhat cumbersome approach. Althoug'h m,y 
delegation certainly vrould not l i k e to exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
amending the Convention i n the future, the most p r a c t i c a l approach seems 
to be to ask IAEA to reconvene the expert group vrith a vievr to expanding 
the already e x i s t i n g recommendations so as to cover radio-active 
materials as vrell. Consequently, I riropose to i n v i t e the Director-General 
of IAEA to present his vievrs on t h i s matter as soon as possible." 

• In the meantime, on 3 J'Lily IÇQl, "the lietherla.nds delegation has submitted 
a proposal to the Ad Hog Working Grotip on Radiological Weapons that the 
Dire,ctor-General of the International Atomic Energ;;/- Agency be invited' to present 
his vievrs, preferably i n vrriting on. the relationship botvreen a r t i c l e ÎV of the 
draft convention on r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons and the Vienna Convention on the 
Physical Protection of iTuclear bacterial, as' vrell as the gui(3-elines f o r physical 
protection of nuclear material. This proposal i s sir¡iple, -constructive r.nd 
without "any implications of, f o r ejcample, a m i l i t a r y nature. Our solé aim ' -
i s to try to establish maximum congruence betvreen the vrork done i n va.riouc 
forums, i n casu located i n Geneva and Vienna respectively, vrherc nevr instruments 
of inter-na,tional lavr are being created. I t goes vrithout saying that the 
possible future advice of the Director-General of LlEA v r i l l i n no vray prejudge 
the decision the Ad_Hoç Working,Group v r i l l f.inally take as regajxls the vrording 
of a r t i c l e rv of the consolici^.ted- text. The Ad Hoc V/orking Group vrorks 
under the manda.te given to i t by the. Committee on Disarma^ment, and t h i s 
Committee i s , of coiirse, the o-".ly i-^stance '..diich de jure i s em.povrered to'.dravr 
up the r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons convention. A l l the same. Are deem i t the duty of 
a l l States to see to i t that agroements dealing vri'th the handling of radio—active 
materials — be these texts dravrn up i n Geneva or i n Vienna — forra, betvroen 
them, a formidable and cohérent obstacle to una.uthorised or i l l e g a l use of these 
dangerous materials. 

file://'/fithin


CD/PV.157 
19 

№ . APLELâSSEN (Morocco) (translated from French) : Our ancestors, who were 
not sparing of t h e i r time, invented the handslialce, a symbolic gesture with three ' 
purposes: f i r s t , to gauge the potential ctrild.ng power- of the other; secondly, to 
check that not the smallest morsel of f l i n t Wcus lircking i n his hand, and t h i r d l y , 
to show him warmth or friendliness,- • 

Since the vocation of our Committee i s precisely that of disarmament, it,ought, 
I thinlc, to observe t l i i s ancestral t r a d i t i o n . I t i s , therefore, with r e a l pleasvire 
that I extend a warm handshake to you, lux. Cliairman, and tlirougli you, to India, 
which i s not only a f r i e n d l y country but also a potential Power, a setter of 
examples — examples of peace and of democracy. India has also with bare Iiands 
scaled the liighest peales of science and teclinology currently on record. 

The vrorld i s more tlian ever i n need of exemplars of this stature, for this 
vrorld seems set on a dangerously reckless course: i t i s a víorld where the most 
pov/erful set us an example rather of primitive egotism, extorting exorbitant, 
•concesâions from those v;ho are weaker, or condemning them to agonizing renunciations, 
a viorld vrtiere everything seems ineluctably-to be s l i p p i n g from man's control, 
beginning vrith those very elements on vrliich man's future and his svirvival depend — 
I am thinl-:ing i n p a r t i c u l a r of armaments, vrith the' exception perhaps of one category, 
and that i s solely because i t does not yet exist. I am, of course, r e f e r r i n g to 
rad i o l o g i c a l vreapons, on the subject of vrhich I should l i k e , virith yoiir permission, 
to say a fevr vrords. 

Prom the m i l i t a r y standpoint a r a d i o l o g i c a l v/eapon i s , as some put i t , a 
nuclear weapon vrithout the noise, or, i f you l i k e , one third of a nuclear v/eapon, 
for of the threefold effects of an explosive miclear weapon, namely,' mechanical 
effects, thermal effects and radiation effects, i t has only the l a t t e r . These 
vreapons, vrhich are e s s e n t i a l l y based on the use, vrithout any nuclear explosion, 
of radio-active material aлld vra'ste from nuclear reactors — v/liatever the form 
they may take — can be used to i n f l i c t i n j u r y and damage on human beings, animals 
and plants tlirough contamination. 

Contrary to vrhat i s generally believed, t h i s contamination may be caused by 
the f i r i n g of shells or rockets or the release of bombs containing radio-active 
agents or by-products¿ or by the direct dispersal of such radio-active elements 
from radiation-proof helicopters or p i l o t l e s s c r a f t . 

In-vievr of the development and spectacular progress of the elec'tro-nviclear , 
doriiain, the manufacture of r a d i o l o g i c a l vieapons i s v/ithin the grasp of any country 
possessing the industry, however rudimentary, necessary for the loroduction of the 
requisite materials. Por the rest, there v f i l l alvrays be other ways — many of them 
questionable, p o l i t i c a l l y or commercially, or even constituting ou.tright violations 
of the lavr — by vrhich they can obtain fissionable materials or actual r a d i o l o g i c a l 
weapons, •• , -

Since they are made from varaste products, and are therefore within the reach of 
small'budgets, ra d i o l o g i c a l vreapons, should they appear, might lead to a certain 
vulgarization of atomic vreapons, a vulgarization the main consequence of vrhich would 
be the b i r t h of a nevi language of deterrence. For i t must be realized that 
rad i o l o g i c a l vreapons are of- marginal importance only as regards the nuclear-v<reapon 
Pov/ers' or countries v^rith lar-ge-scale conventional, operational forces. For other 
covmtries, and especially developing countries, a pov/er of deterrence based on 
r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons — provid.ed i t i s credible — could have a d e f i n i t e strategic 
value. 

Clearly, only a" complete and immediate prohibition of r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons 
could obviate the r i s k s that .might r e s u l t from such a si t u a t i o n . 
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ï'he negotiations .on the prohibition of ra d i o l o g i c a l weapons which .were •. 

i n i t i a t e d on the urging of the United States and the Soviet Union have been going- ' 
on i n the Conüiiittee on Disarmaraent since 1979 with a view to the conclusion, i n the 
words of paragraph 76 of the Fi n a l Docui..-jnt..-of the f i r s t special session of the 
General Assembly on disarmament, of a convention ''prohibiting the development,-
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons". 

In t h i s matter), the Committee on Disarmament has talcen a twofold decision: to 
set up an ad hoc working group, and to consider as a v a l i d working base for 
negotiations the "Agreed j o i n t United States-USSR proposal on major elevnents of a 
treaty prohibiting the ..development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological 
weapons", i n spite of the fact that, on the one hind the .proposal contains a 
j u r i d i c a l l y unacceptable mixture of the laws of war cJiid disarmament measures, while 
on the other hand i t i s t o t a l l y s i l e n t on the subject of whcit i s nevertheless -an 
extremely important problem, that of radiological warfare. 

Many delegations, including Morocco, consider that t h i s question of -radiological 
• warfare should be at the centre of the discussions of the Ad Hoc Working Group'on' 
Radiological Weapons. There are, moreover, i n t h i s connection, serious divergences 
of views betxveen, on the one hand, the two .authors of the j o i n t proposal and t h e i r 
respective a l l i e s , who would l i k e to confine the prohibition i n the convention to 
ra d i o l o g i c a l weapons as such, and, on the other, 'the non-aligned and neutral 
countries whose views on the matter are less r e s t r i c t i v e and who would therefore 
wish to broaden the scope of the future convention i n such a way that the prohibition 
would cover not only a l l means of warfare producing radiation and including what are 
known as particle-beam weapons but also a l l forms of attack on c i v i l i a n nuclear 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s including рог№г stations, laboratories and research centres, other 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s concerned with the nuclear fuel cycle and a l l other i n s t a l l a t i o n s 
containing large quantities of radio-active materials, even i f such attacks are also 
s t r i c t l y prohibited under a r t i c l e 56 of A.àditional Protocol I to the Geneva' 
Conventions of 1949. 

The position adopted by the former is untenable? i t not ]oossible to clamour 
for the adoption of a convention intended to preserve mankind from the dangers of the 
use of radio-active materials other\-jise than i n the form of explosive nuclear devices, 
and at the same time to t i y to confine the prohibition to certain aspects of• 
ra d i o l o g i c a l warfare only, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n view of the ease with which peaceful, 
nuclear f a c i l i t i e s can be used to serve host i l e purposes without substantial 
conversion. This much having been said, a compromise soluticn could rapidly be 
found i f the two sides agree.d to malce reciprocal concessions: the non-aligned 
countries by not i n s i s t i n g on the maintenance of t h e i r suggestion on the prohibition 
of particle-beam weapons, and the others by agreeing to take the idea of ra d i o l o g i c a l 
warfare into consideration. 

The idea of r a d i o l o g i c a l warfare i s , i n our view c r u c i a l , f o r we see no point i n 
going on learnedly discussing \%'hether or not i t would be advisable to prohibit 
r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons, which at present, eveiyone agre.es, l i e i n the realm of f i c t i o n ; 
what we ought rather to do i s to tackle without further delay the problem of t h i s 
t e r r i f y i n g new form of warfare. , . 

In other words, what we ought to concern ourselves with i n the f i r s t instance, 
and well ahead of the question of banning, the use of radiological weapons, i s the 
prohibi^bition and prevention of ra d i o l o g i c a l warfare. 

My delegation wishes solemnly to declare that i t intends henceforward to apt 
and to assume i t s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n this s p i r i t and with t h i s goal i n mind, i n 
accordance with the statement of the Group of 21 of 17 June 1981, with the sole 
concern of ensuring the best possible protection for innocent c i v i l i a n populations 
against r a d i o l o g i c a l warfare. 
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Before concluding, I should l i k e veiy b r i e f l y to refer to the question of 
control and v e r i f i c a t i o n with regard to which the V/orking Group w i l l certainly come 
up against some d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

For the solution of any problems that may arise i n r e l a t i o n to the objectives 
of the proposed treaty or i t s application, the agreed j o i n t USSR-United States 
proposal provides i n i t s a r t i c l e VIII that the parties w i l l undertalce to consult 
one another both d i r e c t l y and through a consultative committee of experts. The 
a r t i c l e further provides that any State party to the treaty which has reasons to 
believe that any other State party i s acting i n breach of obligations deriving from 
the proposed treaty on radiological weapons i s free to lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council of the United Nations, which i s equally free to decide whether or not 
to i n i t i a t e an investigation into the matter. 

F a i t h f u l to the i r practice of undertalcing nothing i n disarmament matters which 
could harm thei r Great Power interests, the United States and the USSR have proposed 
a t o t a l l y emasculated' v e r i f i c a t i o n and control body. The consultative committee of 
experts, according to the annex to the draft treaty, " s h a l l undertalce to make 
appropriate findings of f a c t " and " s h a l l decide procedural questions re l a t i v e to the 
organization of i t s work". However, the annex adds, "there s h a l l be no voting on 
matters of substance" — nothing l e s s . As f o r the provisions of the j o i n t proposal 
concerning the procedure for complaints, they are completely inadequate as regards 
violations of the prohibition, to be embodied i n the future convention. In view of a l l 
t h i s , i s i t possible'for our Committee to adopt such paltry provisions? As f a r as 
the Moroccan delegation i s concerned, the answer i s noi 

I t i s , a l l the same, astonishing that when so many instruments have been 
adopted i n the f i e l d of disarmament i t has s t i l l not been possible, i n the matter 
of control and v e r i f i c a t i o n , to devise a basic formula applicable to any category . 
of non-conventional weapons, while allowing, of course, for certain modifications 
of the formula to take account of the spe c i f i c characteristics of particular 
situations. 

I t i s s t i l l more distressing to observe that the Committee on Disarmament has 
taken no steps to co-ordinate the work of the two working groups on chemical 
weapons and on radiological weapons as regards t h i s aspect common to both. 

In conclusion, the Moroccan delegation wishes- to stress that i f the regulation 
now under way of the question of r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons does not talce into consideration 
the essential question of the protection of c i v i l i a n nuclear i n s t a l l a t i o n s against 
a l l forms of attack and sabotage, thé result i s l i k e l y to appear to an impatient 
a»d eager international .public opinion as nothing but a giant hoax deliberately 
designed to distract the attention of the world's population from the most 
important of the disarmament problems, and the one on which i t s survival depends; 
the prohibition of nuclear weapons and nuclear disarmament. 

The world would be j u s t i f i e d i n considering that setting up a Viorking Group on 
radi o l o g i c a l weapons — potential weapons, whose role at the m i l i t a i y l e v e l may 
be regarded at the present time as negligible — and- deliberately leaving aside 
the question of the nuclear weapons which constitute the gravest threat to mankind 
and to the survival of our c i v i l i z a t i o n , i s i n truth s a c r i f i c i n g the essential to 
the secondary, and at the same time putting off t i l l l a t e r the solution of a question 
which the world at large and the international bodies nevertheless consider as being 
of the highest p r i o r i t y . 



CD/PY.157 
22 

(Ыг. Árrassen, Morocco) 

But l e t us be r e a l i s t i c and patient, and recognize that i f r a d i o l o g i c a l 
disarmament were achieved, i n keeping with the legitimate concerns worthy of the 
interest of a l l of us, i . e . , of the entire international, community, i t would have 
at least two advantages: i t would ri'd ti.e Committee on Bisarmament of one "chore" 
and i t irould introduce greater rigour and c l a r i t y into the cla,ssification of 
non-conventional weapons. V/e should th-cn have a new classifica.tion into two 
categories: on the one hand, the trilog;;,^ of weapons of mass destruction the use 
and also the production'of which a.re prohibited, i . e . , chemica,l, b i o l o g i c a l and 
r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons, and on the other liand the category of the i m c l a s s i f l e d , 
awaiting re;gulation, that of the vreapons of the apocalir-pse, f o r vrhich the term 
"vreapons of mass, destrtiction" i s sometliing of a euphemism — that i s , nuclear 
weapons. 

Mr. BARÏÏЗШШ (Indonesia): Ilr. Chairman, at t h i s stage of otir vrork i t i s 
an irony that, vrhile negotiations on the prohibition of vreâ pons vrliich do not exist 
as yet, namely, r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons, are progressi),ig, disar.mament negotiations on 
the e x i s t i n g most destructive vreapons vrhich pose the greatest danger to manlcind and 
c i v i l i z a t i o n have not even been started i n this body, even though they vrere 
considered as one of the p r i o r i t i e s i n the F i n a l Document of the f i r s t special-.&essii)n., 
of the General Assembly devoted to-disarmament (para.45)• 

Faced vrith such a s i t u a t i o n , one m.ay vrell raise the question vrliether i t i s 
r e a l l y useful to spend ovx precious time and enerr^r, vrhich coiü.d .be saved for other 
purposes, to continue our exercise i n dealing vrith som.ething vrhich does not even 
exist at present. Irrespective of the fact that r a d i o l o g i c a l vreapons do not yet 
actually e x i s t , and even though disarmament negotiations on vreapons vrhich have 
existed f o r more than 35 years and vrhich pose the tlireat of t o t a l a n n i l i i l a t i o n to 
mankind have not even commenced, my delegation has alvrays been prepared to 
participate i n a, constructive manner i n the negotiations vrhich have been conducted 
and s t i l l contime to take place i n the Ad Hoc Working Group concerned. We have 
done so for the follovring reasons: 

(a) We Viere requested by the F i n a l jjocument (para.76) and by subsequent , 
General Assembly resolutions to conduct such negotiations i n this Committee; 

(b) Tlie vreapons that vrould be the subject of prohibition .may vrell be developed 
and manvifactured i n the future. I t vrould be appropriate, therefore, to taice 
preventive .measures before such-vreapons, vrhich .may have a mass destruction capability,-
actually come into-being; 

(c) We believe tliat the possible conclusion of an international instrum.ent 
prohibiting such vreapons vrould contribute to the strengthening of international 
peace and security; 

(d) Vie expect, not too u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y , ' I hope, that tangible progress i n 
negotiations on r a d i o l o g i c a l v-zeapons vrould. give impetus to the disarmament 
negotiations i n otiier areas, and p a r t i c u l a r l y to the commencement of the negotiations 
r e l a t i n g to a nuclear test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament, vrhich remain our main concern. 

In my statement of 25 June, I touched very succinctly upon tliree important 
issues r e l a t i n g to the convention on the prohibition of radiological- vreapons - that 
t h i s Committee vras requested by the General Assembly to draft. The f i r s t relates 
to the d e f i n i t i o n of the v-rea.pons to be banned. To avoid possible different 
interpretations, the d e f i n i t i o n of radiological vreapons should be clear, formulated 
for the purpose of the convention concerned only and, as has been started Ьзг a number 
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of delegations, should not legitimize nuclear weapons. Among the suggestions and 
proposals that,have been so far submitted, my delegation considers that the Yugoslav 
and Australian proposals, contained respectively i n documents CD/R10,'P.15/Add.3 .and 
CD/RW/UP,22 deser^re careful consideration. The second question I referred to i n my 
previous statement relates to the scope of the prohibition. As we are a l l av/are, 
to cope v;ith the increasing need of or i n the efforts to d i v e r s i f y energy resoircces, 
the number of covmtries possessing nuclear reactors has increased, including those 
situated i n non-nuclear-weapon and developing nations. Kuclear f a c i l i t i e s for 
peaceful purposes should not, therefore, be the subject of an attack. As I said i n 
my e a r l i e r statement, the I s r a e l i a i r attack on the Tammus c.ivilian miclear f a c i l i t i e s 
renders a l l the more pertinent the inclusion of a provision for that purpose in- the 
future radiological weapons convention. A recurrence of attacks on c i v i l i a n nuclear 
f a c i l i t i e s placed under lAIiA safef;uards systems cannot be tolerated and must be 
prevented. The third issue I mentioned i n my e a r l i e r statement was the question of 
the peaceful uses of radio-active materials. A convention to thwart the possible 
emergence and use of rad i o l o g i c a l weapons should not affect the inalienable right of 
a l l States to develop research, production and use of radio-active materials for-
peaceful purposes. A l l States parties to the future convention should also undertake 
to eniiance international co-operation for the further development of the application 
of such materials for peaceful purposes and the needs of the developing non-nuclear-
weapon nations should be duly tal:en into consideration. 

As i n the case of other international instruments of the same nature, one other 
question of cr u c i a l importance i s the system of v e r i f i c a t i o n of compliance, to ensure 
that the provisions of the future convention a.re observed i n good f a i t h by a l l the 
parties to the instrument and that the objectives of the convention are attained. 
The systems set out in- other existing international instruments of the same character 
could naturally be taken -into consideration for comparative piœposes. This should 
not, however, necessarily lead to-the adoption of the same system i n the proposed 
instrument on rad i o l o g i c a l weapons. Vfliat i s essential i n the system to be worked out 
i s that i t should be workable and that a l l the parties to the future convention 
should have the same obligations to malce the system work. In the case of alleged 
non-compliance with the- instrument, the .m'-xhanism r e l a t i n g to the examination of the 
question and the search for i t s solution should ensure that the ,Tiiatter can be dealt 
with i n a speedy manner, considering the serious consequences that may occur as a. 
result of such a sit u a t i o n . In .order that the system should be workable, a l l States 
parties to the futtire convention should have the same r i g h t to participate i n the 
consideration of the matter. 

Tliese were the general l i n e s of the views'of my delegation .on some aspects of 
the proposed convention prohibiting r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons, lïy delegation w i l l continue 
to participate constructively i n the -i.-ork of the Ad Hoc Working Group concerned. In 
conclusion, I should l i k e to reiter a t e that, while vve are w i l l i n g to continue our 
partic i p a t i o n i n the efforts to advance the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group v/ith a 
view to-, eventually a r r i v i n g at an agreed text on the prohibition of ra d i o l o g i c a l 
weapons^ even though such weapons are s t i l l non-existent, as I stated e a r l i e r , the 
already existing weapons of .mass destriiction, nuclear weapons i n p a r t i c u l a r , continue 
to be our -ртхтаху preoccupation. delegation deeply regrets to note that no 
p o s s i b i l i t y seems to exis t for negotiations to be commenced on this subject i n the 
remaining time of this summer session of our Committee. 

The CHAIRl-'IAl'T; In accordance v;ith the decision taken by the Committee at i t s 
104th plenary meeting, I now have special pleasure i n giving the f l o o r to the 
distinguished representative of Switzerland, Ambassador P i c t e t . 
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Mr. PIC1ET (Switzerland) (translated from French); î'4r. Chairman, I should f i r s t 
l i k e to tiia.nk you, and through you the members of the Committee on Disarmament for 
giving-me the opportunity to speak today on the subject of chemical weapons. Allow 
me' to add that i t i s a p a r t i c u l a r pleasure foi- me to make this statement under your 
chairmanship. 

The Swiss authorities are keenly interested i n this subject, as was shown i n 
their b r i e f statement before the Committee on 26 A p r i l 1979 as well as i n the address 
by the Swiss delegation at the Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention 
on the. P r o h i b i t i o n of...the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
Weapons and on Their Destruction, which, under a r t i c l e XII of the Convention was 
required to review the sit u a t i o n as regards the prohibition of chemical vreapons. 

Thus the Sv/iss authorities are following v/ith great attention the \югк being 
done on this subject by the Committee on Disarmament and i n p a r t i c u l a r by i t s 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, i n which Switzerland has been permitted to 
take part for the second consecutive session, I should l i k e to place on record here 
my Government's s a t i s f a c t i o n at the progress accomplished by this Working- Group under 
the chairmanship of Ambassadors Okawa and Lidgard. 

Chemical vreapons at present constitute the most dangerous threat, together with 
nuclear vreapons. This threat i s a l l the more serious i n that, unlike the l a t t e r , 
the technology of chemical weapons i s r e l a t i v e l y simple and cheap, so that i t would 
be possible for many States to provide themselves víith such weapons v/ithout too much • 
d i f f i c u l t y . 

For i t s part, my country has a highly developed private chemical industry. That 
industry produces no chemical weapons and w i l l not produce them under any circumstances. 
The Confederation i n turn produces no chemical weapons for m i l i t a r y purposes i n i t s 
own f a c i l i t i e s . Switzerland has not acquired chemical weapons from abroad. My 
country therefore possesses no stockpiles of such vreapons and retains none on i t s 
t e r r i t o r y . The 'equipment possessed by thg army i s intended solely to protect 
combatants against the effects of tozic chemical substances i n the event of c o n f l i c t . 
Army train i n g i s confined to the proper use of the available means of defence. The 
organization of c i v i l defence measures i s designed to ensure that the c i v i l i a n 
population i s protected, i n the event of a. c o n f l i c t , against the effects of chemical 
weapons and other raea.ns of mass destruction. 

In the l e g a l sphere, Switzerland was among the f i r s t signatories of the 
Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925, which i t r a t i f i e d on 12 July 1932. I t i s also a 
party to the Convention on the Pr o h i b i t i o n of Bacteriological Weapons of 10 A p r i l 1972, 
which i t r a t i f i e d on 4 May 1976. 

The Geneva Protocol i s s t i l l completely v a l i d . I t i s therefore important for a l l 
States to accede to i t , so that i t s sphere of application may be t r u l y universal. 
The Protocol vrould then serve—pending- the adoption of a better instrument — o.s a 
general, p r o h i b i t i o n of f i r s t use of a very broad range of chemical v/eapons. 

Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions,of 1977, i n i t s a r t i c l e 35, 
as you knov/ prohibits the use of vreapons, p r o j e c t i l e s and materials and methods of 
warfare of a nature to cause superfluous injury, as w e l l as the use of methods or 
means of v/arfare which are intended or may be expected to cause widespread, long-term 
and severe damage to the natural environjnent. 
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Switzerland bas signed that Protocol. The r a t i f i c a t i o n procedure i s at present 
under way i n the Federal Chambers. The Swiss authorities consider that chemical ' 
weapons f a l l under the prohibition provided i n a r t i c l e 35 because of their 
excessively cruel nature. Furthermore, by reason of the indiscriminate effects of 
such weapons on combatants and the c i v i l i a n population a l i k e , t h e i r large-scale use 
i s contrary to a r t i c l e 5I of that Protocol, r e l a t i n g to the protection of the 
c i v i l i a n population. 

Necessary though they may be, these international instruments on the 
prohibition of use. are not s u f f i c i e n t to eliminate the danger of recourse to 
chemical weapons i n the event of armed c o n f l i c t . 

Owing to the present state of science and the p o s s i b i l i t i e s for the development 
of technology i n t h i s sphere, these weapons represent a potential for suffering and 
death which can only be t r u l y eliminated by the adoption of disarmament measures 
providing for the pure and simple a b o l i t i o n of this category of vreapons and the 
destruction of existing stockpiles. 

I should now l i k e b r i e f l y to express the Swiss Government's present views — 
which are not yet f i n a l — w i t h respect to certain elements which they consider 
p a r t i c u l a r l y important i n a m u l t i l a t e r a l convention on the t o t a l p r ohibition of 
chemical weapons, which are under discussion i n your Committee and i t s Ad Hoc 
Working Group, 

¥e believe that a convention i n t h i s sphere should prohibit the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and provide for the destruction oí 
exi s t i n g stockpiles. I t should also provide for the prohibition of the acquisition, 
retention or transfer of such weapons, or the provision of any kind of assistance 
to t h i r d States i n this sphere. On the other hand, we question whether i t i s wise 
to seek also to prohibit planning, organization or training for the use of such 
weapons, mainly because of the v i r t u a l i m p o s s i b i l i t y of devising effective measures 
for monitoring such a c t i v i t i e s . 

The idea of including i n the convention a reaffirmation of the prohibition 
of the use of such weapons i s one v/hich merits consideration. .The Swiss authorities 
would see an advantage i n i t , p a r t i c u l a r l y i f i t s inclusion meant that international 
v e r i f i c a t i o n measures could be applied i n the event of allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons. For the 1925 Geneva Protocol does not provide for any machinery 
for the v e r i f i c a t i o n of the veracity of such allegations. This unfortunate gap, 
which resulted from the conception of international law prevailing at the time, 
would thus be closed. I t i s important, however, that a reaffirmation of that kind 
should not lead to a weakening of the Protocol, víhose v a l i d i t y must remain int a c t . 

The definitions proposed by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Wea.pons contain 
data on t o x i c i t y which coincide with our information. We therefore suggest that 
chemical warfare agents should be defined as chemical substances which alone or 
together with other chemical substances have direct toxic effects on man, animals 
or plants, i,e,,chemical substances v;hich are actually used or intended to be used 
i n chemical weapons. According to t h e i r degree of t o x i c i t y they may be supertoxic 
or toxic warfare agents, which should i n any case be prohibited by the proposed 
convention. On the other hand, the Swiss authorities believe that a l l means used 
for police purposes or for r i o t control should be excluded from a convention on 
the prohibition of chemical vrea.pons. 
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I t i s d i f f i c u l t to f i n d a satisfactory d e f i n i t i o n of the.precursors used for the 
synthesis of substances employed^ for peaceful purposes or for,the manufacture of 
chemical warfare ag-ents. Failing,an acceptable d e f i n i t i o n , i t i s p r a c t i c a l l y impossibl 
to, establish v e r i f i c a t i o n and control measures. 

Switzerland attachas cardinal importance to the establishment of an effective'', 
system for v e r i f i c a t i o n of the application of the convention. This i s not a matter 
of an attitude of excessive mistrust? i t i s , rather, a legitimate security demand. ' 

There i s , unfortunately^ a very r e a l r i s k of recourse to chemical v/eapons. .The 
States parties to a convention on the prohibition of chemical v7ea,pons, and p a r t i c u l a r l y 
the small States v/hich do not possess and do not intend to possess such v/ea.pons, are 
e n t i t l e d to expect a l l . t h e guarantees that can reasonably be provided to ,ensure that 
the'y are not exposed to an attack by such v/eapons. In the absence, .of such guarantees, 
i t i s hard to see hov/ they could I Q X . T O costly defence measures. '.The s i t u a t i o n as 
regards chemica.l weapons i s thus very different from that prevailing i n the matter 
of bacteriological weapons, the use of v/hich i s i n f i n i t e l y less .'.likely. The 
importance of adequate control measures i s so great that, given"the complexity of 
the problem involved, . i t v/ould j u s t i f y the protraction of the negotiations i n order 
to secure a prohibition of chemical vreapons that i s accompanied by satisfactory 
guarantees on t h i s fundamental aspect. 

An effective v e r i f i c a t i o n system cannot b'e based on purely national measures. 
Such measures are necessary but they must be complemented by international procedures 
the application of v/hich should be entrusted to an m p a r t i a l international authority 
possessing adequate pov/ers. The Swiss authorities believe that a combination of 
national and interna.tioria.l measures i s possible without endarg'ering the: legitimate 
interests of the chemical industry that p.uirsues'peaceful purposes'. \Ie believe i n 
the p o s s i b i l i t y of reconciling the needs of "national economic interests with those of 
interna.tional security. Nev/ teclmologies, as yet i n their f i r s t stages, may open up 
promising p o s s i b i l i t i e s i n this connection i n the near future. 

In p a r t i c u l a r , the Sv/iss-authorities v-zonder whether the extremely important 
question of the v e r i f i c a t i o n of the destruction of stoclq)iles could not be resolved 
by setting up m.ultinational destruction f a c i l i t i e s placed under the control of an 
international authority." 

Confidence-building measures v/ould certainly help to create a favourable climate 
for the negotiation and, l a t e r , implementation of the convention. They vrould also 
f a c i l i t a t e the subsequent v e r i f i c a t i o n measures provided for i n the convention. A 
number of these measures could be adopted at once. The Swiss authorities f i n d the 
ideas mentioned i n t h i s regard i n the' Progress Report of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Viorking"'Group on Chemical Weapons (CD/179, of 23 A p r i l I98I) p a r t i c u l a r l y interesting., 
for example, u n i l a t e r a l declarations, of non-possession of toxic gases for use i n the 
exchange o f information on methods .of destruction, including the study of the 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s of creating multinational destruction f a c i l i t i e s , the exchange of 
information on m i l i t a r y manoeuvres which could include elements related to the use 
of chemical v/eaporis/ or again, the exchange of in v i t a t i o n s to:attend such manoeuvres. 
Switzerland i s ready to take part i n such studies, i f i t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s desired. 

The CHAIRI/IAN; I thank the distinguished representative- of Switzerland, which i s 
our host country, for his statement. That concludes the l i s t of speakers for toda.y. 
Before v/e pass on to other business, I would l i k e , to convey my deep appreciation to 
a l l those delegations which have today expressed kind sentiments tov/ards my country 
and to me personally. I novi put before the Committee for decision the proposal i n 
document CD/I8O, containing a statement by the Group of 21 on item 2 of the agenda of 
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the Committee on Disarmament e n t i t l e d "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and,nuclear 
disarmament". In that document, the Group of 21 proposed the establishment of an 
ad hoc working group with the mandate to elaborate on paragraph 50 of the 
F i n a l Document and to i d e n t i f y substantive issues for m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations. Is 
there any objection to the proposal i n CD/180? 

Mr. SulIMgiA-TiliS (United Kingdom): The subject of nuclear weapons i s one which 
vieighs on the minds of a l l countries, and r e a l concern on this issue i s f e l t just as 
much by the Governments of the countries v/hich possess nuclear weapons as by those of 
the countries which do not. For t h i s reason my delegation has played a f u l l part i n 
the discussion of nuclear matters during the spring session of our Committee. Ve have-
made i t clear that, i f i t i s the general víish, we are ready to continue the examination 
of a l l these questions. And we have said that v/e w i l l take part i n any consultations 
which you, Mr. Chairman, may hold on how vre should proceed i n our future handling of 
t h i s subject. 

Meanwhile, we have a proposal to establish a working group on t h i s subject. But 
as we have said before, i t seems to us that i n the f i r s t place progress on nuclear 
disarmament w i l l have to be made by the States v-rith the preponderant nuclear armouries. 
For this reason my Government has welcomed the preliminary steps vrith a view to 
negotiations on theatre n-clear forces i n Europe; and we look forward to a resumption 
by the United State and the Soviet Union of their negotiations on strategic arms 
l i m i t a t i o n . 

In the l i g h t of this i t does not seem to my delegation that we have reached the 
stage at which negotiations could usefully be held i n the Committee, V/e believe, that 
the establishment, of a working group i s the r i g h t step to take when there i s at least 
the prospect of working on a text or texts which, i f agreed, would involve the 
assumption of obligations by the p a r t i c i p a t i n g States. 

I4r. de l a GO.RCE (France) (translated from French) : Mr. Chairman, as I am taking 
the f l o o r at a plenary meeting for the f i r s t time since you became Chairman, I wish 
to offer you my very warm and very f r i e n d l y congratulations, as vrell as my most 
sincere wishes that the period of your chairmanship may continue and conclude i n the 
satisfactory manner i n which i t has proceeded up to novir. I should also l i k e to mention 
the f r i e n d l y feelings of my delegation for the delegation of India — feelings which 
f a i t h f u l l y r e f l e c t , the bonds of friendship that unite our tvro countries. 

As regards the question put to us, I merely v/ish to r e c a l l that my delegation has 
already stated i t s position on the question of the establishment of a vrorking group on 
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, and vre ha.ve explained the reasons why i t 
seemed to us preferable that.the substantive consideration of the issues involved 
should be carried out by other means, and i n p a r t i c u l a r through .discussions we can 
h"ave at informal meetings of the Committee i t s e l f , I should l i k e at the same time to 
reiterate my delegation's intention of engaging i n this discussion with a l l the 
seriousness called for by the gravity of the problems involved and i n accordance with 
whatever procedures the Committee may decide to adopt for this purpose. 
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¥ix. FLOVJEKREE (United States cf America) s Ey delegation i s aware of the 
intense interest i n item. 2 of our agenda, "Cessation of tho nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament". Unlike item 1, t h i s agenda item embraces a broad spectrum 
of issues and measures, a,ny one of which poses enormously complex negotiating 
problems. Т\-ю proposals Ьал̂ е boon put before tho Committee f o r working groups 
i n t h i s area. 

One of these proposals, that contained i n CD/180, also attempts to cover the 
whole spectrum of problems i n dealing with agenda item 2, and i n so doing loses a l l 
sense of focus. The four items suggested f o r inclusion i n tho mandante are alrea.dy 
under consideration i n other working groups i n t h i s Committee, or do not need tho 
creation of yet another worJ-cing group for t h e i r considera,tion. 

This being said, v/e are ready to co-operate i n finding alternative ways i n 
which som.o of the proposed topics — those wliich are not being considered already 
i n other groups — can be hand led. 

¥œ, ISSBAELYAJT (Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics) (translated from Russian); 
I4r. Chairman, the Soviet Union's position on the question of the prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests has been stated repeatedly but, i n view of the question you 
have raised, I f e e l I must state i t once more. VJe consider that the Committee on 
Disarmament should play an active role i n the solution of the task of a. complete 
and general prohibition of nucloar-weapon tes t s ; we favour the establishiaent of 
an ad hoc working group of the Committee on t h i s question, with tho participa.tion 
of a l l nuclear-vicapon Powers. The task of such a group should be to consider 
the problem of nuclear-v/eapon tests i n a l l i t s aspects with a viev/ to the speediest 
possible conclusion of a treaty on the com.plote and general prohibition of nucloar-
weapon tests v/ith the p a r t i c i p a t i o n of a l l nucloar-weapon Pov/ers, v%'hich should 
assume appropriate obligations under the treaty. At tho same timo tho Soviet Union 
continues, as i n the past, to attach great importance to the t r i l a t e r a l 
negotiations botv/oen the Soviet Union, the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom on the question of a complete and general p r o l i i b i t i o n of nuclear-
wes-pon tests and, being interés bed i n the acliicvemont of a constructive agrooraont i n 
t h i s regard, i s prepared immodiatclj'- to resume those negotiations. 

The Soviet Union's position i s roflectod, i n p a r t i c u l a r , i n document CD/194J 
wMch has been distributed to Coimnitteo raembars. Hov-/ever, I should l i k e to draw 
the secretariat's attention to tho fact that i n the Russian text of the document 
half of the concluding part of document CD/194 has been l o f t out. I should l i k e 
to request the sbcrotaria.t to r e c t i f y this omission. 

The CHAIRMAIT; I thank the distinguished representative of the USSR for his 
statement, I am assured by Ambassador J a i p a l that tîiis" question v / i l l be looked i n t o . 
I would also l i k e to point out that the statement- of the distinguished representative 
of tho USSR' relates to the item wliich w i l l follov/, i n substance, but I am sure 
that his views w i l l bo noted by a l l members. 

Having heard the statements nado today I am sure that nembors w i l l agree with. 
the Chair that there i s no consensus at present for adoption of the proposal i n 
document CD/180. We proceed now to CD/IS1, containing a statement by the Group 
of 21 on item 1 of the agenda of the Coramitteo on Disarmament entitled "Huclear 
test ban", Tho Group of 21 rocomi^ends, i n that document, the establishment of an 
ad hoc working group and suggests a mandate f o r tho proposed subsidiary body. 
As i n the previous case, may I ask i f there i s any objection to tho proposal 
contained i n document CD/181? 
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Mr. FLOWERREE (United. States of .Aaerica) : lir, Chaiiraan, the review of 
United. States policy concerning nuclear testing, inGlud.ing the question of CTB 
negotiations, hao not yot Ъееп completed. 

This question, which has security i n p l i c a t i o n s of the most fundamental nature, 
i s related, to the whole complex of issues concerning strategic and. theatre nuclear 
weapons on which decisions are pending. Because of the d. i f f i c u l t issues and. basic 
security concerns involved., rapid completion of this review has not been possible. 
In these circumstances, my Government i s not i n a position to agree to the 
establishment of a working group on a comprehensive test ban. 

I vrould. also l i k e to take advantage of th i s opportunity to ad.dross myself to 
a related, aspect of the question of the formation of a CTB working group. 

In his statement i n plenary meeting on 2 July, the distinguished, representative 
of Mexico stated, that the two nuclear-weapon States v-ihich had. not agreed, to tho 
establisloment of a working group on CTB, moaning the United States and the 
United Kingdom, were g u i l t y of treating the United Nations v/ith mockery and. contempt. 
}fy d.elegation d.oes not accept the notion that the expression of honost differences 
on matters tliat we regard, as aff e c t i n g our v i t a l national interests should, be 
characterized, as a mark of disrespect f o r the vrorld. community. 

The Mexican representative cited i n support of his charges three United. Hâtions 
General Assembly resolutions i n three successive years tliat called, oh the t r i l a t e r a l 
negotiators working on a comprehensive test ban to conclud.e t h e i r negotiations 
speed.ily and to submit the results to the Committee on DisarmaiTient by a specified, 
time. The resolutions cited, were 52/78 of 12 December 1977> 35/60 of 
14 December 1978 and 54/75 of 11 December 1979. My Government supported, a l l three 
of these resolutions i n good, f a i t h because v;e agreed with the major content of the 
resolutions. Hov/ever, i n every instance wo mad.e i t clear that v;e did. not, and. 
i n fact could not, accept a dead.line f o r completion of those negotiations. As an 
example, I vrould l i k e to quote from the United. States explanation of vote on 
resolution 54/75 ! 

"It i s the conviction of the United. States that the negotiation 
of effective measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n i s an ind.ispensable requiroment for the 
successful conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. V/e are virorking 
hard, i n Geneva to reach agreement on such measures, as v/ell as on other 
remaining issues i n the negotiations. But v/e would, not v̂гish to imply by voting 
for the draft resolution that we would, be prepared, to conclude the negotiations 
with any parti c u l a r provisions, or by any particular deadline or target-date, 
regard.less of tho progress that had been achieved, i n resolving these c r i t i c a l 
matters." 

Tho representative of Mexico did not mention i n his intervention the two 
resolutions on a comprehensive test ban that v/ere voted, on at tho I98O session 
of the General Assembly (resolutions 55/ l45 A and. 55/l45 В). The United States 
voted, against i-csolution 35/145 Л- and. we joined, with tho other t r i l a t e r a l 
negotiating parties i n abstaining on resolution 55/l45 B, sp e l l i n g out our reasons 
f u l l y . 
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Wo lia.vG Ъеоп no loss straightforv/arcl. i n aaking our point of viev:/.-.known i n the 
Comaitteo on Disarmanent. Last summer, tho United. States d.elegation favoured, the 
submission of a' candid, report on the state of tho t r i l a t e r a l negotiations oarly i n 
the suimner session, but as I said, at the time, i n t h i s instance i t took throe to 
tango. Eeacliing t r i l a t e r a l ê g-reement i s never an easy task, especially on such a 
complex subject. -Л the same tino, we nad.e no secret of the fact that wo did not : 
t h i n k . i t wise i n tho ex i s t i n g state of t r i l a t e r a l negotiations to bring the subject 
into the CD for negotia-tion. Nor d.id. our two negotiating partners, both of .v/hom-
subscribed.. to the statement tha-t thoy thought tho best way to proceed. vra.s- through the 
t r i l a t e r a l negotiations (СШ/130). Nov-;,, of course, v-dth a l l aspects of a .;. ' : 
comprehensive tost ban und.or review, the United. States i s i n a, d.ifforent position 
and. v/ould. not be able to participate i n a worki.ng- group i f one were i n existence. 
When the United. Sta,tes review i s conplctod. v/o v / i l l , of course, make our х'хечз kn.ovm, 
Meanvdiile, we have sought to co-operato i n finâ.ing a.lternativo v/ays f o r the 
Committee to undertake active consid.ora-tion of .t-liis issue. 

This i s a record, of honest dealing v;ith the- v/orld. community. One d.oos not 
need, to read, any fine print or between the linos i n our statements to vmd.erstand. 
f u l l y v-ihere v;e stand.. We are acutely av;ar.e of tho extreme impatience with v/hich 
most countries have awaited, the em.ergence of an a.groenent that- could, form the 
basis for a m u l t i l a t e r a l comprehonsivc nuclear tost ban. We are also avrare that 
there i s disagreement among us on many substantive aspects of the problem. To 
have such d.isagroe,monts i s not unpreced.onted. i n the history of the United. Nations 
or of t h i s body, and. VIQ expect delegations to talce vigorous exception to our point 
of view i f that i s th e i r conviction. But we do object t.o a characterization of 
our honest d.iffercnccs as constituting disrespect or mockery of the United. Nations. 

Mr. SUI'̂ ÜEHBAYES (United. ICingdom) : % d.elegation f u l l y agrees v/ith those who 
want to SCO' progress i n the negotiation of an effoctivo nuclear test ban. Wo 
consid.or t h i s to be a most dosirablo aim, and. v/e have pursued, i t by contribviting 
a c t i v e l y to the t r i p a r t i t e negotiations. Mombors of the Committee know from the 
report on the subject d.elivored. by the tlu-ee negotiating- States гЛ the end. of . 
July I98O the extent of tho progress nad.o i n those negotiations. We equally 
und.orstand. the viev/s of those who believe that the establisliment of a worlcing group 
i n the Committee on Bisarmament v/ould make á contribution to th i s end.. But, as wo 
have mad.e clear i n the informal d.iscussions v^iich have been hold, on th i s subject 
both d.uring t h i s session and. d.uring our spring session, my Government believes that 
tho confid.ential t r i p a r t i t e forun offers the most r e a l i s t i c v/ay forward, on a 
comprehensive test ban. 

• Mr. GMCIA EOBI^S (Mexico) '(translated from Spanish) ; Mr. Chairman, my. 
d.elegation has listened., v̂ âth the attention they always d.oserve, to the-statements 
just mad.e by the distinguished representatives of the United. States and the 
United Kingd.oa. I f t h i s were ..an issue which v/as as old. as the Gomnitteo on 
Disarmament, i f i t d.atod. from 1979? 'feb.at i s , or i f i t dated back to tho days of the 
Conference. of the Connittoe on : Disarmament, or ..ven, i f you l i k e , to the. timo of 
the f i r s t negotiating body of which the throe countries i n question v/ore members — 
the Eightoen-Nation •. ComrrLttee on Disarmament, wlrLch hold, i t s f i r s t mooting here 
i n Geneva i n I962, I would, bo prepared, to consid.ei- the arguments piut forward, v/ith 
the utmost attention and. see v^rhethGr I might change ray mind. and. go along v̂ d-th one 
or other of the viev/s that have been oxpi-ossed tod.ay. But th i s subject i s one 
v/hich has been und.oi" d.iscussion i n the United. Nations General Assem̂ blj'- for m.ore 
than 25 years; the Secretary-General of the United. Nations himself, speaking here 
i n 1972 at the opening meeting of tho session of the CCD f o r tliat year, said, that 
no other disarmament issue had. been so f u l l y exploreó i n a l l i t s aspects as the 
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question of a nuclear test ban. He ad.d.ed that the only thing lacking was p o l i t i c a l 
w i l l . Imd. lest anyone should. thinJc that although the Secretary-General said that 
i n 1972, he might well have changed Ms mind, since then, l e t me remind, you that, 
i n the forevrord. to the study by experts wliich was circulated, to us last year, the 
Secretary-General stated categorically t h a t he s t i l l thought the same. That i s 
why I hope that the distinguished, representatives who have spoken w i l l consid.er 
as what ilmbassad.or Plowerree called, an "honest difference of oj^inion" the fact that 
my d.elegation — which purposely did not mention resolutions where any of the-
d.elegations p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations voted, against or abstained, 
but only those where these three Powers voted, i n favour — continues to 'believe 
what I expressed, here on 2 July i n the folloviing vrord.s : 

"To have ad.opted thrice i n a rov; this position which appears so positive 
and. then, after completelj'- d,isregard.ing i n practice the throe resolutions 
for which they were p a r t l y responsible, to refuse openly, as they have been 
d.oing, l e t us not say to transmit to the Corainittee on Disarmament the results 
of t h e i r negotiations that have been going on f o r four years now, or to reply 
to the concrete questions of the Group of 21, but even to allow the Committee 
on Disarmament to carry out i t s d.uty as the 'single m u l t i l a t e r a l d.isarmamont 
negotiating foriun', and. that with respect to no less a matter than the item 
which has the highest p r i o r i t y on i t s agend.a, constitutes not merely 
â.isrespect f o r but mockery of the bod.y that i s the most representative of the 
international community, namely, the General Assembly of the ITnited. Nations." 

% d.elegation, as a member of the Group of 21, naturally supports the views 
expressed i n d.ocument CD/192. The penultimate paragraph of t h i s d.ocument read.s 
as follows: 

" I f , contrary to what could reasonably be expected, i t v/ere not possible 
to reach a positive d.ecision, the Group believes that i t would, be necessaiy to 
examine v/hat further steps should, be taken by the Committee to ensure that 
i t s Rules of Proced.ure are not used, i n such a v̂ /ay as to prevent the Committee 
from taking proced.ural d.ecisions enabling i t to cond.uct negotiations on the 
items includ.ed. on i t s annual agenda." 

In the l i g h t of vdoat loas happened here this .morning, I believe that v/e shovild 
begin to give active consid.eration to what i s suggested, i n this paragraph. 

The CHAIRI-JAN: I f there are no more spogilœrs, i t i s clear that i n respect of 
the proposal contained, i n d.ocument CD/I8I, as i n the previous case, there i s at 
present no consensus. Let us a l l earnestly hope that the human species d.oes not 
become extinct through honest differences of opinion. 
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Distinguished delegates, may I now txœn to \/orld.ng Paper No .43/Rev.l, l / 
containing a draft decision by the Committee to i n v i t e the \/orlà Health Organization 
and иИЕР to nominate representatives to attend certain meetings of the Ad Hoc IJorlcing 
Group on Chemical ¥eapo]is for the purpose of providing teclmical information, when 
necessary. Is the Committee i n agreement on the text of the draft decision? I f 
so, the-draft decision i s adopted. 

I t was so decided. 

The СНЛ1РЛ/Ш: The next plenairy meeting of the Committee on Disarmament w i l l be 
held on Tliursday, 16 July at 10.30 a.m. This meeting i s concluded. 

The meeting rose at 1 .20 p.m. 

l/ In response to the request of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons, the Committee decides to i n v i t e the Director-General of the 
World Health Organization and the Director of the Pegional Office for Europe of 
the united Nations Environment Programme to nominate reioresentatives to attend 
certain meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons for the pur-pose 
of providing teclmical information, when i t i s deemed necessary, i n respect of 
establishing t o x i c i t i e s of chemicals and the international register of potential 
toxic chemicals. 
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The CHAIRMAN; The Committee continues today i t s consideration of- item 4 of 
i t s agenda, "Chemical weapons". Members wishing to make statements on any other 
subject relevant to the work of the Commáttee are at l i b e r t y to do so i n confomiity 
with rule 30 of the rules of procedure. 

Mr. McFHAIL (Canada): Mr. Chairman, l e t me begin, since t h i s i s my f i r s t 
intervention i n the Committee this month by paying tribute to you on taking over 
the chairmanship, as well as to your predecessor. I t i s customary to pay such 
tr i b u t e , but the warmth and s i n c e r i t y behind them are no less r e a l simply because 
they are customary. I do want to pay tribute to you and to Ambassador Komives for 
helping the Committee to push forv/ard 'in these two months. I t had been my intention 
to speak to the Committee a. few days ago w h e n we were devoting time to items 1 and 2 
of our agenda, but as the speakers' l i s t vras indeed lengthy, i t i s my intention 
today to a v a i l myself of the privilege under rule 30> "to P'̂ 't before the Committee -
the profound concern of my Government over nuclear disarmament and the sense of 
urgency i t attaches to this issue. Most recently, the Canadian Government's views 
vrere expressed by Prime Minister Trudeau i n our Parliament i n mid-June and I quote 
from his statement then: 

'Tutting an end to the nuclear'arms race involves tremendous d i f f i c u l t i e s . 
However, the Government of Canada s t i l l believes tha.t, as discouraging as these 
d i f f i c u l t i e s might be and as small as -any immediate chance of progress might 
seem, the Superpowers must be urged to r e f l e c t with a l l due gravity-on the 
consequences of the resumption of nuclear escalation". ... 

A cessation and reversal of the arms race remains an essential focus of the 
world community of which this Committee 'is indeed representative, For any true 
progress to be r e a l i z e d , hovrever, a. balance of security interests must be sought. 
Thereafter, increasingly lower levels of a.rmaments may be negotiated. 

I have argued that i n our informal discussions of these matters i n recent 
months, vre have f a i l e d to contribute to forward movement. Hovrever, i n these 
discussions we may at least have come to understand better the reasons for the 
existence of the s i t u a t i o n i n which we f i n d ourselves. Vrithout such knowledge, 
there i s a tendency to act b l i n d l y , to resort to em.otion, to confront unnecessarily 
a.nd, without doubt, unproductively. There exists a number of forums for deliberations; 
but this one, the Committee on Disarmament, has been set apart for negotiations and 
we should proceed with negotiations on nuclear matters with the p r i o r i t y they demand. 

Let me quote again from the Cana.dian House of Commons Debate I mentioned a 
moment ago, i n which the Secretary of State for External A f f a i r s said the following; 

">/hen i t vras clear that the c o l l e c t i v e arrangements for peace provided 
for under the United Nations Charter were not going to be allovred to work, 
i t became imperative to make other security arrangements. Canada joined with 
others i n creating the North A t l a n t i c Alliance i n I949 and has since contributed 
to the c o l l e c t i v e deterrence and defence capacity of MTO". 

This i s precisely the sort of regional arrangement for dealing vrith matters 
r e l a t i n g to the maintenance of international peace and security that i s foreseen 
under A r t i c l e 52 of the United Nations Charter. Those of us vrho form such an 
alliance do so on a purely voluntary basis because we share a common view of the 
threat to peace and security of our region and are prepared to take j o i n t action to 
deter such a threat. 
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But for th-э Canadian Government, alongside the appropriate defence capacity, 
• eur security also requires the search for arms control, and disarmament agreements.-
I f the armaments s p i r a l i s over to be broken, v e r i f i a b l e arms control and 
disarmament agreements must be concluded. Arms control and disarmament are obviously 
the pursuit of undiminished security at lov.rer levels of armaments and expenditure. 
The step-by-step approach to neutralizing arms competition i n equal security terms 
and proceeding thence to dismantling the vast arsenals of nuclear and conventional 
vreapons systems takes time. I t begins with the m.utual perception of .security 
balances which can lead to agreements to l i m i t a.rm.s and to control their development"; : 
and. deployment. Contrary to vrhat i s sometimes advocated, only then, once arms . 
competition i s contained, can efforts be focused on reductions, alvva.ys-reflecting 
that same appropriate security ba.lance. 

• This i s a discussion about nuclear disarmament; but I want to make i t clear that 
i n this context our concern i s not simply with regions where nuclear arms are alreadj/ 
part of the arms competition, as i s i n the case i n Europe.. I t . i s not possible to 
attempt to differentiate betvreen nuclear and conventional weapons disarmament. 
Conversely, a number.of the c r i s i s spots i n other parts of the world are not yet 
cast e n t i r e l y i n ideological terms as i s the case between East and West. The vast 
majority of disputes, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the t h i r d vrorld, are regional i n scope and 
often r e f l e c t deep-seated and h i s t o r i c a l quarrels i n r e l a t i o n to l o c a l issues. But 
this does not make the arms control and disarmament problems, including nuclear 
problems, i n such regions any less important i n the qualitative sense. Thus, 
whatever the region, i t i s indeed i n the process of peacemaking i n general that r e a l ' 
disarmament progress i s l i k e l y to be registered. The Canadian Government has not 
been content to l i m i t i t s e l f to general observations on this subject. Instead, on 
the nuclear weapons issue my country has advanced an integrated arms control 
concept based,we believe, on the r e a l i t i e s of both the international security 
si t u a t i o n facing the world and existing strategic nuclear arms competition. This 
concept has come to be called the"strategy of suffocation". I t consists of four 
closely interrelated m u l t i l a t e r a l measures: bans on both the t e s t i r g of nuclear' 
warheads and new strategic delivery vehicles, a ban on the production of fissionable 
material for vreapons purposes i n order to strengthen the KPT régime, and an agreement 
to l i m i t and then progressively to reduce m.ilitary spending on nev; strategic v/eapons 
systems. .When the strategy was f i r s t proposed i n 1978, none of the individual 
measures was i n fact nev; to the arms control debate: vrhat was innovative was the 
proposed interaction of the measures, i . e . their mutually reinforcing nature, 
designed to prevent the p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear vreapons among- heretofore non—nuclear-
weapon States and the nuclear-vreapon States, themselves; that i s to say, both the 
v e r t i c a l a.nd horizontal aspects of nuclear-weapon prolifera.tion. 

These were advanced as matters for .negotiation, not appeals for u n i l a t e r a l 
action;, they offered and they continue to offer opportunities for adequate although 
varying degrees of intrusive v e r i f i c a t i o n and thus have the potential of contributirg-
to an interlocking.process of confidence-building; they are matters which, while 
central to the security concerns of those States possessing such vreapons,. a.ro 
precisely the issues on which s i g n i f i c a n t progress must be sought. 

Our assessment has not changed i n the three intervening years. Unfortunately, 
prospects for concluding arms control and disarmament agreements along the l i n e s 
mentioned have continued to be lim i t e d , for reasons knovrn to a l l of us. Nevertheless, 
as the Canadian Minister of External A f f a i r s stated i n the debate already cited: 
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"The. strategy of suffocation remains v a l i d ; and the Government takes every,opportunity 
to reaffirm the importance i t attaches to the continuation of the SALT process and 
.to the r e a l i z a t i o n of a v e r i f i a b l e comprihensive test-ban treaty" — and these, of 
course,.are p a r t i c u l a r l y reLdvant elements i n the integrated strategy we espouse. 

Both horizontal and v e r t i c a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n , therefore, a.re at the heart of our 
concern, and toda.y I should l i k e to comment on the c r i t i c a l problem of nuclear 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n i n both these respects and the i r relationship to other issues. In so 
doing, I intend to place emphasis on certain aspects v/hich others have l e f t aside i n 
t h i s discussion. 

Non-proliferation i n both i t s v e r t i c a l and horizontal aspects cannot be isolated 
.from interna.tional security considerations. Indeed, i t seems to my delegation that 
much.of our debate has been about the degree to which the possession of nuclear 
v/eapons (and — but unfortunately much less so — the possession of nuclear weapons 
potential) contributes to or'detracts from international security. V/e are a l l aware 
of the global strategic s i t u a t i o n i n which i t might well be asked, "Hov/ much i s 
enough?" V/e a l l agree that there are too many nuclear v/eapons i n areas where they 
are novr deployed; v/hat v/e do not agree on i s hov/ to go about reducing t h e i r number 
and .eventually eliminating them. Nor do we a l l agree on how to go about ensuring 
that nuclear vreapons do not spread to other regions where we would have to st a r t 
asking the same question; we. also argue a.bout the principles behind the implementation 
and strengthening of the régime established to prevent the p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear . 
v/eapons where they already e x i s t or where they seem l i k e l y to appear. 

I would l i k e , therefore, to talk b r i e f l y about three aspects of the t o t a l 
non-proliferation régime which are essential to i t s functioning; balance, r e c i p r o c i t y 
and, of course, v e r i f l a b i l i t y . 

Balance; Of these, balance i s the essential prerequisite to international 
s t a b i l i t y . I s h a l l not dvrell on our concerns over nuclear disequilibrium i n Europie, 
but i t i s clear that a selective freezin;: of the present and growing disequilibrium 
offers no solution at a l l . Nevertheless, v/e look forv^ra.rd to the forthcoming talks" 
as the best means by which the further p r o l i f e r a t i o n of long-range theatre nuclear 
wea.pons can be brought under some control i n Europe. But Europe i s only one regional 
example i n which the p r i n c i p l e of balance, and hence s t a b i l i t y , applies. I f some of 
the .present non-nuclear-vreapon States i n s i s t on keeping the i r option open to develop 
nuclear weapons, vihether they c a l l the necessary testing peaceful or not, this 
inevitably causes concern on the part of their neighbours; and t h i s — a s everyone 
hastens to point out as regards Europe — increases the l i k e l i h o o d and scale of 
consequences a r i s i n g from the possible use of force i n a.reas of tension. The emergence 
of States with nuclear weapons po t e n t i a l , or presumed пис1ез.г wea.pons po t e n t i a l , 
v a s t l y complicates .and destabilizes regional m i l i t a r y balances, far exceeding the 
impact of modernized.nuclear vreapons systems i n areas v/here they already e x i s t . Our 
problem, then, i s to encourage the creation of stable and balanced conditions of 
international security i n which nations w i l l regard the HPT as an adequate régime 
under which both to 'anticipate a degree of m i l i t a r y s t a b i l i t y as vrell as to s a t i s f y 
technological needs i n the nuclear f i e l d . 
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Reciprocity: Thus, agreements must be reciprocal and not one-sided. That i s 
also v;hy proposals for moratoria v/hich favour the security interests, of one side, 
such as the proposal for a freeze on European theatre nuclear forces,, are unacceptable. 
The KPT i s no exception to this rule either., A number of countries have c r i t i c i z e d 
the HPT as imposing unequal obligations on the respective parties and as being 
discriminatory against non-nuclear-v/eapon States. Canada, too, has urged' the nuclear-
v/eapon States to exert greater'efforts i n the fulfilment of t h e i r obligations under 
a r t i c l e VI of the Treaty. But d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n about the pace of those negotiations, 
v/hich deal w i t h what i s one of the most com-plex security relationships i n history, i n 
tems of nuclear and conventional forces, i s not a legitimate excuse, for the'failure 
of non-nuclear-v/eapon Powers to recognize their ov/n s e l f - i n t e r e s t i n accepting 
obligations under the sajne régime. Both aspects of p r o l i f e r a t i o n a,re"of equal 
importance to s t a b i l i t y i n the o v e r - a l l régime. Failure i n either case would be tragic 
and possibly catastrophic. Thus, re c i p r o c i t y of v e r t i c a l and horizontal non-
p r o l i f e r a t i o n obligations under the Treaty remains, v/e believe, i n the mutual inte r e s t s 
of a l l States. 

V e r i f i c a t i o n : Cana.da has alv/ays advocated and stressed the importance of 
adequate v e r i f i c a t i o n as an essential part of successful arms control and disarmament 
p o l i c i e s . ¥e are frankly distressed v;hen we l i s t e n to those v/ho claim that 
v e r i f i c a t i o n has been employed as a means of dela.ying or side-tracking important • 
negotiations i n this f i e l d . When we speali of v e r i f i c a t i o n , we are not asking others 
to do anything more than v/e ourselves are prepa.red to do.' I t i s a.n exercise of the 
principle of which we were just speaking: r e c i p r o c i t y . We are not infringing upon 
sovereignty, but rather exercising i t , i n the same manner as we do by entering into 
any' international treaty. Of course', i n a world of sovereign, independent States, 
v e r i f i c a t i o n cannot be 100 per cent certain. I t i s u n r e a l i s t i c to expect,in the r e a l 
world,- individual Governments i n pursuit of the legitimate goal of the security of 
their pe.ople, to open every secret to the scrutiny of p o t e n t i a l l y hostile - forces. 
That i s v/hy we apeak of "adequate" means of v e r i f i c a t i o n ; and adequacy as a p o l i t i c a l 
concept varies i n r e l a t i o n to a number of complex factors which may be present i n 
r e l a t i o n to different arms control proposals. I t i s 'thus not a monolithic condition. ' 
Members of the Committee v / i l l be f a m i l i a r with Canadian e f f o r t s over the past year 
or so to explain carefully and to document, i n a non-partisan manner, some of the 
ideas we have i n this area. We believe any unintentional misunderstandings can be 
dispelled through this process. 

V e r i f i c a t i o n , we believe, builds confidences and arguments against adequate 
v e r i f i c a t i o n , or the underestimation of i t s role or importance do not, for us, .inspire 
confidence. Thus i t i s a fact of p o l i t i c a l l i f e that, i f a proposed treaty i s to 
impinge upon m i l i t a r y options which may be available to a particular State i n pursuit 
of nationa.l security, the treaty must win the support of the Government and, where the 
constitution so provides, as i n the case of Canada, the democratically elected 
representatives of the people ultimately affected. I t i s not, therefore,•'practical to 
propose the conclusion of arms control and disarmament agreements that do not meet this 
imperative: . that i s , the treaty i t s e l f must provide the means for maintaining the 
necessary confidence . concerning compliance v/ith i t s terms that mere promises —• 
p a r t i c u l a r l y those which are contradicted by actions — are simply incapable of doing. 
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In the past few weeks^ as the Committee on Pisa.rmaiaent ha.s-considered these and 
other.matters of nuclear arms control, the question of the setting up of two 
.working groups, one on a comp.rehensive best ban and the other on nuclear disarmament, 
has be en,-^addressed, Canada continues t o fetvour a '̂ТБ working group; we believe i t 
could play a useful role i n support of the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations and not i n 
competition with them. .Our objective, however, i s the achievement of a com.prehensive 
test-ban treaty and not the establishment of a working group per se; and our support 
for a vrarking group rests on our b e l i e f that i t could a.ssi3t i n this d i r e c t i o n ; that 
i s to say, the working- group should be viewed as a means to an end and not the end i n 
i t s e l f . . Thus the vroz-king group v / i l l not by i t s e l f guarantee a treaty text. Even so, 
pending the establishment of such a v/orking group, there could be merit-in exploring 
whether alternatives- exist by v.'hich v.-e could.advance .this cause. Let us not permit 
debates.on t h i s issue to become bogged dov/n i n symbolism to the detriiBent of the 
actual matter at hand — the achievement of a СТБ treaty. 

As for the establishment of a working group on nuclear disarmament, I should 
l i k e to refer back to what I said e a r l i e r i n the context of non-proliferation. A 
proposal has been advanced that the terms of reference of such a working group be 
drawn from paragraph 50 of the P i n a l Document adopted by the General Assembly at i t s 
f i r s t special session devoted to disarmament. That paragraph, which i n c i d e n t a l l y 
embodies much of the same dynamic as i s contained i n the strategy of suffocation,, 
deals v/ith v e r t i c a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n . However, nuclear disarmament and arms control, 
as I have attempted to demonstrate today, are a much broader issue than that. The 
HPT recognizes t h i s . Also, the F i n a l . Document i n paragraphs 65, 6 6 , 6? and 68, and 
other paragraphs as w e l l ^ also deals v/ith the issue of nuclear disarmament or related 
subjects, but i n the context of horizontal p r o l i f e r a t i o n . Of course i t i s the special 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the nuclear-weapon States, v/hich have undertaken to do so, to get 
on v/ith the "negotiation i n good f a i t h on effective measures r e l a t i n g to cessation 
of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament". We do not 
agree, however, that i t i s advisable for this Committee to attempt to divorce the 
aspect, for example, of horizontal p r o l i f e r a t i o n from that of v e r t i c a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n . 
The problem of-nuclear p r o l i f e r a t i o n i s universal, and this Committee should not be 
dravi/n into a process v/hich can only undermine the c r e d i b i l i t y of i t s approach to 
nuclear disarmament by ignoring the f u l l measure of the problem. In expressing the 
f u l l measure of t h i s , l e t me i l l u s t r a t e by quoting to you the three foundations of 
peace which guide Canada. F i r s t , the deterrence of war through col l e c t i v e securitj'-
arrangements i n conformity with the united Nations Charter; secondly, v e r i f i a b l e arms 
control and disarmament agreements, and f i n a l l y , mechanisms and arrangements for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes. 

Occasionally, solemn, sincere and moral arguments have been raised i n this 
Committee against nuclear weapons per se. V/hile we, too, have a healthy respect, 
indeed fear, of the power of these a.wesome weapons, v/e f i n d a number of d i f f i c u l t i e s 
with such an approach to nuclea.r disarmament. Let me mention just tv/o; i t i s not 
e n t i r e l y clear to us v/hy such arguments are applicable only to those States v/hich 
possess nuclear v/eapons and not those v/ho r e t a i n the option to produce them, and 
secondly, we see no evidence that this approach i s l i k e l y to move us forward. We are 
here to negotiate t r e a t i e s and agreements, not to discuss moral concepts; l e t us 
no't be diverted from this task. 

The CHAIEMAH; I thank the distinguished representative of Canada for his 
statement and fo r the kind v/ords he addressed to the Chair. 
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Ш-. OKAv'A (Japan): Ш:. Chaiitian, I address to you the custoraary congratulations on 
your assuraption of the Chair fo r this month, to which I v/ish to add an expression of my 
pleasure at seeing i n your person t h e - f i r s t of a succession of chairmen coming: from the 
continent of Asia. You have the pledge of the f u l l e s t co-operation from the Japanese 
delegation. To the outgoing chairman, Am.hassador Komives of Eánga,ry, ray delegation owes 
i t s grateful thanlvs for his painstaicing and successful efforts to get us back to work 
after the one month interi-uption i n May. 

Kay I also vielcome ajnongst us the presence of our nê,.' colleagae from Venezuela, 
Mbassador Rodriffuaz Navarro. 

On 9 A p r i l I 9 6 I , I ina.de a statement i n this Comjaittec -on the subject of chemical 
weapons, and I have l i t t l e to add to \rh&t I then said on matters of substance, since 
three months i s such a. short period i n the context 01 disarmamis-nt negotiations, never
theless, I am obli ;3ed to repeat, and I considoj? I am j u s t i f i o d i n repoatin;-;, two points 
that I mentioned in my Ayri"l statement. 

RLirst, I have to reiterate my Government's hope that the Soviet Union and the 
United States w i l l f i n d i t possible to re-open t h e i r b i l a t e r a l negotiations on the 
prohibition 01 chemical weapons without much further delay. In theory our Ccrnraittee 
does not have to wait for the bilateral'negotiations to 'be re-opened before the 
Committee i t s e l f can conduct m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiactions, but i n practice we have to 
a,Gknowledge that meaningful progress i n th i s Cominittee d.oes depend to a .great extent 
on progress being mad.e i n those b i l a t e r a l negotiations. î-̂  C/overrjnent therefore 
urges the Governments concerned to try to overcome their d i f f i c u l t i e s and return to 
the negotiating table i n the very near future. 

In the second place, I must repeat the strong hope of my d.elegation and of m.y 
Government that, by the time of the second special session of the Genei-al Assembly 
devoted to disarmament that w i l l be meeting next year, this Committee v l l l be i n a 
position to report s-ome substantive and meaningful progress i n m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations 
for a chemical -weapons convention. A comprehensive programme of disarmament w i l l be 
a very important element tha/t we may r i g h t f u l l y hope vr i l l emerge from the special sessio: 
agreement on the text of a radiological weapons convention would also be useful, i f 
not essential. However, my Goverrünent considers tha,t progress to\rards a coEiprehensive 
test-ban treaty and a chemical weapons convention i s essenbial for a successful second 
special session. I t i s from that point of -\rie\i that u y d.elogation /las expressed i t s e l f 
i n favour of a nevr mandate for the Ad H'oc Working Group on Cliemical ¥ea,pons and, vrhile 
recognizing that â t this stage a consensus s t i l l does not exist i n the Coinraittee for 
a nevr mandate, my dole.gation regre"bs that even vrhat vrould appear to us as a comparative!; 
innocuous interprétative statement by the Chairman or an under s taJi ding of the Comroittee 
that could be ajmoianced by the Chairman has TVTJ into d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

Judging from the discussions i n the Ad 'Hoc Working Gro-ap .on Cheiiical Weapons i n the 
past year and a half, vro can say that some progress hâ-S been achieved i n id e n t i f y i n g 
issues on vrhich a general convergence of views exists end those on vrhich there i s as 
yet no convergence of vievrs. . I. thinlk i t can be correctly said, that a conv.ergence of 
vievrs has been reached on a f a i r l y vride range of concepts, for instance, regarding 
•the scope of the prohibition. I t i s not the intention of any State, I am sure, to 
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pj;ohibit under e. futux-e convention the development, production, etc., of chemácals for 
c i v i l i a n and f o r certain non-hostile m i l i t a i y pux-poses. Further, I believe i t i s 
generally understood that tho present stockpiles of chemical v/eapons and the means of 
th e i r production should oe destroyed or converted to peaccfixl p\irposes. In t h e . f i e l d 
of v e r i f i c a t i o n the general view of the ¥o3;king Group would seam, to DO that v e r i f i c a t i o n 
measures should be comjiensurate \.àth the scope cf the prohibition and other aspects of 
a convention and that a v e r i f i c a t i o n system should comprise both national and 
interna.tional v e r i f i c a t i o n measures. 

Having said t h i s , I have no intention of stressing only those areas on which a 
conveirgence of vdews has eaerged. Ve a l l kncvj that there are many other issues, and 
important ones, on which opinions s t i l l d i f f e r and on which further e f f o r t s are s t i l l 
noodod i n order to narrow tho divergence of YÍ.Q\-!S before wc can move further ahead. 
¥o must try to move adioad on a l l .fronts ait the sane tim.G, but recognize that d_iffering 
stages of proi ' jrcss on different matters arc going to bo -anavoidablu. On some matters 
we .may cií-ontiially move into the drafting phase at ал early stage, while on others we 
must persevere i n trying to narrov.r the divergence of views u n t i l tho issue can bo 
defined by a convei-gence of viovis. I do v.ásh to cmpha^size, therefore, that our 
efforts i n tho remaining poriod of tho present session should be devoted, on the one 
hand, to consolidating, or trj'-ing to elaborate, those Glements on v.hich a convergence 
of views does e:d.st, and on the other haj.id, to t i y i n g further to hamonizo views on 
issues regarding váiich there are s t i l l divergent opinions. Б;/ so doing, I f e e l that 
the Committee on Disarmament w i l l be able to claim that i t h-as t r i e d to malvO a 
meaningful i f mod-cst contribxition to tho success of the coming second special session 
of the General Assembly on disarnajtient. 

In order to ensure the effectiveness of tho proposed convention, i t i s generally 
acknowledged that veri.fication i s an essential clement. In connection váth v e r i f i c a t i o n , 
some meaningful steps which have been talcen recently deserve our a.ttention. 

On 3 Juj-у, tho JhirLstry of Foreign iîffairs of Finland organised a vrarkshop on 
v e r i f i c a t i o n of chemical warfare agents i n vrhich more thaai 50 representativos from 
17 comitries participated. IVo Japanoso representatives had tho p r i v i l e g o of 
attending, and my dolega.tion wishes to thank the oi-ganizers of the workshop foi- t h e i r 
i n v i t a t i o n and for tho kind h o s p i t a l i t y they accorded to the participairfcs. Ол behalf 
of my Government, I wish to e:>cpres3 i t s appreciation to the CVjvornjiient of Finland for 
the verj' p ositive efforts they have been nalcing for the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
i n p a r t i c u l a r t h e i r valuable efforts i n the f i o l d o f v e r i f i c a t i o n . 

The new Blue Book published recently and e n t i t l e d "Tra.ce •'nalysis c f Chemical 
Vferfavre /igcnts", the fourth i n a series, contains useful data o.n suportoxic l e t h a l 
c h a i i c e l s , and m.y delegation hopes that the Government of Finland w i l l continue to 
publish such highly important and valuable data i n the future. 

The informal consultations held l a s t week imdor tho chai хтл an ship of Dr . Lundin 
of Sweden constituted the .first stop towa.rd!s concrete wc::k on t o x i c i t y doterminaotions — 
•.vhich v r i l l be helpful i n determining: the scope of prohibition under a chemical weapons 
convention and i n f a c i l i t a - t i n g - v o r i f i o a t i o n . Ever since the presentation of the 
Japanese draft com^ention i n 1974» Japanese experts have boon engaged i n vrork i n the 
f i e l d of t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i a and they v d l l continuo t h e i r efforts on the items contained 
In tho recomj-iiend.ations emanating from l a s t vrook's consultati e n s , as contained i n the 
report presented yesterday by Dr'. Lundin to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. 
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Before oonciuding, I vásh to pay tributo to /üiibs-ssador Lidgard of Sv/eden, the 
(ühaimian of tho Chemical Weapons Working Group, f o r the dynamic manner i n which he i s 
loading us i n the concrete discussions on draft oloments of a chem-ical я-геаропё 
convention. Wo are confident t h a t he i s talcing us one stop fo:cvra::d — indeed several 
steps forward — on, the l o n g road leading to the p r o h i b i t i o n of cher-iical weapons. 
In the view of the Ja,panosc d.elegation, i t i s the spoody destruction of existing 
arsenals ox chemical weapons t h a t i s the most important and the most urgent ta,sk to 
bo achieved, under a chemiGal wea,pons convention. Hio elaboration of such a„ convention 
i s proving to bo f a r from ea-sy, and, i f a, periods of up to 10 yeax's i s r e a l l y going to 
be i-equirod f o r tho destruction or diversion of declax^cd stocks, as stated i n the 
dSSR-United States Joint Rcpox-t tha t was presontod to tho ConiiûittGe a yeax- ago i n 
docxmient CD/112, my delogatioxi cannot but reitors . t e i t s strong hope that tho convention 
сал bo elaboi-ated a.nd put into f o r ce at tho e a j l i e s t possible d.ate i n order t h a t these 
abominable weapons can d.isappear from t h i s planet. 

Tlae GhURI'LYM; I th-anlc the distinguished representative of Japan for h i s stalement 
and f o r the kind word.s he addressed to the Chair. 

VRTJ]}ii:C (Yugoslavia.); l i r . Chairman, the impoï-tance tha t Yugoslavia attaches 
to the concluding of an international- convention on chemical weapons i s well known and 
has on various occasions been- expressed i n our Comxüitteo as well as other forums. At 
thi s juncture, we would l i k e to point out t h a t the next most iraportant step i n the 
negotialions on chemical weapons i s the conôertation ox the raa^ida/te o f the 
liorking Group vrith the degree of progress maxle i n tho negotiations, i n other vrords, 
i t i s the opinion of my delegation t]xa„t the existing mandate of the Working Group has 
already largely been exlxaustod, vrhich vrarrants a most ux'gent decision on the creation 
of a new mandate tha t vrould enable the Woxking Group to i n i t i a t e concrete negotiations 
about the vrordi.ng of the international convention. In th i s connection, vre f i ^ l y 
support the wox'k and proposals of the Svredish ijnbassador Lidgard, Chairman of t h i s 
Working Group. 

Wishing to contribute as s p e c i f i c a l l y a,s possible to the further substantive 
consideration of the probler.i of choral c a l vreapons and vrith the aim of naJcing the 
negotiations as acti ' ve as possible, the Yugoslav^ delega.ticn has the pleasure to submit 
a paper (vrhich has just been passed axovmd i n tho CoiTuaitteo as document CD/195) on 
incapacitating argents. Tho reason vre are doing t h i s i s that i t h3,s boon mentioned 
severa l times i n the Comnittoo on Disamament and the v.'orkin;-; groups t h a t the futuro 
convention on the prohibition of cheuioal vreapons should als.o onccmpass incapacitating 
agents, vrith the exception of those a-gents thai,t vrould only sci-v^c internal socux-ity 
needs. In order to avoid mi sunder staaxding, the v.'orking paper e x p r e s s e s our position 
with rGga.rd to tho c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of inca^pacitating agents as well as the opinion 
(under cex-tain conditions) as to vrhich of those agents should be pexi;iitted to be used 
i n the Goxmtxy of г. u&er. I t i s our desire, by giving some expert d.ata., to indícale 
exñ-ctly the "a.dvaxitages and deficiencies" of incapacitating agents vrith respect to 
theix- effects on huaians. 

I t i s understajidable i n i t s e l f that our vrorking pa.per d.oGs not speaic about the 
incapacitating effects o f hi:ghly toxic l e t h a l and other l e t h a l vrarfare afionts, as vre 
consider that a to t a l prohibition i s Gnvisa,gGd for these agents. Our intention i n 
this paper vras to give im.petus to the f-ortixer substantive discussion on incapacitating 
agents, that i s , cloaxly to define the i r r o l e , pla,ce axxd pcxr/ltted manner of use, for , 
the benefit of tho future convenH;ion. Tho Yugoslav delegation and i t s experts arc, 
a.s а1\;зув, available for a.d.ditionol exTDlanations end v r i l l actively talce part i n the 
elaboration of these questions. 
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Ш:. оШ'ШЕШи^Шо (United Kingdom); î'tc. Chairman, before speaJcing today on item 4 
of our a.genda — chemical wea,pons — I wan.t to malîe t h i s my opportunity to welcome you 
into the Qiair for this central m.onth of July. I t i s a real pleasure for me to do so; 
my cotmtrj'- so greatly values the close an.d longstanding t i e s - .rith India that have 
shaped our h i s t o i y just as much as yours, and we cherish the Commonwealth l i n k that 
binds us together even w h e n our views ma.y d i f f e r . I also want to record my warm 
thánlcs to embassador Komives for h i s contribution .as Chaiiman l a s t month and to give 
a warm welcome to j.'jnbassa.dor Carasales o f iirgentina., iimbassador /nmad J a l a l i of Iran, 
Ambassador Tissa Ja;!,̂ akoddy of S r i Lanica and Ambassador Rodrigues íTavarro of Venezuela. 

I have already given my delegation's views on some of the key issues to be dealt 
v/ith i n the drafting of a chemical weapons convention i n the statement I ma.de to the 
Committee on 2 A p r i l , and so I need not go into d e t a i l on the B r i t i s h position today. 
Instead I want to comment on the current position i n the Chemioal Woa.pons .Workirig Group, 
and on the week of consultations with teclmical experts on vñiich the viorking group 
Chairman gave his report yesterday afternoon. 

We are especially grateful to ijabassador Lidgard foi? his lurflagging e f f o r t s • 
to ensure that the Working Group has before i t . detailed and substantive work aimed 
at the eventual drafting of a convention. In p a r t i c u l a r , the draft elements v/hich 
he has prepared for consideration during t h i s session, b u i l t as they are'on the 
efforts of ijnbassador Okav/a l a s t year and upon the v/ork carried out under his ov/n 
chairmanship i n the spring session, are proving a vaxy helpful focus for discussion. 
Ify delegation feels that the Working Group has concentrated i n a more detailed and 
precise manner on the issues to be dealt v/ith i n negotiating a, chemical v.-eâ pons 
convention than ha.s ever been the case before i n the Committoo or i t s predecessor 
bodies. We believe that a clea-r picture i s emerging o f the areas v/here a broad 
measure of agreement exists, and perhaps more importantly of the oxeas where 
serious differences of opinion remain to be resolved. We hope tha.t by the end of 
t h i s session t h i s task of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n v / i l l be more or less com.pleted. Vie s h a i l 
then have' a very s o l i d a.chievement i n t h i s f i e l d f o r the CoimTiittee to present- to-
the Gênerai Assembly at i t s second special session on disarmaiïicnt next yea.r. 

I Imovr of the understandable impatience v/hich i s f e l t by .some delegations to 
begin the a-ctual drafting of a treaty. For our ov.n part, my delegation does not 
consider that we need become involved v/ith the problem of r e f i n i n g langaage at 
present. In our viev/, our current v/oik comprises an intcmodia^to stivge i n the 
preparation of a treaty. For many years nov/ the general issues involved have 
been'discussed i n a, rather inconclusive and. 'imprecise manner. We are now bringing moro 
precision to bear upon these issues, so that v/o knov.- exactly ^rhere further v/ork needs to 
bo'done before a troa.ty can be dravm up. I t seems cle.ar to mc that i n the axeas v/here 
an underlying a.greement on the pri n c i p l e s concerned i s emerging, the ,appropria,te 
lang'aage for the treaty v / i l l not be hard to f i n d , and tha.t i n areas v/here differences 
have been shov.n to exist by the v/ork carried out i n the Ad Hoc Working Group v/e sha.ll 
need a great deal more diiscussion of the concepts involv^od before v/e can begin to 
consider exact langaagc. But tho prepa.ration of a d .Gtai ld set of oloments v / i l l bo of 
immense value at tho next stage of our worjc. 

How turning b r i e f l y to a question of d e t a i l , I v/ould say that there i s one vitad 
area of the future convention v/here i t i s clea.r that a. l o t more v.̂ ork has to be done 
before v/e s h a l l be геаЛу to begin d.rafting toxts. This i s tlie question of defining a. 
satisfactory veri.fication regime. In my speech of 2 A p r i l , I outlined at length the 
verifica.ti.on meas'uros v/hich the United Kingdom considers to be necessary for a chomical 
v/eapons con'fention to give aii a,dequato f e e l i n g of confidence tjia.t the provisions of the 
convention are being fa.ithfully follov/od. I^- delegation has al.so been a,ctive i n 
discussing these measures i n the Vforking Group. V/o v/cro thorofore a l i t t l e disappointed 
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to f i n d that ijiiha,ssa.dor'Lidgard's draft elements did not contain a clear ajid s u f f i c i e n t l y 
detailed picture of the .verification regime, p a r t i c u l a r l y as far as international• 
measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n а,гс concerned, Щ delegation has put forvrard some detai-led 
proposals on t h i s qv^cstion i n tho ¥orkin¿;' Group, and i n p a r t i c u l a r on the role which 
w i l l be played by international inspection i n a chemical -wea-pons convention and the role 
of a consultative comimittoe. \1Q. hope that i n revising h i s paper, the Ciialrman'will talco 
f u l l account of these comjnents. Obviously we cannot i n s i s t on a 100 per cent yorifiaJole 
treaty-. ¥G acknowledge that i t i s not possible to m.cnitor f u l l time tli-:.- c i v i l i a n 
chemicaJ. industries of the world. Mia,t wo must aim for i s a, pra.Gti-o-al trealy which 
achi-.-:!V0s the two key objects of the v e r i f i e d destruction of existing stockpiles of 
chemical weapons and tho provision of a/roal sense of socixrity thai no chemical wc-apons 
v.dll be developed .and produced i n tho futuro. To f u l f i l these objectives, we s h a l l need 
to Gomjnit ourselves to m^easuros of v e r i f i c a t i o n , including provision for -on-site 
inspections, i n order to provide t h a i rea.sonabio dogroo of coni idoncG f o r a l l parties. 

In connection with the question of v e r i f i c a t i o n , I- should l i k e to say hovr much ny 
delegation a-ppreciates tho s t e r l i n g work dono on t i l l s subject by the Gaji?,dian delcga.tion, 
both i n a ge-iieral way with i t s conceptual papers and i n i t s pa-rticular pampers on --
v e r i f i c a t i o n of a chemical- wea.pons convention. These v r i l l a l l provide a veiy useful 
ba.sis for our further v/ork. • • . 

Turning to another s p e c i f i c a-spoct of the convention, naxiely, that v/hich has rccentl 
been dealt v/ith i n depth by the v i s i t i n g e:фcrts v/ho cajne at ilmbassador Lidgard's 
suggestion to consider the question of t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i a ^ end the standardization of 
testing methods, I should l i k e to say that i n the viev/ of my d^elegation tho recent 
discussions v/ere perhaps the most viseful that the experts have held. ¥e arc av.̂ a-re that 
tho issue v/ith which thoy v.̂ ere dealing vfas one of tho less controversial aspects of a 
future convention, upon v/hich ai v-ri-de body of kncn>rlodge already ercists i n other 
s c i e n t i f i c c i r c l e s . Nevoi-theless v.n; f o l t that l a s t v/eek's v/ork v/â s most usefvil, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y since f o r the f i r s t time an attempt v.'as made to hammer out agreed viov/s 
i n the shape of a report to the ¥orlcing Group. This has, i n ovrr vievr, provided a 
concrete contribution to the drafting of a convention. îfy delegation would l i k e to 
congratulate a l l the participants, and i n p a r t i c u l a r Dr. buniiin of the Sv-^edish 
delegation, who chaired the meeting vrith great s k i l l . 

In closing, I vrould mako ono general remark about the v.'orlc vro have i n hand i n our 
prepa.ration of a chemical vreapons convention. ¥e c?jn, I think, be m.oderately pleased 
vd-th the'progress vre ha.ve raade thisyeaz-, vrhich can be added to v/hat has already been 
vrorked out previously i n this Committee aaid i t s predecessor. But as vre prepare to 
taclcle the remaining d i f f i c u l t i e s vro must be ca.reful not to become too bogged dovm i n 
a. vrcalth of d e t a i l . Tliero i s s. tendency, i n my vievr, for the ¥'orking Group to try to 
embrace every conceivable aspect of the question of chemical vreapons and t h e i r 
prohibition, Tho f i e l d with v.^hich vre are dealing i s already very complex. ¥e should 
avoid becoming too involved vrith provisions aimed, at perfection or neaj: perfection, for 
oxafliple vñth the le g a l ramifications of the relationship of a future conyontion to the 
Geneva Protocol, or i n trying to enlargo tho scope of tho treaty to-cover a l l possible 
aspects of chamical v/arfare. Our aim m.ust be a vrorkable treaty v/hich v r i l l engender 
vddesprea.d adherence and the confidence that the vrorld has f i n a l l y r i d i t s e l f of 
these vreapons. 
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The CHAIRIÍAII; I thanlc the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom 
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Cliair.. 

rir. РРЕИ̂ 'Т'Ш (Federal Republic of Germany): Ih?. Chairman, permit me to express 
to you'the sincere congratulations of my delegation on your assumption of the post 
of Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of July. Your good experience 
i n diplomacy, as well as your sense of humour, of which you have already given ample 
proof during the f i r s t part of your o f f i c e , will continue to help you guide the 
Committee's work during the weeks to come. I'ly delegation continues to have an open 
and a sympathetic ear for the proposals coming from tho Chair, currently the 
Ambassador of India, a country with which my country enjoys especially f r i e n d l y 
r e l a t i o n s . I should luce to use the occasion also to tharJc your distinguished 
predecessor. Ambassador Komives of Hungary, who was instrumental i n giving the 
Committee a good start from the very beginning of t l i i s summer's session. Tlirough 
his kind but at the same time firm'guidance of the Committee, he brought into l i f e 
the substantive work of tho various organs almost immediately. I-1y delegation i s 
grateful for t h i s . At the same time I wish to welcome our new distinguished 
colleagues i n the Committee on Disarmament, Ambassador J u l i o Carasales of Argentina, 
Ambassador J a l a l i of Iran, Ambassador Jayakoddy of S r i Lanlca and 
Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro of Venezuela. I pledge to them and to t h e i r delegations, 
the con'tinued co-operation of'my delegation. 

I s h a l l be speaking today on item 4 of our agenda, namely, the issue of chemical 
weapons. 

Since my l a s t intervention on t h i s matter on 26 l-larch 1081, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons has,.under the experienced guidance of Ambassador Lidgard 
of Sweden, done further useful work aimed at the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of issues and the 
narrowing of e x i s t i n g gaps between the opinions of delegations. The e x i s t i n g mandate 
has proved quite s u f f i c i e n t as a basis for t h i s important and necessary task. I f 
i t i s the opinion of some delegations that t h i s basis can be enhanced by a common 
understanding on what i t e n t i t l e s the Working Group to do, my delegation w i l l c e r t a i n l y 
not stand i n tho way of such a procedure. 

The presence of experts who had a p a r t i c u l a r l y useful exchange on t o x i c i t y 
determinations — some even spoke' of "t o x i c i t ; / v.feek" — i ; i l l f a c i l i t a t e our task i n 
connection with these technical questions to a'considerable degree. I t has been 
shovm that concentrated sessions of t h i s kind can lead to s i g n i f i c a n t results even 
where complex issues are involved. I t i s i n t h i s context that my delegation 
welcomes the i n i t i a t i v e talcen by the Chair to set aside a number of informal meetings 
of the Committee i n order to consider views expressed by members concerning the 
improved and effective functioning of the Committee. The views expressed so f a r 
during the f i r s t informal meeting of this kind have shown the broad and active 
interest of members i n this very important matter. My delegation w i l l continue to 
talce part i n t h i s debate. I am convinced that on the basis of the common experience 
gained i n the Committee during the l a s t years there i s a good chance to work out a 
common approach to the better organizing of the work entru.sted to us. 

Novj- I come back to the chemical weapons question. The elements put forvrard by 
the Chairman provide the Working Group vrith a valuable s t a r t i n g point f o r i t s substantiv. 
considerations. Care should be talcen i n the Group's vrork to concentrate on the issues 
under discussion rather than on the exact vrording of these elements. At the present 
stage of negotiations, i t vrould, i n the opinion of my delegation, be too early to 
dvrell at length on the precise language of s p e c i f i c texts. 
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There has been some discussion within.the Group on whether we should concentrate 
on those issues on which there i s as yet no convergence of views or whether we should 
focus on issues on the evaluation of which.some such convergence has been reached. I 
should, i n t h i s connection, li],ce to suggest a third approach. 

IVhile i t i s obviouslj'' f u t i l e to repeat i n our irork positions which all-delegations 
agree on, i t may s t i l l be useful to r e c a l l , once i n a while, the common basis which we 
have already reached. And while i t i s perhaps not the best use of the time available 
to us to dvfell on those issues where i t i s evident that agreement w i l l be impossible f o i 
some time, i t i s of covirse necessary to concentrate our work on points on vrliich there i£ 
some disagreement, because otherwise serious negotiation on a convention vrould be 
i n d e f i n i t e l y delayed. 

I'ly proposal, therefore, i s to focus our vrork on issues vrliere a convergence of 
views i s possible. That might lead us to progress i n some c r u c i a l areas of a future 
convention,, vrhile avoiding the r e p e t i t i o n of vrell-knovm positions on matters where, 
as of novr, no agreement seems vrithin reach. C l a r i f i c a t i o n of further issues may lead 
to the recognition that divergences are, after a l l , not quite as important as they 
seemed i n i t i a l l y . 

I f t h is approach i s applied to the current proceedings i n the Working Group, i t 
vrould mean ceasing, for a vrhile, the discussion on v-rhether to include the use of 
chemical vreapons i n the scope of a future convention. On t h i s matter i n p a r t i c u l a r , 
a l l the arguments have been put forvrard and repeated time and again, and- i t seems hardly 
possible to narrovr the various, points of vievr now. There i s , hovrever, hope that 
agreement w i l l be easier at a l a t e r stage of our discussion. In the f i n a l analysis, 
the two opposing views res u l t from one and the same aim: to achieve an effective 
prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical v/eapons. 
It may V i r e l l be that, given an understanding on further issues concerning a future 
convention, disagreement v r i l l not appear as marked as i t does novr. 

One of the issues on vrhich i t vrould be useful to seek further c l a r i f i c a t i o n i s 
that of v e r i f i c a t i o n . lïy delegation cannot share the vievr which vras expressed by one 
delegation i n yesterday's Working Group meeting, namely, that positions on 
v e r i f i c a t i o n are so far apart that one should not even t r y to reconcile them. To 
reconcile various points of views i s exactly vrhat vre are expected to do i n our Committee 
A narrovring or, .hopefully, oven bridging of the e x i s t i n g gap i n t h i s f i e l d might also 
f a c i l i t a t e agreement on the scope of the prohibition. I-ly delegation, i n i t s interventic 
on 26 liarch I 9 Q I , put forvrard a proposal as to hovr the linl-c betvreen the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol and a future chemical vreapons convention could be established through a 
v e r i f i c a t i o n procedure applicable to both agreements. By t h i s vre do not intend any 
modification of the Geneva Protocol. We vrant, hovrever, to malce sure that the possible 
use of supertoxic agents even i n peace-time does not go unnoticed. Any such use vrould 
indicate a v i o l a t i o n of the obligation under a chemical vreapons convention on the 
non-production, non-transfer and complete destruction of stocks. 

Before embarking upon the subject of v e r i f i c a t i o n , I should Ixke to pay tribute 
to the Government of Finland f o r the chemical weapons v e r i f i c a t i o n workshop vrliich took 
place i n Helsinki from 2 to 4 July 1931. The excellent preparation, the exact timing 
and the usefulness of the demonstrated results have f i l l e d us vrith admiration. I-ly 
delegation .took particular interest i n the demonstration of the chemical reconnaissance 
vehicle vrhich gave proof of the p o s s i b i l i t y of v e r i f y i n g vrhether an environment had 
been contaminated v/ith supertoxic agents. 

During the v i s i t to the Neste plant ray delegation found i t s vievr confirmed that 
supertoxic agents cannot bo produced i n m i l i t a r i l y relevant quantities vrithout the 
existence of e a s i l y v i s i b l e protective means. Once more'it became evident that i t i s 
possible adequately to v e r i f y a ban on the production of chemical vreapons v/ith reasonable 
means and without prejudice to the commercial interests of the chemical industry. 
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I should luce to express again my gratitude to the Government of Finland f o r having 
made possible t h i s successful seminar, and I add the expression of my hope th^t other 
States w i l l follow and, i n time, go ahead with similar exercises. 

The position of my delegation with reg'ard to v e r i f i c a t i o n bias been set out at some 
length i n plenary on 26 llarch 1981, and i n the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons 
on 1 A p r i l 1981. I do not intend to repeat t h i s well-kno-wn position, but I s h a l l offer 
a few remarks to explain some details which have, perhaps, not been quite understood 
by a l l . 

Ify Government i s convinced that only international v e r i f i c a t i o n measures can give 
States a credible assurance that a ban on chemical weapons i s indeed being observed by 
a l l parties. To be e f f e c t i v e , hovrever, such measures must include mandatory on-site 
inspections which are indispensable i f the international v e r i f i c a t i o n body is. to 
s a t i s f y i t s e l f as to the non-existonce of a c t i v i t i e s contrary to a convrention. Already 
i n i t s report to the Committee l a s t year, the Ad Hoc Working Group on chemical vreapons 
stated that there vras a convergence of vievrs that on-site inspection under certain 
conditions and procedures should be included i n tho convention. 

Some may have misunderstood this to mean that my Government favours continued 
controls of a l l chemical production f a c i l i t i e s i n the vrorld. I t i s obvious that t h i s 
vrould be quite impossible. Neither i s i t necessary. Therefore, vre would propose to 
exempt the inclusion of multi-purpose agents i n the v e r i f i c a t i o n objectives. I t vrould 
be s u f f i c i e n t reasonably to deter any possible v i o l a t i o n of the convention vrithin the 
range of the most important chemical agents i f checks vrere carried out' following a 
certain schedule under which the international v e r i f i c a t i o n body vrould from time to 
time decide vrhere to carry out inspections. 

This approach has three major advantages: 
F i r s t l y , i t does not cause excessive cost, but allovrs v e r i f i c a t i o n at a reasonable 

expense; the "army of inspectors" which has been referred to by some vrould i n fact hardly 
deserve that name. 

Secondly, i t implies the r i s k of immediate detection for every potential v i o l a t o r 
of the convention; no State vrculd knovr, u n t i l very shortly before the inspection i s to 
take place, i f and vrhere i n s t a l l a t i o n s on i t s t e r r i t o r y vrould be subject to a control. 

Thirdly, v e r i f i c a t i o n on t h i s basis can take placo i n a business-lilce and 
co-operative atmosphere: no State vrould have to f e e l victimized because an inspection 
was talcing place on i t s t e r r i t o r y . 

That i s the approach vre favour, and vre f e e l that i t i s e n t i r e l y i n consonance with 
international efforts aimed at building and strengthening confidence among States and 
furthering international co-operation. We f a i l to understand hovr t h i s vievr could be 
interpreted as being based on a "concept of d i s t r u s t " . We f e e l that international 
v e r i f i c a t i o n i s a necessity i f the confidence vrhich i s required i f States are to come 
to further and more far-reaching agreements i s to be created and enlianced. This vras 
admirably put by the distinguished representative of Venezuela, Ambassador Taylhardat, 
at the 121st plenary meeting of the Committee on 3 A p r i l 1981. He said, vrith reference 
to the v e r i f i c a t i o n system of a future chemical vreapons convention: " I f vre.start from 
the assumption that a l l States- are f u l f i l l i n g the obligations they have assumed, no 
State party should f e e l offended i f the control authority vrhich i t vrould, by i t s own 
sovereign v r i l l , have agreed to set up, vrere to request permission to carry out an 
inspection i n order to confirm or v e r i f y that an obligation had been or vras being 
discharged. That i s hovr vre see the mutual trust that should p r e v a i l betvreen the 
States parties to the convention," 

That concludes the quotation and, at the same time, my statement. 
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l i r . FLOVfflEEEE (United States of America); Hr. Chairman, this i s not my f i r s t 
intervention Vnls month hut i t i s the f i r s t occasion on which I have had the luxury 
of s u f f i c i e n t time to permit me to sa.y that i t has not escaped the notice of my, 
delegation that the оссгграпсу of the Chair has changed since June turned into July. 
Indeed, ifhc could have f a i l e d to note your xmique s t y l e , including your occasional 
e d i t o r i a l cpments? I cannot r e s i s t r e c a l l i n g your now vrell-lcnovm remark i n your 
opening statement about the prospects f o r an Indian summer i n July. In t h i s 
connection, I would l i k e to point out that the ,term "Indian summer" originated 
i n North America as a desci'iption of the return of viarm weather after the f i r s t 
frost of autiomn. , I f an Indian summer can indeed occur here i n July imder your 
chairmanshiT), then you would have made a h i s t o r i c contribution to the work of 
this Comjnittee. \Je wish you a l l success. I would also l i k e to e:фress our ^ 
appreciation of the t i r e l e s s e f f o r t s of your genial predecessor, Ambassador Komives, 
\iho bore the double burden of chairing our Committee and the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Radiological'Weapons. That he i s s i t t i n g there now, at your r i g h t , apparently i n 
good health, i s a tribute to his stamina. That the Committee, despite the wide 
gulf i n our views on both substance and procedure, s t i l l managed to get o f f to a 
fast start on i t s substantial work i s a tribute to h i s effectiveness. Мз,у I also 
take t h i s opportunity to v/elcome my new neighbour on my l e f t , 
Ambassador Rodriguez Havarro of Venezuela. 

This morning I would l i k e to comment b r i e f l y on the Committee's work on the 
prohibition of chemical-vreapons. 

My delegation has been pleased to participate actively i n the JLd Hoc V/orking Стощ 
on Chemical V/eapons. V/e have fovmd i t to be a very p r a c t i c a l and useful body for 
conducting a careful examination of the issues vrhich m.ust be considered i n the ., 
negotiation of a chemical, vreapons convention, and for determining where there i s a 
convergence of vievrs and vrhere there are s i g n i f i c a n t divergencies. Under the very 
able leadership of i t s . f i r s t ,tvro chairmen. Ambassador Okavra of Japan and 
Ambassador Lidgard of Svreden, the Group has made significant progress. As vrork has 
proceeded -the focus has steadily sharpened i n a number of areas from broad 
generalities to s p e c i f i c issues that v / i l l determine the f i n a l shape of a chemical 
vreapons convention. 

A fresh example of the usefiil and important vrork being carried out by the 
Ad Hoc V/orking Group i s contained i n the report of the Chairman on the consultations 
vrith experts regarding to:dLcity determinations. 

My delegation considers these consultations to have been liighly successful and to 
provide a good model for future consultations vrith experts. The vrork vras carefully 
focused on a s p e c i f i c tehcnical topic v/hich i s closely connected v/ith the structure 
and implementation of an eventual treaty. In our viev/, the broad p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 
these highly technical discussions demonstrated the value delegations attached to 
finding a common approach. Altogether, 31 experts from 24 counti-ies took part. 
The happy i-esult i s a very substantive report containing spe c i f i c conclusions and a 
series of recommendations concerning future v/ork. 

I v/ish i t could be said that the Working Group has been equally successful i n 
certain other aspects of i t s v/ork, although, as I noted e a r l i e r , much useful v/ork i s 
being done. Unfortunately the V/orking Group does not seem to be coming to grips with 
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the verification-realteçl issues which représent the key obstacle to success.. ..The 
Working Group has so far not defined the s p e c i f i c issues i n t l i i s area which must 
be discussed and resolved during-negotiations on a convention. So our consideralion 
of v e r i f i c a t i o n has not advanced beyond the discussion of ganeral formulas v/hich 
conceal rather than define the issues to be confronted. 

Probably a l l delegations can aigree that v e r i f i c a t i o n i s important and should be 
ba-sed on a combination of national and international measures. But, fran l i l y , that 
does not get us very far- tov/ard a, p r a c t i c a l , effec-tive system of vei-ification vdiich 
w i l l provide adeqiiato assurance tha.t States parties are f u l f i l l i n g their obligations. 
For that pui-pose v/e need to establish a detailed complex of different provisions 
carefully t a i l o r e d to sp e c i f i c activ-ities and obligations. One generad formula, v / i l l 
not suffice for everytMng. wliat i s adequate for one aspect w i l l not necessarily 
be adequate for another. 

I t seems to us that what must be done nov/ i s to outline v/hat i t i s that needs to 
be v e r i f i e d and the possible approaches for each case. In t h i s connection the 
Ganadian working paper CD/167, of 26 March I 9 8 I , can be a very useful guide. 
Certainly there v / i l l be different viev/s expressed both on v/hat to v e r i f y and how to 
do i t . Perhaps there v / i l l be agreement on some points and disagreement on others. 
But that should not trouble us at t h i s stage. 

Only by pati e n t l y and systema,tically i d e n t i f y i n g s p e c i f i c objectives and the 
p o l i t i c a l and technical means for accomplishing -fchem i n p r a c t i c a l terms v / i l l v/e move 
aliead i n the important area of v e r i f i c a t i o n . 

I t might be argued that i t i s premature to consider v e r i f i c a l i o n i n d e t a i l -until 
the scope of the proh i b i t i o n has been f u l l y agreed. But i n viev/ of the close 
interrelationship betv/een the scope and the means of v e r i f i c a t i o n , st-ich an approach 
v/ould, i n my delegation's viev/, not be sound either i n pr i n c i p l e or i n practice. 
Piather, the V/orking Group should repeatedly consider each aspect i n turn, steadily 
r e f i n i n g and malcing more concrete -tho a,pproaches to scope and v e r i f i c a t i o n u n t i l they 
form a v/ell-integrated, i n t e r n a l l y consit jent v/hole. 

I cannot over-emphasize the importance of dealing i n concrete, p r a c t i c a l terms 
v/ith the multitude of questions involved i n prohibiting chemical v/eapons. I t bears 
repealing once again that chemical v/eapons exist i n large quantities because some. 
States have considered them important for -their national security. A chemical 
v/eapons convention v / i l l not come into force, or long survive, unless those States 
are convinced that i t protects and improves their national security. States must 
believe not o n l j that the convention i s based on sound pr i n c i p l e s but also that these 
prin c i p l e s can be -put into practice, e f f e c t i v e l y . ' 

There i s c l e a r l y a l o t of v/ork oliead. In the area of v e r i f i c a t i o n , v/liich i s of 
fundamental importance to an effective p r o h i b i t i o n , work on the framev/ork — the 
underlying concepts — has barely begun. And before a convention i s completed, 
agreement v / i l l be necessary on extremely detailed matters. The Protocol to the 
United States-Soviet Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes 
provides a good i l l u s t r a t i o n of. the kinds of importa-nt d e t a i l s that n m s t be specified 
to malee v e r i f i c a t i o n e f f e c t i v e . 

My delegation strongly hopes that i n the remaining tim.e t l i i s summer v/e v / i l l tal:e 
advantage of the opportunity v/e s t i l l have to face squarely the issues v/liich need to 
be resolved i f the objective of the effective p r o l i i b i t i o n of chemical v/eapons i s to 
be achieved. 



The CHAIH'IÁH; I thaJil: the distinguished representative of the United States 
of iuaerica for his statement and for the kind vrords he addressed to the Chair. The 
Chair i s p a r t i c u l a r l y pleased- to hear the d e f i n i t i o n of the term-"Indian summer" and 
devoutly hopes that a similar turn i n tho atmosphere i n the Committee on Disarmament' 
v.'ill talce place before long. 

Mr. S'ÚJKA (Poland): Hr. Chairman, f i r s t of a l l , I should l i k e to say hov; pleased 
my delegation and I are to see you i n the chair t h i s month, guiding the v;ork of the 
ComBiittee on Disarmament. Your country, litilced v.lth Poland by .ties of f r i e n d l y 
co-operation, i s v/ell knovm. f o r i t s attaclunent and valuable contribution to the policy-' 
of peaceful co-operation and detente. The diplomacy of your, country, guided by the 
t r a d i t i o n a l philosophy of moderation and r e s t r a i n t , has more thaji. once contributed to . 
r e l i e v i n g tensions on the international scene and helped to pave the v;ay to agreements. 
In your person v;e see an excellent representative of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r school of 
diplomacy. I v;ish you f u l l s a t i s f a c t i o n i.n performing the duties of the Chairman of 
our Committee t h i s month and I am certain that the s a t i s f a c t i o n w i l l also be ours. 

I also v;ish to renev;. my congratulations to your predecessor, Ambassador Komives 
who, v^rith a great deal of personal dedication, ably chaired the Committee i n June, 

I t i s v;ith great pleasure that I v/elcome the distinguished representative of 
Venezuela, Ambassador Rodriguez ITavairro, v;hile expressing our hope for a continuation 
of the f r u i t f u l co-operation that the delegations of both оггг countries shared v;ith . 
his predecessor. 

I should l i k e to devote my intervention today exclusively to the problem of 
chemical weapons. I t i s v/ith f u l l av;areness that I have chosen only one aspect out 
of the immense v;ealth of issues v;hich have been v;orlced out by the Committee and 
for another consecutive year, by- i t s Working Group. As a result of the very effective -
leadership of t h i s : group, v;e have been'able to note for the l a s t tv;o years a 
systematic progress i n ovir negotiations on one of the most complex problems of the 
disamaBient t a l k s . However, t h i s progress i s s t i l l 'too slov; i f compared v;ith the 
scale of expectations v;hich accompany us i n our v/ork. There are objective as well 
as subjective reasons for t h i s and we are a l l v;ell av/are of them. In t h i s 
intervention, I do not v/ish to present i n d e t a i l the position of my delegation on 
t h i s subject, I vrish to focus on the problem of the scope of the prohibition. 

As i s known, v;e have not reached agreement on v/hat, i n fact, should be 
encompassed by the p r o h i b i t i o n , i n the future convention. In pur view, i t i s the key 
problem of the convention on v;hich the ccntents and shape of i t s further provisions 
depend. One can even say, I believe, that the further pace and even the fate of 
our negotiations v r i l l depend on the ansvrer to the question of i f and v/hen v;e s h a l l 
m.anage to reach an agreeme.nt on t h i s sxibject. Up t i l l nov/, vre have not come to 
an understanding either on the t o t a l i t y of chemical products v-rhlch are to come under 
the ban or on the very d e f i n i t i o n of the term "chemical weapons". Neither have vre 
agreed on our-position i n regard to the nevr proposals concerning the sphere of 
a c t i v i t y vrhich i s to be encompassed by the p r o h i b i t i c n . In addition, these 
d i f f i c u l t i e s have been made worse by the demands of some delegations to include i n 
the prohibition also the problem of the use of chemical vreapons. 

One can ask vrhether the e x i s t i n g d i f f i c u l t i e s are not the result of our aiming 
at an excessively broad scope of prohibition of means and a c t i v i t i e s , v/hich may lead 
to hampering the pr-ogress-of chemical industries f o r peaceful purposes? And, v/hether 
v;e are not just vrealcening the very-pvirpose-criterion,. the p r i o r i t y significance of 
which i s surely doubtless? 
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For i t i s our conviction that the complete prohibition should concern chemical 
weapons including supertoxic l e t h a l agents, products exclusively designed for 
m i l i t a r y purposes such as Vx, sarin, soman, tabun, yperite and. t h e i r precursors which 
constitute, i n t e r a l i a , the basis f o r the development of binary weapons, whereas, 
talcing as a basis t?ie clear d i v i s i o n into categories of chemical agents as agreed 
upon i n document CD/112, the prohibition should also cover the chemical agents 
c l a s s i f i e d into groups of' lovier t o x i c i t y such as "other l e t h a l " and "other harmful" 
i f they are exclusively appropriated for m i l i t a r y purposes, such as "B.Z." One cannot 
t a l k . Vie believe, of an absolute, range of chemical agents, sometimes defined as . 
"dual-purpose agents" v/hich, after a l l , are broadly employed f o r peaceful purposes, 
such as hydrogen cyanide or phosgene. A solution could be sought along the l i n e of 
xorohibiting the implantation of these agents inside miaiitions meant for chemical 
v/a.rfare. The same concerns i r r i t a n t s v/hose production should also be subordinated 
to the general purpose c r i t e r i o n . 

On the other hand, prohibition should cover the im.planting of these chemical 
agents i n such delivery means as are obviously not mea.nt for in t e r n a l use as, f o r 
example, a r t i l l e r y missiles, a i r c r a f t bombs, etc.- As for herbicides, v/e are of the 
viev/ that they should be e n t i r e l y excluded from the sphere of the prohibition. 

The process of reaching an understanding v/ould no doubt be f a c i l i t a t e d i f v/e 
could agree upon the d e f i n i t i o n s of the terms v/hich are used i n our negotiations, and 
v/hich v / i l l serve i n the v/ording of the convention i t s e l f , up t i l l nov/, f o r esiample, 
v/e do not knov/ v/hether v/e a l l understand the same v/hen using, i n the context of the 
convention, such terms as "precursors" or "means of production". 

Our reaching agreement on the range of the prohibition i s ad d i t i o n a l l y 
complicated by demands to include i n the prohibition planning, organization and 
t r a i n i n g for chemical v/arfare, ¥e are convinced that t h i s sphere v / i l l be solved 
antomatically v/hen the provisions of the convention are re a l i z e d i n the part 
concerning the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons. 

In the context of the problems I have touched upon so f a r , I should l i k e to say 
that v/e support a r a t i o n a l э-pproach v/hich v/ould guarantee fast progress i n the v/ork 
on the draft of the convention. 

Our negotiations on the draft of the convention have also been complicated by 
the tendency of some delegations to include i n the scope of the prohibition the use 
of chemical v/eapans. We l i s t e n e d v/ith attention to the arguments for and against. 
We also, had, more than once, opportunities to present substantially our position on 
t h i s matter. During the spring part of the session my Deputy Minister, Mr. Wiejacz, 
expressed himself on the issue. Today, I should l i k e to add a fev/ remarks. I s h a l l 
r e c a l l that v/e are decisively against the- incl u s i o n of the prohibition of use i n the 
scope of prohibition of the future convention. \/hat consequences v/ould such an • 
inclusion entail? The character of the convention i t s e l f v/ould be changed. Right 
from the beginning of the v/ork on the draft, we here, v/ithin the Geneva organ for 
m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations, have been v/orking on the basis of the consensus that the 
convention i s to be a treaty on the prohibition of the development, production and. 
st o c k p i l i n g of chemical v/eapons and on t h e i r destruction, and v/e have been instructed 
by our Governments so l e l y i n t l i i s respect. A l l the resolutions of the General Assembly 
adopted up t i l l nov/, s t a r t i n g from the f i r s t one v/hich contained recommendations for 
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the then CCD, likewise have heen using these terms. The aim vras, therefore, to drav/ 
up a convention v/hich v/or.ld provide for the complete elim-ination of chemical v;eapons, 
i n i t i a t e d Ъу developed forms' of customary international lav/, l a t e r on formulated 
into treaties i n the Hague Conventions of 190?, the Geneva-Protocol of 1925 and the 
additional Protocols of 1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 constituting a 
prohibition of the use of these v/eapons i n v/arfaxe and thus protecting, the c i v i l i a n 
population. Both the number of the participants i n those treaties as v/ell as the 
fact that among them are a l l the States of si g n i f i c a n t m i l i t a r y potentipd t e s t i f y 
to a general approval of the norm of prohibition of use as a binding norm of 
international law. Life- i t s e l f has confirmed t h i s approval. The demands .for i t s 
formulation a l l over again must be interpreted, as attempts to throw, doubt upon i t . 
The attempts to formula,te i t - i n the draft of the convention-v/e.are v/orking on v/ould . 
mean i n practice changing the chexacter and the essence of the future convention. My 
delegation has not been authorised by i t s Government to negotiate a. conven-t.ion-other 
than the one vrhich has up to' now been c l e a r l y defined, among others i.n the mandate 
of the Committee on Disarmament and i t s a u x i l i a r y organ. Hoi i s i t a secret that 
other delegations p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the v/ork of the Committee have also found 
themselves i n the-same si t u a t i o n . 

F u l l y j u s t i f i e d therefore i s the question: v/hat purposes should be served by 
the introduction of the prohibition of chemical weapons into the future convention? 

Concretely, i s t h i s a matter of supplementing the sphere of the ban v/ith a 
prohibition of chemical agents not knovm i n the 1920s? Or rather, as the promoters 
of this^motion argue, a matter of strengthening the Geneva Protocol? 

As for the f i r s t -qu.estion, I should only l i k e to r e c a l l that the various • 
interpretations of the Geneva Protocol that have been presented i n the course of the. 
v/hole history of i t s legal valid.ity — i . e . , s t i l l at the time of the League of Nations, 
during the debates of the Conference on Disarmament at the beginning of the 1930s> 
as v/ell as througlioüt the post-v/ar period within the framev/ork of the United Hâtions, 
to mention only the l a s t document on t h i s subject of the General Assembly, that i s , ' 
resolution 2162 Б (XXl), of 5 December I966 — indicate that the Geneva Protocol 
incorporating the prohibition of use covers a,ll the chemical agents employed i n 
chemical v/arfare. An i n t e r e s t i n g contribution to these considerations i s provided 
by reading the Hearings before the Committee on Foreign Relations of the United States 
Senate of March 1971? on the occasion of the motion to the Senate for the 
r a t i f i c a t i o n by the United States of the Geneva Protocol. The v/idely knov/n SIPRI 
also occupied i t s e l f v/ith t h i s problem. The i n t e r e s t i n g conclusion drav.n from the 
examination of t h i s -problem states that even i f the International Court of Justice 
v/ere asked to give a leg-al i n t e r p r e t a t i c n of the scope of the prohibition included 
i n the Geneva. Protocol, i t s opinion would be vinivocal i . e . extensive (vide The problem 
of chemical and b i o l o g i c a l v/axfare, v o l . V, p. 64, published by SIPPl) . 

We drav/ from the above the simple conclusion that there i s no need to extend the 
scope of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons i n the convention i n 
preparation. I t i s s u f f i c i e n t l y extensive. 

Is i t , therefore, r e a l l y a-question of strengthening the prohibition? 

I thinlc that t h i s i s a rather complex problem. I do not want to repeat and 
develop a l l over again those arguments v/hich have already been pi-onounced on the 
subject and which we f u l l y share. We have heard them i n the statements of many 
delegatians, among others, of the USSR, Prance, Mongolia, I t a l y and Bulgaxia, both 
i n Geneva and i n Hev/ York, The essence of the argum.e,ntation i s that, v/hile aiming 



GD/PV„ 13£ 
24 

dir. Su.lka, Poland) 

v/ith the best of intentions at strengthening t h i s important instrument of 
international lav/ v/hich i s the Geneva Protocol, v/e should be careful not to v/eal:en 
i t instead. Poland, as one of the f i r s t States to hav̂ e r a t i f i e d the Protocol 
(4 February 1929) considers i t s e l f p a r t i c u l a r l y authorized .̂o defend i t . It. i s our 
considered viev/ tho,t the best form of strengtherJ.ng the Geneva Protocol vrould be 
the early conclusion and im.plementation, vrith as f u l l a l i s t of Sta.tes parties as 
possible, of a convention — l e t me emphasize i t again — on the prohibition of 
the development, production axid s t o c k p i l i n g of chemical v/eapons and on t h e i r 
destruction. This important instruiûent, in-addition to the s i m i l a r Convention on 
bacteriological (biological) vreapons, of I6 December 1971 j vrould thus constitute 
the complete elimination of these dangerous vreapons of mass destruction the 
prohibition of the v.se of vrhich i s covered by the Geneva Protocol. 

An im.portant and i n t e r e s t i n g position for the cause of strengthening the 
Geneva Protocol vras expressed by Ireland. In connection vrith i t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n thé 
Convention on the P r o h i b i t i o n of Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, Ireland stated 
that i t considers that the Convention could be -undermined i f reservations made by the 
parties to the 1925 Geneva Protocol vrere allowed to stand, as the prohibition of 
possession i s incompatible vrith the right to r e t a l i a t e , and that there should be an 
absolute and universal prohibition of the use of the vreapons i n question. Ireland 
n o t i f i e d the depositary Government for the Geneva Protocol of the vrithdravral of i t s 
reservations to the Protocol, made at the time of i t s accession i n 1950. 

Hovrever, the most complicated aspect of intiroducing into our future convention 
the prohibition of the use of chemical v/eapons i s linlced vrith the .legal consequences 
that could be entailed by the r e a l i z a t i o n of t h i s m.easure,. In that case a question 
vrould arise as to vrhat i s the relationship betvreen these tvro instrments of 
international lavr, that i s , vrhether and to v/hat extent the Protocol preserves i t s 
raison d'être. I t i s also vrorthvrhile mentioning that r a i s i n g anev/ the .question of 
the prohibition of the use of chemical v/eapons could sta.rt a dangerous practice of 
undermining — by v/ay of a new regulation — e x i s t i n g international t r e a t i e s and of 
obligations accepted once and f o r a l l by.the States parties to the t r e a t i e s , i f they 
happen to become p o l i t i c a l l y inconvenient-. This might e n t a i l analogous actions rn 
other f i e l d s i n regard to other trea t i e s , f o r instance, concerning arms l i m i t a t i o n 
or h-umanitaxian lav/. 

In the discussions so far, the question has been raised of the lack, i.n the 
Geneva Protocol, of a mechanism for v e r i f i c a t i o n of the prohibition of -the use of 
chemical v/eapons and, on t h i s ground, of the need to introduce into the draft of the 
future convention an appropriate mechanism for sxxch a v e r i f i c a t i o n . This problem 
i s equally i f not even more complicated. I t i s more complicated i n the f i r s t place 
Ьесаггзе the effectiveness of such an instrument vrhich vrould be contained i n the 
future convention and vrould concern another instrument of international law, i n t h i s 
case the Geneva Protocol, could only be ensured i f a l l the participants i n the 
Geneva Protocol becam.e parties to the convention. Who vrould be able to guarantee 
this? In such a s i t u a t i o n there vrould follovr a d i v i s i o n of the States parties to the 
Geneva Protocol into tvro categories: one category that i s , the participants i n the 
convention vrho vrere at the sajae time particixjants i n the Protocol, vrould be obliged 
to submit to the mechanism for v e r i f i c a t i o n , vrhereas the other category, being 
parties to the Protocol but not parties to tîie convention, vrould not be subject to 
the mecha,nism for v e r i f i c a t i c n . Is t h i s at a l l conceivable vrithin a group of equal 
and sovereign States? 
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Wo are convinced that the only r e a l i s t i c solution to this problon, tho e f f i c i e n c y 
of which has hcc-n proved i n the courso of history, i s the contents of the reservations 
which nomally ассоглрглу tho ratifica,tion end accession docunonts of the States parties 
to the Geneva Protocol. These contain statonents on the right to r e t a l i a t i o n against 
those -States which do not conply váth tho prohibition of tho use of chenical weapons 
contained i n the Protocol. I t i s , vre believe, tho only r c o d i s t i c solution to the 
problem of sanctions as long as i n the arsensds of States there aro s t i l l chemical 
weapons, that i s , u n t i l the provisions of the convention which contain the obligation 
to destroy those stockpiles have been f u l f i l l e d . 

I vri-sh to conclude ny intervention by expressing our conviction that the attempts 
at an extension of tho substance of tho future convention are- bound to create a„n 
atmosphere of doubt as to the offcctivenoss of tho Geneva Protocol and w i l l only 
increase the already considerable objective difficvfLtios which wo encounter i n the 
process of the nogotia.tions. This w i l l surely not fa.vour an a-cceloration of our 
work on the draft of the convention. Therefore, my delegation i s of the opinion that 
i n our negotiations wo should keep moving within the so f a r accepted sphere of 
problems. 

Tho CHÁIffi№T; I thank /iribassador Sujka for his statement and for the kind words 
he a.ddressed to the Chair. Novr, i n accordance vrith the decision talcon by the 
Conraittee at i t s 104th plenary meeting, I ha-ve pleasure i n giving tho f l o o r to the 
distinguished representative of Finland, Minister Keisalo. 

Mr. KEISALO (Finland); I-h-. Chairman, I wish to thank you and tlio members of the 
Committee on Disa.rmament for giving mo t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y to take tho f l o o r and to 
report b r i e f l y on a. chemical vreapons víorkshop recently held i n Helsinki upon the 
i n v i t a t i o n of tho Govornincnt of Finland. I vrould also l i k o to introduce the most 
recent vrorking paper concerning the Finnish research project on the role of 
instrumental analysis of chorlcal weapons agents and t h e i r v e r i f i c a t i o n . Upon the 
request of m.y delegation, that report has boon distributed to the nombers of the 
Conmittco on DisamaJ3ent vrith a covoring l o t t o r . I would bo very grateful i f this 
l e t t e r could be issued a.s an o f f i c i a l docttment of the Comnittoo. 

The question of banning cher.ical weapons has for years boon a p r i o r i t y item on 
the international disarnanont a-genda. Dospite efforts and tho exhortation of a l l 
Govomncnts, a l l efforts have so f a r boon doomed to f a i l u r e . Tho situation i s 
f r u s t r a t i n g , but i t should not discourage tho CD from further concortod action. 
Since 1972, the Governiuent of Finland has carried out a research project vrith the 
purpose of creating a chenical vreapons v e r i f i c a t i o n capacity to be usod i n connection 
with a chenical vreapons convention. Tho project r e f l e c t s tho desire of ny 
Governnent to contribute i n a p r a c t i c a l manner to the solution of v e r i f i c a t i o n 
problens. As nombers of this Coixiitteo r e c a l l , tho progress achieved i n the project 
has been described annually i n vrorking papers subnitted by Finland to the Connittee 
and to i t s predecessor. 

The purpose of tho vrorkshop vrhich was held i n Finland fron 2 to 4 Jnly v-ras to 
inforn the participants on tho o r i g i n , goals and organization of tho Finnish project, 
and to demonstrate the a n a l y t i c a l systems developed vrithin i t , including the relevant 
equipnent. 
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I would l i k e to express the appreciation of ny GovernEient for the broad response' 
to the invito;tion that ny delegation extended to tho nenbers of the CD, f i v e 
non-nenbers .and representatives of the Secretariat, iiboiufc 50 experts from I 6 
countries and the United Nations Secretariat were represented at the workshop. 

The workshop provided us with a most wclcono opportunity f o r an inforaad 
discussion on problens related to the project. The views expressed vraro valuable 
fron the point of view nf both the s c i e n t i f i c str'acture of the project and i t s . 
o v er-all orientations. The connents we received during and after the woricshop have 
convinced глу authorities that i t would be in-tho interest of our j o i n t efforts towards 
a oheioical weapons convention that Finla:nd should continue i t s projeOt. We s h a l l do 
so, and WO s h a l l , as hitherto, report on i t s results to iho CD i n the forn of thoce . 
"blue books" and/or workshoijs, a.s appropriate. 

Л sùnnary of the re s u l t s of tho workshop i s contained i n ny l e t t e r , to w:hich I., 
have already referred. 

I would l i k e to conclude iny remarks with a few words of introduction coneering 
the l a t e s t blue book. 

The goal of investigation presented i n the fourth'Finnish report on "methodology 
and instrumentation f o r sa.mpling and analysis i n the v e r i f i c a t i o n of chemical 
disarmament" was to design methodology f o r the environmental monitoring of nerve 
agents. As such i t constitutes a f i r s t step toward adaptation of the system of 
microanalytical methods proposed e a r l i e r to real world saiuples. 

After our f i r s t report on chemical and instrumental v e r i f i c a t i o n i n 1977/we 
prepared two reports on the systematic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of agents a,nd their 
degradation products ( l979 and 19ЗО) . iiltho-ugli the plans c a l l f o r a series of 
reports on i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y of non-phosphorous warfare agents and 
components of binary w;eapons, wo a„re planning to begin the study of more detailed 
procedures f o r u l t r a - s e n s i t i v e trance analysis.of new agents. 

Instructions for. sample .collection and the description of dedicated monitoring 
instrumentation â nd a, mobile unit, presently under development, w i l l be a-dditional 
topics f o r future annual reports. 

The report presents selected simple sainpling and sample preparation methods for 
environmental monitoring of nerve agents. I t alpo describes certain important 
improvements i n the a n a l y t i c a l m.ethodology propo-sed- i n our e a r l i e r reports for the 
study of sample concentrales. Tvra of the most sig n i f i c a n t improvements are a new 
siraple technique f o r neas-urement of cholinestora.se .inhibition spectra from suspected 
sajnple components and automation of the chamical detection and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
kno-i-m nerve agents by high resolution gas chromatography. 

The following requirements were put f o r the bai,3ic procedure developed for the 
environmental monitoring of chemical warfare agents; 

1. The procedure must permit the unambiguous detection and i d e n t i f i c a l i o n of agents. 
Quantitative accuracy and precision are desirable but are not as important as 
qual i t a t i v e aspects. 

2. The procedure should be higlxLy sensitive i n the detection of agents. 
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3. The different stagca of the procedure should ho as siaple as possible mthout 
risk i n g the above requirenents. Tho procedure should be rapid to carry out. 

4. I t should be applicable i n a not too hocavy aobilo laboratory. 

5. I t should not r e l y on overly expensive instrur^entation. 

6. The procedure should bo suitable f o r autonatisation i n the future. 

7. The basic procedure should bo conplenented iri t h effective confiroa^tory methods 
and methods f o r further investigation i n a central laboratory. 

Without going into tho details of tho nonitoring procedure developedj i t can be 
stated that i t f u l f i l s tho above requirenents f o r a i r , water and sandy s o i l sanples 
which were considered nost important matrices i n our preliminary experiments. 
Biological sanples require more complex techniques and w i l l be investigated l a t e r . 
The monitoring procedure was developed using sarin and sonan as model agents. Other 
nerve agents and nost inportant non-phosphorous 1 agents w i l l cone l a t e r . 

Optinization of the procedure f o r a l l inportant chenical wa,rfare agents and i t s 
complete automatization váll s t i l l talœ some years. 

We would be very grateful f o r corments and assistance fron experts and 
laboratories interested i n developing these procedures. On this occasion, I wish to 
thank the distinguished represents-tivos of Japan, the United Kingdon, the Federal 
Republic of Gornany and the United States for t h e i r encouraging words concerning the 
Finnish contribution to our connon work. 

The СЫАШ'ШТ; I thank the distinguished representativo of Finland f o r his' 
statement. I vrould also lil -ce to express thanks fron tho Chair to tho Governnent of 
Finland f o r ha.ving organised the chcmicaJ. weapons v e r i f i c a t i o n vrorkshop i n Helsinki, 
which v/as attended by папу nenbors of the Connittee on Disarnanont. 

lyir. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chaiman, vro listened today to very interesting 
statements on one of the nost inportant questions, tha.t cf chenical weapons, vrhich 
has a p r i o r i t y recognized by many docunonts. We a.lso have one question vrhich alwa.ys 
has a very high p r i o r i t y , even tho highest p r i o r i t y , and that i s the question of 
nuclear disarnanont and, connected with i t , tho question of a conprohensive test ban. 
On 2 July, the distinguished. Anbassa-dor of the German De.nocratic Republic nade a 
statenont on the question of iten, 2 of our agenda, i n wlrLch he pronised to subnit a, 
docunent. Sono delegates connenfced on t h i s , saying that thoy vrere expecting vrith 
great interest the document vrhich the delegation of the Goman Democratic Republic 
intended to subnit. On 9 July, tho delegation of the Gemían Denocra.tic Republic 
subnitted such a, docuraent, CD/193J i n vrhich i t pro^josed that the Cho.irnan organizo 
consultations, especially vrith tho delega.tions of the nuclear-\re?.pon States, cither 
i n d i v i d u a l l y or together. I t further stated that tho question of setting up an 
аЛ hoc vrorking group on iten 2 could be discussed at the saae tine, as well a,s other 
vrays and means of exploring the preparation of negotiations on this i t e n . In the 
statenent of the Geman Denocratic Republic, i t vras pointe 1 out that i t was an urgent 
matter to start -iubsrtantive work o"̂  t h i i questions 3 J ^ " J I J as the fact that we are 
f l e x i b l e i n our proposal to organize an ad hoc working group or a. contact group, to 
structure i n f o m a l noetings or other foms of ncotings. One vreek l a t e r , on 
13 July, a group of s o c i a l i s t countries subnitted, i n connection with the two 
questions concerned, but especially with the question of a CTB, a docunent, CD/194J 
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which says that tho s o c i a l i s t States reconinend that fcho t r i p a r t i t o negotiators 
j o i n t l y elaborate answers to the questions raised by the Group of 21 i n 
docuraent CD/181. Therefore, IJx. Chairnatx, on behalf of ny delegation, I would propose 
that you be so kind as to arrange that discussions of t h i s proposal, nade by the 
s o c i a l i s t group, including the Gerrnan Denocralic Republic, be considered a,t our ne^it 
meeting, on Tuesday, 21 July. 

Tho CI-IAIRI'I/JI; I v/ould l i k e to c l a r i f y that the natter v/hich you havo raised i ^ 
engaging tlie attention of the Chair night and day. I can assure you that f u l l 
s a t i s f a c t i o n v / i l l be given to a l l concerned i n the near future. May I also point out 
that i t v/as only at the la,st plenarj^ neeting, that decisions v/ero taken on the setting 
vip of the ad hoc working groups on itcns 1 and 2. As i t i s presently not on the table, 
i t i s only subsequently that one could tcl:e up the proposal put for'./ard by the 
distinguished representative of the Gernan Denocratic Republic. I hope that 
s a t i s f i e s your inquiry? Thank you S i r . 

The Secretariat i s c i r c u l a t i n g today, at ny request, a tine-table for meetings 
to be held by the Committee and i t s subsidiary bodies during the v/cok of 20-24 July. 
The a l l o c a t i o n of tine i s b a s i c a l l y tho same as i n previous v/eeks v/ith the addition 
of one meeting on Monday, the 20th, at 10.30 a.m., f o r the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Radiological V/eapons. At tho request of tho Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group 'vn 
Radiological Vieapons, and a f t e r consiiltations with the Chainsan of other v/orking 
groups, v/ho expressed agreement v/ith the suggestion made by Anbassador iComives, wo 
are including an additional meeting i n our tine-table. As visual, the time-table i s 
indicat i v e and subject to change i f the need arises. I f there i s no objection, I 
w i l l consider that the Comiaittee accepts the fcine-table. I see no objections. 

I t was so decided. 

The CHAIRI'JAII: The representative of Finland has requested to spealc at our next 
plenary meeting, scheduled for Tuesday. Hay I i n v i t o delegations v/ishlng to talco the 
f l o o r on that occasion to inscribe t h e i r names as soon as possible so that v/e nay 
f u l l y u t i l i z e the tine available to us. The noxt plenaiy meeting of the Committee on 
Disarmament v / i l l be held on Tuesday, 21 July, at 10.30 a.m. This meeting stands 
adjourned. 

The meeting rose at 12.55 P-n. 
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The СНАШ-'Ш'Т; The Coimiiittee starts today i t s consideration of item б 
of i t s agenda, "Comprehensive progranuiie of disarmament". As usual, members 
wishing to make statements on any other siibject relevant to the work of the 
Committee are at l i b e r t y to do so in accordance with rule pO of the rules of 
procedure. 

Mr. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairimn, before I proceed to the main 
subject about which I am going to make some remarks today as head of the 
Bulgarian delegation, I v/ould l i k e to make a short statement i n my capacity 
as co-ordinator of the group of s o c i a l i s t countries f o r the month of July. 
I v/ould l i k e to raise the question vrhich I raised at our l a s t meeting i n 
connection vr i th document CD/194. This document contains a statem.ent of the 
group of s o c i a l i s t countries on the question of the cessation of nuclear-
vreapon tests, and highlights the p a r t i c u l a r importance that our group 
attributes to this problem, i t s attachment to the idea of the e a r l i e s t 
possible elaboration of a, treaty on a complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests aimed at the cessation of the testing of nuclear vreapons 
by a l l States i n a l l environments f o r a l l time. The s o c i a l i s t countries have 
ac t i v e l y and consistently spoken i n favour of an active role of the Coramitt.ee 
in efforts to solve the problem of a complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-v/eapon tests and i n favour of the creation of an ad hoc working group 
on this item on the condition that a l l f i v e nuclear-weapon States take an 
active part i n i t . The document'also underlines the fact 'that the s o c i a l i s t , 
countries have inva.riably attributed and continue to attribute special 
significance to the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations bet\/een the USSR, the 
United States of alBierica and the United Ivingdoa, and appeal to the participant 
in these negotiations f o r , t h e i r early resumption and successful conclusion. 
As noted in the statement, vre are i n favour of j o i n t answers by the participan 
in the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations to the questions posed by the Group of 21 i n 
the i r document CD/I8I. 

At the S'orne time, the s o c i a l i s t countries expect the tv/o other nuclear-
vreapon States, v/hich are not p a r t i c i p a t i n g in the trila/ceral negotiations, to 
present i n a more d e f i n i t e manner their attitude tov/ards the creation of an 
ad hoc v/orking group on this item and to state the i r readiness to participate 
i n the negotiations on the future treaty and to undertake the relevant 
obligations under i t . 

The group of s o c i a l i s t countries expects ansv/ers to these questions and 
attaches great importance to then, and so v/e ask the representatives of the 
two nuclear-v/eapon States to provide concrete ansv/ers on their attitude and 
the i r intention as regards a nuclear test ban. 

Allov/ me nov/, i n the s p i r i t of the business-like atmosphere v/hich has 
been p r e v a i l i n g i n the Committee in the month of July, to proceed to щ 
statement on the comprehensive programme of disarmament, the subject of 
this vieek's discussion. 
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While preparing щ statement, I perceived tliat at the present stage of the 
work of the Coiaviittee on Disarma,ment the issue of the comprehensive programme of 
disariTiament poses before us a number of im.portunate requirements and also 
provides a ground for r e f l e c t i o n along certain p r a c t i c a l l i n e s . F i r s t , this 
item i s the only one on t'ne agenda bound up with a fixed terra. This fact 
increases the significance and the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on a Comprehensive Programie of Disarmament. Secondly, the fulfilment of the 
mandate of the Working Group, i . e . the elaboration of the CPD before the 
second-special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, v / i l l be 
a test of the effectiveness of the Committee on Disarmament i n general •— a 
problem v/hose a c t u a l i t y and v a l i d i t y have l a t e l y been underlined by a series 
of delegations, and above a l l by the delegation of the Soviet Union. Thirdly, 
i t i s becoming increasingly compelling to pay the necessary attention to the 
h i s t o r i c r e s p o n s i b i l i t y which f a l l s upon the Comnáttee as the basic c o l l e c t i v e 
drafter of the f i r s t vrhole and complete text of a CPD. Regardless of the fact 
that by i t s very nature the CPD v r i l l not have the same binding character as that 
inherent i n the treaties now in preparation, to prohibit, f o r example, 
rad i o l o g i c a l or chemical v-reapons, the CPD in. i t s p o l i t i c a l importance surpasses 
a number of other items i n the work of this Committee. 

The position of the People's Republic of Bulgaria on some of "the main 
parameters of the future CPD" has already been presented i n the statement of 
the Bulgarian delegation of 12 March (CD/PV . 1 14). Today, I vrould l i k e to-offer 
to the attention of гду distinguished colleagues in the Committee some 
considerations of a more substantial character. 

The preamble of a CPD, being an introduction to an international document 
viith a long-term v a l i d i t y , should r e f l e c t the most important, ground-laying 
ideas vrhich v r i l l guide States i n the process of disarmament. I t i s necessary 
that the preamble should incorporate the thought that the continuation of the 
arms race, and p a r t i c u l a r l y the nuclear arms race, i s a grovring danger not only 
to peace and security but also to the very survival of mankind. The stepping-up 
of the arras race has a negative effect on development progranmies, the 
restructuring.of -international economic relations on a democratic and equitable 
basis and the -solution of other vrorld problems of paramount significance. I t 
i s important that vre adopt i n the preamble the idea of a correlation bet\-reen 
disarmament and detente and of the objective necessity f o r these tvro processes 
to supplement each other. 

On item 2 of the CPD — "Objectives" — quite a l o t remains to be done 
in order to согяе to a generally acceptable text. 

The Bulgarian delegation supports the document submitted on this subject 
by the delegation of Czechoslovalcia. The docuriient in. question incorporates 
the addition proposed by the Bulgarian delegation (CD/CPD/.-7P,55) containing 
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the notion that a l l the negotiations in the f i e l d of disarmament which have heen 
i n i t i a t e d i n recent years i n various forums and on a b i l a t e r a l basis and which 
at the present tine have been internjipted or deferred, should be resumed and. 
continued, and i n i t i a t i v e s should be taken to open nev; disarmament negotiations 
aimed at further promoting detente, strengthening world peace and security and 
achieving effectiy.e measures f o r disarmament. In the Working Group on a СРВ 
no one has' expressed a difference of p r i n c i p l e in regard to document VJP.35. 
Reservations have been made as f a r as. i t s a,ct-ual place in the CPD i s concerned. 
The exact place of the Bulgarian proposal i s , of course, subject to further 
discussion i n the V/orking Group, but n\y delegation- f i r m l y believes that this 
text should f i n d i t s place in one of the f i r s t four sections of the CPD, 
because the resumption of the suspended disarmament negotiations and the 
opening of new ones i s a sine qua non f o r the implementation of a programme 
as comprehensive and long-term as the CPD. 

The co-ordination of the texts in section 3> "P r i n c i p l e s " , i s a highly 
important task. Finding the most accurate and purposeful formulations in this 
section to a large extent predetermines the p r a c t i c a b i l i t y of the measures 
agreed to in the CPD. 

As we have already pointed out, the Charter of the United Nations and 
the P i n a l Document of the f i r s t special session of the General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament offer. a broad methodological basis f o r determining the prin c i p l e s 
of the future CPD. At this stage the delegation of Bulgaria does not make i t 
i t s aim to suggest a detailed picture of how section 3 should look, neither i s 
i t trying to arrange the principles according to thei r importance, but i t i s 
our opinion that three principles deserve special attention:- (a) the p r i n c i p l e 
of undiminished security f o r a l l parties to an agreement; (b) the p r i n c i p l e 
that the participants i n disarmament negotiations should not aim at obtaining 
m i l i t a r y superiority; (c) a l l possible measures should be taken to secure the 
adoption and development of the p r i n c i p l e of the non-use of force i n 
international r e l a t i o n s . V/e believe that the p r i n c i p l e of the non-use of 
force in international relations should f i n d more sp e c i f i c expression when we 
agreie on the measures f o r disaraïament, especially i n regard to the paragraphs 
of section 5 concerning nuclear disarmament. 

In regard'to section 4 of 'the CPD — " P r i o r i t i e s " , my delegation supports 
the stand of a number of other delegations to the effect that the relevant 
part of the F i n a l Docunent offers a sa.tisfactory basis f o r coning to an 
agreement on the f i n a l version of this item. 

Undoubtedly, the grea,test efforts w i l l be required f o r the drawing up 
of section 5 of the CPD — "Measures". The distinguished Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc V/orking Group on a CPD, Ambassador Garcia Robles, has done exactly 
the r i g h t thing by concentrating the a c t i v i t y of the Group on the section 
"1-Ieasures" 5 which i n fact i s the heart of the CPD. In the discussions of 
this problem I'ay delegation i s endeavouring to contribute constructively 
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to the progress of our jo i n t irork, taking into consideration the positions of 
the delegations of the three niain. groups represented in the Conimittee. 

The measures in a CPD should Ъс stiraulating and orienting the process 
of disarmament. The actaal language vrhich i s to be applied in forcuilating the 
measures sliould, I believe, be balanced and concise; in regard to separate . 
measures, the draft could allov/ more detailed elucidations or annotations but 
only i n cases v/here these elucidations v/ould have the nature of an integral 
part and the measure v/ould other\/ise lose, i t s meaning. V/ith some'delegations 
there i s a preference f o r giving in d e t a i l , or decod.ing, as i t v/ere, the 
substance of the separate measures. In the opinion of my delegation,,such 
an approach v/ould a l t e r the nature of the CPD, v/hich should be a co-ordinatedj 
framev/ork document "enccnpassing a l l m.easures thought to be a.dv/isable" and not 
a set of instructions. Moreover, v/hile the CPD v / i l l be drafted as a uniform, 
comprehensive document on disarmament, its'implementation v / i l l not be automatic 
but rather the result of b i l a t e r a l , t r i l a t e r a l and m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations, 
that i s , in every single case (in implementing a measure embodied in the CPD) 
a certain period of time v / i l l be necessary as v/ell as a co-ordination of areas 
and issues i n v/hich the p o l i t i c a l v / i l l s of tv/o or more States should coincide. 

In-close connection v/ith section 5> 'Measures", i s section 6, "Stages of 
implementation". On this issue the position of ray delegation v/as made clear 
a long time ago. V/e are f o r the setting of tentative time-frames f o r the 
implementation of .the relevant agreements, and for the specification of the 
terms to be accomplished according to the scope and nature of the measures v/e 
succeed in agreeing upon, 

In reference to the l a s t section of -the CPD, "Machinery and procedure", 
ray delegation considers that the States should use a l l channels f o r the 
respective negotiations and should discuss the implementation of disarmament 
measures both in the United Nations and in other fотогаз. In this respect 
the s o c i a l i s t , countries, and above a l l the Soviet Union, ha.ve given' á good 
example v/ith their i n i t i a t i v e s and proposals,-and they v / i l l continue to do so. 
Consultations among States should be held, in our viev/, at a l l l e v e l s , and 
p a r t i c u l a r l y froji-tful are the meetings and consultations at the highest level,. 
My delegation shares the views as to the prime r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the 
United Nations for the implementation of the CPD and the importance of the 
special sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disara-iament. 

The convening of, a v/orld disarma,ment conference v/-ould of course, have a 
unique influence on the solution of -the disarn-iament problem. Dv'/elling on the 
section "I-iaqhinery and procedure", allov/ me to express once again niy 
appreciation and f u l l support f o r the substantive and purposeful proposals on 
enhancing the effectiveness of the Comjnittee raade by the distinguished 
representative of the Soviet Union, iVrabassador Issraelyan. There i s no doubt 
that making these proposals the basis f o r taking a decision on this matter 
v/ould o f f e r new perspectives before the Conmittee, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the matter 
of creating the best machinery and T)rocedure f o r implementing the CPD. 
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My delegation considers i t appropriate to refer also to certain questions 
connected v;ith the organization of the work of the V/orking Group on a CPD. My 
delegation i s of the opinion that the a c t i v i t i e s of this V/orking Group are 
marked by e f f i c i e n c y and thoroughnss^ stimulated by the competent chairmanship 
of Ambassador Garcia Robles. V/e have no doubt that unless acts of 
obstructionism on the'part of any delegation are manifested, the V/orking Group 
v / i l l manage to f u l f i l i t s mandate and to d r a f t , at the l a t e s t by A p r i l 19S2, 
the text of a CPD vrhich, after adoption by the Comrràttee, v / i l l be presented to 
the second special session cf the General Assembly on disarmament. To this end, 
regardless of the energetic style of vrork applied by the V/orking Group on a 
CPD, ray d.elegation proposes that even before the end of this month the Coinmittee 
should take a decision tha.t a reserve of a niininum of four additiona,l vreeks i s 
to be foreseen — a reserve to be used at the discretion of the Chairman of the 
V/orking Group i n consultation vrith the co-ordinators of the three groups and 
during a period suitable to a l l . Taking such a decision v r i l l create conditions 
f o r the normal completion of the vrork of the V/orking Group, in case such a need 
ar i s es. ' 

In conclusion, I vrould l i k e to express the opinion that a.part from being 
a framevrork, a basis, f o r disarmament negotiations, the CPD v / i l l be i n a v/ay 
a mirror of contemporary international relations i n th e i r entire d i v e r s i t y 
and complexity. That i s v/hy my delegation believes that from us, the drafters 
of thé CPD, a true statesmanship and realism are required so that our "niirror" 
can r e f l e c t above a l l the most important, the l a s t i n g and at the same time 
the long-term tendencies in international a f f a i r s . Such an approach would put 
the work of the V/orking Group on a s t i l l more r e a l i s t i c and more effective 
basis and vrould secure the successful implementation of i t s mandate. 

In this regard the delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria i s 
ready to contribute in every appropriate vray. Por us the elaboration of the 
CPD i s not just a task i n the framevrork of our participation i n the Committee 
on Disarmament, but an a c t i v i t y v/hich f a l l s e n t i r e l y v/ithin the mainstream of 
the strategy of our foreign p o l i c y , '..his idea has been ̂ expressed in a most 
eloquent fiiannei- by the President of the State Council of the People's Republic 
of Bulgaria, Itr. Todor Zhivkov, vrho stated at the international meeting-dialogue 
on -detente, held in Sofia in May of this years 

"The strategy -of r e a l socialism i s aimed at preserving and promoting 
detente, at peaceful co-existence vritho c a p i t a l i s t States, at hadting 
the ariiis race and at disarmament — i n conditions of m i l i t a r y p a r i t y 
and equal, security of the East and the V/est and at an open and sincere 
dialogue on a l l controversial issues in, international r e l a t i o n s . " . 
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Mr. VALDIVIESO (Peru) (translated from Spanish); Mr. Chairman, since this i s 
my f i r s t statement at a formal meeting of the Conmittee on Disarmament, I should 
l i k e to express my appreciation of the productive work the Committee has been doing 
under your guidance during July. India's peaceful, non-aligned p o l i c y i s constantly 
reaffirmed i n the statements made by i t s delegation i n the Committee, and this i s 
a so-urce of particular s a t i s f a c t i o n to countries l i k e m.ine which have adopted the 
same position, I should also l i k e to thank your distinguished predecessor, 
Mr. Komives, the Ambassador of Hungary, for his unflagging efforts to advance the 
work of the Committee, Lastly, this being the f i r s t opportunity I have had to do-
so p u b l i c l y , I should l i k e to welcome the distinguished colleagues who have joined 
the Committee at i t s s-uramer session. The Ambassadors of Argentina, Ira.n, S r i Lanka 
and Venezuela may be assured of a l l possible co-operation from my delegation. 

I should l i k e now to refer f i r s t to the exchange of opinions which took place 
i n t his Committee l a s t week on documents CD/180 and CD/lSl, which vrere submitted 
by the Group of 21. In that discussion as i n others on the subject of the cessation 
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, we heard frequent references to 
the doctrine of deterrence. My delegation wishes to dwell b r i e f l y on this matter 
since this doctrine not only forms the basis of the position of a number of delegations 
w i t h respect to nuclear weapons but i s also, i n d i r e c t l y or even d i r e c t l y , reflected. . 
i n t h e i r approach to a l l the other items on our agenda. 

We have been told that the policy of deterrence has been effective i n recent 
decades i n preventing the outbrealc of a nuclear w a x . I f that was the only v/ay of 
doing so, we cannot but express ovir concern at the fact that the security of the 
international community should depend exclusively on the fear of r e p r i s a l s . I t seems 
to us that i n that case the international system i s suffering from chronic structural 
insecurity, and that a l l nations vreuld do v/ell to try to f i n d a basis for a sounder 
system of security. 

- • In the name of deterrence a nuclear arsenal has been b u i l t up that i s capable 
of destroying the entire planet on which we l i v e several times over. We must 
rea l i z e the absurdity of continuing to spend huge svims of money on v/ar material 
which w i l l never be used, for i f the nuclear weapon Powers used only half th e i r 
arsenals, they would do av/ay v/ith a l l forms of l i f e on earth, including their own. 
In our view this fact constitutes a theoretical l i m i t to the doctrine of deterrence 
and requires those Powers, once this point has been reached to establish a-different 
system of p o l i t i c a l r e l a t i o n s . As has already been said i n this Committee, the 
p o l i c y of deterrence i s subject to the law of diminishing returns that i s referred 
to i n economics, and thus the negotiation of measures of nuclear disarmament i s a ' 
matter of pure p o l i t i c a l pragmatism. 

The delegations which have argued that nuclear deterrence has prevented an 
atomic war have, hov/ever, f a i l e d to observe that, ov/ing to the persistent 
antagonism among the great Pov/ers, the p o l i c y of deterrence has replaced a possible 
t o t a l confrontation by a series of c o n f l i c t s l o c a l i z e d on the territory'- of t h i r d 
countries. The system-s of alliances and the control of geographical points 
considered to be strategic are as im.portant elements i n the policy of deterrence 
as the accvimulation of a v/ar p o t e n t i a l , and this has meant that the Powers which 
have been deterred use t h i r d countries to give r e i n to confrontations i n favour 
of t h e i r own interests, bringing v/ith them destruction and war and amounting, on 
occasions, to more or less open interference i n the in t e r n a l and external a f f a i r s 
of other countries. This s i t u a t i o n , i n turn, i s a source of potential serious 
cr i s e s . The contemporary international scene abounds i n examples of what I have 
just described, and the numerous explosive centres of tension thus created are i n 
no way a guarantee of world peace.. 
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This i s the obvious r e s u l t of the policy of deterrence, and those who'TiYid i t 
acceptable are only demonstrating once again how l i t t l e respect they have for the 
l i f e and welfare of others. Many States, including non-nuclear-weapon,States, and 
developing countries, w i l l suffer serious ha.rm whether deterrence succeeds or 
whether i t f a i l s and there i s a nuclear holocaust. Consequently, these countries 
have a direct legitimate interest i n promoting the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and the d i s c r e d i t i n g of i t s ideological basis, the doctrine of deterrence. 
We s h a l l continue to i n s i s t on this point, a,t the r i s k of seeming im-pertinent, 
because i t i s of v i t a l importance i n order to create a new internationad impetus 
that may lead to peaxe.among a l l nations. 

The 'presence i n this Conmiittee of a number of Sta.tes vvhich do not possess 
nuclear weapons and are not members o,f m i l i t a r y a l l i a n c e s , i n accordance with the 
s p e c i f i c intention of the united Nations General Assembly, i s undeniable proof, • 
we believe, of the i r r i g h t to participate i n a l l ma.tters which .axe within the 
competence of the Committee on Disarmament and especiaJly i n the negotiations 
towards, ."general and complete disarmament". This i s b a s i c a l l y why the delegation 
of ,Pe27u has, i n the context of the Group of 21, encouraged the setting up of 
ad hoc working groups, on the terms set fo r t h i n documents CD/180 and CD/181. Vie 
cannot concea,l our disappointment at the refusal of some States to agree to t h i s 
proposal and make a staxt on concrete work i n this area, p a r t i c u l a r l y as the urgent 
need to reach agreement on these topics makes i t unwise to continue a useless and 
ever preliminary exchange of ideas. What we ought rather to do, i f we want to 
achieve tangible results within a reasonable period of tim-e, i s to embark on 
detailed negotiations i n a sincere s p i r i t of compromise. 

Other delegations have already indicated very c l e a r l y the contradiction 
between the fact that the items on nuclear topics were included In the Comm.ittee's 
agenda by unanimous decision of the United Nations Generad Assembly, and the 
statements of the delegations which are now opposed to negotiations on these, items. 
The reasons those delegations have given for opposing a l l form.s of serious • . 
negotiation on nuclear weapons within this Committee appear to us inconsistent 
and although i t nay be unnecessary at this m.oment to make c,n exhaustive analyf.is 
of t h e i r argmnents I should nevertheless l i k e to point out that i t i s not the 
security of one or two nations alone that i s at sta.,ke, that i f these items appear 
on the agenda of the "single m u l t i l a t e r a l disarmament negotiating forum", that,i s 
obviously, so that they can be negotiated, and that i f they are on the Committee's 
agenda.for the present session, that i s because our delegations ought to concern 
themselves with them during that period. I do not know whether the wasting of tim.e 
that i s now being imposed on us with respect to the most inportant items on our 
work programme i s a mere inconsistency on the part of certain Govemjnents or an 
in d i c a t i o n of t h e i r lack of w i l l to negotiate, but m.y delegation i s convinced that 
the work of t h i s Committee w i l l not be effective u n t i l substantive negotia.tion 
takes place on the nuclear topics which are r i g h t l y said to have p r i o r i t y a number 
of times over i n the F i n a l Document of the f i r s t special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. 

In these circumstances, we should l i k e to express our hope that the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disa^rmaarient w i l l be able at least 
i n part to meet our concern about the nuclear arms ra.ce. Although t h i s Ad Hoc 
Group i s working at a di f f e r e n t l e v e l , we s h a l l f e e l relieved i f the General Assembly 
can ha.ve before i t at i t s second special session on disarmament a comprehensive 
programme of disarmament.. This hope, which we f e c i i s j u s t i f i e d , i s accompanied 
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by our recognition and appreciation of the work that i s being done by the Chairman 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group, the distinguished Ambassador Gaxcia Robles of Mexico. 
The progress made so far i n the work of the Group has been due to his s k i l l , and 
this seems to augur a successful and timely conclusion, of the Group's work, i n 
spite of the many obstacles tha,t l i e i n i t s po.th. 

Since we have been•speaking of nuclear topics and the CPD, wo should also 
l i k e to express our support for vrorking paper CD/'CPD/WP.56, vihich contains a 
proposal by the Group of 21 on this subject. I f i n this context too the nuclear-
weapon Powers f a i l to give a palpa.ble demonstration of the i r good f a i t h a.s regards 
negotiations •on nucleo-r disarmiament, they w i l l block v/ho.t appears to be •our only 
p o s s i b i l i t y of coming to the second special session of the General Assemibly 
devoted to disarmament vrith some pragmatic and concrete r e s u l t s . The f a i l u r e 
of this Committee v r i l l be absolute and f i n a l unless the nuclear-weapon States 
adopt a more constructive a,ttitude i n this regard. 

The importance of the comprehensive progr-amme of disarmament l i e s above a l l 
i n the fact that i t w i l l establish precise objectives for each stage. This w i l l 
allow us to have a clear idea of the p r i o r i t i e s and the extent to which r e a l progress 
i s being made tovrards the attainment of the goals set. Thus the comprehensive 
programme should give us a. complete l i s t of the m.ecxsures that are to be taken, and 
an approximate indication of when. This said, i t should be recalled that the 
greatest danger facing ma.nl<:ind i s that of a nuclear war. Although this expression 
has become almost a cliché, i t s v a l i d i t y has constantly increa-sed. This i s why 
vre think that i n the comprehensive programme of disarmajnent the highest p r i o r i t y 
should be given to nuclear disarmajnent. Otherwise the Programme w i l l be meaningless. 

I t should be added that a State ca,nnct be required to adopt a measure of 
either nuclear or conventional disannament i f the prevailing lo g i c suggests that 
more a.rms mean greater security. A l l States are concerned with their own'security, 
their t e r r i t o r i a l i n t e g r i t y a.nd th e i r p o l i t i c a l independence. I f this were egoism, 
i t would at any rate be healthy egoism. This was f u l l y taken into account by 
the General Assembly vrhen.it drevr up a .mandate for the Coinmittee on Disarmament 
with a very s p e c i f i c purpose. Here, hovrever, there i s no contradiction, because 
the measures for disarmament and the security measures are not mutually exclusive. 
They merely mea.n the development of a nevr concept of security. The Charter of the. 
United Nations several decades ago prohibited the use and the threat of use of 
force i n international relations and established a forvun for n u l t i l a l e r a l negotiations, 
thus supplementing b i l a t e r a l dialogue. But i t i s d i f f i c u l t to believe thai an 
extremely vrell-armed State that i s i n the process of increasing i t s arsenals 
r e a l l y intends to adhere to the principles l a i d down i n the Charter, and this 
naturally liiakes the solution of international problems more d i f f i c u l t . The system 
set up by the united Nations obviously requires a theoretical and p r a c t i c a l 
complement, which i s vrrgently needed a l the present time so thai the controversies 
betvreen States may be set t l e d i n a peaceful and permanent manner. 

In these circumstances, the e f f o r t required of the distinguished m.embers of 
tîais Committee i s immense, and must be based on imagination and good f a i t h . The 
work of the Committee i s regarded by m.a,ny sectors of public opinion as i n the realm 
of utopia, and yet indispensable. This i s a heavy r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , and those 
States with the greatest v/ar potential bear the largest share of i t , for i f only 
the small States vrere to carry out disarraajaent measures, the perilous si t u a t i o n i n 
which vre f i n d ourselves vrould not have changed very much. 

http://vrhen.it
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In conclusion, allow- me to remind you of the obvious truth which has been 
pointed out'by a l l nations that the sircvival of na^nkind depends on the avoidance 
of war, especially nuclear war, and the achievement of general and complete dicarmament. 
And i n these d i f f i c u l t matters, the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y l i e s v/ith this Coimnittee. 

The СНАШ^ЦЩ; I thank Ambassador Valdivieso for his statement and for the 
kind words he addressed ,to the Chair. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAINÍ (Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics) (translated fi'om Russian); 
Mr. Chairman, today, the Soviet delegation v/ould l i k e to dwell on agenda items 4 a.nd 6, 

The elaboration of a comprehensive progra-mmio of disarmament i s , as i s well 
known, an im.portant task of the Committee on Disaxmajnent. A draft programme should 
be submitted for consideration by the United Nattions General Assembly at i t s second 
special session devoted to disarmament v/hich i s scheduled to be held i n 1982. 
There are good reasons to expect that t h i s document w i l l occupy a ma,jor place i n 
the work of the specia.l session. 

The elaboration of a, comprehensive programme of disaixmajnent i s proceeding at 
a time v/hen the world i s facing a threat of being over\/helm.ed by a nev/ gigantic • 
wa,ve i n the arms race and the further grov/th of m i l i t a r y expenditures. The 
adoption of a comprehensivo programme of disarmament v / i l l , therefore, i n cur viev/, 
contribute to the r e s t r a i n i n g of the arms race and to disarma-ment, and v / i l l serve 
as a sharp denunciation of those forces and c i r c l e s that r e l y on m i l i t a r y force 
and hinder the process of disarmajnent. The programme as conceived should express 
the p o l i t i c a l w i l l of those v/ho are parties to i t to do their utmost to bring about 
r e a l progress i n the sphere of disaxma.ment and to achieve the programme's ultimate 
objective—genera.l and complete disarmajnent under effective international c o i i t r o l . 

The Ad Hoc Working Group of tho Committee which i s responsible f o r the 
elaboration of a comprehensive programme under the energetic and able guidance of 
i t s Chairman, Amb.-ssador Garcia Robles, i s working very strenuously to drav/ up a 
programme,. A gener.al outline of a comprehensive programme of disairmament i s 
already taking shape, although, to be frank, rather obscurely. But i t has to be 
said that there i s s t i l l a long v/ay to go to the f i n i s h i n g l i n e . On many an issue 
raised by various delegations i t has not so f a r , unfortunately, been possible to 
reach a consensus. 

Nevertheless, a good and constructive foundation exists for working out a 
comprehensive pirogramme of disarmament. This foundation consists of three p r i n c i p a l 
documents drawn up and adopted by consensus by the States Members of the 
United Ha.tions. I am r e f e r r i n g , of course, to the follov/ing documents, vihich are 
well known to a l l delegations; the Pinal Document of the f i r s t special session of 
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the report of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission, and the Declaration of the 1980s as the 
Second Disarmament Decade. These documents r e f l e c t a c a r e f u l l y established 
balance of .the genuine interests of States, and any attempts to disrupt this balanc* 
are- cer t a i n l y counterproductive. 
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The delegation of the JSSR, l i k e the delegations of many other countries 
represented i n the Committee,- believes that measures aimed at the cessation of 
the nuclear arm.s race a,nd at nuclear disa.rmament should occupy f i r s t pla,ce i n 
the programme. Indeed, i t i s precisely iraclear weapons tho-t pose the gravest 
threat to mankind. I t i s for this reason, therefore, that this issue should be 
given top p r i o r i t y . The Soviet Union, as you know, has spoken and continues to 
speak firmly i n fa,vour of the i n i t i e ^ t i o n without delay of negotia,tions on the 
cessation of the production of a l l types of nuclear weapons and the gradual 
reduction of stockpiles of such vreapons u n t i l they are,completely eliminated. 
I t goes without saying that the implementa.tion of nuclear disarm^ament measixres 
should also be backed up by a p a r a l l e l strengthening of p o l i t i c a l and international 
l e g a l guarantees for the security of States, 

Certainly, the progranmie should include other disca:ma.ment теав̂ огез, ' too, 
such as, for instance, the prohibition of the development and production of new 
types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction, the reduction and elimination 
of conventional weapons and armed forces, the reduction of militax^- budgets, 
measures 'for building confidence i n the relations between States, a l i n k between 
disarmament and development, etc. A l l these issues are not sim.ple at a l l , but 
we must face up to them i f we -really want the disarmajnent programme to be 
comprehensive. 

A comprehensive programme of disarmament w i l l be viable with one indispensable 
condition, namely, that i t s implementation should at no sta.ge prejudice the 
sec\irity of any party. In other words, the p r i n c i p l e of equality and equal 
s e c u r i t y — - a, generally recognized and fundaraentai.l pr i n c i p l e of international law — 
should be s t r i c t l y and absolutely observed. 

In considering the nature of a comprehensive programme of disarmament the 
delegation of the USSR' proceeds from the b e l i e f that the programme must not turn 
out to be merely another volume to be kept i n the archives of the United Nations. 
The comprehensive programme should be a serious large-soa.le instrument which 
would pave the way for r e r J advances i n the sphere of disarmaDient and would' serve 
as a means of bringing pressure to bear upon those forces i n the contem.porary 
world which worship 'the god of vrar, 

•We are coming nearer and nearer to the date of the second specia..l session of 
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disa,rmament, and there i s s t i l l a 
great deal of work to be done on the comprehensive programme of disarmament. The 
Soviet delegation i s ready to vrork on the preparation of the prograxine as much as 
i s necessary. 

We propose consideration of the question of extending the period of v/ork 
of the relevant Working Group. This could be done i n p a r t i c u l a r by arranging 
for i t to resume i t s vrork 'at a,ny tim.e agreeable to the members of the Committee, 
but during the current year. I t i s essential that the Committee should complete 
the task assigned to i t and that a draft comprehensive progravrrume of disarmament 
should be ready by the time of the second United Nations General Assembly 
special session. This i s the clecix duty of the Committee, and one that should be 
f u l f i l l e d . For i t s part, 'the Soviet delegalion w i l l do everything i n i t s povrer to 
f a c i l i t a t e the e a r l i e s t possible elaboration of a programme-i 
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Permit me now to malee some commients on behalf of the Soviet delegation v/ith 
respect to agenda item 4« 

At the summer part of the current session of the Committee considerable 
attention has been given to the question of the prohibition of chemicaJ weapons, 
which i s one of the most urgent tasks i n the sphere of the l i m i t a t i o n of armaments 
and disarmament. In the f i r s t plaxe v/e should l i k e to note the intense and 
vigorous a c t i v i t y of the Ad Hoc Working Group under the able guidance of 
iimbassa-dor Curt Lidgard of Sweden. The Group has held a, considera.ble number of 
formaJ and informal meetings, a.,nd there have i n addition been numerous bilatera.l 
and multilateraJ working m.eetings. The informal consulta.tions of t o x i c o l o g i s t s , 
i n which experts from 24 countries took part, were characterized by a business-like 
and constructive s p i r i t . M;:ny countries accepted the i n v i t a t i o n of Finland to 
take part i n a seminar hold i n Helsinki to discuss issues related to the problem 
of v e r i f i c a t i o n . The seminar v/as attended by Soviet experts as v/ell. 

A l l t h is attests to the great interest of States members of the Committee — 
and others, too — i n the speediest possible prohibition of chemncal v̂ rea-pons — an' 
extremely dangerous type of wea,pon of ma,ss destr-uction. The Soviet d.elegation 
has no intention at this stage of summing up the results of this multi-fa.ceted 
and laborious v/ork. We v/ould l i k e to underline only one point, a decisive one, 
i n our view. The consultations, discussions and negotiations themselves with 
the p a r t i c i p a t i o n of a wide range of States have accentuated once again the 
extreme complexity of the problem of prohibiting chemical weapons. They ha,ve 
confirmed that the solution of this problem i s very different from similar tasks 
i n other areas of the limita,tion of axmaments and disrirmament. This i s due, f i r s t 
and foremost, to the p a r t i c u l a r nature of chemical weapons, that i s to say that 
this type of wea.pon, unlike any other, i s i n тап-у v/ays closely, inextricably linlced 
with the peaceful branches of the economies of States. We ha.ve more than once 
spoken of how d i f f i c u l t i t i s to dra.v/ a d i v i d i n g l i n e betv/een cheBrLcals intended 
for peaceful uses and those intended for the manufacture of chemical v/eapons, 
between ordinary m i l i t a r y production and m i l i t a r y production of chemJ-cal v/eapons. 
Furthermore, present-day r e a l i t i e s demonstra.,te tha.t t h i s interlinkage i s tending 
to become more and more complex. Let us taJce, for insta.nce, binary wea^pons. I t i s 
well known that i n some countries special emphasis i s being la.id precisely on this 
most dangerous type of chemica.l v/eapons, and that these countries are planning to 
allocate tremendous resources to- their production. However, the components of 
t h i s weapon axo chemical substances which are widely used i n the economy and which very 
often are not themselves highly toxic. There i s every j u s t i f i c e i t i o n f o r affirming 
that the adoption of t h i s type of wea.pon v / i l l oroct new a.nd very grea.t 
d i f f i c u l t i e s i n the way of the prohibition of chemical v/eapons. C; n we ignore 
these facts? 

Unfortunately, i n addition to the objective d i f f i c u l t i e s i n the ma.tter of 
pro h i b i t i n g chemica.l v/eapons, our negotiations have met v/ith and are continuing to 
meet with contrived and a r t i f i c i a l d i f f i c u l t i e s as v/ell. Vvhen the negotiations 
started i n t h i s Committee, they were to pursue a clear-cut and e x p l i c i t objective — 
the prohibition of the development, production and a.cc-vimula.tion of chemical wea.pons 
and the destruction of stockpiles of them. In the course of the negotiations there 
has appeared an intention on the part of some delegations to go beyond the bounds 
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of those t a s k s — q u i t e f a r beycnd them, moreover—and attempt, for insto.nce, to 
prohibit certain types of e.ctivity which cannot be separated from general 
questions r e l a t i n g to the organization of iefenco, 'such as m i l i t a r y pÍo-nñing, 
the trai n i n g of personnel, and so on. Furthermore, there o.re some who w i s h to 
review the already operative—.and perfectly effective — I925 Geneva. Protocol 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Needless to say, a l l this ca.n only 
further complicate a problem t h i l i s d i f f i c u l t enough i n i t s e l f . 

The question then i s how nevertheless to move forward i n these circumstances? 
I t seems to us tha^t the ansvior to this question i s unequivocal, naonelyj i t i s 
necessary f i r s t of a l l to reach a cleax-cut end e x p l i c i t agreement on the key, 
fundamental i s s u e s — the suoject and the scope of the prohibition. This i s not 
to say thai i t i s neccssa.ry to r.gi'eo on a l l the f u l l stops a-nd commas m xhe 
speci f i c formulations on these issues, but we fir m l y i n s i s t that a common 
understanding on them should be worked out, f a l l i n g which, we believe, i t i s 
impossible to vrork seriously on other provisions of the convention, no matter hovr 
important they may be. 

The Soviet delegation has already explained i t s views concerning the most 
useful methods of work on issues related to the convention within the framevrork of 
the Committee on Disaj:mament. These views arc based on the conviction that i t i s 
necessary m the f i r s t place to roach a common understanding on the subject and 
the scope of the prohibition. I t i s for this reason and this reason only that 
we vrish to focus attention on these cardinal issues. I t i s , therefore, this saiae 
approach that i s reflected i n the draft text of a. new- mandate which vre have 
proposed for adoption a l th i s s e s s i o n — and vre regret that this issue has not yet 
been resolved. We are convinced thai our a.pproach i s the right one, and vre are 
ready to continuo to defend i t . 

In the statem.cnts of some delegations at our l a s t mooting, particular 
empha,sis vra.s l a i d on questions of vcrifica.tion. In.doing so some representatives 
t r i e d , although i n a veiled vray, to d i s t o r t the position of the Soviet Union on 
these questions. V/e havo no i-ntcntion of allovring ourselves to be dravm into a 
discussion on this matter a.t the present tin e . The vievrpomt of tho Soviet 
delegation -was stated at the plenary mooting of the Cominittee on Disarmament on 
31 March 1981. The only thing vre vrould l i k e to do i s to reiterate that the 
Soviet Union attaches no loss importance than any other country whatsoever to 
v e r i f i c a t i o n issues, â nd thai a l an appropriate t i n e , vrhcn the participants i n 
the negotiations know d e f i n i t e l y whal- i s to be prohibited under the convention, 
what types of o-ctivitjr, vrhal calegories cf chemical substances, and to whal extent, 
we w i l l be ready to participate most actively m the detailed examination of 
other questions involved i n the convention. 

Although i t i s too early to take a f i n a l inventory, even novr i t i s evident 
that at this paxt of the Conuaittce's current session tho Ad Hoc Working Group has 
accomplished useful work, Wa c a l l upon delegations, i n preparing for the next 
round of our negotiations, to give serious thought to the questions a r i s i n g at 
the present stage of the negotiations'and to ansvrer f i r s t and forem.ost the 
p r i n c i p a l , c r u c i a l question; w h a t should constitute the subject of the 
prohibition? 
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Mr. MELESCAMJ (Romania) (translated from French); Mr. Chairman, the 
concentration of the Committee's work i n recent weeks on the subject of chemical 
weapons has shown hov7 concrete and even, i t must be said, specialised are our 
negotiations. The V/orking Grovip, under the chairraanship of Ambassador Curt Lidgard, 
whose work everyone appreciates, tho meetings of ejçerts on t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i a , and 
also the seminar organised i n HelsirJd. by the Finnish Government, a l l demonstrate 
t h i s concrete approach. 

V/ishing to make a m,odest contribution to our discussions, the Romanian 
delegation has submitted working paper- 00/197, on definitions and c r i t e r i a f o r 
evaluating chemical warfare agents, which I have the honour to introduce today. 

In the d e f i i i i t i o n of chemical agents my delegation i s guided by the aim of a 
complete pr o h i b i t i o n of chemical weapons, both those that now exist i n the m i l i t a r y 
arsenals of States and those that are planned for the future, such as binary 
chemical munitions and the results of current attempts to synthesize natural poisons 
having special t o x i c i t y and e f f i c a c i t y against persons. V/e have also included the 
herbicides and defoliaiits which can be used for m i l i t a r y purposes, with secondary 
effects' on personnel and well-lcnoim effects on vegetation. 

As regards the c r i t e r i a for evaluating chemical vrarfare agents, the Romanian 
delegation believes that the f i r s t thing to be taken into account i s the piurpose 
of the production of chemical substances having toxic effects on human beings, 
animals and plants. 

Special attention must be paid to chemical agents vihich can be used not only fo r 
m i l i t a r y purposes but also f o r peaceful ones (dual-purpose agents). 

In this context vre are thinlcing of the large-scale use i n industry, agriculture, 
medicine and s c i e n t i f i c research of highly toxic chemical substances such аз 
hydrocyanic acid and certain of i t s s a l t s , the halogen cyanides, chlorine and other 
chemical substances vrith a high l e v e l of t o x i c i t y , vrhich can also be used fo r 
m i l i t a r y purposes as chemical vrarfare agcits. Information ;-n the quantities of these 
substances produced, vrhat stocks of them exist and th e i r intended purpose, vrould be 
an evaluation factor of great importance. 

Another c r i t e r i o n , of simi l a r importance, i s that of the t o x i c i t y of chemical 
stibstances. The discussions which took place i n the informal meetings with the 
pa r t i c i p a t i o n of chemical experts brought out the importance of t h i s c r i t e r i o n i n the 
d e f i n i t i o n of chemical vrarfare agents (document CD/CV-//Vff.22). Likevrise, the 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of chemical agents into super-toxic l e t h a l chemical agents and l e t h a l 
and non-lethal chemical vrarfare agents, as i s done i n the jo i n t Soviet-American 
report (document CD/112), represents, i n our vievr, an excellent basis for our current 
negotiations. 

As i s stated i n our v/orking paper, the d e f i n i t i o n of chemioal vrarfare agents 
should take into consideration other c r i t e r i a such as those r e l a t i n g to chemical 
structure, v o l a t i l i t y , effectiveness and so on. 

These, i n outline, are the main ideas contained i n the working paper presented 
by my delegation. I should l i k e to take t h i s opportunity of assuring you of our 
desire to continue to contribute to the conclusion, as soon as possible, of a 
convention p r o h i b i t i n g chemical vreapons. 
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l'Ir. McPHâlL (Canada) s Mr. Chairman, I would like., as several others have done 
this morning, • to offer some brief r-eflections of• ny delegation on the discussion 
that we haVe had over the past week or two when the agenda of the Committee focused 
on chemical weapons and the 'evrentual elaboration of a chemical weapons treaty. 
F i r s t of a l l , I wish to joi n others i n expressing appreciation f o r the valus.ble 
role played by the consultations held i n the presence of chemical vreapons experts 
in the furtherance of our common goal. The achievement of just such a treaty, the 
results of these consultations as contained i n the report of the Chaima.n of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons on t o x i c i t y determinations has m.oved us 
ahead. In our vievr i t i s this kind of technical a c t i v i t y vrhich i s invaluable i n 
the eventual elaboration of the t r e a t y , and vre look forward to further consultations 
on the basis of vrhat has already been achieved. 

At the same time, I vrould l i k e to compliment the Government of Finland for the 
successful chemical vreapons vrorkshop vrhich vras held at Helsinki on 4-6 Julj', The 
Government of Finland has our thanks. 

I t i s not my intention today to'raise the question of the mandate of the 
Viorking Group on Chemical Weapons, or to discuss i n any d e t a i l the precise nature 
of the documents vrhich the Working Group i s now addressing. I t i s demonstrable 
that valuable work can be done — and i s being done — on the basis of the existing 
mandate, and vre are anxious that this vrork'should continu.e. We also note that the 
texts before the V/orking Group ( p a r t i c u l a r l y documents CD/C\//V/P.20 and V/P.21) are 
cle a r l y designated as elements to be considered in an eventual chemical vreapons 
treaty, and not the text of a treaty i t s e l f . V/e therefore agree vrith those speakers 
who have argued that i n i d e n t i f y i n g these elements we should not f a l l into the trap 
of seeking to develop exact treaty language, a drafting exercise vrhich can be taken 
up l a t e r . 

V/ith t h i s i n mind, I vrish to dravr attention to the interconnected problems of 
scope and verifica-tion. I f vre are successfully to conclude our consideration of 
"elements", these elements must be balanced and i n correct proportion to each other. 
Some have suggested that i t i s not possible to deal vr i th v e r i f i c a t i o n i n any 
substantive vray u n t i l the scope of a treaty has been adequately defined. Others 
ha.ve suggested that questions of scope and d e f i n i t i o n , interrelated as they are, 
need to be examined simultaneously with the problem of v e r i f i c a t i o n so that i n this 
fashion a balanced text v r i l l emerge as a natural outcome of the process of 
discussion. V/e share this ' l a t t e r vievr. 

In the meantime, • hovrever, i t i s clear that the discussions on v e r i f ica,tion' 
vrithin the Chemical \/eapons V/orking Group ha,ve been s u p e r f i c i a l and inadequate. 
This same inadequacy•is inevitably reflected in'element VII in vrorking paper 21. 
This, of course, i s no f a u l t of the Chairman, but simply represents the highest 
common denominator the V/orking Group has been able to achieve so f a r . V/e therefore 
intend to develop vrording on 'this natter vrhich vre hope would be acceptD,ble to a l l 
in terms of the v e r i f i c a t i o n régime required and the methods necesoarjr to achieve 
i t . In this regard, vre are encouraged by the number of statements vrhich have 
remarked favourably upon the Canadian vrorking paper, document CD/167, on 
" v e r i f i c a t i o n and control requirements f o r a chemical arms control treaty based on 
an analysis of a c t i v i t i e s " . Bearing i n mind the comments of a number of delegations, 
we propose to develcp vrording vrhich vrould deal vr i th problems of concept, 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , organization and national/international arrangements i n a chemical 
vreapons verification-régime. This vrording, of course, vrould be suitable for 
consideration vmder element VII of the text n o w before the V/orking Group. 
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Mr. CkVASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish); Mr. Chairman, I should 
l i k e , today, to speak about the agenda item on chemical weapons. I intend to do 
so i n some d e t a i l as ray delegation did not have the opportunity of stating i t s 
position i n t h i s connection during the spring part of the Commâttee's session. 

In the f i r s t place, I should l i k e to mention my country's sa,tisfaction at the' 
progress being achieved in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, under the 
energetic chairmanship of Am.bassador Lidgard. The stage reached by the 
Working Group makes i t desirable — as we said i n our general statement i n plenarjr 
meeting — that i t s mandate should be widened, and we regret that t h i s has not .been 
p o s s i b l e a n d also that so many d i f f i c u l t i e s are a r i s i n g i n connection with the 
preparation of an "agreement" which would meet with general acceptance and coiild 
provide new impetus to the work being done i n the Working Group. 

I s h a l l go on to discuss a number of basic principles that my Government 
considers should be taken into account i n an international agreement designed to 
bring about the elimination of chemical weapons. Although the majority of these 
principles have already been enunciated e a r l i e r , and especially since the setting up 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group i n 19Q0, we believe i t .is not superfluous to reit e r a t e 
and develop them, for vre believe that the adoption of clear and d e f i n i t e positions 
on the various aspects of disarmament constitutes the best vray of gradually 
achieving a convergence of vievrs vrhich vrould make i t possible to attain the 
objectivres -for vrhich this Committee vras set up. 

It should be borne i n m.ind that negotiating a convention on chemical vreapons 
i s , in view of the ease of technological access to such vreapons, one of the most 
complex and d i f f i c u l t problems of disarmament. For this reason vre m.ust t r y to 
ensure that the convention that emxerges from our vrork i s the best one possible, so 
that the security of the States loarties i s strengthened and that nevr v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s 
Eire not i n d i r e c t l y created as a result of the different degrees of development 
of the countries concerned. 

Definition of chemical vreapons 
The Argentine Government considers that the d e f i n i t i o n of chemical vreapons 

should include prohibited chemical substances, binary vreapons and a l l vectors, 
devices or equipment i n any vray connected vrith t h e i r delivery or storage. 

Precursors ought in general to be prohibited, vrith 'the exception of those 
capable of being used for peaceful purposes, i n vrhich case conditions of px^oduction 
and transfer must be established i n зхгсЬ a vray as to permit a clear indication, of 
t h e i r purpose. 

Scope of the convention 

V/ith regard' to the scope of the Convention, the prohibition should be complete, 
covering i n t h e i r t o t a l i t y the development, production, acquisition, sto c k p i l i n g , 
use and transfer of chemical vreapons. 

I should l i k e to emphasize once again the need to'include e x p l i c i t l y the 
prohibition of the use of chemical vreapons, althougíi i t i s referred to i n the 
1925 Geneva Protocol, both in order to allovr f o r v e r i f i c a t i o n , vrhich vras not 
provided f o r i n that agreement, and to extend i t s scope to h o s t i l e situations not 
considered as casus b e l l i or provided for i n the 1925 text. 
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C r i t e r i a to be employed i n the convention 

The'Argentine Government considers that the p r i n c i p a l c r i t e r i o n on x/hich the 
convention should be based i s that of "general purpose". But at the same time, 
consideration should be given to a number of additional c r i t e r i a vhich iror.ld 
f a c i l i t a t e the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of substances as well as the implementation of a 
system of v e r i f i c a t i o n , inclu.ding t o x i c i t y and perhaps "chemical structure" and 
"quantity". 

We recently received a verj interesting report on the consultations held by a 
group of experts during the ueek from. 6 to 10 Jvily. I should l i k e to take this 
opportunity of, ejrpresoing my delegation's sat i s f a c t i o n at the uork done by the 
group, i n which an Argentinian expert participated. No small part .in the 
usefulness of the work done by the grotip was played by the s k i l f u l chairmanship of 
Dr. Lundin, of the Swedish delegation, whom \те should especially l i k e to 
congratulate. 

V/e believe that the work of su.ch experts, vrhich should certainly continue, 
would be f a c i l i t a t e d and made more valuable i f t h e i r meetings were planned further 
in advance, i f the s p e c i f i c subjects of t h e i r work vrere c l e a r l y fixed beforehand, 
and i f continuity vrere maintained through tho participation of the same experts. 

The follovring may be mentioned by vray of example. The l a s t meeting of experts 
led to a proposal to define and specify the conditions f o r selecting and 
systematizing testing methods vrhich could be used internationally to determine 
levels of t o x i c i t y . In t h i s connection vre believe that i n vievr of the p a r t i c u l a r 
nature of the vrork the experts co-operating v/ith the Ad Hoc V/orking Group should 
begin the selection of those methods as soon as possible. 

I f the experts have a' c l e a r l y defined framevrork and period vrithin vrhich to 
f i n d solutions to the problems put before them, they can make contact vrith other 
s c i e n t i s t s or national and international research i n s t i t u t e s i n order to complete 
the coll e c t i o n and considération of information. In this v/ay the experts v r i l l be 
able to carrj'- out, i n t h e i r respective countries, useful preparatory v/ork for the 
tasks to be accomplished a.t t h e i r next meeting. 

Annually, or more frequently i f necessary, a meeting could be held for an 
evaluation of the progress made and i t vrould also permit the co-ordination and 
guidance of the experts' e f f o r t s . At the same time, the Disarmament Committee, 
through the relevant Ad Hoc Working Group, vrould be able to a„ppraise the results 
achieved in relation to the targets fix e d . In t h i s v/ay I believe that the experts 
would become a valuable source of s c i e n t i f i c assistance dirring the period of the 
drafting of the convention. 

Among the supplementary c r i t e r i a , vre vrould point out that the "quantity" 
c r i t e r i o n v / i l l help to f a c i l i t a t e decisions in doubtful situations. The c r i t e r i o n 
of "basic chemical structure" vrould make i t possible to c l a s s i f y substances in the 
case of groups or components whose toxic action on man i s not cleaz-ly knovm. We 
are, of course, avrare of tho disadvantages of the fact that the same basic chemical 
structure can correspond to toxic substances and, at the same time, vrith certain 
minor differences, to substances intended f o r peaceful uses. The c r i t e r i o n can, 
hovrever, be p a r t i c u l a r l y useful i n the f i r s t instance f o r the examination of the 
nevr substances vrhich are constantly being developed or discovered. 
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Moreover, this s c i e n t i f i c and technological development makes i t essential f o r 
the clauses of the convention to be drafted in such a way as to permit the speedy 
incorporation of a l l s p e c i f i c пелт elements that are relevant to i t s purpose. 

Prohibitions and exceptions 

In this connection, we are i n general i n favour of the c r i t e r i o n used as the 
basis of the c l a s s i f i c a b i o n of toxic sxibstancco proposed i n paragraph 2 of 
document CD/112, a document of great valu.e f o r fcho progress of discussion on 
chemical v/eapons. 

At the same time vre support the right of each State party to retain substances 
vrhich are c l a s s i f i e d as prohibited fcoxic agents i f i с intends to use them f o r 
non-hostile purposes, but in reasona,ble quantities, specified and declared in order 
to f a c i l i t a t e international control vrhere necessary. 

By non-hostile purposes vre mean purposes d i r e c t l y connected vrith i n d u s t r i a l , 
a g r i c u l t u r a l , s c i e n t i f i c or research a c t i v i t i e s , or purposes s p e c i f i c a l l y related 
to measures of protection and defence against chemical vreapons. \Ie also consider 
that, vrith reference to the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of substances proposed by the 
World Health Organization (based on the effect produced by certain chemical agents), 
Governments should be allovred to use the agents termed " i r r i t a n t s " or "short-term 
incapacitants" f o r the maintenance of order and the enforcement of the internal lavr 
of States. 

V e r i f i c a t i o n 

I t has been repeated often enough i n t h i s foriun that a convention on chemical 
weapons must include a complaints procedure and a v e r i f i c a t i o n system adequate to 
ensure the implementation of the terms of the convention. 

Hovrever, vre are convinced that the primary element on vrhich the agreem.ent should 
be b u i l t i s a ^anuine commitment by St tes parties never in any circumstanceo to use 
or possess chemical vreapons. On this basis, v e r i f i c a t i o n vrould represent only a 
mutual reassurance f o r States and not a complex and all-embra,cing system which, 
because of i t s breadth and d e t a i l , vrould be resisted by a large number of covmtries 
and would therefore f a i l to vrin the necessary consensus. 

To t h i s end the v e r i f i c a t i o n system ought to have certain characteristics that 
vrould render i t adequate to meet the interests of the international community. In 
our vievr, these are as follovrs. 

(a) The system should be bothx national and international in character. The 
national bodies vrhich are organized or selected for tho application of the system 
in each State party, i n accordance vrith i t s ovm l e g i s l a t i o n and internal structure, 
w i l l be the key components of the system, co-ordinating vrith s i m i l a r bodies i n 
other States and vrith the relevant international bodies. 

The international character of the system v r i l l be assured by the presence 
viithin the system of an independent element, made up of experts in the f i e l d s 
involved i n chemical vreapons. The organic and functional characteristics of t h i s 
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element, which we could agree to c a l l a consultative committee, should be discussed 
in the Ad Hoc l/orking Group, but лте should l i k e to emphasize that i t would be 
advisable f o r the committee to consist of a f a i r l y small group of e>rperto on the 
subject. I t vrould then be able bo act qiiickly and e f f e c t i v e l y i n i t s ovm f i e l d , 
vrithout becoming im^olved i n aspects having nothing to do -with the technical and 
s c i e n t i f i c content of the natters i t should deal :1th. 

(b) The system should em.ploy simple methods, accepted and recognized by the 
States parties, of a kind to ens'ure a-thorough study of any problems that may arise 
and the securing of rapid and conclusive results. 

(c) I t should use v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures appropriate to the circumstances of 
the case i n question. In this context, random, non-routine v i s i t s to the 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s or premises of the different States parties, follovring co-ordination 
v/ith them, w i l l help to build mutual confidence and reinforce the fulfilment of the 
convention. 

(d) The system should permit the prompt and thorough investigation of any 
complaints that may be made of non-oompliance vrith the convention. 

(e) I t should permit the settlement of disputes at the l e v e l of b i l a t e r a l 
agreements. 

Confidence-building measures 

These include meas-ureo which v r i l l have to be taken i n implementation of the 
tems of the agreement and vrhich i t may be appropriate to carry oui before the 
agreement comes into force i n order to confirm the coimnitment never to use chemical 
vreapons, a commitment to vrhich J referred e a r l i e r . 

B a s i c a l l y , the "confidence-building measures" should be designed to ensure 
internationally the freezing and l i m i t a t i o n of tho development, stockpiling and 
production of chemical vreapons. i^aong possible meas-ures of this kind, vre should 
l i k e to mention: 

(a) The declaration of stocks and production f a c i l i t i e s | 

(b) The prograrmned destructio-n of stocks, i n the presence of invited 
international commissions; 

(c) The dismantling of produ.ction f a c i l i t i e s or possibly t h e i r conversion to 
other purposes, also in the presence of invited international commissions; 

(d) The exchange of information betvreen States in the sphere of chemical 
vreapons and related malters. 

Preajnble and other matters 

¥e believe that the preamble to the convention should refer solely to the 
content of i t s constituent a r t i c l e s , avoiding additions vrhich go beyond i t s normative 
framevrork or are not relevant to the purpose of 'bhe prohibition. 
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Among the other matters which should be included in the convention on chem.icai 
weapons, we consider that the provisions r e l a t i n g to scope of application, 
signature, r a t i f i c a t i o n , entrj/ into force, amendments, etc., could be drafted along 
the same l i n e s as the comparable provi.-.ions in the "Convention on prohibitions or 
r e s t r i c t i o n s of use of certain conventional г/eapons which may be deemed to be 
excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects". 

The recent conclusion of the above-mentioned Convention in the f i e l d of 
disarmament makes i t appropriate tha.t i t should be talcen into consideration in the 
present case, with certain adaptations as required by the difference i n the type 
of vreapons to be controlled. 

These are the comjnents my delegation vrished to make at this stage of the vrork 
in progress in the f i e l d of chemical vrea^pons. The time i s ripe f o r the 
Committee on Disarmament to i n t e n s i f y i t s efforts tovrai'ds the dravring up of a draft 
convention. The sooner t h i s i s done, the gTeater v r i l l be i t s success i n a f i e l d 
vrhich i s of major concern to the international community. 

Иг. SARAIT (India): Tix. Chaiiman, my delegation listened vrith considerable 
interest to the intervention made by Ambassadoi- IlcPhail of Canada i n the Committee 
on 16 July I 9 8 I . l / i t h your permission, I vrould l i k e to coimnent on some of the 
observations made by the distinguished Ambassador. 

The ha l t of the arms race, i n the Canadian perspective, "begins vrith the 
mutual perception of security balances vrhich can lead to agreements to l i m i t arms 
and to control t h e i r development and deplo;>T:nent. Contrary to vrhat i s sometimes 
advocated, only then, once arms competition i s contained, can e f f o r t s be focused 
on reductions, always r e f l e c t i n g tha^t sarae appropriante security balance". At 
another point the Ambassador argued that " i t i s clear that a selective freezing of 
the present and grovring disequilibriura offers no solution avt a l l " . 

Let me r e c a l l that i n I964, the United States presented a proposal to the 
Eighteen-lTation Disarmament Committee l o r a freeze on strategic delivery vehicles,, 
based on vrhat vras then called "a common general philosophy" of arms control and 
disarmament. Expounding this "common philosophy", the then United States 
representative, Hr. Foster, stated: "This philosophy i s that a l o g i c a l f i r s t step 
i s to freeze things vrhere they are and thereby remove future obstacles to 
disarmament." 

The representative of Canada, i n a statement to the IMDC on the subject of 
the freeze, said: "Detvreen the phase of building up armaments and the hoped-for 
phase of reducing armaments, there has to be a point of time at vrhich you stop — 
l i k e changing the movement of a motor-car from forvrard to backv/ard." On the same 
question, the I t a l i a n representative stated on 28 January I964: "In order to 
achieve disarmament, the f i r s t step must be to -put a stop to the armaments race. 
That i s self-evident." A l l this vras being heard at a time vrhen, i n the vrords of 
the United States representative himself, "There have been claims by both sides to 
superiority in strategic nuclear forces". The United States i-epresentative vrent 
on to say: • "Regardless of vrhich side i s alioad, these are the weapons vrhich appear 
most threatening to a l l countries." 
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I migiii add that in I964 i t \ías the United States which wanted a working grotip 
of the Ef'IDC to be set up to undertake m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations on this proposal, 
and several delegationc, including Canada, supported this proposal. 

I f the 'becurity balance" which the distinguished Ambassador of Canada spoke of 
was a r e l a t i v e l y stable ono, then his proposition would bo perhaps arguable. In 
fact, h i s t o r i c a l experience indicates that the notion of bala.nce i s inherently 
unstable, subject to changes i n subjective perceptions, technological developments, 
miscalculations or even an adventurous decision. As \re see i t , the search f o r 
disarmament consists not only in searching f o r means to reduce and f i n a l l y eliminate 
existing arsenals; we m/ast also ensure that our task does not grow while \re are 
busily engaged i n looking f o r a solution, l/ould the distinguished représentative of 
Canada deny that in the 30 or moré years that vc have been looking for solutions to 
the problem of nuclear disarmament, tho problem i t s e l f has groim into what he has 
chosen to c a l l "one of the most complex security relationships i n history, i n terms 
of nuclear and convontionaJ forces"? 

And what, after a l l , i s the balance vre seem so fond of r e f e r r i n g to? Is i t the 
balance between the tvro major Povrers, the United States and the USSR, vmich i s 
c r u c i a l to international security? Or i s i t the maintenance of balance among the 
f i v e nuclear-vreapon .States? Miat about the balance betvreen the nuclear-vreapon 
States on the one hand and the non-nuclea-r-vreapon States on the other? Too often 
the peace and security of the vrorld are i d e n t i f i e d narrovrly in terms of the equation 
betvreen the United States and the USSR or between NATO and the \farsavr Treaty 
Organization. In the perception of some countries this may perhaps seem v a l i d . To 
us, who deliberately choose to remain aloof from the r i v a l r y and confrontation 
between the great Povrers and t h e i r respective a l l i e s , the im.pact of these equations 
on international peace and security seems less than benign. The extension of great 
Povrer r i v a l r y into our ovm region of South Asia and the Indian Ocean, vrhich lias 
seriovis and adverse consequences on our security, makes us feel less than 
enthusiastic about the so-called "balance" argument. 

We do not, of course, question the right of any other countrj.'- to pursue i t s 
security interests in a manner that i t deems appropriate. A l l that vre vrish to say 
i s that the pursuit of one's security interests should not be done i n a manner that 
disregards, or even vrorse, jeopardizes the security interests of others. And, as 
vre have had occasion to point out e a r l i e r , the very existence of nuclear vreapons 
threatens our sui-v-ivaJ. The espousal of doctrines of nuclear deterrence, vrhich are 
predicated on the use of nuclear vreapons, d i r e c t l y and fundamentally jeopardizes оггг 
security interests. These are our clear perceptions vrhich, vre э-ге convinced, 
r e f l e c t the r e a l i t y of today. 

The second point made by the distinguished Ambassador of Canada vras that " i t i s 
not possible to attempt to d i f f e r e n t i a t e betvreen пггс1еаг and conventional vreapons 
disarmament". We do not accept this proposition. Nuclear vreâ pons are vreapons of 
mass destruction. Enough has been said in this Committee to tmderline the fact that 
atomic vreapons have introduced a, t o t a l l y nevr and unprecedentedly destructive 
dimension to the concept of vrarfare. Hovr can vre speak of nuclear and conventional 
vreapons in the same breath? I t i s another matter that some States have chosen to 
r e l y on nuclear vreapons, or so-called nuclear deterrence, i n order to avoid the 
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p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l consequences of maintaining or augmenting t h e i r conventional 
armed forces. Per them, nuclear ireapons appear to be a cheaper alternative. I t i s 
no coincidence tliat f o u r - f i f t h s of the •'"orld's armament's r:.-penditures are spent on 
conventional armed forces and '..-ca.pons and only one-fifth on nuclear. And yet that 
one-fifth_ i s more than enough to destroy a l l l i f e on earth several times over. 

Much has also been said about the "regrettable" situation e x i s t i n g in Europe, 
v/hich v/e are asked to accept as an unfortunate reaJity. Let us not forget that 
t h i s regrettable situation v/as the result of conscious p o l i t i c a l decisions on the 
part of the leaders of the countries concerned. Nuclear i./eapons did not just f a l l 
into t h e i r laps and then, v/ithout anyone r e a l i s i n g i t , became part and parcel of a 
"balance". Nuclear г/eapons i/ei-e made part of the so-called balance through a series 
of conscious decisions — decisions to forego expenditure on building up 
conventional forces in favour of a cheaper, mox'e destructive, alternative. Those 
v/ho did not acquire t h e i r ov/n independent nuclear v/eapons f e l t strengthened, i f 
that i s the v/ord to use, fx̂ om c o l l e c t i v e nuclear security arrangements under 
militar;>'' pacts headed by the r i v a l major Pov/ers. 

I must confess that i t i s rather strange f o r us to hear from those \/ho v/arn us 
against the p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear v/eapons that nuclear and conventional arms have 
to be considered together in one package. The v/hole logic of the horisontal 
non-proliferation of nuclear v/eapons resides in t h e i r unique and destructive 
character, t h e i r a b i l i t y to spread death and destruction beyond na,tional boundaries, 
i n short, t h e i r nature as global means of destruction. And yet v/ith respect to 
certain environments, certain special theatres, this judgement i s suspended. Uorse, 
th i s argument i s stood on i t s head. The possession of nuclear v/eapons and the 
option to use such v/eapons are deemed essentiad. to keep the peace and prevent a v/ar. 

Me do not v/ish to minimize the impoi-tance of conventional disarmaxient. But l e t 
us not forget that even i n respect of conventional arms, i t i s the very same 
nuclear-weapon States v/hioh possess the most inportant arsenals. But those v/ho are 
so zealous abou!; the maintenance of "balance" and the careful x/eighing of r e l a t i v e 
m i l i t a r y pov/er v/ith t h e i r perceived adv:.rsaries should pe_naps pay a l i t t l e mors 
attention to the grave imbalance v/hich already exists betv/een them, either as 
nuclear-v/eapon States or a l l i e s of such States, and the non-nuclear rest of the 
\/orld, m.ade up mostly of developing countries v/hose security interests are 
continually s a c r i f i c e d i n the "interests" of East-Vest or bipolar equilibrium. Those 
v/ho say that a "selective freezing of the present and grov/ing disequilibrium" offers 
no solution at a l l to the problem of international s t a b i l i t y do not think twice i n 
preaching the same "selective freezing" with respect to tlie ya^/ning gap betv/een 
nuclear-v/eapon States on the one hand and non-nuclear-weapon States on the otlier. 
Quite to the contrary, on impression i s created that the non-nuclear-v/eapon States 
could somehov/ assist the process of nuclear disarmament by agreeing to reduce t h e i r 
conventional forces, as i f these forces v/ere a threat to nuclear-v/eapon States and 
t h e i r a l l i e s . 
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This brings us to another observation made by the distinguished Ambassador of 
Canada. He said that "a number of the c r i s i s spots in other parts of the world are 
not yet ca,st entirel5f i n ideological terms as i s the case between East and \/ost. 
The vast majority of disputes, p a r t i c u l a r l y in the t h i r d world, are regional in 
scope and often r e f l e c t deep-seated and h i s t o r i c a l quarrels in rela-tion to l o c a l 
issues." \ I e are not quite sure wha-t i s meant by this assertion. Is the c o n f l i c t 
between East and West cast e n t i r e l y in ideological tcrm.s? Are there no 
deep-seated and h i s t o r i c a l quarrels in r e l a t i o n '¿o l o c a l isEu.es which aro m.anifest 
in Europe too? And i s an ideological confronta-tion somehow of a higher and more 
noble order tlian disputes of the kind vrhich the distinguished Canadian 
representative witnesses i n the t h i r d vrorld? True dioarmament must involve a l l 
nations, a l l regions of the vrorld. Eut there i s no escape from the facb that 
the tvro major Povrers deploy the overi.rhelming proportion of the vrorld's armaments, 
both nuclear and conventional. There i s no escape from the fact that Europe has 
the heaviest concentration of armaments, both nuclear and conventional. Ifliether 
in a qualitative or in a quantitativ^e sense, hovr can a.ll other regions of tho 
vrorld be put on the same footing? And even i f vre vrish to focus attention on 
disputes i n the developing vrorld, "which are regional i n scope" and "vrhich r e f l e c t 
de'ep-seated and h i s t o r i c a l quarrels i n r e l a t i o n to l o c a l issues", l e t us not 
forget that many su.Gh disputes are often encouraged and exacerbated by outside 
povrers, also in the interest of the so-called "balance of povrer". 

We vrere indeed glad to see that the distinguished Canadian representative 
recognized the reciprocal relationship betvreen horizontal and v e r t i c a l 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear vreapons. In f a c t , the "strategy of suffocation" that he 
outlined i n his statement i s one vrhich vre vrould certa..inly be ready to e:rplore 
vrith some changes in the elements of the package. Hovrever, there are some 
assertions vrhich were made in this respect vrhich vre find d i f f i c u l t to accept. 

F i r s t l y , vre question the seeming equation ho sought to establish betvreen the 
possession of nuclear vreapons and the possession of a nuclear vreapons potential. 
There are several nations today vrhich have the technology and m.aterial3 necessary 
to become nuclear-vreapon States, i f they so decided. And аз tine goes by, more 
and more nations v i l l j o i n the ranks of those vrho have the capability to manufacture 
nuclear vreapons. This i s bound to happen since nuclea,r teclmology v r i l l spread to 
more and more countries, despite attempts to erect barriers against the flovr of 
teclmology from the r i c h i n d u s t r i a l i z e d .countries to the developing vrorld. Nuclear 
technologjr, l i k e any other technology, i s neutral. I t can be put to peaceftil uses 
or to m i l i t a r y u ses . In the case of another f i e l d , cliemicals, there i s a si m i l a r 
problem. A large number of toxic chem.icals have peaceful uses but can also be 
used for making chemical vrarfare agents. Nobody seriously suggests that, 
therefore, developing countries should not develop t h e i r chemical industries or 
be permitted access to toxic chemicals. The ef f o r t should be t o evolve a 
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universally acceptable and v e r i f i a b l e p o l i t i c a l conunitnent from a l l countries of 
the world to ensure that v;hether i t i s chemistry or atomic science, they are wseá 
solely f o r peaceful purposes. 

India has liad.the necessary capacity to move into the nuclear-weapons f i e l d 
for several years now. But i t has deliberately and, we believe, v i s e l y chosen 
to decide to exploit nuclear energy'- f o r peaceful purposes only. There are 
several other countries in the same category. vie cannot accept that just because 
these countries, l i k e India, possess the capability to m.an-ufacture nuclear weapons, 
this detracts from international security. 

Capability i s not the c r u c i a l issue here, but intention. Me would agree 
that the demonstration of intention on the part of a non-nuclear-weapon State to 
become a nuclear-weapon Povrer would have a damaging impact on the perceptions of 
i t s neighbours and on international secu.rity as such. Put i f vre are asked to 
believe that the only vray a country can demonstrate that i t does not retain vrhat 
v/e c a l l the "option" to develop nviclear vreapons i s by accepting discriminatory 
obligations and safeguards that are applied inequitably, then, of course, our 
paths diverge. India i s committed to the goal of non-proliferation, both v e r t i c a l 
and horizontal. I t vras India vrhich, i n 19б4> inscribed this item on the agenda 
of the United ïïations General Assembly and brought international attention to 
focus on i t . But vre cannot accept a so-called non-proliferation régime vrhich 
endorses and indeed perpetuates the unequ.al d i v i s i o n between nuclea,r-vreapon States 
and non-nuclear-vreapon States. Adherence to this point of p r i n c i p l e cannot be 
equated to a country vrishing to retain i t s "option" to develop nuclear vreapons. 

And i f vre vrish to speak of keeping options open, vrhat about countries vrhich 
are members of nuclear alliances? They might have signed tJie non-proliferation 
Treaty, yet participate quite enthusiastically in security arrangements that c a l l 
f o r the c o l l e c t i v e deplojnnent and u.se of nuclecir vreapons. Som.e of the same ÎTPT 
members have nuclear v/eapons deployed on th e i r t e r r i t o r i e s and, v/e â re t o l d , 
v/ould share i n any decision to use t h e m . \/liat kind of option might t h i s be? 
A l l i e s of nuclear-vreapon States may hava given up the option to produce and acquire 
t h e i r ovm nuclear vreapons. They certainly have not given upi the option to liave 
nuclear v/eapons used for t h e i r defence. 

There i s another concept vrhich tlie distinguished Ambassador of Canada used, 
vrith vrhich also vre cannot agr-ee. He stated that "the emergence of States vrith 
nuclear vreapons po t e n t i a l , от presiuned nuclear vreapons po t e n t i a l , vastly 
complicates and destabilizes regional m i l i t a r y balances, f a r exceeding the impact 
of modernized nuclear vreapons systems i n areas vrhere they already e x i s t " . I t i s 
not quite clear i n vrhich sense Am.bassa.dor McPhail i s using the term "nuclear 
vreapons potential". Аз I have pointed out e a r l i e r , the a^cquisition and 
development of nuclear tecivnology and Icnovr-hovr can be turned to peaceful as vrell 
as m i l i t a r y uses. The mere acquisition of nuclear Imovr-how cannot be equated 
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to an intent to make nuclear vreapons. But leaving this question aside, the 
Canadian âjiibassador a,ppears to argue that the'emergence'of an additional- • 
nuclear-weapon State or potential nuclear-weapon State (whatever that might mean) 
would have f a r more dangerous consequences than the continued accumulation and 
refinement of' nviclear •̂ /eapons by the existing nuclear-weapon States. Thus, 
despite his acceptance of the princiiple of a reciprocal l i n k betvreen v e r t i c a l and 
horizontaJ p r o l i f e r a t i o n , the distinguished Ambassador of Ganado, has i n fact 
asserted what has become a fashionable apology f o r the continuing nuclear arms race 
among the nuclear-'\,''eapon States. I f vc are to accept his l o g i c , horisontal 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n i s frau-ght with greater danger than v e r t i c a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n . I t i s 
only a small step from 'this to the theory that existing arsenals of nuclear vreapons 
may continue to grovr i n quantity and quality vdthout much impact on globaJ security, 
and that a l l attention needs to be focused on tho prevention of the emergence of 
an additional nuclear-vreapon Power or potential nuclear-vreapon Power. And i t i s 
also a small step to the theory tliat the present d i v i s i o n of the vrorld betvreen a 
handful of nuclear-'ireapon States possessing the means of global destructive poyrer 
and the rest of the vrorld, consisting of nuclear have-nots, can bo permitted' to 
continue i n d e f i n i t e l y , provided the nuclear club remains as exclusive as i t i s 
today. Vfe could hardly be expected to accept such a reasoning. The main threat 
to peace and security today i s the continuing arms race, especially i n i t s nuclear 
aspect. The danger of a nuclear war, vrhich may -.ripe out human c i v i l i z a t i o n , 
emanates from those vrho possess nuclear vreapons and not those who may be perceived 
to possess the potential of acquiring such vreapons. 

Lastly, our arguments against nuclear vreapons are not merely applicable only 
to those States vrhich possess them. lie vrould l i k e to negotiate measures vrhich 
\rould apply equally and i n a non-discriminatory manner to a l l States. Thus vre 
suggest a m u l t i l a t e r a l agreement prohibiting the use of nuclear vreapons by a l l 
States. We recommend ecnô. support a test-ban treaty vrhich vrould commit a l l States 
to the prohibition of the testing of nuclear vreapons i n a l l environments f o r a l l 
time to come. We recommend measures for the cessation of the production of 
nuclear v/eapons and the prohibition of the production of fissionable materials, 
vrith appropriate measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n and compliance that vrould be applied to 
a l l States in an equitable manner and on a non-discrÍEiina.tory ba.sis. I t i s not 
our intention to ask the nuclear-vreapon States to stop nuclear-vreapon testing 
vrhile vre retain the "option" to continue such tests. We do not ask the 
nuclear-weapon States, to accept safeguards on a l l t h e i r nuclear f a c i l i t i e s while 
vre refuse to accept such safeguards on our ovm f a c i l i t i e s . Certainly not. Just 
as the distinguished iimbassador said, i n respect of v e r i f i c a t i o n , "\!e are not 
asking others to do anything more than vre ourselves aré prepared to do". 
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и SAW HLABIG (Burma): îîr. Chairman, as a representative whose country has the 
privilege of maintaining long-standing relations of friendship and good 
neighbourliness with India, I am most ha-jpy to see you preoiding over the work of 
the Committee on Disarmament during t h i s c r u c i a l part of i t s annual session. I have 
witnessed the success of your leadership i n the past two weeks and I sm sure your 
diplomatic s k i l l and. wealth of experience ч 1 1 1 undoubtedly bring concrete results to 
this Committee. 

May I also associate myself with the speakers before me i n expressing the deep 
gratitude of my delegation to .A.mbassador Komives of Hungary whose contribution to 
the work of the Cominittee i n June was invaluable. 

I would also l i k e to extend a warm welcome to the leaders of delegations, 
Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Ahmad J a l a l i of Iran, 
Ambassador Tissa Jayakoddy of S r i Lanka and Ambassador Navarro of Venezuela, who 
have joined this Committee recently. I am confident that t h e i r experience w i l l be 
a great asset i n the work of t h i s Committee. 

On 12 March 1981, at the 114th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament, 
I made a statement i n which I put forv/ard the considered views of my delegation on 
the subject of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. I do not have much to add 
to what I said then. However, I would l i k e to reiterate here that we have a set 
time-frame on this subject, which the international community has entrusted to us, 
namely, to submit a report to the second special session of the General ylssembly 
devoted to disarmament, which i s to be held during the f i r s t half of 1982. As f a r 
as the progress of work i n the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of 
Disarmament i s concerned, ny delegation i s s a t i s f i e d that, under the leadership of 
Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, i t has established a working method aimed at 
accomplishing maximum results within the remaining weeks of July and August. My 
delegation together with other members of the Group of 21 have submitted concrete 
proposals i n working papers CD/CPD/WP.36 and 36/Add.l setting out the maximum common 
basis of approach for consideration by t̂-'.e Ad Hoc Working '.-.-roup. I t i s the eémest 
hope of my delegation that the s p e c i f i c proposals of the Group of 21 w i l l generate 
an added impetus to the гюгк of the Committee on this subject, and that i t w i l l be 
possible to move fon/ard toward.s a consensual conclusion before the second special 
session. My delegation, both i n d i v i d u a l l y and j o i n t l y with the rest of the members 
of the Group of 21, w i l l contribute to achieving t h i s objective. 

At the r i s k of r e p e t i t i o n , may 1 be allowed to say a few v.*ords on the principles 
on which a comprehensive programme of disarmament should be based. In the considered 
view of my delegation, a CPD must i n a l l aspects transcend the l i m i t s of mere formal 
expressions of p o l i t i c a l intent to achieve general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control. Rather i t must embrace genuine p o l i t i c a l 
commitments of the highest degree by a l l States, especially by those with the 
largest m i l i t a r y arsenals, to implement i n good f a i t h a l l the disarmaiTient measures 
within a reasonable and r e a l i s t i c time-frame. 

A comprehensive programme of disarmament without adequate provisions on questions 
of nuclear disarmament w i l l suffer a serious lack of content that can f i n a l l y negate 
i t s value as a composite disarmament measure. I t i s our b e l i e f and commitment that 
the questions of a nuclear test ban, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament are e n t i t l e d to the highest p r i o r i t y place and the most urgent 
consideration i n the CPD we are trying to evolve. My delegation feels sure that 
with patients, mutual understanding and a large measure of c o n c i l i a t i o n on a l l sides 
the Committee w i l l be able to proceed with a mutually acceptable text of a CPD that 
would t r u l y r e f l e c t the consensus and hopes of the international commimity. 



CD/PV . 1 3 9 

31 

(и Saw Illaing, Burma) 

Exercising--the right contained i n a r t i c l e VIII, paragraph 30> of 'the rules of 
procedure of the Committee, I would l i k e to put forward h r i e f comments as to the 
current state of negotiations on two of the agenda items to which my delegation 
attaches the highest p r i o r i t y and importance — that i s a complete ban on nuclear 
testing i n зЛ.1 environments on the one hand, and the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament on the other. Since I set out tho principles of my 
delegation on the two c r u c i a l disarmament questions i n my statement on 
2 4 February 1981> I need hardly add any new thoughts. Many other delegations have 
also put for\;iard concrete proposals on this matter. Despite a l l these tlie 
continuing lack of p o l i t i c a l w i l l on the part of certain major Powers has rendered 
this Committee powerless. I'ly delegation i s unhappy about t h i s f a i l u r e to f u l f i l the 
basic and fundamental r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of the Committee. 

My delegation's commitment i s firmly embedded i n the b e l i e f that the only 
r e a l i s t i c and productive machinery available f o r effective and efficacious 
negotiations under the present circumstances are the modalities we have adopted i n 
the form of ad hoc working groups. This modus operandi i s the result of our 
careful negotiations. Frani-cly speaking, i t i s becoming hard to believe that any 
modality other than those i n current use by the Committee on Disarmament would lead 
us to any f r u i t f u l conclusion of our basic and fundamental tasks. Rather we may be 
led into a diffused and directionless series of debates of the kind which have 
burdened this Committee for so long. In the opinion of my delegation, we have 
exhausted a l l possible theoretical and academic dissertations with regard to nuclear 
disarmament. What remains to be done i s to establish a firm step fon/ard. 

Time and again my delegation, either with the members of the Group of 21 or 
in d i v i d u a l l y , has appealed to the good sense of the members of this Committee so 
that a decisive step can be taken f o r the commencement of meaningful negotiations 
on nuclear disarmament. V/e i n the Group of 21 deeply regret that our urgent and 
sometimes pathetic c a l l s , appeals and supplications so often meet \ i i t h a negative 
response from certain major negotiating Powers whose reticence and hesitation have 
prevented us from accomplishing effective work on these items. My delegation has 
joined the other members of the Group of 21 i n an attempt to break this i c y attitude 
by presenting concrete and positive proposals. Documents CD/I8O and CD/I8I are two 
of the long l i s t of such constructive suggestions. These two proposals spelt out 
i n no ambiguous terms sp e c i f i c measures to breaîc the impasse and commence an 
effective dialogue i n a structured formal setting. 

To our dismay and profound regret, the proposals of the Group of 21 tabled 
before the Committee on I4 July 1981 were confronted once again with the same 
obstinate opposition, tîy delegation shares the views aired i n t h i s chamber casting 
doubts upon the v i a b i l i t y of the p o l i t i c a l authority of t h i s single m u l t i l a t e r a l 
negotiating body i f even such a fundamental question as the formation of procedural 
machinery could not be resolved i n the three years of i t s existence. Perseverance, 
mutual understanding and accommodation and a determination to reconcile differences 
with s i n c e r i t y w i l l be needed i f we are to prevent the erosion of the Committee's 
negotiating authority. My delegation w i l l continue to endeavour i n a most in s i s t e n t 
manner to work for the achievement of the l o f t i / objectives set before the Committee. 

Let me state the vie\<JS of my delegation on the current state of negotiations 
i n the ad hoc working groups on what are informally referred to as chemical weapons, 
security assurances and r a d i o l o g i c a l weapons. 
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I s h a l l speai-c f i r s t of a l l on the question of chemical weapons—item 4 of our 
agenda. Before doing so, allow me to express our deep gratitude to 
Ambassador Okawa of Japan, whose d i l i g e n t , dynamic and s k i l f u l handling of thxs 
complex matter i n 198O paved the way for the present structure of negotiations under 
the energetic leadership of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden. His resourcefulness and 
deep commitment to this question have inspired us and made us more determined to 
achieve positive conclusions. 

The question of banning chemical weapons, a p r i o r i t y item on the international 
disarmament agenda, has a long and d i f f i c u l t past. Despite the well-meaning e f f o r t s 
and endeavours of the international community to bring this matter to the focal 
attention of various disarmament negotiating forums, i t continues to elude a 
negotiated compi-ehensive soli i t i o n . The F i n a l Document of the f i r s t special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, i n paragraph 75> emphatically 
points out the urgent need f o r a chemical weapons convention. Unlike nuclear 
weapons, which need a very high degree of technolof^ and sophistication i n production 
and delivery systems, 'chemical weapons are lov;-cost v/eapons of mass destruction 
which are f a i r l y easy to acquire and to u t i l i z e with devastating effects. Moreover, 
the rapid development 'of science and technology has substantially made i t possible 
to increase many times the l e t h a l i t y and injurious c a p a b i l i t i e s of chemical weapons. 
Binary chemical weapons technology, as i t has emerged, would enable p r a c t i c a l l y a l l 
innocent-looking general and i n d u s t r i a l production f a c i l i t i e s to fabricate, i n 
greater secrecy and ease, chemical warfare agents of mass destruction. Talcing into 
consideration the r e a l danger and overwhelming potenticu threat of the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
causing untold death, injury or harm to human beings, animals and plant l i f e , my 
delegation feels the urgency of concluding an international convention to completely 
ban chemical weapons. 

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has, since February I9SI, made 
perceptible progress i n i t s deliberations to resolve numerous issues that are 
involved i n the elaboration of an international chemical weapons convention. My 
delegation i s heartened'to note that a crnvergence of view: on a f a i r l y large range 
of conceptual approaches has emerged and that ef f o r t s are being made to narrow the 
area of divergence. I t i s my delegation's sincere b e l i e f that t h i s positive trend 
i n the V/orking Group w i l l continue to gain momentum and accelerate towards the 
f i n a l achievement of concluding a convention on chemical weapons. However, such an 
objective w i l l remain i l l u s o r y i f we cannot resolve certain fundamental principles 
and i f we f a i l to set a well-defined and purposeful direction. Indeed, i t w i l l be 
of paramovont importance to reach p o l i t i c a l decisions on major issues such as the 
scope of the convention, the declaration and destruction of stocks and f a c i l i t i e s , 
the system of v e r i f i c a t i o n and compliance, measures for protection and 
confidence-building, etc. But my delegation wonders whether such p o l i t i c a l decisions, 
important and fundamental аз they are, can be e f f e c t i v e l y and r e a l i s t i c a l l y talœn i n 
the absence of a clear-cut and spe c i f i c mandate that w i l l allow the V/orking Group 
to proceed with the task of actually negotiating a chemical weapons convention. 
My delegation accordingly considers i t necessary to revise the present mandate of 
the Ad Hoc VAÍorking Group i n order f a i t h f u l l y to r e f l e c t and correspond to the goals 
i t has been entriusted v-iith. However, my delegation i s s a t i s f i e d with the progress 
being achieved under the present method of work and intends act i v e l y to participate 
to produce more concrete r e s u l t s . My delegation hones that Ambassador Lidgard's 
consultations w i l l y i e l d positive results and provide us with a timely opportunity 
to i n j e c t vigour and v i t a l i t y into the work of the V/orking Group under a fresh 
mandate. 
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One issue on which considerably divergent views persist i s that of the scope 
of the convention and another i s v e r i f i c a t i o n and compliance. These two issues w i l l 
be pivotal i n the elaboration for consideration of a draft chemical weapons 
convention and consequently a serious .and in-depth examination of a l l proposals 
r e l a t i n g to these central issues should be made with a view to finding a mutually 
acceptable formula. As for my delegation, we would l i k e to see the scope of the 
convention as comprehensive as possible, encompassing a complete ban on the 
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention, assistance and 
transfer of a l l chemical weapons and on their destruction. 

The question of v e r i f i c a t i o n w i l l ploy a decisive role for a successful chemical 
weapons convention. As we are a l l av/are, a'system of measures designed to~ensure 
f a i t h f u l compliance with the provisions of the chemica.l weapons convention i s a 
complex and sensitive issue that v/ould need to be addressed with the utmost care. 
I t v/ould be an ideal achievement i f we could a l l agree on a 100 per cent foolproof 
v e r i f i c a t i o n procedure, but i n this imperfect world of ours we must a l l be r e a l i s t i c 
and prac t i c a l i n our approach. My delegation v/ould be happy to see a balanced 
combination of national and international control systems which vjould involve the 
minimum element of intrusion. 

My delegation highly appreciates the contribution of the Government of Finland 
i n providing this Committee with an opportunity to acquaint i t s e l f with the Finnish 
project on the role of instrumental analysis of chemical warfare agents and their 
v e r i f i c a t i o n . I am sure that the workshop held i n Helsinlci i n Jime was a pr a c t i c a l 
approach ,to' this complex problem. I also wish to talce this opportunity to express 
our sat i s f a c t i o n with the results of the meeting of chemical experts on t o x i c i t y 
determination concluded under the chairmanship of Br, Lundin of Sv/eden, My 
delegation feels sure that such expertise on the technical aspects of certain 
problems could help c l a r i f y a number of complicated problems. My delegation 
earnestly looks forward to the increased pa r t i c i p a t i o n and contribution of 
technical experts i n the future. 

We have a l l agreed that only nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination 
of nuclear v/eapons can off e r t r u l y effective guarantees against the danger of 
nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons. Paragraph 5 6 of the F i n a l Document of 
the f i r s t special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament c l e a r l y 
confirmed this fact. Pending the accomplishment of this long-term disarmament 
objective, a l l non-nuclear-v/e apon States are e n t i t l e d to a categorical and 
unconditional guarantee that they w i l l not be the object either of attacks or of 
threats of attacks with such weapons. In a l l the statements of principle I have 
heard so far, the reaffirmation of this fact i s almost universal. In this regard, 
the international coram-unity has call e d on the nuclear-v/eapon States to talce 
effective steps to transform t h e i r commitment into r e a l i t y . The General Assembly, 
i n paragraph 5 9 of the P i n a l Document of i t s f i r s t special session, pointed out: 

"... the nuclear-weapon States are call e d upon to take steps to assure 
the non-nuclear-v/eapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. The General Assembly notes the declarations made by the 
nuclear-weapon States and urges them to pursue e f f o r t s to conclude, as 
appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear v/eapons." 
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Since the adoption of this consensus document i n 1978> a number of proposals 
have been tabled i n t h i s Committee and other international forums. Different 
approaches have been submitted f o r consileration, and dive.'gent views continue to 
persist with regard to basic principles and perceptions. 

V¡y delegation accepts the views expressed i n this Committee that the 
Ad Hoc Viorking Group on Security Assurances should concentrate on reaching agreement 
on a common approach which should be included i n a future international instrument. 
In an e f f o r t to f i n d such a common formula or approach, the Ad Hoc V/orking Group, 
under the chairmanship of Minister Ciarrapico of I t a l y , has mobilized a l l i t s 
negotiating power to reconcile different formulations into a cohesive one that vjould 
be acceptable to a l l . A number of alternatives lay before the Ad Hoc V/orking Group — 
eight of them, I believe. Some contained categorical and unconditional guarantees 
which my delegation could accept without hesitation, while others contradict the 
objective of our exercise. However, my delegation i s of the opinion that the 
adoption of a common formula f o r security assurances containing such elements as may 
be reached i n the negotiation i n the Committee, and agreed to by a l l concerned, 
leaves ample negotiating room for our future work. My delegation considers that 
whatever common formula we may be able to devise should not be an end i n i t s e l f . 
Rather i t must be a dynamic vehicle to bring about improvement i n the present state 
of negotiations i n the V/orking Group. The discussions i n the V/orking Group have 
demonstrated that there i s a tendency towards p r i o r i t y - s e t t i n g with regard to the 
security of nuclear-weapon States and t h e i r a l l i e s . The security interests of 
non-nuclear-weapon States outside the two m i l i t a r y alliance systems do not seem to 
enjoy the same l e v e l of importance and seriousness. This tendency contradicts the 
veiy objective we are try i n g to real i s e and i s therefore hardly acceptable to a l l 
non-nuclear-weapon States, including my own. 

My delegation's position on prohibition of the development and manufacture of 
new types of v;eapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons i s derived 
from the basic tenet enshrined i n the F i n a l Document of the f i r s t special session 
which stipulates., i n t e r a l i a , that qualitative and quantitative disarmament measures 
are both important f o r h a l t i n g the arms race and that e f f o r t s to that end must 
Include negotiations on the l i m i t a t i o n and cessation of the qualitative improvement 
of armaments, especially weapons of mass destruction and the development of new 
means of warfare. Paragraph 77 of the F i n a l Document elaborates further as to the 
need f o r s p e c i f i c agreements to prohibit pa r t i c u l a r types of new weanons of mass 
destruction which may be i d e n t i f i e d . Paragraph 76 of the Fi n a l Document and 
subsequent General Assembly resolutions instruct this Committee to conduct 
negotiations for the conclusion of a convention that would prohibit the development, 
production, s t o c k p i l i n g and use of radio l o g i c a l weapons. 

In response to these s p e c i f i c c a l l s of the international comimmity my 
delegation has a l l along unsirervingly supported proposals to foreclose the application 
of new s c i e n t i f i c and technologiccu discoveries f o r m i l i t a r y purposes, including the 
prohibition of rad i o l o g i c a l weapons. 

My delegation i s quite s a t i s f i e d with the business-like atmosphere of the 
negotiations now i n progress i n the Ad Hoc V/orking Group on Radiological V/eapons 
chaired by our veteran negotiator, Ambassador Komives of Hungary. I am confident 
that his dynamic leadership \ / i l l " bring added impetus to the work of the V/orking Group. 
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Discussions i n the Conmittee and i n the Ad Hoc IforJcing Group have demonstrated 
the existence of fundam.ental differences of approach to the questions of the 
de f i n i t i o n of radiological weapons and the scope of a future convention. llie 
Group of 2 1 has suhmitted concrete proposals to the v/orking Group. i-ly deleg?.tion 
hopes that the Group's substantive proposa,ls w i l l contribute p o s i t i v e l y to the 
successful conclusion of a raaiologics . 1 weapons convention. Controversied 
questions r e l a t i n g to an exclusion cla.use which ma?/ either i m p l i c i t l y or e x p l i c i t l y 
l e g i t i m i z e nuclear weapons, the concept of roxliological warfare, compl^iint a.nd 
v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures, attacks against nuclear f a c i l i t i o s and the relationship of 
the proposed convention to other disarm..ament n.easures a-nd agreements are a few of 
the complex problens that should be addressed with a high degree of f l e x i b i l i t y and 
mutua.1 accommodation. Hue question of the peaceful use of radio-active materials 
and sources of radiation w i l l also be a-nothor area of high s e n s i t i v i t y . 
Circomspection, patience and mutue.l accomjnocijî.tion \,àll no doubt be required a-o 
additioncbl elements to the normal diplom.a-tic s k i l l s f o r negotiation. 

Tlie CHAIEt-JiW; I thanlc Mbassador U Sa.w Maing f o r his statement and for the 
kind words he a.ddressed to the Cliair. CK/ing to the lateness of the hour, the 
distinguished representative of Finland has kindly agreed to defer h i s statement to 
the next plena-ry meeting. 

Mr. McHtAIL (Canada): I would l i k e simply to thanl-: Mr. Saran for having 
examined our text so carefully; a, 12-page response on only the points on which we 
diverged i s not bad. Although he found sone convergences, he was of course treating 
the divergences which our Goverments have experienced on these questions before. 
I want only to ma,ke one vei^- b r i e f point, and w i l l not attempt to make any response 
i n d e t a i l at the present time. I would, however, not want to leave vrith the 
Conmittee any idea, that VQ make an a.pology or construct a so-called fashionable 
"apologia" for the continuing nuclear arms race. Tlie reason I point to that i s 
simply because at that point i n h i s text the representative of India begaai to 
extrovpolate, and to talk a^bout things vrhich are not our policy. I t i s , of course, 
hi s right to extrapolate, but i t vrould be vrrong to leave the Committee vrith ainy 
impression that certain of the points he thereafter discussed vrere representative 
of the policy of my Government, I v r i l l study his text vrith the care vrhich he 
obviously has given i n studying ours and then como back to the question, i f tliat 
appears appropriate, at a l a t e r tirae. 

The СЕ1АШШТ: I thanlc ilmbassador McHiail for his statement and I am sure we 
a l l look fomrard to hi s responso subsequently. I f there are no other speakers, the 
next plenaiy meeting of the Committee on Disarmament v r i l l be held on Tliursday, 
2 3 July I 9 B I , at 1 0 . 3 0 a.m. "nils meeting i s adjourned. 

Tlie meeting rose at 1 , 2 0 p.m. 
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Где CHAIIMAITs The Committee continues today i t s consideration of item 6 of 
i t s agenda e n t i t l e d "Comprehensive programme of disarmament". Of course, members 
wishing to malce statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the Committee 
may do so i n accordance with rule 30 Of the rules of procedirre. 

Before turning to the l i s t of spealcers for today, I vrotud l i k e to inform the 
Committee that I had received a request from the representative of Bulgaria, 
Ambassador Voutov, on behalf of a group of S o c i a l i s t countries, that the Committee 
discuss the matters referred to i n documents CD/193 and CD/194 at our previous 
139th plenary meeting, which was held*last Tuesday. 

Members of the Committee w i l l r e c a l l that, because of the long l i s t of spealcers 
l a s t Tuesday, we could not at that time take up documents CD/193 and CD/194. The 
matter was therefore l e f t pending fov today. Ambassador Voutov has now requested 
that the Committee take up those documents as the f i r s t order of business today, 
since he w i l l be leaving l a t e r this morning i n connection with the xmtimely death 
of Madame Lyudmila Zhivkova, daughter of the President Todor Zhivkov and Minister 
of Culture. 

May I i n t h i s context express to Ambassador Voutov, and through him to h i s 
Government, my condolences and sympathies to the bereaved family. 

In view of the special request of Ambassador Voutov we may, i f there i s no 
objection, s t a r t this plenary meeting with the considoration of documents CD/193 -
and CD/194• Thereafter vre s h a l l hear the statements from the speakers on the l i s t 
f o r today. I see no objection. 

I t was so decided. 

The СНАТШ^Ш; We sh a l l therefore proceed accordingly. Members w i l l r e c a l l 
that the representative of the German Democratic Republic i n document CD/193 had 
proposed that the Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament hold consviltations on the 
further proceeding of th i s Committee c-nceming item 2 of our agenda. I had 
raised t h i s matter at one of our informal meetings and various viev/s were expressed 
then; and I said that I vrould bear them i n mind. I have subsequently held informal 
consultations v/ith the representatives of the United Kingdom and the United States. 
I found that t h e i r positions concerning item 2 had not changed, Tliey are not i n a 
position at present to agree to the establishment of an ad hoc working group on 
item 2, However, they are ready to co-operate i n finding alternative vaya i n which 
to deal with item 2, Por example, they have said, that tlioy may be v / i l l i n g to 
consider tho setting up of a contact group to deal v/ith the questions raised i n 
document CD/I8O presented by the Group of 21. 

As members are aware, the S o c i a l i s t group favours the consideration of i t s 
proposals i n document CD/4 i n a working group or i n any other subsidiary body, 
but there i s no consensus for i t . S i m i l a r l y , the proposal of the Group of 21 to 
establish a working group also does not have consensus. 

Unfortunately I have not been able i n the l i m i t e d time to cons-ult a l l the members 
of the Committee, In the oircvmistances, and i n viev of the very l i m i t e d time now 
available f o r further discussion of item 2 dtiring tho rest of the current session, 
I am of the opinion that further constiltations on th i s matter may be deferred t i l l 
the beginning of the next annual session. Meanv/hile, I vrovild express the hope that 
interested delegations v/ould informally exchange views v/ith one another on hov/ the 
Committee on Disarmament might proceed further during the next session. I trust 
the Committee agrees, I see no objection. 

I t v/as so decided. 
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The СНА1ИШ'Т; At our IJSth plenary meeting, the representative of Bulgaria 
drew attention to document CI)/l94 presented by a group of S o c i a l i s t countries 
concerning a nuclear test han. That document favorors the establishment of a 
working group on condition that a l l nuclear-weapon States talie part i n i t . As 
members know, I had to put to the Committee e a r l i e r the proposal of the Group of 21 
to establish a working group under item 1 and there was no consensus i n favour of i t , 
I would assume therefore that there i s also absence of consensus at present f o r the 
establishment of the working group suggested i n CB/194, 

Document CD/194 also raises two other questions: ( l ) an appeal to the 
participants i n the t r i l a t e r a l negotiations to resume thei r negotiations immediately, 
and (2) a recomiiiendation to the t r i p a r t i t e negotiators that they j o i n t l y elaborate 
ansv/ers to the qtiestions raised by tho Group of 21 i n document CD / I8 I . 

I do not know vfhether the participants i n tho t r i p a r t i t e negotiations are ready 
and w i l l i n g to respond at present to the appeal for resinnption of negotiations and to 
the recommendation that they j o i n t l y elaborate answers to the questions raised by the 
Group of 21. 

I see no reaction from the t r i l a t e r a l negotiators. Does any delegation v/ish to 
comment on what I have said just nov/ on these papers? 

Mr, YOUTOY (Bulgaria): Mr, Chairman, f i r s t of a l l , I shovüd l i k e l o express 
our deep gratitude to you for having today informed the Conmittee of the death of 
Madame Zhivkova and for expressing condolences to the President of the Republic and 
to our people on th i s very sad nev/s, 

Madame Zhivkova was not only M n i s t e r of Culturo, but she v/as a member of the 
Politbviro of the Communist Party and v/as verj"" v/ell knovm for her a c t i v i t i e s i n 
dealing v/ith international matters, especially those concerning problems i n the 
United Nations, v/here she v/as Head of the Bulgarian delegation i n the General Assembly 
She was also one of the organizers and, i n fact, the Chairman of the international 
body v/hich organized the United Nations International Yoar of the Child, under the 
avispices of the Secretary-General and UNESCO, v/hich took place i n 1979> as vrell as 
this year, A v e r y b i g monvлnent was b u i l t i n Bulgaria on this occasion, representing 
the f i g h t f o r peace, disarmament and socvirity, creating an atmosphere of security 
for our children. This international monument was raised i n my covmtry, and now 
symbolically shows that many covntries, 56 or 60, have .sent a small b e l l from thei r 
nations. These b e l l s are to remind children and t l i e i r elders that they v-/ant peace 
and disarmament. The death of Madame Zhivkova i s therefore a great loss to the 
movement for peace, disarmament and security. 

Further, I should also l i k e to express my gratitude to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
agreeing to my request — as I will unfortvHiately be vmable to stay for the v/hole of 
the meeting today — for a discussion on the questions v/hich I have raised recently 
on tv/o occasions, concerning docviments CD/193 and CD/194, I should l i k e to express 
our gratitude f o r the information i n the statement you made and for the endeavours 
you have made i n respect of our request. You mentioned docvraent CD/4, v/hich vre 
consider as a basis, although v/ide and, I v/ould emphasize, f l e x i b l e , vihich covold 
hov/ever be v/idened and deepened to form a basis for any proposals on v/ays and means 
of s t a r t i n g negotiations on the tvre main problems — i . e . nuclear disarmament and a 
comprehensive test ban. 

The S o c i a l i s t cotmtries, including the Soviet Union, Bulgaria and others, are, 
as I am sure a l l of you are, eager to star t negotiations as soon as possible on these 
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two very important matters. I t was i n this connection that we mentioned these tvro 
documents, one circulated by the German.J)emocratic Pepublic and the other on behalf 
of the S o c i a l i s t delegations present here, 

I vroviLd just add that are ready f o r discussions at any time — either during 
• the session, at the end of the session, during the recoss, during the General Assemb'',' 
or, as you have proposed, Mr, Chairman, at the beginning of the next session. We have 
both shovm and proved t h i s . As you said, I*h?, Chairman, that you are doing everything 
possible i n this f i e l d , I should l i k e to emphasize that the S o c i a l i s t countries — 
OUJ: Governments, our people and Parties — are looking f o r ways and means to f i n d 
a basis f o r negotiations on this most important and urgent"-priority. That i s why v/e 
w i l l accept any proposal, even f o r a future date, although vre are ready to continue 
at t h i s moment. 

On th i s occasion I wovild especially v/ish to appeal to the fi v e countries 
possessing nuclear weapons. I have already said that I am spealcing on behalf of 
the Soviet delegation and v/ould emphasize that at the l a s t meeting the Head of the 
Soviet delegation. Ambassador Issraelyan, said that his delegation i s i n the 
forefront and ready not only to ansv/er any questions, but to participate i n any 
negotiations i n this v e r y important f i e l d . 

Mr. de SOHZA e SILVA ( B r a z i l ) : My delegation deeply regrets that the Committee 
on Disarmament finds i t s e l f i n the awkward position of being unable to f u l f i l the 
mandate entrusted to i t by the United Nations — namely, to negotiate on the priorit;>-
questions of disarmament. The e f f o r t s of many delegations, especially those i n the 
Group of 21, to f i n d an acceptable procedural framev/ork i n v/hich to conduct 
m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiations on the nuclear test ban and on the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament have tuifortunately f a i l e d because of the 
intransigent attitud^e of some delegations. 

In those circumstances, i t seems that for the cvirrent session the Committee has 
ез-diausted the p o s s i b i l i t i e s for a r r i v i n g at an agreement on hov/ to organize 
meaningful negotiations on items 1 and " of i t s agenda. P j r us, nothing rema.ins 
to be said on th i s issue. We can only hope that the Governments concerned w i l l l i v e 
up to the commitments they have entered into before the international community. 

The views expressed by the majority of members of this Committee on the 
negotiation of the p r i o r i t y items should be duly talcen into accovont when the 
représentatives of the nuclear weapon Powers come back to Geneva for the next 
session of the Committee on Disarmament. 

Tlie B r a z i l i a n delegation considers that the security perceptions of the 
nuclear-weapon Pov/ers, especially the t\io Superpowers, l i e at the root of the present 
situa.tion i n the m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiating body. I t i s our view that the international 
communitj'-, represented at the United Nations General Assembly, should be made av/are 
of the d i f f i c u l t i e s encountered by the Committee on Disarmament. Both at the next 
General Assembly and i n the deliberative body — the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission — we should explore a l l available p o s s i b i l i t i e s to bréale the current 
deadlock so as to enable the machinery created by the consensus v / i l l of a l l nations 
to f u l f i l the expectations that v/ere placed on i t . We arc convinced that the 
United Nations system s t i l l offers the best possible alternative to p o l i c i e s based 
on great Pov/er r i v a l r y . 
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I'4r. HEEDER (German Democratic Bepublic): Mr. 'Ghairman, may I also a v a i l myself 
of this opportunity to express our h e a r t f e l t condolences to the delegation of the 
People's Republic of Bulgaria on the untimely death of Gomrade Lyudmila Zhivkova, 
who worked so energetically for the good of her country. ' ' 

With regard to the two drafts we have before us, I should l i k e to express our 
deep regret that the Gommittee seems not to be i n a position to talce up one of the 
most important items of our agenda, ал item of utmost priorit;:,^, the.question of 
ha l t i n g the nuclear arms race,.and the question of the cessation of nuclear-weapon 
tests. ¥e are deeply concerned by the attitude of certaán countries — States which 
bear the highest r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for the solution of the task the Goimaittee i s facing 
but are not i n a position to present any concrete alternatives on how to deal with 
this question. 

Your suggestion to defer t h i s matter u n t i l the next session means that the 
nuclear arms race w i l l continue, without the Gommittee on Disarmament — the only 
m u l t i l a t e r a l negotiating body on disarmament — even considering this question. 

I sho-uld therefore l i k e to appeal once again to a l l members of the Gommittee, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y the nuclear-г/еароп States, to change t h e i r attitude and to show 
p o l i t i c a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and p o l i t i c a l w i l l i n submitting concrete alternatives on 
hov; to tackle t h i s matter. I think the role of the Chairman of t h i s Committee could 
be a very important one i n organizing and selecting the possible viev;s on that 
question, so that this matter could be talcen up i n a more structured manner. 

The CHAIRt^IM: Members v ; i l l r e c a l l that, at our l a s t plonaiy meeting, the 
representative of Finland v;as unable to spealc, as the l i s t of speakers was a long 
one. I am convinced that the Committee members v ; i l l agree v;ith me that i t would be 
only proper and i n the t r a d i t i o n of h o s p i t a l i t y to c a l l , f i r s t of a l l , on our guest 
spealcer, I see no objection. Tlierefore, i n accordance v;ith the decision taken by 
the Committee at i t s 104.th plenary meeting, I c a l l on the representative of Finland, 
Minister Ifeisalo, 

Mr. KEISALO (Finland): Tliank you vezy much, Ih:. Chairman. I wish to thank you 
and the members of the Committee for giving me the p o s s i b i l i t y of taking the f l o o r 
as the f i r s t speaker, because I have seen from the l i s t that, had I been the l a s t 
speaker, I v;ovûd not have been able to spealc to6.ay either. 

I wish to spealc on the item "Comprehensive programme of disarmament" and, at 
the same time to present some vievrs concerning the v;orlc of the Committee on 
Disarmament. 

The present si t u a t i o n i s marked by a v i r t u a l s t a n d s t i l l i n disarmament 
negotiations. In the course of the years follovring the f i r s t special session 
devoted to disarmament some l i m i t e d progress has been achieved but e f f o r t s to h a l t 
and reverse the arms race have not succeeded. Oii the contrary, the arms race i s 
a^GColerating and assuming new dimensions geographically, technologically and 
concoptually. Scarce resources that shovild be available for economic and soc i a l 
development continue to be diverted to m i l i t a r y ends on a massive scale. 
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The tense international situation and the stagnation of disarmament 
negotiations only add to the significance of the second special session' devoted 
to disarmament next year. I t s function i s to r e v i e w the, e x i s t i n g s i t u a t i o n as v/ell 
as to strengthen and hroaden the founda'bions of an intem^.'tional disairmajnent strategy 
for futvire years. The comprehensivo programme of disarmament v / i l l have an i n t e g r a l 
role i n that strategy. 

• Consideration and approval of the comprehensive pi-ogramme of disarmament v / i l l 
he á'central task of the second special session devoted to 6-isarmajnent. I t i s 
therefore' of extreme importance that the Committee on Disarmament, and i t s 
Working Group under the e f f i c i e n t Chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia Hohles, malce 
ov'éry e f f o r t to ensure that the draft programme they a.re prod.ucing i s based on a. 
consensus v/hJ-ch talces acoovmt of different viev/s expressed. That i s v/hy we have 
askod tlxLs opportunity to put for\/ard our ideas at t h i s stage. 

As has been noted, there are. a. numbei" of agreed docviments on v/hich the 
comprehensive programme of disamament can drav/. Tiiose documents contain a 
consensus concerning the p r i o r i t i e s according to v/hich tho international community 
h.as decided to chart i t s v/ay towards the ultimate goa.l of a l l disarmament endeavours. 
The function of the comprehensive programme of disarmament could be characterized 
as providing a frame of reference f o r the v/ork of the disarmament machinery and of 
i t s component bodies. Tlie F i n a l Docvmient of the f i r s t special session devoted to 
disarmament enumerates the s p e c i f i c tasks to be undei-talcen over the coming years 
and i t shovfLd therefore be, to the greatest extent possible, the basis for a 
comprehensive programme of disarmament. WЪile the programme should contain s p e c i f i c 
concrete targets, r i g i d deadlines for the completion of negotiations v/ould hardly 
be a f r u i t f u l approach, as the dynamics of negotiations a.re contingent, on. p o l i t i c a l 
and other developments that do not lend themselves to accurate advance appraisal. 
The lack o f dates or deadlines v/ould not diminish the virgency of agreed p r i o r i t i e s . 
Neither vovfLd i t lessen the authoritative and comprehensive character of the 
programme; rather,on the contrary. 

As has been suggested, subsequent special sessions o?:- other meetings, as agreed, 
could provide the international community with a. forum for reviev/ing the 
implementation of agreed targets. 

Nuclear disaxmament i s obviously the most urgent task. Nevertheless, the 
conventional arms race, both qualitative and quantitative, v/hich constitutes, the 
bulk o f m i l i t a r y expenditure i n the v/orld and a major burden to national economies, 
i s at the regional l e v e l a most immediate threat to securi'fcy. Consequently, both 
must have t h e i r place i n the comprehensive programme of disarmament i n a balanced 
v/ay. That v/ould be i n keeping with the p r i n c i p l e that disarmament measures shovild 
ensure, i n an equitable and balanced manner, the r i j ^ i t of a l l States to security, 
â nd that a l l States and groups should obtain equal advantage at every stage, 

Vihile'the nuclear-v/eapon States, and especially the tv/o v/ith ,the greatest . 
nuclear arsenals, bear a special r e s p o n s i b i l i i y for achieving nuclear disarmament, 
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nuclear weapons pose a threat to the security of a l l nations. We helieve that 
the question of a comprehensive test ban treaty should he treated with more urgency 
and i n the way most conducive to the desired results. At present a good many types 
of nuclear weapons are not subject to negotiation. Arms technology' i s r a p i d l y 
advancing, producing arms of increased sophistication and destructive power and 
thus creating new problems for regional s t a b i l i t y and global security. I t i s 
necessary to bring also these weapons within reach of active a-inas control and 
disarmament e f f o r t s . 

Pending nuclear disarmament, effective international a.rrangements shoixLd be 
devised to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against tho.use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. Tiie best solution would be an international convention through 
which the nuclear-x/eapon States would bind themBelvi-es unconditionally not to use or 
threaten to use these weapons against the non-nuclear-weapon States. I f a 
convention at t h i s time were to be an i m r e a l i s t i c target, we would at least expect 
tliat t h is undertaking by the nuclear-weapon States could be recorded i n an 
appropriate Security Council resolution. 

Tlie establishment of nuclear-weapon-free • zones has already proved i t s 
v i a b i l i t y . . Nuclear-weapon-free zones are a contribution to the security of the 
zonal States and to international peace and security i n general. They should be 
based on arrangements fre e l y arrived at among the States of, the region concerned 
and should involve•commitments by the nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten 
to use nuclear weapons against the States of the zone and to respect the status of 
the zone. The consideration of the establishment of such zones should continue to 
benefit from the comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
i n a l l ' i t s aspects, the United Nations study completed i n 1975* 

Finland has supported the idea of nuclear-vreapon-free zones and has i n I963 
proposed the establishment of such a zone i n the Nordic area. In 197S> developing 
the proposal further and suggesting the elaboration of a Nordic arms control 
arrangement, the'President of Finland emphasized i n t e r a l i a that the i n i t i a t i v e 
for negotiations must come from Ihe States i n the region, that they must themselves 
conduct the negotiations i n good f a i t h without coercion or pressure, that they 
alone were qu a l i f i e d to interpret t h e i r respective security needs and that the 
necessary arrangements could be made vrithin' the framework of the e x i s t i n g security 
p o l i c y solutions. In the view of ny Government, a na.jor element of s t a b i l i t y i n 
the Nordic region i s the absence of nuclear vreapons i n the Nordic countries. The 
value of this has been repeatedly stressed by a l l Nordic C-overnments, 

The p o s s i b i l i t y of the spread of nuclear vreapons to more countries poses, a 
great danger to the security of a l l States. ¥e believe that there should be no 
nev̂ r owners of nuclear vreapons, no nevr types of nuclear vrea-pons should be developed 
and no nevi deployment or introduction of nuclear vreapons should be vmdertaken i n 
areas where they so far have not existed. Tlie comprehensive programme of 
disarmament should support and strengthen the non-proliferation régime, thus 
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contributing to the elimination of impediments to a wider international co-operation 
i n the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Tlie comprehensive programme of disarmament 
should i n addition give more impetus to the negotiations on the p r o h i b i t i o n of 
other weapons of mass destruction. A treaty on chemical weapons i s already 
overdue The discussions i n the 0/ Working Group demonstrate that a l l elements of 
the treaty liave- already been f u l l y explored and that the Group should be authorized 
to move to the next stage i n i t s vrork, as i t s Chairman, vdioso performance v/e greatly 
admire, has proposed. 

S i m i l a r l y , v/e regret that the treaty on r a d i o l o g i c a l v/eapons i s s t i l l on tho 
negotiating table. In this connection, my delegation v/ould l i k e to commend and 
support the Sv/edish proposal f o r banning m i l i t a r y attacks on c i v i l i a n nuclear 
f a c i l i t i e s , which proposal deserves the most careful consideration. Moreover, the 
emergence and development of nev/ types of v/eapons of mass destruction based on new 
s c i e n t i f i c p r i n c i p l e s and achievements should be prevented and appropriate 
arrangements should be sought for t h i s purpose. 

In concluding, I woviLd lilce to say some v/ords about tho regional approach. 
Arms l i m i t a t i o n and disarmament measures o f both nuclear and conventional arms at 
a regional l e v e l should to our mind be sought v/here such an approach i s viable. 
This has been tested and found successful i n the case of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
and demilitarized zones and areas. There are negotiations under v/ay at a regional 
l e v e l and a number of proposals are under consideration. Further evidence 
supporting t h i s view can be found i n the report on the study of a l l aspects of 
regional disarmament, carried out by a group of Governmental experts 
(document A/35/416). For our part, we welcome this constructive and objective 
stuiJy which provides f o r a v/ide range of measures for States of a region wishing 
to promote regional disarmament. 

The p o s s i b i l i t i e s f o r o u t l i n i n g broad-based e f f o r t s for regional measures i n 
each region should be examined on the basis of the i n i t i a t i v e and co-operation of 
the States i n the region and taking into account conditions p r e v a i l i n g there. In 
t h i s connection I would l i k e to r e c a l l the Finnish i n i t i a t i v e made i n 1979 on a 
special disarmament programme for Emrope. This i n i t i a t i v e aims at o u t l i n i n g a 
comprehensive framev/ork for disarmament negotiations concerning Europe, or parts 
of Europe, on the basis of a l l relevant i n i t i a t i v e s and suggestions and" through 
appropriate consultations and negotiations. 

This short statement obviously does not cover the v/hole subject of the 
comprehensive programme of disarmament. But these v/ere the issues v/e consider as 
the most important. 

May I, Mr. Chairman, a v a i l myself of this opportunity to thank the many 
speakers who have commented favourably on the CW v/orkshop organized recently by 
Finland, 
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I-Ir. ARHASSEIT (Morocco) (translated fron French); Mr. Chairman, I should l i k e 
f i r s t o f ' a l l on hehalf of the Moroccan delegation, to express ny sincere condolences 
to Ambassador Voutov i n connection with the tragic event which has just struck 
Bulgaria, a country tha,t i s a friend of Morocco. I should also l i k e to add, with 
regard to the International Year of the Child organized on the i n i t i a t i v e of 
Bulgaria, that the Moroccan delegation made a proposal at the United Nations 
Conference on Conventional V/eapons for increasing the protection of children against 
the effects of h o s t i l i t i e s and of mines and booby traps — a proposal that v/as 
adopted unanimously by the Conference. 

With your permission, Hr. Cha,irman, I should now l i k e to make a statement on 
chemical vreapons. 

V/ith the exception of hypothetical techniques for modifying-the environment for 
m i l i t a r y purposes, chemical and bacteriological weapons have since 1925, when the 
Geneva Protocol for-the P r o h i b i t i o n of the Use of Asphyxiating Gases and of 
Bacteriological Methods of V/arfare was adopted, been the only weapons of mass 
destruction for which s p e c i f i c regulations e x i s t . 

B i o l o g i c a l and chemical v/eapons, or biochemical v/eapons, v/hich are closely 
linked from the legal standpoint, i n State practice and doctrine, i n the relevant 
resolutions adopted by the United ITations General Assembly and by the 
International Conferences of the Red Cross, i n the m i l i t a r y training manuals of most 
countries, i n the draft disaxnament treaties proposed p r i o r to 1971> and also i n the 
minds of the public and the av/areness of peoples, form a special category among 
existing means of warfare. 

The linJc between them, i s based on the fact that thoy have a large number of 
points i n common v/ith respect both to the technical and m i l i t a r y characteristics 
of t h e i r production элд use, and to t h e i r mode of action: they can be disseminated by 
the same deliver;^'' systems. Protection against these tv/o categories of weapons i s 
impossible or i l l u s o r y ; and t h e i r effects,which are exercised exclusively on l i v i n g 
matter — pathogenic effects i n the case of В v/eapons, and toxic and physiological 
effects i n the case of С v/eapons — are unforeseeable and the c i v i l i a n population 
i s even more vulnerable to them than the m i l i t a r y . 

After adopting the Convention on the prohibition of the production and possession 
of b i o l o g i c a l v/eapons i n 1971, the Geneva Committee i s now preparing to do the same 
for chemical v/eapons. The creation by the Committee on Disarm.ament i n 1980 of an 
Ad hoc V/orking Group on Chemical Weapons i s a decisive step towards the conclusion of 
an agreement on effective measures to prohibit the development, production and 
stockpiling of this category of v/eapons. 

However, the efforts made by tho international community over more than half a 
century to improve the regulation of unconventional weapons have, so to speak, 
focused above a l l on t h e i r " q u a l i t a t i v e " aspects, and В and С weapons, v/hich a,re s t i l l 
the only two types of mass destruction vreapons to havo been regulated, are henceforth 
to be the subject of an additional l e g a l régime. The prohibition on t h e i r use under 
the existing rules of international law applicable i n armed c o n f l i c t s ( l ) i s to be 
supplemented by disarmament measures r e l a t i n g to the prohibition of t h e i r production 
and possession ( l l ) . 
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I - Biocheïïiical weapons and rules of international law applicable i n з-гиеа c o n f l i c t s 

of the va,rious instruments of. international law \raich are applicable i n times 
of armed e o h f l i c t and regulate the use of biochemical weapons, the I925 Geneva Protocol 
was the f i r s t and the only one to contain a. clear cut prohibition of any use of 
Б and С weapons i n war, Thaiiks to that Protocol, the international community has 
never again experienced the horrors cf the chev.ñcal warfare of I914-I9I8, even i f i t 
m.ust at the same time be acknowledged that the p r o h i b i t i o n i n the Protocol has been 
disregarded on numerous occasions. The Geneva, Protocol plays this outstandingly 
positive ro l e of preventing biochem.ical i-.'arfare of any kind, despite the imprecise 
nature of the content of the prohibition i t affirms (A) and the uncertainty 
regarding the exact scope of the prohibition (Б). 

A, Content 

In the préamble, i t i s stated that the p r o h i b i t i o n of the use of the weapons 
which are the subject of the Protocol i s derived from two sources. The na.terial 
so-urce i s referred to i n the f i r s t and l a s t preambulax paragraphs, which mention 
respectively "the general opinion of the c i v i l i z e d world" and "the conscience and 
the practice of nations". 

The formal source i s described as follov;s, v/ithout further d e t a i l s i n the second 
preambular paragraph "treaties to v/hich the majority of Pov/ers of the vrarld are 
Parties". The treaties p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned are the 1868 Declaration of 
St. Petersburg prohibiting "the use of weapons v/hich uselessly aggravate the • 
sufferings of men put hors de combat, or render t h e i r death inevitable", the I899 
Declaration of The Hague prohibiting "the use of p r o j e c t i l e s the only object of 
which i s the d i f f u s i o n of asphyxiating or deleterious gases", the Peace Treaty v/ith 
Germany ( a r t i c l e I71) signed at Vorsadlles on 28 June I919, and the u n r a t i f i e d 
Treaty of Washington dated б Pebruary 1922, concerning the use of submarinos and 
asphyxiating gases i n war-tine ( a r t i c l e 5 ) . 

The wording of the Protocol vras i n fact copied from that of a r t i c l e 5 of the . 
above-mentioned Treaty of Washington, vrith some inportant changes i n substance and 
form. 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 ( f i r s t sentence) v/ere used a.s a basis f o r drafting the 
preamble to the Protocol, and the tvro remaining sentences for drafting i t s operative 
part, i n which they provide the context for the provision containing the p r o h i b i t i o n 
of bacteriological weapons. 

Lastly, i n order to take account of the changes which had occurred i n the 
international community, the plenipotentiaries replaced the expressions i n the 
above-mentioned a r t i c l e 5 which appoar-ed to be out of date, narrov/.in meaning or 
rather too strong. Por example, the word "general" vras substituted f o r "universal" i n 
the phrase "universal opinion of the c i v i l i z e d wrorld"; the expression " c i v i l i z e d 
Powers",-vras replaced by "Pov/ers of the world", .and the v/ords " c i v i l i z e d nations" 
were replaced by "States", 
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The result of this series of changes was,that a r t i c l e 5 was converted fron the 
status of a single and p a r t i c u l a r treaty provision into that of a genuine and 
independent le g a l instruncnt of general scope. 

However, the plenipotentiaries who drafted the Protocol, vrere concerned v i t h 
the f omal pronotion of this instrument vrhich vras to prohihit a.bsolutely the use of • 
hiochenical vreapons as a means of vrarfare, vrhatever the method of use, i n a cloud, 
or hy p r o j e c t i l e or i n any other vray; and vrith t h e i r eyes fixed on the 1914-18 v/ar, 
they vrere f a r from suspecting the d i f f i c u l t i e s vrhich the few imperfections i n t h e i r 
text — imperfections ihhoront, noreover, i n any co d i f i c a t i o n exercise — vrould 
subsequently cause i n the application of the Protocol. 

B. V a l i d i t y and scope of the Protocol 

The provisions of the Geneva Protocol vrere respected dvrring the l a s t V/orld V/ar, 
but much less so during the Viet Ham c o n f l i c t vniich was the ncone of' the grcatf=if=t 
chemical war i n history and- the f i r s t ecological war of a l l t i n e . Fortunately, the 
victims on that occasion were not human beings but above a l l forests and crops. 

The r i s k of such situations occurring again v / i l l p ersist u n t i l such tine as a 
convention prohibiting the production and stocl-rpiling of chenical weapons puts an 
end to the controversies which have arisen from, tho ccrttm.dicto:c3'-intorpr'^tations of th 
essential prcvisÍL,-ns i. f-the Protocol ( l ) and removes the grounds for the reservations ( 
expressed by some 4 0 States v/hen they acceded to the leg a l régine established by 
the Protocol. 

(l) Controversies refiarding the interpretation of the-Protocol 

There are serious differences of opinion regarding the scope of tho terms used . 
i n the preamble to the Geneva Protocol for-.prohibiting the use i n vrar of "asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of a l l analogous l i q u i d s , .materials or devices" and 
concerning the scope of the provision extending that prohibition to the use of 
"bacteriological methods of warfare". I n vievr of the use i n recent c o n f l i c t s of 
chemical herbicides and also lacryraogenic and other harassing agents, ("tear gas", 
"riot-control-agents"), this problem of interpretation assumes p a r t i c u l a r .importance. 

The drafters of the Convention on b i o l o g i c a l vreapons, by placing the vrord 
i n brackets " b i o l o g i c a l " immediately after tho vrord "bacteriological", c l e a r l y ^ ' 
established that the Protocol vras indeed r e f e r r i n g to b i o l o g i c a l methods of vrarfare 
considered as a whole, v/hen i t used the unfortunate expression "baxteriological 
methods of vrarfare". 

A l l controversy concerning b i o l o g i c a l vreapons has thus been removed: but the 
many d i f f i c u l t i e s ai-ising from the existence of two contradictory views concerning 
the scope of the prohibition of chemical vreapons s t i l l remain. 
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In genera.1, sooe consider that the prohibition i n the Protocol i s absolute 
and covers a l l cheaical weapons and agents, even those which are not toxics 
this i s an extensive intorprotation (a) based on the English t i t l e of the Protocol. 
Others maintain, however, that i t i s lawful tr use gases — such as police gases — 
whose sole purpose i s to incapacitate m i l i t a r y personnel or put them temporarily 
hors de combat, without cauoing death or l a s t i n g damage to physical i n t e g r i t y or 
health; this i s the restrictix^e interpretation (b), based on the French text. 

The supporters of each of those tv/o interpretations advance and develop 
numerous a-nd varied arguments i n support of t h e i r respective views. 

(a) Extensive interpretation 

The supporters of the f i r s t view consider that .the Protocol should be understood 
as covering a l l gases without exception by virtue of the wording — i n t e n t i o n a l l y 
very comprehensive — of the prohibition i n the Protocol. 

Wieh the States signatories concluded the Protocol, they were already aware of 
the existence of non-toxic ganses, such as tear' gases, and could have e x p l i c i t l y 
excluded theçi from the pro h i b i t i o n . I f they did not do so, i t was because they 
wished to 'give the pr o h i b i t i o n as wide a scope as possible, bearing i n m.ind a l l tho 
dangers of abuse vdiich night arise i f the snallest loophole-were l e f t open. 

In t h e i r explanation of the text of the Protocol, the supporters of t h i s 
view point out that the addition of the words "on s i n i l a i r p s " makes sense only i f i t 
i s intended to extend the enumeration of products prohibited by the Protocol to 
include those v/hich are not asphyxiating or t o x i c . I t i s clear from the English 
text — v/hich i s equally authentic- — that such v/as indeed the intention of those v/ho 
drafted the phrase, i n v/hich the French v/ords "ou s i n i l a i r e s " axe rendered as 
"other gases". The addition of these l a t t e r tv/o v/ords i s designed to cover any chenical 
product used as a weapon, v/hich i n normal circumstances i s -unlikely to be harmful to 
health or to cause death. 

The supporters of the extensive interpretation then proceed to invoke the 
existence of a custonary rule based upon a universal consensus pro h i b i t i n g the usé i n war 
of'"asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of a l l analogous l i q u i d s , materials 
or devices". For then, there i s no doubt at a l l that this custonary r u l e , whose 
existence has been recognized on three very inportant occasions (at V e r s a i l l e s i n 
1919» at Washington i n 1922 and at Geneva i n I925), also prohibits the use of 
incapacitating gases, tear .gas and harassing gases. 

In support of t h e i r arguments they also quote .many resolutions adopted by the 
General Assembly i n v/hich the existence of a rule of custonary international law 
prohibiting the use of a l l bioche.mical v/eapons i n v/ar i s recognised. 

In t h i s f i e l d , the United Nations i s simply, i n effect, following i n the footsteps 
of the League of Nations v/hose Assembly, as long ago as 1938> adopted a resolution 
a f f i m i n g that the use of chenical or bacteriologica^l means of warfare was contrary to 
international law. 
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Instrunents and declarations b y States are also quoted when thoy support an 

extensive interpretation of the Protocol. Thus, i n the f i r s t insto.nce,. the note 
frora the French Governnent — deposita.ry of the Protocol and the f i r s t to r a t i f y 
i t — and the United Kingdom .memorandum suhaitted to the 1 9 3 2 Disarmament Conference, 
deserve special attention. I t i s quite clear fro.m those tvro documents that, i n the 
opinion of France and of tho United Kingdan, the Geneva Protocol applies to the use 
of a l l gases, including tear gas and harassing gases. 

This interpretation was supported hy many States and encountered no opposition, 
except that the United States of America expressed an oral reservation .concerning 
the use of tear gas for police purposes. In the report of - the SpecisJ Comm.ittee 
to the 1 9 3 2 ConferoncG, v/hich was adopted unanimously, the prohibition V7a,s defined 
as including lacrymogenic, harassing and b l i s t e r i n g substances, and as applying not 
only to substances harmful to human beings but also to chemical substances i n 
general. 

Mqre recently, various States have, i n connection v/ith certain recent armed 
c o n f l i c t s , declared that they energetically condemned the -use of toxic substances 
i n general. Also, i n the disctissions i n the General Assembly on the .many 
abovementioned-.resolutions concerning biochemical v/eapons, several States have made 
similar declarations. . . . . . . 

Again, i n the United Nations framev/ork, we may add i n support of the f i r s t 
argument that, the Secretary-General, i n his foreword to the expert report on chemical 
and-bacteriological v/eápóns, requested the members of the United Nations to "make a 
clear affirm-ation that the prohibition contained i n the Geneva Protocol applies to 
the use i n war of a l l chemical, ba c t e r i o l o g i c a l and b i o l o g i c a l agents (inciuding 
tear gas and other harassing, agents) v/hich nov/ exist or which .may be developed i n the 
future". 

(b) R e s t r i c t i v e interpretation 

The supporters of the second theory talce quite a different view — namely, that 
the use i n wa.r of tear gases and other harassing agents, as v/ell as herbicides, i s not 
covered by the prohibition i n the Protocol. î\irtheraore, they go so far as to ask 
whether the use against the enemy of means of chenical wajrfare v/hich do not involve 
any serious danger for health night not i n fact be nore humanitarian than the.use of 
many other methods. Furthermore, thoy say they cannot see why i t i s necessary to 
prohibit the use of means such as police gases (tear gas and other gases) against 
enemy conbatants when the use of such methods against nationals a,t hone i s perfectly 
acceptable. 

Basing thenselves next on the practice of States, v/here they f i n d t h e i r best 
arguments, the defenders of the r e s t r i c t i v e viev/ point out, on the one hand, that a 
very large number of Governments have for long pernitted, within t h e i r f r o n t i e r s , 
the use of tear gas for c i v i l i a n r i o t - c o n t r o l or of herbicides f o r econo.nic purposes 
and, on the other hand, that these tv/o l a t t e r categories of chenical agents vrere 
extensively used by the United States i n Indo-China.. The United States has since 
ended i t s 5 0 years of le g a l "dissent", and has acceded to the Protocol, but v/ith 
certain reservations concerning chenical agents used for c i v i l i a n r i o t - c o n t r o l (tear 
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gases and n i l d incapacita,nts) and herbicides. In this na.tter the United States 
has at least been consistent with i t s e l f throughout. In i t s view, there i s 
no doubt that, since 1 9 2 5 , Sta.tes have recognized the anbiguity of tho Protocol 
concerning the p r o h i b i t i o n of the use of neans of r i o t - c o n t r o l . The histor y of 
interna-tional negotiations up to and including the signature of the Protocol 
convinced i t that such nea,ns were not covered by tho Protocol. Moreover, herbicides, 
which were unlmovm i n 1 9 2 5 , could not have been envisaged therein. 

Lastly, the volte-facc by the United Kingdom Government — which, a f t e r long 
supporting the extensive interpretation of the Protocol, ha,s had to revise i t s 
p o s i t i o n — i s l i k e l y to provide g r i s t to the m i l l for those who support the 
r e s t r i c t i v o view. The following statement i l l u s t r a t e s this cautious move of the 
United Kingdom from the f i r s t to the second interpretation: "Modern technology 
has developed CS smoke, which, unlike the tear gases available i n 1 9 3 0 , i s considered 
to be not s i g n i f i c a n t l y harmful to nan i n other than vrholly exceptional ci'rcunstanccs | 
and we regard CS a.nd other such gases accordingly as being outside the scope of the 
Geneva Protocol. CS i s i n fa,ct loss toxic than tho screening smokes v.liich the 1 9 3 0 
statenent e x p l i c i t l y excluded". 

This statenent i s quoted fron Parlianentary Debates (House of Coomons). 
vo l . 7 9 5 ( 1 9 7 0 ) , c o l . 18 (Written a,n3V;ers to questions). 

In the l i g h t of a l l those elonents, the supporters of this viev: proclaim that 
only those neans of chenicaJ vrarfare v/hich are already covered by the custonary 
p r o h i b i t i o n of poisons nay bo considered as unoquivoca.lly prohibited by the Protocol. 
Consequently, incapacitating and harassing agents to vhich should be added plant poisons, 
do not f s l l within the scope of this p r o h i b i t i o n ; those who drafted the 
Protocol never had any intention of prohibiting tho l a t t e r , f o r the simple reason 
that they did not constitute a r e a l problon at the tine v/hen tho instrunont v/as 
adopted. 

Por our part, v/c havG s e r i ous reservations regarding the various argunents set 
fo r t h above i n favour of a r e s t r i c t i v e interpretation of the p r o h i b i t i o n i n the 
Protocol, i n spite of th e i r coherence. 

Tear gas and harassing ga-sos aro, cf course, used 3.s r i o t - c o n t r o l weapons 
at the national l e v e l . That fa c t , hov/ever, does not constitute any argunent 
whatsoever i n favour of l e g i t i m i z i n g t h e i r use i n an arned c o n f l i c t of an international 
character, oven i f i t i s true that considerable e f f o r t s ha,vo boon made i n recent years 
to develop chenical agents v/hosc purpose i s not to k i l l but to weaken a nan's 
capacity to f i g h t . 

In addition, i n an arned c o n f l i c t , v/hero the circunstavUces aro considerably 
different fron those i n v/hich police gases aro usod i n tho case of doncstic r i o t s , 
i t i s not possible to distinguish e a s i l y betvreen what i s toxic and v/hat i s not. 
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In view of the danger of abuse, and the r i s k of using gases l i k e l y to ce.use 
serious damage to the human body, i s i t not nocossa.ry to exercise extreme caution 
i n t i l l s f i e l d ? . Is i t not t rue i n fact that, vjhile an attack by means of a particular 
l e t h a l agent w i l l not have f a t a l consequences for a l l people, an attack with 
incapacitating agents m.ay, when these are used i n hig'h concentrations, k i l l a large 
number of people who are weakened by malnutrition, disease or v/ounds? This i s quite 
contrary to the s p i r i t of tho Geneva Conventions vh i ch provide that special respect 
should, bo given to tho victims of armed c o n f l i c t s , not to mention the fact that i n ono 
case as i n another, as soon as such agents begin to be used, a serious danger of 
escalation v / i l l e x ist, not o n l y i n the uso of the same type of weapons, but also i n 
the number of different categories of v/oapons used, not excluding tho uso of 
increasingly toxic chenical uoa,ns. 

This demonstrates hov/ dangerous i t v/ould bo to introduce d i s t i n c t i o n s i n tho uso 
of chenical v/eapons — d i s t i n c t i o n s v/hich wore certainly never envisaged by the 
plenipotentiaries v/ho net at Creneva when they solemnly decided to condemn the use i n 
war of "asphyxiating, poisonous or other ga,ses, and of a l l analogous l i q u i d s , 
materials or devices". 

¥hat can be done i n these circunstances to reconcile, or to transcend, the two 
contra-dictory interpretations of the p r o l i i b i t i o n i n the Protocol? Convene a 
diplomatic conference to reviev/ the Protocol? Or talce the opportunity offered by 
the negotiations i n the Connittoe on Disarnamont to elaborate a convention on 
chemical weapons which v/ould include a general and t o t a l p r o l i i b i t i o n of tho use of 
a l l chenical weapons? These are the two p o s s i b i l i t i e s which appear, at f i r s t sight, 
to offer prospects of solving the problem under discussion. 

The f i r s t alternativo, oven i f i t constitutes tho i d e a l solution for f i n a l l y 
renoving a l l tho uncertainties and anbiguitios i n tho Protocol, i s impractical f o r 
at least tv/o reasons. F i r s t , tho Protocol uakos no provision f o r a review procedure; 
and secondly, and most important, there i s a very r e a l r i s k that tho f r u i t s of more 
than 50 years of efforts to achiovo a t o t a l p r o l i i b i t i o n of the use of chenical v/eapons 
might bo destroyed. 

The p r a c t i c a l advantages of tho second solution are so obvious that i t i s 
unnecessary to elaborate on then. Nevertheless, i t i s to be foarcd that those 
nembors of tho Cor.inittGC on Disarmament who nako a veritable dogna of tho d i s t i n c t i o n 
between international law applicable i n arncd c o n f l i c t s and disarnancnt law nay 
not support the inclusion of the- provision envisaged above. 

In any caso, tho ossentia,l aspect of the natter i s that, i n ono case â s i n the 
other, i t must bo realised that, i n ordor to elininato tho r i s k of a chenical war, 
i t i s essential to hâ vc a precise d e f i n i t i o n of chenical weapons v/liich v / i l l stand 
the test of ti n o . 

Countless draft definitions havo boon submitted, both i n tho Conference of tho 
Connittoe on Disarmament and i n tho Comi:iittco on Disarmanent, since the United Nations 
f i r s t took up tho question of chenical weapons. 
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But none of the def i n i t i o n s proposed soens wide enough to cover the a n t i -
ecological effects, as vjell as the n i l i t a r y characteristics and anti-porsonnol 
effects, of th i s categoxy of woapcns of nass desti'uction. 

In order to rcnody t l i i s shortconing and to introduce greater precision i n the 
future d e f i n i t i o n of chenical v;eapons, tho Moroccan delegation i n the Connittee on 
Disamaiaont put for\/ai''d i t s ovm d e f i n i t i o n i n I98O, as follows s 

"'Chenical v/eapons' neans systons of v/eapons hased on s o l i d , l i q u i d 
or gaseous conpononts dosigjied or l i k e l y to causes 

"Death> serious injury ';r physical or mental i l l n e s s to people; 

"Extensive, l a s t i n g and serious danage to the natural environment". 

The Moroccan d e f i n i t i o n covers, as can he seen, a l l means of chenical warfare, 
including phytotoxic moans (herbicides and defoliants). But, at tho same tine, 
i t displays f l e x i b i l i t y by meeting the concerns of certain States v/liich have 
e x p l i c i t l y stated that they v / i l l not be the f i r s t to use chenical herbicides but 
have nevertheless reserved -the right to xiso then for peaceful purposes i n order to 
control vegetation inside the nilitar^'' bases â id i n s t a l l a t i o n s of t h e i r amod 
forces and around thei r immediate defensivo perimeters. 

Vfliatover wording i s f i n a l l y adopted f o r the d e f i n i t i o n of chomical v/eapons, 
i t v / i l l bo inconplote v/ithout a d e f i n i t i o n of the chenical agents tlionselves and 
th e i r precursors, based upon indisputable and universally recognized s c i e n t i f i c 
c r i t e r i a . 

The double d e f i n i t i o n envisaged — which night, i f necossaiy, be based on 
a l i s t of chemical agents, prohibited or authoi-izod — v/ould опгЛ1с tho 
Committee on Disarnanont to put an end to a controversy as old as the Gtenova 
Protocol i t s e l f and, at the sane tine, to renové the grounds for the i-eservations 
which seriously undermine the authority of tho solo instrument of international 
lav/ applicable i n armed c o n f l i c t s p r o l i i b i t i n g tho use of tv/o catogoi^ies of v/eapons 
of mass destruction. 
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( 2 ) • Reservations to the Protocol 

When on 9 I'iay I 9 2 6 БЬтапсо, as the depositary State, became the f i r s t country to 
r a t i f y the Gc'nova Protocol, i t expressed, the follovdng reservations: 

" 1 . The said. Protocol i s only bind.ing- on tho Government of the 
French Republic as rGgc.rd.s States vjlxLch havo signed or r a t i f i o d i t 
or'wMch may acccd.o to i t . 

"2. The said. Protocol s h a l l ipso facto coase to bo binding on the 
Government of the French Ropu.blic i n regard, to any enemy State whose 
armed, forces or whoso A l l i e s f a i l to respect the prohibitions laid, 
d.own i n the Protocol". 

The Fronch formulation has been taken as a mod.el by other States that have 
expressed reservations — i . e . about 4 0 out of the 1 0 0 or so States ( l ) , including 
Morocco ( 2 ) , wbh-ch havo acccd.od. to tho Protocol. 

I should, l i k e to say i n this respect that, according to information supplied, by 
the French Government, there are at present more than a hundred. Sta.tes Pa.rties to 
t h i s Protocol. That i s the f i r s t point. Tho second, point I should l i k e to mention 
i s that tho Kingd.om of Morocco did. not make any reservation when i t acced.ed. to the 
Geneva Protocol| that i s clear frora Dahir No. I-7O-IO7 of 2 3 Jumada I 1 3 S 0 , year 
of the Hogira, which correspond.s to 27 July 1 9 7 0 . A l l dotailo are to bo found, i n 
tho B u l l e t i n O f f i c i e l , p. I256. 

The abovo-mentioned. reservations are toaitamount to ad.ding a re c i p r o c i t y clause 
to the provisions of tho Protocol and l i m i t i n g the scope of the prohibition' 
contained i n i t . 

Tho need, for the f i r s t clause i s not obvious since i t duplicates the terms of 
the operative part of the Protocol. Although they were perfectly avvare of i t s 
superfluous nature, the States which expressed, reservations i n s i s t e d , nevertheless, 
on including i t i n ord.er to stress c l e a r l y the r e l a t i v e nature of t h e i r legal 
commitment. 

On the contrary, the offocto of the second, clause are muoh more fraught with 
consequences: i t constitutes an open d.oor to every kind, .of abuse. I t enaibles the 
State Party invoking i t to circumvent гЛ any time tho le g a l regime instituted, by the 
Protocol. For t h i s purpose, i t i s s u f f i c i e n t to prove tha.t tho, armed, forces of an 
enemy State or those of i t s a l l i e s have not respected, the prohibitions contained, 
i n the Protocol, and. then ono can oneself resort to the uso of the same biochemical 
means, regard.less of any pbligation und.er the Protocol. 

This riposto i s not, as i n the case of r e p r i s a l s , "a prohibited, act authorized, 
i n exceptional circumstances" but simply an act which has ceased, to bo prohibited, 
by the Protocol from the moment the reservation i s invoked.. 
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The soconcl. rcsei-vation therefore goes further thsii the right of r e p r i s a l — 
which e-uthorizes the conmission of an act contrary to tho' law i n 'retaliation for 
a f i r s t i l l i c i t act though the lavr i t s e l f of course remains valid. — hut i t d.oos 
not go as f a r as tho " s i omnos" clause wliich simply suspend.s the application of a 
treaty 3,3 soon as a Stato not party to tho treaty appoa,rs ejuong the bolligerents. 

In an oxtrem»e caso, s t r i c t o,pplication of the second, roservsition could, result 
i n an anomalous s i t u a t i o n : a Stato wl'iich had. expressed, tho reservation might, for 
example, use biochemical means prohibited, by tho Protocol against a State not party 
to the Protocol and. D.ight consid.or i t s e l f released, from an;>' obligation und.er the 
Protocol vis-à-vis a l l i t s enemies — including those which had. accod.ed. to the 
Protocol — i f that Stato rcsponc.ed. v/ith i d e n t i c a l moa-ns. 

The confusion concorning the le g a l régime applicable to the use of chemical 
weapons v d l l be end.ed. only with tho ad.option of the convention on the prohibition 
of tho d.evelopment, production and. stockpiling of chemical weapons and. on t h e i r 
d.e struct ion. 

In any case, when t i i i s happens, i t v / i l l then be proven tl i a t , for the more 
effective application of the rules of international law a,ppliôablo i n armed, c o n f l i c t s 
(rules rogard.ing lim i t a t i o n s on the use of moans of warfare, i . e . weapons), these 
rules must sometimes be supplemented, by disarmament lav/. 

I I - Biochemical weapons and, disarmament 

Contrary to tho aspirations of tho great majority of States and. the positions 
ad.opted. by the General Assembly, biochemical d.isaraam.ent, v/liich i s tho f i r s t 
important step tov/ard.s general and. completo d.isarraament •'ond.er effective international 
control, has not been accomplished, i n a single stage. 

The representatives of the Western group i n tho Geneva Conmittee, r e f e r r i n g 
to the great d . i f f i c u l t i e s v\rlrLch v/ould. bo raised by a global p r o l i i b i t i o n of 
biochemical v/capons, maintained, and. f i n a l l y succeeded. i n imposing tho viov/ that 
i t was nore p r a c t i c a l to prohibit b i o l o g i c a l v/eapons f i r s t . 

With tho ad.option i n 1 9 7 1 ef the Convention on the Prohibition of tho 
Development, Production and. Stockpiling of Baxteriological (Biological) Weapons and. 
Toxins and. on t h e i r Destruction, d.isarnanent had. i t s f i r s t success and. moved, fron 
the era of speeches to that of actual achievoncnts. 

Despite i t s t i t l e , tho aforo-nonticned Convention refers also to chemical 
v/eapons. One of the preanbula,r paragraphs recognizes tliat the agreement on В 
weapons represents the f i r s t possible stage tov/ards the achievonent of agToemont 
on effective measures also fo r the prohibition o f chenical vreapons. 

Also, under a r t i c l e IX of tho Convention, each State Party und.ortakes to 
continuo negotiations i n good, f a i t h with a viev/ to achieving an early a.nâ. completo 
pr o l i i b i t i o n of chemical weapons. 
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Obviouslj.--, tho indissociable linlcs between b i o l o g i c a l disarmament (A) and. 
chemical disarnanont (в) could, not bo more clearly or more solonnly re-affirncd.. 

A, B i o l o g i c a l disarrianont 

Braftcd. by tho Conference of the Conjráttoe on Bisarnanont after, long years, of 
negotiation, the Convention on b i o l o g i c a l v/oapcns i s an instrunort i n v/Iiich the 
Contracting Partios have . jurid.ica.lly connittcd. thenselves to taking a nunber of. 
precise neasuros of b i o l o g i c a l disarnanont. 

To dispel oncG for a l l tine tho spectre of a t e r r i f y i n g viar by Gradice.üing 
bi o l o g i c a l wGiapons — t h i s i s tho aiabitious objective v/lxLch tho Convention on 
bio l o g i c a l weapons, aJLns to achieve through i t s proa-nbulai" paragraphs and. the 
15 a r t i c l e s of i t s operativo part. 

Por lack of tine, we s h a l l not hore enumerate and a,nalyso these provisions, 
v;hich tho Connittee on Disarnanont apparently wishes to take as a ba,sis f o r tho 
femulation of the future convention on С weapons. Hovrc-vor, i n ord.or to protect 
ourselves i n our role as assistants of the intcrne.tional l e g i s l a t o r against a 
possible rocurrencG of the nistakos nad.e i n the drafting of the abovo-nentionod. 
instrument, WG believe i t i s essential to consid.er tho P i n a l Docunent of the f i r s t 
Review Conference on the aforo-nentionod Convention, hold, at Geneva i n I98O. 

Tho States Partios to the Convention on В weapons not at Geneva fron 
3 to 21 14arch 1930, i n accord.anco with a r t i c l e XII, to revicv/ the operation of tho 
Convention, with a view to assuring tliat the purposes of the proanble and. the 
provisions of the Convention v/oro being realized. 

At the Gud. of that Conference, at wliich a l l tho provisions of the Convention 
v.'ero reviewed., tho participants ad.optod. a f i n a l d.oclaration i n v/liich they reaffirned. 
thoir strong d.otormination, for tho sake of a l l nanlcind., to exclud.o conplotoly tho 
p o s s i b i l i t y of bactGriologica,l (biological) agents and. toxins being usod. as weapons. 
In ad.d.ition, they reaffirned. t h e i r strong support f o r the Convention, the i r continued, 
d.edication to i t s principles and objectives, and t h e i r conmitnent to inplonent 
e f f e c t i v e l y i t s provisions. 

But WG nust not d.eccivo ourselves. A l l those fine phrases arc designed solely 
to mask tho profound. d.iffGrencos which d.oninatod. tho discussions at that Conference. 
Apart fron the gulf xvlúch exists between tv/o schools of thought, thoro i s tho 
whole problon of the rolo that such conforoncos should, play. I t scons that, i n 
every instrument of international la,w applicable i n s,rnod. c o n f l i c t s or disarnanont l a w . 
provision foi' such conferences i s honcoforv;a,rd to bo nad.o i n a fornal clause. 
There i s therefore tho v/hole problon, the v/holo question, of those conferences and, 
tho role they should play. Should, thoy be regard.ed. as г.п effective nothod. of 
ascertaining f i r s t v/hethei- tho treaty under consid.eration i s respond.ing properly to 
changes i n tho international situation and. i n tho concerns and. interests of tho 
different parties, and. then of introd.ucing the necessary additional d.etails, or 
remedying onissions i n tho l i g h t of the raison d.' otro and. purpose of tho instrunont? 
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Or should, thoy ho rog'ard.od as a noro r i t u a l i n vdiich tlie representatives of the States 
Parties can at regular i n t e r v a l s engage i n loarnod discussions- of the various 
aspects of the instruracnt, and. thon d.opart after roaching agrec-nent on tho onlji-
d.ecision vrhich i s l i k e l y to coraiiand. a consensus i n such a case — namoly tho 
f i x i n g of the d.ate of tho next meeting? 

Tho discussions on a r t i c l e VI, nore than those on злу other provision, shovr how 
a mockery can bo nad.o of an i n s t i t u t i o n of t M s kind., and. at tho sano tino hovr a 
"machine" as well o i l e d as an international conference held und.er the auspices of 
the United. Nations can, as happened here, bo forced, to koop running i n noutra.1 
without over moving forvrard. • 

At the outset, i t nust ind.ecd. bo recognized, that the above-nontioned. provision 
carried, within i t tho seeds of discord., by rea^son of i t s d.iscriminatory and. unfair 
nature s i t loaves a l l d.ecisions to tho pornanont nenbers of the Security Coioncil — 
those States v-rhich i n another organ created, i n another age, an organ whoso 
journal d.e narcho i s VOÏ̂ -- frequently drafted. VNdth rocket hoad.s, have an a r b i t r a i y 
right of veto. 

To put an end to t l i i s shocking inequality of treatment i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d , by 
a r t i c l e VI, Swed.on, vrith the support of several other non-aligned, and IJestern 
d.elegations, proposed, an ainond.nent d.csigned to inprovo tho e x i s t i n g conplaints 
proced.ure. Accord.ing to t h i s axîend.mont, tho existing procod.inre was to be preced.ed. 
by a prolininary c o l l o c t i o n of factual data, i n order to save unnecessary p o l i t i c a l 
confrontations. 

Und.er the torns of tho proposal, the task vrould havre boon entrusted to a 
consultative comnittoo, d.uly nand.atod and having the necessary means to carry out 
an effective enquiry with the nandatory assistance of a l l parties. And. i t vras 
only when a l l those ronGd.ios were oxhaustod. that the caso v/ould. bo brought before 
the Security Council. In that way, the v e r i f i c a t i o n proced.ure would, ha.ve boon 
nade less d.iscrininatory since a very clear d i s t i n c t i o n vrould. havo been established, 
between the material facts and. the p o l i t i c a l d.ecision of the Council. 

Not surprisingly, tho Swedish proposal raised, a veritable outcry fron the three 
Depositaries vrho, anxious above a l l to naintain the status quo, and supported by 
t h e i r respectivo a l l i e s , strongly opposed any chango i n tho Convention on tho ground.s 
that the introd.uction of any axiondnont vrhatsoever, f a r fron strengthening the 
Convention, night on the contrary •'ond.omino i t s vory foundations. 

Systenatic opposition by tho d.opositary States to tho introd.uction of'the 
snallest change, and. also tho lack of inagiriation and. combativit^- of tho 
representatives of the non-alignod and, neutral countries, vrere tho reasons for the 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t results attained, by the Conforcnco. A singlo d.ecision on a purely 
proced.ural question — nanoly, the convening of a second Seview Conforence botvreon 
I 9 S 5 and, 1 9 9 0 — and. tho few reconnondations nentioned. belovr wliich а,те d.evoid. of 
any p r a c t i c a l significance г such are the meagre results of the f i r s t Roviovr 
Conference on the Convention on b i o l o g i c a l weapons. 



CD/PVM40 
25 

(l''Ir. Arra.7aen, l'Iorocco) 

In the f i r s t roconuonâ,ation, the Conforoncc "invites the-States Parties which 
have found, i t necessary to enact s p e c i f i c l e g i s l a t i o n or to tahe other regtilatory 
measures" relevant to a r t i c l e IV to nako then available to the llnitod Nations Centre 
for Sisannanont, for'tho purposes of consultation. 

The s t r i k i n g foaturo of t h i s reconnond.ation "is the vagaoneos v;ith wliich.it v/as 
drafted.. The use of tho word.s "found i t necessary to enact" — v/hon i t i s 'kño.vyn 
quite well that a r t i c l e IV specifics v/ithout tho least anhiguity that each Party 
"shal l take" i n accord.arce with i t s constitutional processes appropriate internal 
neasures to proh-ihit anj.' prod.uction or stock-piling of b i o l o g i c a l a-gonts, v/oapons 
and. systems — v/o,s cloarli^ an a.ttanpt to introd.ucc d.oubt 'and. confusion whore nono 
'existed.. I t was als'o', ind.irectly, an attempt to d.eprive of i t s substance a 
fund.anental rule for the'total' elininátion of b i o l o g i c a l weapons. ' Tho nanoeuvrro 
i s so crude that i t nust bo vigorously denounced, hero. 

In i t s second. roconmonâ.ation tho Conference, after noting "the concerns and. 
d i f f e r i n g viov/s expressed, on the a>d.oquacy of a r t i c l e V, believes that this' 
question should, bo further consid.cred. at an appropriate time", vdthout ary further 
d e t a i l s . ' 

"In a third, recomnondation, the Conference urges a l l tho nenbers of the 
Connittoe on Bisarmanent to contribute towa.rd.s the f u l f i l n o n t of tho nandate of 
the Ad. hoc Working Group, established i n I98O — nanely, the preparation of a 
Convention on chenical v/oapons. 

In i t s fourth reconnond.ation, tho Conference requests tho Secrotary-Goneral 
of the United. Nations to includ.o information on tho inplonontation of a r t i c l e X 
(international co-operation for the use of b i o l o g i c a l agents f o r peaceful 
purposes) i n the background, n a t e r i a l to bo prepared, for the second. Pioviov-/ Conference. 

F i n a l l y , i n i t s l a s t roconnendation, the Conforoncc i n v i t e s the ürátod. Nations 
Centre for Disarnanont to connunicate regula^rly to tho signatories infornation 
r e l a t i n g to nev%' s c i e n t i f i c and. technological developnents relevant to the Convention 
supplied, by States Pa.rties v/irLch have carried, out such d.ovolopnents. 

Because of i t s lack of strength, the nodicine prescribed, by the Conference 
cannot of i t s e l f cure tho i l l s of tho Convention on b i o l o g i c a l weapons, i l l s v v h i c h 
only the d.epositaries and. sone of th e i r a l l i e s persist i n rcgard.ing as imaginary. 
No-one can overlook the absence of any d.ofinition of biologica.l weapons or the lack 
of a reference to any sanction v/iiich night be incurred, by a State contravening the 
obligations und.or tho Convention, p a r t i c u l a r l y those doriving fron tho f i r s t tlnrec 
a r t i c l e s . 

A l l these issues, and. also tho question of the conplaints proced.ure, w i l l be on 
the agend.a of the second Reviow Conference unless, talcing d.ue ad.vantage of the 
teclmical and. le g a l linlcs between В and. С weapons, v/e seize tho opportunity offered, 
by the Gomnitteo on Bisarmanent''s negotiations on-chemical disarnancnt f o r solving 
sone of these.issues. 

http://wliich.it
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В. Cheinical disaraaraent 

Ever since chemical weapons have existed, countless voices have heen raised to 
denoimce the e v i l s thereof and countless draft texts have advocated t h e i r elimination 
pure and simple. But, l i k e the Arlésienne, chemical weapons have so f a r obstinately 
refused to come to the rendezvous — but not f o r mch longer because, with the 
establishment of an Ad hoc ¥orking Group on chemical weapons, the countdovm to the 
adoption of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons and on t h e i r 
destruction has well and t r u l y begun. 

This development, whose very great importance must be stressed, w i l l have 
incalculable effects on the course of future negotiations on other major problems of 
disarmament, especially i f — as i s planned — the current negotiations culminate i n 
the conclusion of a treaty i n good and due form. 

Although modest, the results achieved to date by the Ad hoc Group on Chemical 
Weapons augur f a i r l y well f o r further negotiations on the issue. In that connection, 
the adoption of the detailed plan f o r a convention on chemical weapons, with vjhich 
the Group started work on i t s mandate, may be regarded as a point of no return on 
the way towards the preparation of the future instrument. Before i t i s elaborated, the 
negotiators w i l l have to solve the main d i f f i c u l t i e s involved i n the prohibition of 
t h i s category of weapons — namely the question of the scope of the prohibition (a) 
and the v e r i f i c a t i o n and control measures (b) necessary f o r proper application of and 
compliance with the instrument. 

(a) Scope of the prohibition 

In the l i g h t of the e x i s t i n g provisions i n the Convention on b i o l o g i c a l weapons, 
i t should not be very d i f f i c u l t for thé members of the Committee on Disarmament to 
reach agreement on the a c t i v i t i e s and means of chemical warfare to be prohibited. 

The main categories of a c t i v i t y to be prohibited are research, development, 
production, and stockpi l i n g , and also a c q u i s i t i o n , t r a n s f e r and assistance. To these 
could be added the planning and organization of a "chemical warfare c a p a b i l i t y " and 
also the t r a i n i n g of troops for offensive purposes. 

With regard to the means of chemical warfare, the prohibition must cover chemical 
weapons, munitions and agents, as well as to the s p e c i f i c appliances, equipment and 
delivery systems required f o r t h e i r use. 

And, i n order to avoid any misunderstanding, we wish to reaffirm once again that 
i n our view this prohibition m,ust be t o t a l and general — that i s to say, i t must 
cover chemical weapons f o r use against human beings and also those designed to destroy 
plants and vegetation. 

With regard to agents proper and precursors, they must be defined precisely to 
avoid insurmountable d i f f i c u l t i e s such as those s t i l l a r i s i n g i n the application of 
the Geneva Protocol. This d e f i n i t i o n must be based on c r i t e r i a which are indisputable -
i . e . , universally acceptable — and by means of which i t w i l l be possible to establish 
as clear a d i s t i n c t i o n as possible between chemical warfcire agents and substances 
imsuitable f o r m i l i t a r y purposes. 
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The general purpose c r i t e r i o n , which recently served as a basis f o r the 
prohibition of b i o l o g i c a l weapons, can i n the case of chemical weapons be of value 
only for single-purpose agents. I t therefore needs to be supplemented by one or 
several more technical and more precise c r i t e r i a , such as the structure or chemical 
formula c r i t e r i a , an eff i c i e n c y c r i t e r i o n and, i n parti c u l a r , a t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i o n . 
The l a t t e r appears to be the most comprehensive means of defining chemical warfare 
agents, provided that a threshold of t o x i c i t y by inhalation and percutaneous 
penetration i s established f o r each categorj^- of agent. In this connection,, we note 
that the f i r s t results of the consultations held on issues r e l a t i n g to t o x i c i t y 
determinations, as described i n working paper С1|/С¥Д/Р.22 of 1 5 July 19S1, constitute 
an important step for\;ard. ¥e welcome that development and await with impatience the 
continuation of the studies, p a r t i c u l a r l y those which are to deal with the harmful 
effects of chemical weapons on plants and vegetation. 

I f necessary, the d e f i n i t i o n of chemical agents could be supplemented by a 
non-restrictive l i s t , based on the United Nations Environment Prog^ramme's International 
Register of Potentially Toxic Chemicals; and, with the help of international, experts i n 
chemistry — .particularly frora V/HO and Uî>TEP — and i n the f i e l d of drugs, i t would be 
possible to prepare f a i r l y quickly a l i s t of single-purpose and dual-purpose chemical 
warfare agents and-a l i s t of exempted chemicals designed for protection against 
chemical warfare. Clearly, these l i s t s miist be subject to periodic revision, partly 
because the agents enumerated therein are simply representative of large families of 
toxic subst'aiices, and also because modern chemical science i s constantly producing 
new agents v j h i c h , although not previously associated with chemical warfare, 
nevertheless have toxic properties which would malee them highly suitable f o r that 
purpose. 

The l i s t of chemical warfare ag-ents, combined with a precise d e f i n i t i o n of such 
agents, would considerably s i m p l i f y the establishment of procedures for monitoring 
and v e r i f y i n g the correct application of, and compliance with, the provisions of the 
future Convention on chemical weapons. 

(b) Monitoring and v e r i f i c a t i o n of the prohibition 

The members of the Committee on Pisarmament are unanimous i n considering that a 
ban on the production and possession of chemical means of warfare, without any means 
of v e r i f y i n g the s t r i c t application of the ban, would be much more dangerous for the 
safety of States than no ben' at all,* but they are no longer unanimous when i t comes 
to establishing and defining the procedures for such v e r i f i c a t i o n . Two arguments 
are advanced i n this regard. 

The f i r s t i s based on the principle that only on-site inspections, effected 
under international control, would permit effective v e r i f i c a t i o n of the non-production 
of chemical warfare agents. The second argument rejects t h i s "intrusive" procedure 
on the grounds that i t might violate the sovereign rights of States Parties and lead 
inevitably to the disclosure of i n d u s t r i a l , commercial and m i l i t a r y secrets. The 
proponents of this view argue that, for adequate v e r i f i c a t i o n of compliance with 
obligations assumed under a convention on chemical weapons, i t would be preferable 
to use n a t i o n a l means of c o n t r o l , possibly i n association with certain international 
machinery and procedures. This i s purely and simply an i n v i t a t i o n to copy the system 
of inspection — altogether ineffective — provided f o r i n the Convention on 
b i o l o g i c a l weapons. 



СВ/Р¥Л40 
28 

(Mr. Arrassen, Morocco) 

In order to f i n d a conipromise between these two approaches which r e f l e c t the 
two p r i n c i p a l philosophies that e n t i r e l y dominate the views and discussions on 
disarmament matters, the negotiators w i l l have to display .nuch imagination, patience 
and adroitness. The compromise w i l l , in any case, have to include international 
v e r i f i c a t i o n measures at least as stringent as those- entrusted to IAEA under the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Otherr/ise, with national v e r i f i c a t i o n measures alone, we 
may f a l l back, as i n the case of b i o l o g i c a l weapons, into the rut of self-inspection 
machinery, which i s so unreliable.. 

A system, of international control of the application of, and compliance with, 
a Convention on chemica.l. weapons nust, of course, be based on appropriate structures. 
There i s unanimous agreement among -the membei-s of the Committee on Disarmament on 
the idea of making provision i n the future instrument f o r a consultative committee on 
the l i n e s of the one already e x i s t i n g i n the Convention on the Environment. A l l that 
remains i s to define the concrete aspects of i t s organization, operation and powers. 

• The v e r y complex natiire of chemical weapons, the p a r t i c u l a r l y wide range of 
agents which can be used to produce them, and also the great variety of. the 
a c t i v i t i e s to be monitored — research, development, production,, stockpi l i n g , 
elimination, closing down or reconversion of plant — might induce the Committee on 
Disarmament to have b i g ideas and envisage the establishment of an international 
agency f o r disarmament control which might l a t e r be entrusted x/ith the monitoring of 
subsequent- disarmament measures, i n addition to the ban on chemical weapons. 

In elaborating effective and economically unharmful international measures f o r 
monitoring and v e r i f y i n g a prohibition on the production of chemical weapons, the 
Committee on Disarmament would f i n d i t very useful, the Moroccan delegation believes, 
to draw upon the experience of the Federal Republic of Germany which i s bound by the 
Agreements of 2 3 October 1 9 5 4 to r e f r a i n from producing chemical weapons and to 
submit to controls by the Agency of the Western European Union established to v e r i f y 
compliance with that obligation. 

The controls consist of an assessment of written information supplied on request, 
and also of v i s i t s and on-site inspections oh the i n i t i a t i v e of'the' Agency i t s e l f . 
During these inspections, the international inspectors of the Agency obtain 
information on the organization, o-peration and production programme of a chemical 
plant, but v i s i t only the sector i n vihich the decisive phase of the reaction occurs — 
the phase which, during the f u l l production process, immediately precedes the 
completion of the end-item. Thus, the inspections do not cover entire plants, but 
rather pa r t i c u l a r "characteristic substances" that are considered to be i n i t i a l or 
key products without which prohibited warfare agents cannot be manufactured. 

This does not prevent the inspectors from giving special attention to safety 
precautions which are always v i s i b l e and, together with the lack of special 
equipment which i s also d i f f i c u l t to conceal, provide the clearest possible 
indication that no chemical warfare agents are being produced i n the plant. Also, 
by comparing data obtained by b u i l t - i n measuring instruments with.the figures 
entered i n the records of the production unit, the inspectors can check the quantity 
of.precursors used i n the production of a substance or end-item. Lastly, i n some 
cases, they may.even resort to sampling in. order ,to i d e n t i f y p a r t i c u l a r substances 
and to d.etermine.whether they are i n fact prohibited agents. 
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The Federal Repuhlic of Germany made an even more valuable contribution to the 
•work of the Committee on Disarmament on chemical weapons by organizing an international 
workshop from 12 to I4 March 1979, following the i n v i t a t i o n which the V/est German 
Chancellor had addressed to a l l States Members of the united Nations i n May 1973 at 
the General Assemibly's special session devoted to disarmament. In the framework of 
what must indeed be regarded as a genuine premiere i n the f i e l d of negotiations on 
chemical disarmament, the Federal Republic of Germany was able, by me.ans of pr a c t i c a l 
examples, to demonstrate to an international audience of chemical experts the 
experience i t had acquired from the inspections carried out by VffiU — experience 
which the members of the Committee on Disarmament, and p a r t i c u l a r l y those who are 
opposed to the introduction of a system of on-site international inspections into a 
Convention on chemical weapons, might d,o well to r e f l e c t upon, even i f i t i s derived 
only from a single disarmament measure l i m i t e d i n space and also imposed on a 
defeated country. 

This exercise, which gave participants an opportunity to get acquainted with 
the practice of international on-site inspections, was designed p r i n c i p a l l y to 
demonstrate that? 

In the absence of safety precautions, no super-toxic compounds can be 
manufactured i n the production plants 'at present available to the chemical 
industry; 

The absence of such safety precautions i s perceivable i n the course of a 
plant inspection and thus can provide proof of the non-production of 
warfare agents; 

A rapid conversion of available pi-oduction plants into plants producing 
warfare agents i s not technically possible. 

In addition, the exercise amply demonstrated that there was no basis for "the 
objection occasionally raised to on-site inspections as a means of co n t r o l l i n g 
current production i n c i v i l i a n chemical plants", — namely, that such inspections 
"would be intrusive and l i a b l e to harm the legitimate interests of producers, since 
they would involve the disclosure of c l a s s i f i e d information of a technical and 
economic nature". Better s t i l l , " i t i s possible for on-site inspections to prove, 
without disclosing any c l a s s i f i e d information on the production process", and 
without i n t e r f e r i n g with the process, "that chemical warfare agents are not being 
produced. " 

Thus, i t has been f u l l y demonstrated that on-site i n s p e c t i o n s — p e r i o d i c or 
imscheduled — on request, or following a complaint from a State Pai-ty or an 
international organization — and effected by an international control authority, are 
the only mioans of guaranteeing compliance with a ban on the production of chemical 
we apons. 

Inspections of this type are also irreplaceable f o r monitoring national 
a c t i v i t i e s such as the destruction of e x i s t i n g stocks, "moth-balling", reconversion 
or demolition of plant producing chemical \jeapono, research and development 
a c t i v i t i e s for peaceful and. defensive (protection) purposes, and the m.onitoring of 
plants producing agents closely related to the organophosphorus compounds (pesticides), 
not to mention the monitoring of the non-produetien of new chemical weapons. 

file:///jeapono
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As a concession to those for vjhom on-site inspections arouse fears of 
disclosure of i n d u s t r i a l , comiaercial or m i l i t a r y secrets, t h e i r degree of 
"intrusiveness" can he modified during ilie very early yeair of operation of tx̂ e 
international control system by reducing them simply to summary and s u p e r f i c i a l v i s i t s 
designed solely to ascertain the absence of safety precautions and devices. 

Other forms of international control may supplement but not replace on-site 
inspections. They consist of a series of quasi-on-site inspections, ranging from 
remote detection of chemical agents i n l i q u i d or gaseous effluents from a suspect 
plant, using u l t r a - s e n s i t i v e detectors i n s t a l l e d i n s a t e l l i t e s or on the ground 
outside the frontiers of the country subject to the supervision, to s t a t i s t i c a l 
control of figures f o r the production and consumption of raw materials and basic 
chemical products, and opto-electronic sealing of plants which have stopped a l l 
production. 

I t must be noted that, of the various international methods of control enumerated 
above, a l l — except on-site inspections — have the 'same disadvantages t h e i r 
p r a c t i c a l e f f i c i e n c y has never been v e r i f i e d . 

Moreover, the absence of positive indications of clandestine production does not 
provide a definite assurance of non-violation of the prohibition. Nevertheless, one 
can be almost certain that the mere fact of the application of such measures w i l l 
have Э dissuasive effect and render any attempt at evasion extremely com.plicated. 

Conclusion 

In a world i n which the extraordinary developments i n chemistry and biology have 
r a d i c a l l y changed the basic features of economies and the daily l i f e of individuals, 
i n a world i n which the spectacular nature of today's genetic manipulations already 
affords a glimpse of what biotechnology w i l l enable us to achieve tomorrow, biochemical 
disarmament, — interpreted as a refusal to accept s c i e n t i f i c progress when i t s effect 
i s to endanger "̂ he l i f e of human beings or cause them bodily haî m or diminish the 
quality of t h e i r natural environjr.ent i s , i n three respects, a genuine challenge. 

To induce a l l States, large and small, to renounce once and for a l l the 
possession, and hence the use i n armed c o n f l i c t s , of weapons as deadly and as cheap 
as b i o l o g i c a l and chemical weapons — i s t h i s not a great p o l i t i c a l endeavour? 

To seek to prohibit — within the wide range of e x i s t i n g b i o l o g i c a l and chemical 
products — only those which are designed, f o r m i l i t a r y purposes without at the same 
time i n t e r f e r i n g with the normal production of those destined f o r peaceful uses, when 
we know quite we l l , on the one hand, that those prod.ucts and matericus are produced 
by exactly the same i n d u s t r i a l processes and on the other hand that i t i s becoming 
increasingly d i f f i c u l t to malce a very clear d i s t i n c t i o n between the c i v i l i a n and 
m i l i t a r y applications of any discovery, — t h i s i s more than a s c i e n t i f i c and 
technological challenge, i t i s a veritable "nobelization" of the entire biochemical 
industry that one i s seeking to achieve. 

Lastly, effective biochemical disarmament i s the precursor of the next 
disarmament measures — r a d i o l o g i c a l and nuclear — for which i t may serve as an 
experiment and a test-bench. I t i s also a clear challenge to an international order 
of which the mad race i n armaments of mass destruction i s only one aspect but may 
nevertheless lead the world, one day or another, to a genuine catastrophe. 
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The СШ11ШШ1; Distinguished delegates, since i t i s clear that a l l the 
speakers on our l i s t cannot complete thei r statements today, the Chair has 
consulted the speakers, and. I am glad to inform you that the Federal Eepuhlic of 
Germany, A u s t r a l i a , Indoner^in and Iie::ico liave kindl;/ consented to defer th e i r 
statements to the next plenary meeting. 

Mr. LUKES (Czechoelovakio)г Mr. Chairman, l e t me f i r s t of a l l j o i n you most 
sincerely i n expressing the condolences of my delegation to the delegation of the 
People's EepuDlic of Bulgaria at the untimely death of Madame Lyudmila Zhivkova. 
My delegation intends today to deal v;ith our a.genda items 4 and б a.nd also to touch 
very b r i e f l y on agencia item 2. 

With the approaching second special session devoted to disarmament the 
necessity to elaborate the draft text of the comprehensive programme of disarmament 
becomes more and more ui-gent. I t i s o. generally shared feeling that the adoption 
of t h i s document could represent rather an important result of the special session. 
Our Conœiittée, as the main negotiating organ on disarmament, should therefore 
attribute due attention to this question. My delegation also believes that, i n 
elaborating the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament, as шсЪ work as 
possible i n this respect should be done within the Committee on Disarmament, so that 
the United Hâtions General Assembly could be presented next year with a solid 
document. For t h i s reason the f u l l use of the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of the releva.nt 
Working Group, so s k i l f u l l y presided over by the distinguished Ambassador Garcia Robles 
of Mexico, should be ensured. 

My delegation expressed i t s basic views concerning the future comprehensive 
programme of disarmament i n several statements l a s t year and also during the 
spring part of this jrear's session, as well as i n numerous documents submitted i n 
the Working Group. Saving listened car e f u l l y to the statements of other 
delegations on t h i s subject, we are s a t i s f i e d to note that there exists a wide 
convergence of views on the character of the future programjne, i t s basic goals, 
principles and p r i o r i t i e s as v;ell as mea.sures to be included i n i t . I t i s f o r 
instance generally required that the main p r i n c i p l e of the programme should be the . 
pri n c i p l e of equality and equal security. Thus, the implementation of the 
programme should at no stage prejudice the security interests of any party. I t i s 
also the generally accepted view that measures aimed at the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and at nuclear disarmament sliould be given the highest p r i o r i t y . This 
recjuirement comes naturally from the objective fact that nuclear weapons today pose 
the gravest threat to internatioixtl peace and security, lAor the same reason, the 
steps aimed at achieving nuclear disarmament should also go handi i n hand, with the 
strengthening of p o l i t i c a l and international legal guarantees of the security of 
States. 

I f i;e v;ant the future programme to be comprehensive and aimed at achieving the 
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control, i t 
should obviously cope with many other aspects of disarmament i n the nucleai" as well 
as i n the so-called conventional -jeapons f i e l d . There are s t i l l some differences 
of views with respect to certain questions. And l e t i t be noted that those 
differences of views are not alv/ays differences of p r i n c i p l e . My delegation 
therefore believes that patient and painstaking work i n the relevant Working Group 
can help us overcome many of the existing divergencies; and the Committee on 
Disarraam.ent w i l l eventually f i n d i t s e l f i n a position to agree upon a s o l i d , w e l l -
balanced draft text of the programme not l a t e r than at the end of the next year's 
spring session. The results of this year's negotiations i n the relevant V/orking Group 
t e s t i f y that progress i n the elaboration of the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament, however slow and d i f f i c u l t , i s s t i l l possible. 
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FroE! what I have said, i t i s obvious thaá ny delegation welcomes and f u l l y 
supports the proposal of the Bulgarian delegation to have additional meetings cf the 
V/orking Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Bisarnament. Given the importance 
of the question, my delegation i s re3.dy to attend those meetings at anir t i n e , he i t 
t h i s year or i n Januar-y next. However, I would l i k e to note that from the p r a c t i c a l 
IJoint of viev/ ny delegation considers i t nost suitable to have several meetings cf 
the V/orking Group someuhers at the end cf August and i n September, before the 
opening of the regular United Nations General Assenbly session. 

V/e approach this p o s s i b i l i t y r e a l i s t i c a l l y and v;e do not expect that a couple 
of extra meetings of the Group w i l l dranatica.lly change the situation. Hov/ever, 
given the nature of the proceedings i n the V/orking Group, a l o t of useful drafting 
could be accomplished v/ith a view to ha.ving a conprehensive draft text read.y for the 
second special session devoted to disarmament. I would l i k e to seize t h i s occasion 
to assure the distinguished Ambassador of îîexico, Mr. Garcitv Puobles, that he can 
count on the f u l l support and co-operation of my delegation i n his noble e f f o r t to 
have the V/orking Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Bisarmament \/orking as 
e f f e c t i v e l y as possible. 

¥ix. Chairman, v/ith your permission I w i l l nov/ turn to item 4 of our agenda, 
chemical v/eapons. 

F i r s t of a l l I v/ish to j o i n other delegations i n expressing our appreciation of 
the expert consultations on t o x i c i t y determination held at Geneva a fortnight ago, 
as well as the preceding workshop held i n Helsinl-ci. There i s no doubt that very 
useful information v/as gained at both meetings which v / i l l be f u l l y u t i l i z e d i n the 
future work of the Committee on Bisarmament. 

My delegation has been pleased to participate a c t i v e l y i n the Ad Hoc 
V/orking Group on Chemical V/eapons, chaired so s k i l f u l l y by Ambassador Lidgard of 
Sweden. V/e regret that at t h i s stage a consensus could not be achieved with-respect 
to the new mandate of this V/orking Group. On the other hand, we acknowledge with, 
s a t i s f a c t i o n that the Group has succeeded i n making substar:tial progress within the 
present mandate, considering the basic elements of the treaty/. 

Only a few meetings of the Group a.re s t i l l to take place d.uring t h i s round of 
negotiations. I t seens therefore appropriate to focus on those items v/hich promise 
to' give most important and definite r e s u l t s . 

V/e share the opinion of delegations which are i n favour of concentrating the 
discussion on the issues where a conver,gency of views i s not only possible bat a-lso 
v i t a l l y important for further effective and systematic work i n the Group. Here we 
have i n mind especially the scope of the prohibition. There i s , of course a close 
and reverse interrelationship betv/een the scope and other elements, above a l l the 
v e r i f i c a t i o n régime. S t i l l the c l e a r l y defined scope of prohibition i s an element 
playing the determinative r o l e . Also for p r a c t i c a l reasons, i t i./ould be most useful 
to come to a consensus on this issue to create a s o l i d starting point f o r the next 
round of negotiations. 

Some delegations ha..ve eiq^ressed the viev? that the scope of the prohibition should 
be very broad, to cover a l l substances v/hich could be eventioally used as chemical 
v/eapons, and a l l possible a c t i v i t i e s rela,.ted to such use. 

In the view of my delegation, the treaty has two main goals: to provide for 
the destruction of e x i s t i n g stocks of chemical weapons, and to p r o h i b i t any 
p o s s i b i l i t y of t h e i r development and production i n the future. V/hile the use of 
chemical v/eapons was prohibited already by the 1 9 2 5 Geneva Pi-otocol, the treaty under 
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consideration should provide for the eliminiition of the material hasis of chemical 
vjeapons. There i s no need to stress that t h i s should he achieved without any 
l i m i t a t i o n of the peaceful chemioal industry and without any interference with the 
interests of States i n the f i e l d of defense (ensured hy other means than chemical 
weapons). 

Our delegation i s convinced that with these ti;o documents — the Geneva Protocol 
and the chemical weapons treatjr — i n force, a l l other issues such as "chemical 
warfare capability" or the m i l i t a r y misuse of herbicides, etc., would lose a l l the 
importance they might seem to have now. The issue of the scope should be, therefore, 
discussed i n rather concrete terms. The linic between any element included i n the 
scope, and concrete measures for i t s r e a l i s a t i o n i n practice should be considered 
carefully. 

Among the items a t t r a c t i n g attention \/ith regard to the scope are the toxine. 
They, of course, are f u l l y and d e f i n i t e l y covered by the Convention prohibiting 
b i o l o g i c a l and toxin weapons. If some delegations tend to reconsider them again i n 
the course of negotiations on the scope of a chemical weapons treaty, one of the 
reasons might well be a certain under-estimation of the very complex problem of toxins. 
I t seems useful therefore to prepare a working paper on this problem. Uith your 
permission, Ib?. Chairman, I v;ould l i k e nov; to introduce such a v/orking paper elaborated 
by the Czechoslovak delegation. The paper has already been given to the Secretariat; 
and, being vjell aware of the Secretariat's excellent a b i l i t y to serve the Committee on 
Disarmament, we believe that i t w i l l be at the disposal of delegations soon. 

The working paper contains a. brie f compilation of the most important data 
concerning the chemical and b i o l o g i c a l characteristic of toxins, v;hich are important 
v^fith regard to our current negotiations. I t shows that toxins constitute a rather 
spe c i f i c group of b i o l o g i c a l products with prominent b i o l o g i c a l a c t i v i t i e s . As a 
group, they cannpt be characterized solely on the basis of the i r chemical structure 
vjhich i s s t i l l l a r g e l y uiücnown. Their effects on man are often rather complex and 
subtle, and. they should be studied by methods different from those used with regard 
to poisonous chemical substances. 

These questions are discussed i n the working paper i n some d e t a i l , and our 
delegation believes that the paper could f a c i l i t a t e our work i n the V/orking Group on 
Chemical V/eapons. 

In concluding my statement, permit me to touch very b r i e f l y on agenda item 2 . 
I t v/as my intention repeatedly to drav/ your attention to document CD/195S submitted by 
the delegation of the German Democratic Republic, concerning further proceedings of 
the Committee on Di£armam.ent on item 2 of i t s agenda. 

In l i g h t of your statement today, Mr. Chairman, I should l i k e to thank you for 
having taken this document into consideration. V/e can only express our regret that 
some delegations do not wish to approach the proposals contained i n i t constructively. 
However, my delegation s t i l l believes that t h i s valuable document deserves not only 
your further attention, but also that of your successor. Let me therefore quote 
once again a part of this document v/hich stipulates that: 

"The Chairman of the CD hold consultations on the further proceedings of 
t h i s Committee concerning item 2. Those consultations should i n p a r t i c u l a r 
be held with the delegations of the nuclear-weapon States, i n d i v i d u a l l y or 
together. In this connection, those nuclear-weapon States rejecting the 
creation of an ad hoc working group on item 2 could com.e out v;ith proposals 
they deem essential to further the г/огк of the CD i n the f i e l d of the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. After these 
consultations, the Chairman could report i t s conclusions to the Committee 
to allow a formal decision on i t s further proceedings." 
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Иг. HBIIDER (German Democratic Republic): Today I vrould l i k e to dvroll upon the 
tvro items on our agenda for l a s t v/eek and t h i s week — the complete prohibition of 
chemical v/eapons and a comprehensive prograjiime of disarmament. 

My delegation highly appreciates the v/ork done by the Ad hoc l/orking Group on 
Chemical \/eapons l a s t year and during this session imder the able leadership of 
Ambassador Okav/a of Japan and Ambassador Lidgard of Sv/eden. Valuable results could 
be achieved i n i d e n t i f y i n g issues to be dealt v/ith i n a future convention on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stoclqoiling of chemical weapons and 
on t h e i r destruction. 

In t h i s regard v/e vrould also l i k e to thank Mr. Lundin and the t o x i c o l o g i c a l 
e2фerts f o r t h e i r grea.t efforts to achieve effective t o x i c i t y determinations to be 
applied i n the framev/ork of a future convention. 

Under present circimstances, v/hen i n one major country plans have been i n i t i a t e d 
to create a nev/ dangerous generation of chemical v/eapons. — binar;^' v-/eapons — the 
conclusion of a CV convention i s more urgent than ever before.- Therefore, v/e hope 
that the United States of Aimerica v / i l l be ready to resume v/ithout delay the 
b i l a t e r a l negotiations v/ith the Soviet Union that v/ere interiupted l a s t year. A 
successful outcome of these negotiations v/ould no doubt promote our v/ork i n the 
Committee on Disarmament, âs i t did l a s t year v/hen the. very valuable report on the 
b i l a t e r a l negotiations (CD/I12) v/as tabled. 

My delegation v/ould l i k e , to sec the Working Group on Chemical Weapons speedily 
proceed to actual d r a f t i n g , Fr-om the beginning of t h i s session v/e have therefore 
been i n favour of r e v i s i n g the mandate of t h i s Working C-roup. I t v/as our conviction 
that i n t h i s regard a tv/o-fold approach should be taJcen. I.liile the Group could go 
over to d r a f t i n g v/ork i n f i e l d s v/here a convergence of viev/s e x i s t s , i t . should s t i l l 
further try to c l a r i f y and harmonize d i f f e r i n g viev/s i n oüier f i e l d s . Unfortunately, 
no consensus has been reached up to now. Nevertheless, we have the impi-ession that 
t h i s approach i s nov/ being more and more v/idely recognized i n the Committee on 
Disarmament. In this regard, v/e v/ere ver:;-- much encouraged b-,' recent statements made, 
for example, by the representatives of Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany 
on 16 July, We f u l l y agree v/ith Ambassador Okav/a v/ho stated that: 

"On some matters v/e may eventually move into the dra„fting phase at an 
early stage, v/hile on others v/e must persevere i n t r y i n g to narrow the 
divergence of viev/s u n t i l this issue can bo defined by a convergence 
of viev/s," 

Wo hope that fron the vex:>- beginning of next year's session the Committee 
on Disarmament w i l l be able to undertaice such an approach. 

Much has already been achieved i n identi.fying the issues connected v/ith the 
scope of a future convention, Tho draft elements tabled by the Chairman of the 
CI/ Working Group at the beginning of the second part of the session enabled us" to 
naJce further- headv/ay. 

On t?iG other hand, attempts to burden a future convention v/ith issues having 
no d i r e c t connection v/ith i t s scope as defined i n m.any United Nations documents are 
l i k e l y to conplicate, i f not postpone, the achiovement of a. convention. Here v/e 
have especially i n mind the proposals to include i n such a convention the prohibition 
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of the use of chem.icaJ- wea,pons and the concept of so-called chemical vra-rfare 
capability. Vie share the views of the delegations of the USSR, Poland, France, 
Belgium, the United Kingdom and many others which ha,ve advajicod weighty argjments 
against the- inclusion of these two concepts i n a Gif convention. 

The delegation of the Gerraan Democra.tic Republic attaches great importance 
to tho question of v e r i f i c a t i o n of com.pliance with a GVJ convention. 'V/e envisage 
a v e r i f i c a t i o n system, and a complaints procedure wliich provide eaxh party to the 
Convention with the required confidence that i t s obligations are complied vjith by 
the other parties. 

I t i s not my intention no'W to pursue the question of v e r i f i c a t i o n i n d e t a i l . 
This should be done when the issues connected with the scope of the prohibition 
have -boon c l a r i f i e d . 

I t seems that fo r the tim.e being two different concepts conceming v e r i f i c a t i o n 
prevail i n the СТ/ f i e l d . The f i r s t ono proceeds from a balanced combination of 
national and international m.easures and means of v e r i f i c a t i o n . The second one 
especially emphasizes reg-^ular and permanent international inspections while largely 
neglecting the potential of domestic control measures, of national teclmical means 
of v e r i f i c a t i o n , and of such -international procedures as, f o r example, v e r i f i c a t i o n 
by challenge. This concept seems to be veiy much influenced'by the idea, that the 
means of v e r i f i c a l i o n should determine the scope of pr o h i b i t i o n . Vie caimot agree 
with such a perception which i s i n direct contradiction with, ono of tho basic 
principles of the Fi n a l Document of the f i r s t special session devoted to disarmament. 
I t vrould involve us i n endless debates on detailed and highly teclmical aspects of 
v e r i f i c a t i o n and lead to an actual postponement, i f not tho prevention, of a 
C\i convention. 

I cannot but agree v.lth ilmbassador Sunriierhayes of tho United Kingdom who staled 
on 1 6 Julj' that we must be ca,reful not to become too bogged dov.n i n a vioalth of 
d e t a i l and that our aim must bo a, vrorkable treaty. C-ivon the necessary p o l i t i c a l 
v r i l l and a basic amo-unt of confidence on a l l sidos, the v e r i f i c a t i o n problem can be 
overcome. Of course, from v/hatever angle one look at v e r i f i c a t i o n , no 1 0 0 por cent 
solution v / i l l bo foiuid. I think tho v/hcle com.plex of available and possible 
v e r i f i c a t i o n m.ethods, ranging from national control to intoimational inspection by 
challenge, provid'ès a high degree of a.ssurauico that a v i o l a l i o n of a, Ш convention 
could bo detected. I t i s most doubtful that a. n i l i t a x i l y important v i o l a t i o n could 
be concealed. Eveiy v/ould-be v i o l a t o r v / i l l seriously talce into account tlie p o l i t i c a l 
set-backs 'Of such a, step. Here by the way, one should a.sl: the question: i s i t 
r e a l l y that certain that a State v/hich ha-s just signed a. disa-mcjnent agcroement w i l l 
shortly ailon/ards tr^^ to broalc i t ? 

Concluding my remarks on №/, I vroUld l i k e to thank the Firinish authorities for 
t h e i r persevering efforts to contribute to the solution of the v e r i f i c a t i o n issue. 
V/e regard as very valuable the recent v/orkshop i n Helsinki i n v/hich rm e:-rport from 
the German Democratic Republic participated, as v/ell a,s the document en t i t l e d 
"Trace analysis of cheirTical v/arfare agents" tabled l a s t v/eok. \/e also highly 
appreciate the onrieavour of the Canadian delegation to c l a r i f y v e r i f i c a l i o n questions. 
I t s recent document CD/167 provides a useful analysis of tlio prOs aaid cons of 
several vcrifica.tion mroasuros. This docuuiiont, i n our viov/, shows the great ca.pabiiity 
of a system based on national means of control and international v e r i f i c a t i o n by 
cliallenge. 
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One of. tho.iaaiin results of tiic forthconiing second special session of the 
United Hâtions GeneroJ Assenbly devoted to disarmanent should be the comprehensive 
progranrao of disarr.iamûnt.. Under the able Gheármanship of. ilnbassador Adeniji and 
Ambassador Crarcia Robles our corresjponding Ad hoc Working Group lias nade 
considerable progress i n drafting -this prograiia-ie. But tho bulk of tlie vrork i s 
s t i l l to be done. Therefore, v/c f u l l y support the proposal nade at our l a s t 
meeting by the Soviet and Bulgarian delegations that the Working C-roup on the 
Conprehensive Prograjnne of Disarr-ianent should hold additionaJ neetings after tho 
conclusion of this session so a.s to ensure a thorough discussion o f , a l l sections, 
and to avoid last-ninute efforts under the pressure of ti n o . 

The Gcr:nan Denocratic Republic regards the conprehensive prograJiine of 
disaaxiament as a carefully prepared package of interrele . t G d neasuros i n the f i e l d 
of disamajaont confirnod by a solemn •mdertalcing of a l l States to f u l f i l the 
programme. I t should serve a,s a gaiideline and framework for corresponding 
negotia,tions. The neasuros to be envisaged i n the conprehensive progranne of 
disarmament should bo specified and agreed upon i n b i l a t e r a l , regional and multi
l a t e r a l negotiations faid implenented by a.ppropriate intornational instruments. 
In t h i s respect vro sec m.uch merit i n car e f u l l y defined stages f o r tho implementation 
of the comprehensive prograi".me. In tlio l a s t consequonco, these stages v / i l l gradually 
lead to the f i n a l objective of general and complete disarnanont. To initiante t h i s 
process, i t should bo tho immediato effect of tho compruhensivo prograx-imo of 
disarmanent to encourage the resw-iption of negotiations i n the f i e l d of disaa?i;ia¡nont 
interrupted during the l a s t years as well as the be.giming of nev/ negotia.tions. 
Considering the present interna-tional s i t u a t i o n , t h i s scons to bo a. very urgent 
and v/ortliv/hile objective. Besides, t h i s objective — to conduct meaningful and 
serious negotiations — has e.lreaody boen included i n various e x i s t i n g intemationafL 
instrunents. Let us r e c a l l paragraph 28 of the Pinal Document of tho f i r s t spociaJ 
session devoted to disarraai-icnt, v/liich states that: 

"/111 the peoples of tho world have a v i t a l interest i n the success 
of disamaraont negotiations. Consequently, a l l States have the duty to 
contributo -.;o efforts i n tho f i e l d .:f disa-rnancnt" • 

The p r a c t i c a l importance of the conpi-ehensive prograxme of disamaiuent w i l l 
depend upon hov.- i t cones to grips v/ith tho main problem of our tine — the prevention 
of a nucleai" holocaust, the cessation of tho nuclear ams race • and nucleaa-
disamancnt. Б\;.г1.11стогоeffective neasuros of disarnamont i n tho f i e l d of other 
v/oa,pons of mass destruction and conventional v/eapons should bo provided f o r . This 
has to be accompanied by tho strengthening of i n t c m a t i o n a l p o l i t i c a l and le g a l 
guáranteos f o r the security of States. At the same t i n e , noasures should bo 
envisaged v/hich ain at acliioving relaJ<:a.,tion of intornationaJ. tension, creating 
thereby an atnospliere conducive to disamanent. In t h i s regard the dissolu t i o n 
of e x i s t i n g nilitair^'" alliances v/ould be of special importance. 

Such a long-lasting prcgra^niie v/ould, of course, bo ncaningful only i f i t i s 
based on the p r i n c i p l e of undininished security f o r pfLl States, On a reciprocal 
ba.sis, i t should l a y dov/n obligations f o r a l l nuclear-v/eapon States i n the f i e l d 
of nuclear disarmament, v/hereas a l l Sta.tes should contributo to tlie va.rious sta.ges 
leading to general and complete disarmament, I l y delegation cannot accept a 
•selective approach requiring sono Sta,tes to disarn u n i l a t e r a l l y and pormitting 
others to pursue a unila.teral arns-drivo. This v/ould e n t a i l serious dangers f o r 
intexnationaJ- peace and security and introduce a d e s t a b i l i s i n g olouont i n the 
interna.tional situa.tion. 
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Lastly, a conprehonsive progranne of disaraaiuent could contain provisions on 
appropriate niachineiy for i t s inplcmentation, talcing into account the institutionad. 
a,rrangeaonts set up hy the f i r s t special session devoted to disarmajnent only three 
yea^rs ago. Л special rolo should he a.ccorded to tho Conr.iittee on Lisarnaaent as 
the single n u l t i l a t o r a l negotiating forur.i. 

May I езфгезе the hope of iry delegation tha.t the Working Group on the 
Comprehensivo Prograivime of Disarmament w i l l use the ronain.ing timo to the greatest 
possible extent to prepare an effective and meaningful dra.ft programme. The 
Pinal Document of the f i r s t special session devoted to disarmaxient, as well as other 
relevant 'Uiiitod Halions doc-oments, provide a. useful ba.sis i n th i s respect. 

The CHÁIPl-Ш̂ ; In view of the lateness of the hour, tho representativo of 
I t a l y ha,s also agreed to defer his statement to the next plenary meeting. 
Accordingly, that concludes my l i s t of speakers for today. 

Tho Secretarial has circulated today, a l my reqxiest, an informal paper containing 
a timetable f o r meetings to be held by the Committee on Disarmanent and i t s subsidiary 
bodies during the week 27 - 3 1 Jnly 1981. That inforraal paper contains b a s i c a l l y the 
same a l l o c a l i o n of tine as provided f o r i n previous v/eoks, with the addition of one 
meeting on Monday, 27 July, at 10 ,30 a.m. for tho Ad hoc Working Group on a 
Comprehensive Prograjame of Disamanent. I tinderstand that there are no d i f f i c u l t i e s 
with that addition, v/hich wou].d pomit us m,ore f u l l y to u t i l i a o the tirae available. 
As usual, the timetable i s indicative and subject to change i f the need arises. 

I f there i s no objection, I v / i l l consider that the Corinittec accepts the 
tiraetable. 

I t v/a,s so decided. 

Tho CHAIBI-UIT; May I note that we have now s i x speaJcers f o r our regular plenary 
mieeting next Tuesday, including the f i v e speakers v/ho have so kindly deferred t h e i r 
statenents fron today. Any other delegations wishing to spoal: then are asked kindly 
to put th e i r names on the l i s t a-s soon as possible. 

Mr. SOTIROY (Bulgaria): On behalf of the Bulgarian delegation, I wish to express 
our deep gratitude to the representatives of the Gei?nan Deraocratic Republic, Morocco 
and Czechoslovalcia f o r the condolences they expressed on the passing av/ay of 
Madame Lj^oidr-ila Zhivkova. I v/ish to assure you, Mr. Chelrraan, that the sympathy 
expressed a l today's meeting w i l l be conveyed to our a.uthoritios and personally to 
President Zliivkov. 

The CHAIPlMí'IT: The next plenary meeting of the Connittoe on Disarnamont w i l l be 
held on Tuesdcy, 28 July, at 1 0 . 30 a.m. 

The necting stands adjoui-ned. 

The neeting rose at 1 .03 P.m. 
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The CHAIRllAIT: The Conmittee starts today i t s consideration of item 5 on i t s 
agenda, Effective- intomationoJ ejrrangcments to_ assure non-nuclee,r-vieapon States 
against the use or threat'of use of nuclear v/ea-pons. - As usual, members \7ishing to 
make statements on any other subject may do so, in conformity with rule JO of the 
rules of procedure. You v r i l l r e c a l l that a,t our l a s t plenary meeting a number of 
members kindly agreed to defer the i r statements u n t i l today i i i view of the long l i s t 
of speakers inscribed on that day. 

Mr. ClâKRAPICO (Italy) (translated from French); The subject of ny statemont 
today i s item' 6 of our agenda, "Comprehensive programme of disarmament". 

But before I етЬалгк on t h i s subject, allow me to reiterate the satisfaction 
I have already ha.d an opportunity to express at an informal meeting on seeing as 
Chairman of the Committee the representative of India, a country which has contributed 
so much to the cause of disarmament in general and to the vrork of this Coimaittee. 
Thanks to your q u a l i t i e s , both human and professional, I-h?. Chairman, our víork has 
acquired considerable impetus, and I should l i k e to take t h i s opportunity to thank you 
for that. • 

At the same time, I should l i k e to thank your predecessor, Ambassador Komives, 
whose, great g i f t s as a seasoned diplomat were instrumental in launching the Committee 
on the summer pa.rt of i t s session, and to welcome the distinguished 
Ambassador Rodriguez lla.varro of Venezuela,, a country vrith which I t a l y maintains 
fr i e n d l y and co-operative r e l a t i o n s . 

The adoption by the international community of a comprehensive prograimae of 
• disarmament vrould mark the end of a lengthy undertaking,initiatedl 2 years ago, vrhen 
the General Assembly adopted resolution 2 6 0 2 E (XXIV). This resolution, among other 
things, requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament "to vrork out a 
comprehensive prograjiime, dealing vrith a l l a,spects of the problem of the cessation of 
the 'arms race aid generaJ aid complete disarmament under effective international 
control, which vrou]! provide the Conference with a guideline to chart the course of 
i t s further, vrork". 

In expressing today the hope that this work may be completed by the tine of the 
second special sossion of the General Assembly devoted to Disarmament, vrhich i s to 
take place in 1 9 0 2 , my delegation i s merely r e i t e r a t i n g what i t ha.s f e l t during a l l 
these years of ..discussion and negotiation . 

Our f i r s t vrorking paper on the elaboration of a comprehensive progranrae was 
docuraent CCD/309 of 1 9 August 1 9 7 0 . Since that time, we have endeavour-ed to , p i ay an 
active part in this vrork; i t i s our b e l i e f that any approach to disarmanent must be 
judged on the basis of the 'contribution i t can make to international pea,ce and 
security. A comprehensive approach, by i t s very"nature, seems to us to be able to 
meet two fundaiiiental requirements; that of avoiding any destabilization of tho 
existing balances and that of guaranteeing an undiminished l e v e l of security a t ' a l l 
times for each aid every State, 
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During the present session the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive—Prograjiiiae 
of Disarm^arnent, through the energetic guidance given i t by i t s Chairman, the ' 
distinguished Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, has made noteworthy progress, ; 
especially i n view of the magnitude of the task entrusted to i t . 

Vfe' are boLUid to recognize, however, that much remains to be done; moreover, 
what has been accomplished r e f l e c t s the l i m i t s imposed by i t s preliminary nature. 
This Vías inevitable, from the moment i t vras decided to put o f f to a l a t e r stage the 
discussion of certain ba,sic problems upon which the comprehensive prograi'nme as a v/hole 
depends. 

V/ithout an agreement in principle on such important aspects as those of the 
nature of the prograaame, the time-frame, the nature and number of stages of 
implementation, the t r a n s i t i o n from one stage to the next, the degree of correlation 
between the various measures, etc., i t v/ould be d i f f i c u l t to t r y to go into matters 
more deeply. 

I t v/as t h i s fact v/hich led my delegation, l i k e a number of others, to express 
in the Ad Hoc V/orking Group a preference for discussing f i r s t certain substantive 
aspects of the prograx'U'ne... But, as Mrs. Inga Thorsson, the head of the Swedish 
delegation,,, noted on 9 July l a s t , v/e may be "vrell advised" to leave the f i n a l say on 
such problems to the General Assembly i t s e l f , at i t s second special session devoted to 
disarmament. 

True, the v/ork remaining to be done so that the Committee can submit a draft 
programme to the .General Assembly at i t s second special session does not present the 
same degree of d i f f i c u l t y as regards a l l the various elements comprising the programme. 
For some of the seven headings that form the outline of the programme, the basic 
material alreadji- e x i s t s in agreed texts such as the Pi n a l Document, the "Elements" 
dravm'up by the Disarmament Conmission and the Declaration of. the 1980s as the 
Second Disarmame.nt Decade. This i s true, i n p a r t i c u l a r , of.the sections entitled--
"Preamble", "Objectives", "Principles" and " P r i o r i t i e s " . The section devoted to 
"Machinery and Procedure" in turn could make use of the conclusions reached by the 
Group of Experts on i n s t i t u t i o n a l arrangements. 

Hov/ever, the sections on "Me assures" and "Stages of Implen tat ion" present grea.ter 
d i f f i c u l t y , as i s clear;from the current proceedings i n the V/orking Group, especially 
as regards the drafting of the text r e l a t i n g to the different measures. In t h i s . 
connection, my delegation i s convinced that each measure ultimately included in the 
comprehensive programme should be c l e a r l y i d e n t i f i e d and formulated in a succinct -
fashion. The introduction of numerous d e t a i l s , even of a quantitative kind, into the 
description of the various measures v/ould be. contrary to the purpose that the 
comprehensive prograiame i s to serve. The task of those drafting the comprehensive 
programme i s not to take the place of the negotiators or to t e l l them what should, be 
the results of the i r e f f o r t s . To do that v/ould be to run the r i s k of dangerously . 
reducing the margin of f l e x i b i l i t y and consequently of compromising the chances of 
success of the negotiations. 
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The prograiiffiie. v/e are endeavouring to prepare i s e s s e n t i a l l y •.— and this i s hov/ 
we have always seen i t —• a programme based on the idea of negotiation. In fact, 
that was the t i t l e by which i t v/as customary to c a l l i t at the very beginning: 
comprehensive programme,of negotiations, 

That d e f i n i t i o n at the same time, malees i t clear what the comprehensive programme 
of disarmaflient cannot be: i t cannot be a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
along the l i n e s of the drafts submitted by the United States and the USSR in 19б2,-
nor can i t be a simple l i s t of measures l i k e the one v/e already have in the Fi n a l 
Document, Indeed, the very need for the elaboration of a comprehensive programme 
stems, on the one hand, from the impossibility of attaining, 1̂1 at once and iimiiedia.tely 
the goal of general and complete disarmament and, on the othet, from the preference for 
placing any p a r t i a l or colla-teral measure in the framework of a broader set of related 
measures leading to the f i n a l objective of general and complete disarmament шlder 
effective international control. 

Since, the programme v/ould be one v/hich should stimulate and guide a l l negotiations 
on arms limita,tion and disarmament, the undertaking, v/hich States would assume v/ith 
respect to i t v/ould necessarily be one at the p o l i t i c a l l e v e l , and v/ould be evidence 
of the i r willingness to adopt a course of action v/hich v/ould lead to general and 
complete disarmament in a gradual and balanced v/ay, without at any time e.ndangering 
th e i r security. Quite a.pa-rt from the question of the most appropriate manner i n 
which the General Assembly might mark i t s adoption of the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament at i t s second special session, v/e are convinced that the best guarantee of 
i t s application l i e s in the prograxmne i t s e l f : in the balance of i t s v/ording, in i t s 
f l e x i b i l i t y , in i t s being both s u f f i c i e n t l y ajîibitious to avoid the dangers of a 
continued absence of s i g n i f i c a n t progress and s u f f i c i e n t l y r e a l i s t i c to taJee advantage 
of every p o s s i b i l i t y of moving forv/ard. 

These observations on the nature of the comprehensive prograiiime of disarmament 
may help us in our consideration of another fundamental problem, that of the 
time-frames v/hich a number of delegations believe should be applied in the 
implementation of the various stages of the programme. 

The debate on the value of time-frames in the context of a comprehensive prograjiime 
of disarmament has a f a i r l y long history;' i t i s hardly encouraging to note that the 
terms of the debate have remained p r a c t i c a l l y unchanged during the l a s t 12 years and 
that the positions behind.it are as divergent now as they were then. Some delegations 
see the f i x i n g of a predetermined timetable as necessary so that the- disarmament 
negotiations should not be at the mercy of the vagaries of the international s i t u a t i o n ; 
others, including my ov-rn, consider that the very nature of the .negotiating process 
i t s e l f makes i t impossible'to subject i t to time-limits. The necessarily arbitrary 
nature of such l i m i t s v/ould add nothing to the effectiveness of the prograriime and v/ould 
ultimately miderraiiie i t s c r e d i b i l i t y . 

The negotiating process cannot but .be one of reaching a consensus, and the teclmical 
and p o l i t i c a l complexity of the questions, the fundamental nature of .the intefests 
involved and,the imp o s s i b i l i t y of foreseeing exactly how the situation v / i l l develop, 
both from the strategic and from the technological point of view, mean that i t is. 
impossible to determine in advance either a r i g i d order of p r i o r i t y or precise dates 
for the conclusion of p a r t i c u l a r agreements. 
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I f I may be allovred to comment further on a problem that has already been vridely 
discussed, I would lilcé to say that in our view the idea of time-frames belongs to a 
different conteict and different conceptual, approach: i t was f u l l y j u s t i f i e d , i f not 
indispensable, v/hen, as i n 15^2, there was a question of negotiating the draft texts 
of a treaty on general and complete .disarmament the constituent elements in v;hich v/ere 
the' subject of agreement down to t h e i r smallest quantitative d e t a i l s ; but i t has no 
re a l merit when, as i s the case at present, what v/e are trying to do i s to draft a 
comprehensive prograjnme based on negotiations that are to take place i n the future.' 

The aim of s t a b i l i z i n g the rhythm of' negotiations on disarmament should be pursued 
by other means than that of f i x i n g a timetable: we see the need for a, sustained ' 
c o l l e c t i v e e f f o r t to remove the underlying causes of these fluctuations and to create 
p o l i t i c a l conditions that are favourable for s i g n i f i c a n t progress'to be made. 

For t h i s reason, v/e also consider that the so-called collateraJ measures, desigied 
to promote non-dissimulation and to b u i l d confidence, are an important part of the 
negotiating process. As i s stated in paragraph 7 of the Elements approved by the 
Disarmatoent Commission, "the comprehensive programme should include, as p a r a l l e l 
measures accompanying progress in disarmament, measures to strengthen i n s t i t u t i o n s for 
maintaining peace and the settlement of international disputes by peaceful means as v/ell 
as measures necessary-to bring about the effective application of the relevant 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations". 

In f a c t , disarmai'aent i s an integral part of the e f f o r t s to base the international 
order f i r m l y on the p r i n c i p l e s of the United Nations Charter. 

This, in our viev/, i s the real meaaaing of "the basic commitment" to ensure the' 
implementation of the comprehensive prograiame of disarraaiaent about which 
Ambassador Malita, the distinguished representative of Romania, spoke to us on 
12 March; ' i t i s also the r e a l meaning of the "solemn declaration" to which 
Ambassador A d e n i j i of Nigeria referred on 5 March l a s t . 

Another controversial concept i s that of stages of implementation. This i s an' 
important concept beca.use i t makes i t possible to establish a correlation between and, 
while providing for' the necessary f l e x i b i l i t y , an order of succession for the various 
s p e c i f i c measures. Tbgethez- with the actual comprehensiveness of the programme, i t 
helps to distinguish the programme from a mere, l i s t of measures, of v/hich we already 
have a number of examples.,- -. I t i s obviously possible to conceptualize the process of 
disaxTiiaraent by dividing i t into a s p e c i f i c number of stages: the delegation of 
Pakistan as v/ell as that of Romania have offered us a three-stage model; the 
delegation of Nigeria has referred to five stages; the Ad Hoc Working Group i s v/orking 
on the 'hypothesis of a four-stage programiae, 

This problem constantly arose during the discussions in the 1970s in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, v/here tv/o trends appeared: that of those 
\ñio thought that-the best method'v/as to concei-îtrate on the f i r s t stage, leaving, a 
margin' of f l e x i b i l i t y for subsequent developments, and that of those vrho thought i t 
better to define f i r s t the characteristics and requirements of the f i n a l stage, and 
thereafter'to t r y to determine the course to be follov/ed to attain that f i n a l stage. 
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Experience can serve to guide us. These ь\ю approaches, v/hich are not in fact 
mutually exclusive, hoth indicate the need to maintain- as much f l e x i b i l i t y as possible 
as regards the prc-jise structuring of t h i s -intervening space betv/een the point of . 
departure and the point of a r r i v a l . V/hatever model we may choose, i t i s important, in 
our view, to bear i n mind this c r i t e r i o n of f l e x i b i l i t y , v/hich i s moreover inseparable 
from the idea of negotiation. In t h i s context the- reviev/ conferences which v/ould 
p e r i o d i c a l l y assess the situation v/ith regard to the application of the programme and 
suggest the most appropriate v/ays in v/hich the process might be continued e f f e c t i v e l y , 
could play an important part, . -i 

I would l i k e to conclude these remarks on-agenda item б by stressing, once again, 
the decisive role of v e r i f i c a t i o n in any disarmament agreement and consequently i t s 
importance i n ensuring the success of the compi-ehensive programme. The prospect of 
the adoption of a programme v/hose ultimate aim i s general and complete disarmament 
should encourage us to conisder together more thoroughly and witVi greater urgency 
the various aspects of verifica,tion, so that we can, i f possible, reach a common \ 
understanding. For that reason v/e v/ould l i k e p a r t i c u l a r l y to thank the delegation of 
Canada which, in d i s t r i b u t i n g this year the l a s t part of a t r i l o g y on v e r i f i c a t i o n , 
has offered for our consideration an extremely valuable and useful contribution on this 
subject which i s one of overriding importance. 

The CHAIRIIAI-I; I thank the distinguished representative of I t a l y for his statement 
and for the kind v/ords he addressed to the Chair. 

Mr. -PFEIFFER (Federal Republic of Germany): Hr. Cliairiaan, I should l i k e to aal:o a 
fevr remarks concerning the comprehensive prograiiime of disarrja,mont,^vihich.is on our agenda as 
item 6. F i r s t of a21, I v/ant to r e c a l l the ideas set forth in my statement in our 
plenary meeting of 12 March 1981, v/hich my delegation continues to endorse. Since 
then, the Ad_Hoc Working Group v/hose task i t i s to negotiate on the iirogramme's 
contents has, luidor the very a,ble and_ dedicated leadership of i t s Chairman, 
Ambassador Garcia "obles of Mexico, made considerable progress. I t i s nov/ in the 
second reading of a number of texts dealing v/ith disarraainent measures. 

Hov/ever, much remains to be done. In p a r t i c u l a r , the important issue of hov/ to 
provide for the continuous reviev/ of the implementation of the programme, v/hich i s 
required by paragraph 109 of the F i n a l Document of the f i r s t special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmaj'iient, v / i l l have to be c l a r i f i e d . In connection 
vrith t h i s question, another p o i n t v / h i c h i s , hov/ever, not mentioned in paragraph 109 
of the Fi n a l Document's programme of action—namely, that of the stages or phases, 
w i l l have to be discussed.. 

Today I vrish to add some thoughts to'those l a i d dovjn in the e a r l i e r statement 
which I have mentioned. I can, hovrever,, be b r i e f , as our ideas are before the 
Committee i n document CD/205 e n t i t l e d "Draft Comprehensive Programme of Disarraaiaent", 
which ray delegation has submitted together vrith the delegations of A u s t r a l i a , Belgium,, 
Japan and the Uni-bed -Kingdom. This document contains positions-vrhich are of 
importanOe not only for the negotiations in the Ad Hoc Working Group but also for other 
items on the Committee's agenda.. That i s why my delegation deems i t appropriate to 
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give t h i s text — uhich ha.s already he-en issued as document CD/CPD^JP.JJ of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on the comprehensive programme — the wider c i r c u l a t i o n of an o f f i c i a l 
document of the CoViimittee. 

Speaking for my ovm delegation, I should l i k e to stre-ss that t h i s document 
contains a number of important guidelines which, in the vievr of my dolega-tion, havo to 
be borne i n i.iind i n the prograi'.rae ' s elaboration. 

The taslc of tho programme i s clears the "Elements" vrhich vrere adopted by the 
Disarmament Coixiission in 1 9 7 9 state tha.t the programme i s to "provide the necessary 
framework for substantive negotiations in the f i e l d of disarinament". This fraiiievrork 
i s to f a c i l i t a t e negotiations aimed, at reaching agreement on questions of ams control 
or — i f that i s more acceptable to some — arms l i m i t a t i o n and disarrnamont. 

One of the fundaniental principles vrhich have to be respected during such 
negotiations i s the requirement of the undininished security of States. .In f a c t , one 
of the important objectives of the process of disarmament i s the achievement of greater 
security for States. Any negotiations aiming at disarmament measures without talcing 
t h i s into account vrould bo l i a b l e to fa.ilure. That i s vrhy ray delegation does not 
favour the inclusion i n the progreuime, of negotiations aimed at, for example, reducing 
e x i s t i n g arsenals by a fixed percentage, vrithout taking into account the prevailing 
s i t u a t i o n . 

This brings me to a second point of great significance, Negotiations under the 
progгaлlme must, i f they are to be successful, avoid any d e s t a b i l i z i n g e f f e c t s . .-That 
i s of p a r t i c u l a r importance where the situation conceming nucleax and conventional 
armaiaents i s concerned. 

I t i s appropriate to r e c a l l that no progress can be reached in negotiations unless 
States scrupulously respect the Charter of the United Nations, and i n p a r t i c u l a r the 
pri n c i p l e of the non-use»of force in international r e l a t i o n s . 

Negotiations should be i n i t i a t e d according to the e x i s t i n g p o s s i b i l i t i e s for 
reaching agreement on substantive points, be i t on a b i l a t e r a l or regional', a 
m u l t i l a t e r a l or a global l e v e l . I t vrould be the task of the United Nations to 
encourage States to participate constructively i n negotiations and establish a climate 
in which such negotiations can be successfully conducted. 

The comprehensive prograanme v r i l l have to consist of a number of phases. In the 
view of my delegation, these phases cannot contain a pre-established set of measures 
to be negotiated, since such an approach would be too i n f l e x i b l e in viev^r of the 
changing and unforo seea.ble intemationa . 1 p o l i t i c a l and security situ8.tion. Who.t ve 
should aim at are regular reviews vrhich, inter- a l i a , assess the progress that has been 
made in negotiations and recommend further negotiation in s p e c i f i c f i e l d s . Provision 
should therefore bo made for a revievr of progress by the intemationa.l community at 
regular intervals i i i vrhatever form seems appropriate, so that plans for the ensuing 
phase can be raaâ.o talcing into account tho implementation of measures vrhich have boen 
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agreed upon in preceding stages, the internal progression of current negotiations and 
external events. These reviews would fonn the hasis for continued progress in the 
implementation of the programme through entering into negotiations on further measures. 

I t w i l l be essential for the revievis which I have just mentioned that they can be 
based on the results of r e l i a b l e and credible international v e r i f i c a t i o n measures. 
The confidence, of States which i s to provide the basis' for further agreements can only 
be created and developed i f the results of international v e r i f i c a t i o n of compliance 
with and implementation of agreements previously negotiated c l e a r l y indicate tha.t a l l 
parties to these agreements f a i t h f u l l y observe t h e i r obligations. Negotiations on 
s p e c i f i c disarmament measures.should therefore aim at the inclusion of appropriate 
v e r i f i c a t i o n arrangements. 

J o i n t l y v;ith appropriate• disarmament and arras control measures, collateraJ and 
other measures w i l l have to be .negotiated and agreed upon. Confidence-building measures 
in p a r t i c u l a r , have an important role to play as a prerequisite for the successful 
outcome of negotiations on more far-reaching issues. They should therefore form an 
integral part of tho comprehensive prograîïime. One of the most important measures in 
t h i s f i e l d i s the achieveraent of greater transparency of m i l i t a r y postures which, 
through the esta.blishment of a standardized and v e r i f i a b l e reporting system for m i l i t a r y 
expenditures, would lead to the i r comparability and be a f i r s t step tovrards t h e i r 
balanced reduction. 

Before I conclude ray statement, I should l i k e to touch upon two questions which 
have already, been discussed at some length. 

It i s evident that, in viev; of the direct bearing which arms control and 
disarmament have on the security of States, a l l States must be in complete control of 
t h e i r involvement in that process during a l l i t s stages. They can therefore not be 
bound in advance to the results of negotiations before they have even started. 
That i s why the comprehe.nsive programme cannot contain,a. legal obligation for States 
to participate i n , l e t alone to successfully conclude, negotiations on the complex 
issues involved. 

A'similar consideration leads to. the conclusion that the elaboration of a fixed 
timetable for the achieveraent of concrete results would not be feasible. The changing 
and unforeseeable conditions for the p a r a l l e l and successive negotiations of 
interdependent agreements require a great degree of f l e x i b i l i t y i n the prograiTirae. 
Equally, the close interrelationship betv/een such negotiations and the international 
p o l i t i c a l and security'situation renders i t evident that the r e a l i z a t i o n of sp e c i f i c 
disarmament agreements cannot be connected with a given time-frame. 

These questions, too, v / i l l have to be further discussed in the Ad Hoc V/orking 
Group. But given a sense of realism on the part of a l l delegations, I am sure that 
we can reach agreement also on these important issues. 
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Иг. STEELE (Au s t r a l i a ) : Иг. Chairman, my delegation associates i t s e l f vfith 
a l l those who t h i s month have e:q)ressed t h e i r s a t i s f a c t i o n at seeing you i n the 
Chair end t h e i r admiration f o r the way you. have conducted our work. S i m i l a r l y , 
we \àsh to congratulate your predecessor, Amoassador Komives of Hungary, for 
his extremely effective chairmanship i n June. 

The Australian statement today addresses the subject of a chemical wea.pons 
convention and i n p a r t i c u l a r two aspects, tho two most d i f f i c u l t issues before 
the Committee i n i t s endeavours on t h i s subject; namely. scope and v e r i f i c a t i o n . 
The statement w i l l also liave as central themes the importance of reassurance auid 
confidence-building i n a future ban on chemdcot i/eapons. 

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical IJ'ea.pons, under two very active Chairmen 
i n I98O and I 9 8 I , has made ra,pid progress i n bringing together points of agreement, 
i n drawing up some draft elements of a future convention and i n i d e n t i f y i n g the 
r e l a t i v e l y few but complex outstanding differences. The momentum that lias been 
generated i n the Working Group ha,s been helped by other favoura-blo developments. 
Workshops have been set up by different Governments to show hoir stocks of chemical 
vreapons can be destroyed and hovr plants can be inspected vrithout prejudicing 
security or i n d u s t r i a l secrets. E a r l i e r t h i s month, a workshop i n Helsinlci vras 
attended by many members of t h i s Committee to see the l a t e s t f r u i t s of Finlajid's 
decade of efforts on trace analysis, shovring hovr i n due course i t should be 
possible to v e r i f y the presence of CW agents by agreed'instrumentation raid 
methodology, vrith a l e v e l of precision unimagina,ble u n t i l recently. I should also 
mention the p o s s i b i l i t i e s suggested by a recent demonstration to the Cormittee 
of a high-precision communications system f o r remote continual v e r i f i c a t i o n which 
i s on t r i a l as a monitoring technique Í21 the nuclea,r safeguards area and vrhich 
m a y vrell also i n due course have a^pplications relovaiit to a chemical vreapons 
convention. The addressing of highly teclmical issues has become a. feature of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group, Once a.gain recently many delegations vrere reinforced 
by the presence of experts, i n this case vrith a p a r t i c u l a r focus on the d i f f i c u l t 
issue of determining t o x i c i t y criteria.; the report submitted on t h i s exercise 
indicates that r e a l advances vrere made i n reaching a broad consensus on standard 
methods. In a l l of t h i s vre have come closer to our central purpose and have, 
I believeJ begun a process of building up confidence, both that technical solutions 
to our problems are possible and that tho regime i n place a f t e r the conclusion of 
a, convention v r i l l be a sound one. 

The Iforking Group i s a.t the point of f i n a l i s i n g i t s f i r s t rea,ding of draft 
elements of a chemical vreapons convention and has most recently dealt viith the 
question of verification;; vre can expect that i n the near future there v r i l l be a 
review of vrork with a return to the question of scope. Scope and v e r i f i c a t i o n 
О-ге, a.s many delegatioîis a^ssert, closely linkeci. 

There are several matters s t i l l to bo resolved regarding scope. For the most 
part these are matters on vrliich t h e \/orking Group appears to be close to agreement 
but on vrhich vre have not yet c l e a r l y spelt out the area of agreement i n the draft 
elements. On one issue, hovrever, diametrically opposed vievrs have been e:cpressed. 
That i s the question of including i n the convention a ban on the use of chemicat 
vreapons. The Australian delegation axlvocateo such a ban. 
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On this point my delegation \/elcomes the statements of those delegations 
which have said that the han on use i n the 1 9 2 5 Geneva Protocol i s f u l l y 
comprehensivo эл.. that the protocol i s f u l l y e f f e c t i v e . A u s t r a l i a supports the 
Protocol and attaches importance to those declarations. I f i t i s the general 
viev that tho internationaJ coromunity i n the 1 9 2 5 Protocol has already proliibited 
the use of a l l chemical x/eapons i n any form of c o n f l i c t . my delegation helieves 
that this accord should he recorded i n the convention. I f , on the other hand, 
any delega.tion believes that a comprehensive and categorical prohibition of use 
goes beyond the 1 9 2 5 Protocol, my delega.tion bolioves v e should talce t l i i s step. 
In either case we would be building on to the 1 9 2 5 Protocol, and i n no x/ay 
xrealcening i t . ¥e can reaffirm, i n the convention, our continuing support f o r 
the Protocol. And by incorporating the ban i n the n e v convention v e would redress 
tho lack, i n the e3cist ing prohibition on use, of a v e r i f i c a t i o n mechcmisms. 
Раз: from creating ambiguities a,bout the 1 9 2 5 Protocol, v e xrould be making sure 
that no such ambiguity can ari s e . 

The ban on use i n the convention xrould also provide an assurance a.gainst 
any possible ambiguities a r i s i n g г^з to the effect of the nev convention. That 
convention x ; i l l allox/ p o t e n t i a l l y harmful chemicals to be made and stockpiled f o r 
pea.ceful purposes, iuid chemical resea,rch fo?" peaceful purposes x-;ill also 
continue — research that ma,y tliroxi up nev chemicals capable of being used as 
chemicaJ x-reapons. I t xrould be an a.dditional rea.ssurance to the international 
conimunity to Icnox: that i n no circumstances could any chemical be used as a chemical 
X'/eapon x-iithout contra-Vening the convention. In this approa-ch the prohibition on 
use xroulci be a fall-barok^ catch-all provision, emphasising the f u l l y comprehensive 
na-ture of the ban, i n the now convention, on tho acquisition or retention of 
chemical x/eapons. 

A similar consideration carries over into the f i e l d of v e r i f i c a t i o n . I t 
should be clea r l y established tha.t any evidence of the use of chemical xrecpons 
xrould be evidence of a. Ьгоа.сЬ of the convention. There should be no room for 
argumront that i t i s necessaay i n additio . to demonst.rate the existence of an 
i l l e g a l factory or stockpile. The inclusion i n the convention of a. ban on use 
xrould ensure that here again there could be no scope for ajnbiguity. 

V e r i f i c a t i o n has been discussed i n some d e t a i l i n the Chemical Veapons 
Working Group. Last veolc i t was suggested that there are txro possibly 
irreconcilable a,pproacheo, one based on the volxuitary provision of information 
and the other on a system of automatic checking. Ify delegation does not f e e l 
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these two approaches a,re i r r e c o n c i l o ^ l e and we note thct i n о-пу case there already 
exists broad agreement not only for a combination of nationoJ auid interna-tional 
v e r i f i c a t i o n measures but also for the crea,tion of a consulta,tive committee. I 
would l i k e to say something on v e r i f i c a t i o n , from a conceptual.point of view, 
ojid then outline some idea,s ny delega,tion has f o r the consultative .committee. 

The reservations expressed s.bout proposed vex'ification a c t i v i t i e s have been 
of two kinds. Some ho,Ve been of a p r o x t i c a l nature, concerning such matters as 
possible interference v;ith the c i v i l chemical industry/ and possible r i s k s f o r 
commercial or militarj'- secrets. Without doubt there are legitimate concerns of 
t h i s nature; . i n devising the v e r i f i c a t i o n provisions of the future convention 
i t w i l l be neccssa.ry to take account of such concerns a,nd to seek.vfa.ys of 
accoiimodating them to the extent possible. The other ]:ind of objections to t h i s 
type of v e r i f i c a t i o n measures has been of a philosophical nature. I t ha.s been 
suggested, f o r instance, that questions of national sovereignty are involved 
and thtit we should not be guided by a doctrine of mistrust. 

Taking the l a s t point f i r s t , i t has to be aclmowledged that every State 
has. the right a.nd duty to look at i t s ovm security and that no nation víill disarm 
unless i t believes i t сал do so safely. I f f u l l international confidence 
reigned, there would be no need for disa,rmament negotiations. To aclcnov/ledge 
the need f o r азлпз control and disarmament agreements i s to a,ciaiovrledge that 
international confidence i s not vrhat i t should be i n a, better vrorld;' but 
parado:dLca,lly, there can be no effective arms control or disarmament treaty 
vrithout a high l e v e l of confidence on the part of a l l parties t o the treaty that 
i t s provisions v r i l l be respected by a l l concerned and that the- general behaviour 
of nations should, be such as to malee possible the necessarj" l e v e l of mutual 
confidence. That i s a matter beyond the control of this Committee. But the 
other requirement i s up to us: i t i s to deviso v e r i f i c a t i o n measures that v r i l l 
generate that necessary l e v e l of mutual confidence. The fvmction of 
v e r i f i c a t i o n i s to generate vrell-founded confidence. 

But vrhat of national sovereignty? Ко nations ' sovereignty can i n vxiy vray 
be offended by tre a t i e s vrhich i t enters into fi-cely, i n the exercise of that 
sovereignty. The meticulous discharge of treaty obligations i s an honourable 
manifestation of national sovereignty. Other delegations have already made 
the point v^rell that i n v e r i f i c a t i o n there i s no infringement of sovereignty 
but exercise of i t . 
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National measu.res of v e r i f i c a t i o n , i f they go beyond s e l f - v e r i f i c a t i o n , 
are focused on attempts by one country to detect breaches of the agreement by 
other countries, e.g. by sending reconnaissance s a t e l l i t e s over t h e i r t e r r i t o r y . 
But the focus of international measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n i s on the demonstration 
of compliance. A country which respects the convention w i l l co-operate 
Voluntarily with international v e r i f i c a t i o n arrangements so as to demonstrate 
i t s compliance and thus give the internationa,l community grounds for confidence. 
Under an internationaJ v e r i f i c a t i o n system, each country ha.s within i t s ovm 
sovereign control the a b i l i t y to i-efute any unfounded allega.tions against i t by 
demonstrating i t s innocence, Interna.tional v e r i f i caption, including on-site, 
inspections, vdiether routine or by challenge, i s predica^ted on f u l l recognition 
of national sovereignty. 

The appropriate analog;-'' f o r international verifica.tion procedures i s not a 
policeman searching a suspect. Rather i t i s the auditors, faiTiiliar figures i n 
many countries; v;ho vciúfy the f i n a n c i a l a f f a i r s of public and privante bodies 
and v/hose reports a.re published at regular i n t e r v a l s . Auditors are not called 
i n by the shareholders or the electors to tr;>' to catch the mana^gers stealing 
the money, Ra.ther, the anditors are called i n by the mana.gers themselves, i n 
accordancG vrith the applics,ble lav/s, to demonstrate to a l l concerned tliat the 
funds i n t l i e i i " r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ha.ve been coi-rectly accounted f o r . This i s the 
vray, I suggest, i n which vre should thiïilv: of interimtional v e i - i f i c a t i o n . 

As I have indicated еа-гИез?, m.y delegation believes tha.t i n negotiating 
tov/ai-ds Э, convention on chemical vreapons, the Committee on Disarmament should 
malce evexy reasonable e f f o r t to accommodate p r a c t i c a l concerns f o r the minLmizing 
of interference vrith the pea.ceful chemical industry and the protection of 
i n d u s t r i a l or m i l i t a r y secrets. Por exom.ple, vrhen chemical vreapons are due to 
be destroyed, i t v-rill be .necessarj^ to demonstrante, to the s a t i s f a c t i o n of the 
international community, that i n t e r a l i a , the material being destroyed actually 
i s the chemicaJ vreapon, and not some other substaaice. In the case of vrell-knovm 
chemical vreapons., this can readily be v e r i f i e d by chemically analysing samples 
of the feedstock of the destruction plant. In.the ca,se of secret weapons-related 
chemicals, there could be alternative arrangem.ents i n the future oonvention for 
specified chemical tests, less instrusive than f u l l analysis, either ,of the 
feedstock oi- of the degradation products. Of course, any such alterna.tive 
arraaigements vrould have to be f u l l y effective from a teciinical point of vievr 
and spelt out i n a,ppropriate terms i n the convention or i n an a,ssocictted document. 
Nevr teclinologies possibly a.pplica.ble to the v e r i f i c a t i o n of the convention ha.ve, 
as I mentioned e a r l i e r i n my statement, been brought to the attention .of the 
Working Group and hold out prospects for the m.onitoring of many aspects of a 
chemical plant vrith a minimum need for actual v i s i t s by outsiders. 
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The general a,pproach which my delegation advocates i s that, when addressing 
s p e c i f i c v e r i f i c a t i o n provisions, delego,tions which see d i f f i c u l t i e s i n the 
v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures proposed by others should be w i l l i n g to e^qplore alternative 
ways of achieving the intended objective equally w e l l . \Je would e:фect a l l 
delegations to give serious and constructive a.ttention to proposals f o r equally 
effective altexmatives. 

My delegation has t h i s week circulated a paper o u t l i n i n g various ideas for. 
the consultative committee, vhoae role i n the V e r i f i c a t i o n process w i l l he central. 
Me envisage that the'consultative committee v / i l l have functions providing f o r 
exchanges of infozraation betvreen States parties r e l a t i n g to declarations, reports 
on tho production ci.nd use f o r permitted purposes of chemicals v/hich are subject 
to the convention, information provided by national v e r i f i c a t i o n authorities 
a,nd reports on v e r i f i c a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s . ¥e see the consultative committee as 
having a continuing role of.review of the state of the a r t , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n . 
i n d u s t r i a l research: i t could consider the need to update l i s t s of prohibited 
chemicals and methods of t o x i c i t y determination. The consultative committee 
vrould, of course, have functions f o r implementing both routine and challenge 
v e r i f i c a t i o n . Our paper, v/hich contains some ideas fo r the structure and 
operating methods of. tho consultative comittee, envisages that consideration 
of related mechanisms v / i l l be given detailed consideration i n our future 
negotiating v/ork, 

I return to the subject of confidence. The Committee on Disarmament must 
recognise that the essential purpose of compliance a.nd v e r i f i c a t i o n provisions 
i s to ensure a high l e v e l of confidence i n the operation of the convention. 
The consultative committee should be a vehicle f o r building confidence and 
establishing mechanisms v/hich provide f o r adequate v e r i f i c a t i o n , i.e.- adequate 
to reassure the States parties v/ho ha,ve invested something of t h e i r national 
s e c u r i t y . i n the convention that t h i s v / i l l not be jeopardised. The consultative 
committee should- be equipped v/ith procedures-v/hich v / i l l come into operation 
automatically v/hen r. challenge i s made. These procedures should be f l e x i b l e 
aaid, to the extent possible, non-intrusive. They should be oriented tov/ards 
the bilat.erat solution OJT any problems betv/een parties and should, so far. as . 
consistency with the objectives of the convention p e r j i i t s , accommodate the -
v/ishes of the parties involved. They should foster confidence as a basic-
requisite f o r the effective- implementation of our convention. 

The CHAIPJiAIT; I than!: the distinguished representative of A u s t r a l i a f o r 
M s statement and fo r the kind v/ords he a-ddressed to the Chair, 
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Mr. SIDIK (indonesia)г Mr. Chairman, l i k e the distinguished speaker who 
preceded me I s h a l l oJso address myself today to agenda item 4, namely, chemical 
weapons, the complete and-effective prohibition of which i s considered by the 
Pinal, Document in i t s para^graph 75 as one of the most urgent measures of disarmament, 
and which has been the subject of the concern of the United Nations for more than 
14 years. But before I come to the substance of my statement allow m:e to extend, 
on behalf of my delegation, our sincere appreciation and gratitude to Dr. Lundin 
for having chaired the consultations held e a r l i e r this month on issues r e l a t i n g to 
t o x i c i t y determinations for the purpose of a chemical weapons convention. The 
recommendations suggested by him on behalf of the gxoup of experts are now under 
active considèra,tion by my delegation. 

In following the negotiations which have been taking place i n the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons under the able chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard, 
in which my delegation has always been t r y i n g to contribute modestly but 
constructively to the progress of the work entrusted to the Working Group, we 
observe that the follo\;ing questions deserve careful attention. 

The f i r s t question relates to the terms of reference of the Ad Hoc Working Group. 
We are very -well aware that drafting a treaty text should pass through different 
stages, s t a r t i n g with i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the issues involved, followed by 
consideration of various treaty texts that have been submitted as vrell as proposals 
and amendments thereon, the drafting of a possible consolidated text and i t s 
examination and, f i n a l l y , the actual drafting of a treaty text in the l i g h t of the 
proposals and amendments on the consolidated text. 

As V7as stated i n the intervention of my delegation of 25 June, vre think that 
the existing mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group has been exhausted and that a nevj-
mandate to enable i t to embark upon the next stage of i t s v^ork i s required. I f vre 
compare vrith the stage of vrork of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons, 
we observe that the lid Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has i n fact reached 
the same stage as the former, vrhich has started the exercise of drafting the body of 
a treaty text, in spite of the fact that uivergent vievrs s t i l l exist i n a пглпЬег of 
areas. My delegation regrets, therefore, that a consensus did not emerge in this 
Committee for the provision of a nevr mandate to the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons, thus preventing i t from moving on to the next stage of i t s vrork. 

With regard to the substance of the future chemical vreapons convention, thé 
d e f i n i t i o n of the vreapons to be prohibited and the scope of the prohibition 
constitute tvro of the most essential elements on vrhich very much depends the 
effectiveness of the future convention. 

As to the definition,,my delegation vrishes to reiterate i t s views on the 
importance of the definitions, of "chemical agents" and "chemical vrarfare agents", 
on which my delegation submitted i t s suggestion contained i n CD/l24/Rev.l. I t may 
be interesting to note i n this .connection that, according to the report of the 
Secretary-General on "Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Vieapons and the 
Effects of Their Possible Use", vrhich vras prepared vrith the assistance of a group 
of consultant experts and presented to the General Assembly i n 19^9, "chemical 
agents" are usually described i n terms of the i r physiological effects, covering 
agents affecting man and animals as vrell as plants. Subsequently, 
resolution 26О3А (XXIV) of I6 December I969 described "chemical warfare agents" as 
chemical substances, vrhether gaseous, l i q u i d or s o l i d , vrhich might be employed 
because of the i r direct toxic effects on man, animals or plants. 
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By r e f e r r i n g to those t\io old documents, my delegation wishes to dravr 
attention to the fact that, already more than eleven years ago, the community of 
nations agreed on the elements covered hy the terms "chemácal agents" or "chemical • 
vrarfare agents", covering agents having physiological or toxic effects, not only on 
men and animals, but also on plants. My delegation therefore holds the vievr that 
toxicologicaJ effects on men and animals, as vrell as on plants, are elements, to be 
borne i n mind in defining "chemical agents" or "chemical vrarfare agents" i n the 
future convention. 

Indonesia, vrhich i s a party to the Geneva Protocol of 1 9 2 5 , recognises the . 
importance of t h i s instrument; i t advocates that the principles and objectives of 
th i s instrument be s t r i c t l y observed and that a l l States adhere to the Protocol as 
called for..in paragraph 7 2 of the Pi n a l Document. The value of the Protocol has 
never diminished: i t s principles should be upheld and i t s objectives should 
continue to be pursued. But more than 5 5 years have elapsed since the conclusion 
of tha-t instrument, llevr problems have emerged and nevr developments have taken place. 
More than twelve years-ago, in 1 9 6 8 , i n introducing his annual.report on the 
a c t i v i t i e s of the united Nations, the Secretary-General stated that since the 
adoption of the Geneva Protocol of 1 9 2 5 , nevr facts i n the s c i e n t i f i c and technical 
f i e l d s .'leading to the improvement of chemical and bacteriological vreapons had 
emerged, creating nevr situations and problems. 

In the vievr of my delegation, the futvrre convention on chemica,l vreapons should • • 
strengthen the already recognized mies embodied i n the 1 9 2 5 Protocol and set out 
nevi rules on areas which vrere not covered by that instrглnent and vrhich vrould 
adequately respond to the present s c i e n t i f i c and technical progress r e l a t i n g to 
chemical weapons system.s. 

In t h i s context, a question arises vrhether to include herbicides and 
dual-purpose chemical agents i n the d e f i n i t i o n . The need f o r herbicides and 
dual-purpose agents i s continuously grovring and consequently the development, 
production and s t o c k p i l i n g of such products vrould also greatly increase. V/hat i s 
important, therefore, i s to prevent those products being used f o r non-peaceful 
purposes, considering that t h e i r development, production and s t o c k p i l i n g cannot be 
prohibited. 

The demand of the international community f o r the banning of chemical vreapons 
results from the fear of the most dangerous consequences i f such vreapons vrere used. 
The great danger that chemical vreapons pose to mankind i s not the development, 
production and s t o c k p i l i n g of such vreapons as such, but the possible use of those 
weapons. The p o s s i b i l i t y of the use of such vreapons vrould natm-ally increase i f 
t h e i r development, production and sto c k p i l i n g are also increasing. The prohibition 
and prevention of the use of chemical vreapons therefore constitute the core of the 
problem:of the banning of chemical vreapons and should - therefore be covered by the 
scope of the futui-e. chemical vreapons convention. Objections to the proposal to 
include -"use" have been raised for a number of reasons. One of these vras the 
assertion that such a proposal caused the Committee more d i f f i c u l t i e s than i t i s 
already encountering. 
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.One of the reasons put foriiard was that the use of chemical weapons had been 
prohibited by the 1925 Protocol and that there was no need to include such a 
prohibition i n the future convention; another was that a new convention containing 
the same rules would weaken the а1гегЛу e x i s t i n g instrument. I f the 1925 Protocol 
i t s e l f confirms the rules contained i n previous t r e a t i e s , why should we now object 
to the inclusion of the use of.chemical weapons i n the nev; convention on chemical 
weapons that this Committee i s requested to draft? Allovf me to quote the preambular 
paragraphs of the 1925 Protocol, vrhich read as follovjs: 

"Шюгеаз the use i n v;ar of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and 
of a l l analogous l i q u i d s , materials or devices, has been j u s t l y condemned by 
the- general opinion of the c i v i l i z e d vrorld; and 

V/hereas the prohibition of such use has been declared i n Treaties to 
which the majority of Povrers of the vrorld are Parties; and 

To the end that this prohibition s h a l l be universally accepted as a part 
of. International Lav;, binding a l i k e the. conscience and the practice of nations". 

I am not avrare whether at that time there v;as г. delegation v/hich raised 
objection to the conclusion of the Protocol because the prohibition of the use of 
gases., l i q u i d s , materials or devices refei-red to i n the Protocol had been the 
subject of prohibition in other trea,ties. 

In i t s statement of 24 March m.y delegation referred to a пглпЬег of international 
instruments having i d e n t i c a l provisions. V/e referred to the universally accepted 
rule on the duty of a master of a ship to render assistance to any person at sea 
who i s in danger of being l o s t . Provisions to that effect are found i n national 
l e g i s l a t i o n s of various countries. In international instruments, they are 
stipulated i n the Brussels Convention of 1910 on the u n i f i c a t i o n of certain rules 
r e l a t i n g to the rendering of assistance to persons at sea in the Geneva Convention 
on the High Seas of 1958, i n the Annex to the London Safety of L i f e (SOLAS) 
Convention of 1 % 0 and most recently i n a r t i c l e 98 of the draft convention on the 
law of the sea (informal t e x t ) , document A/COHP.62/V/P.10/Rev.3, dated 2? Aiigust 1980. 
I do not think -that the 1958 Convention vreakened the I9IO Brussels Convention or 
that the I96O London SOLAS Convention undermined either the 1958 or the 
1910 Conventions or that the future convention v.rould v/ealcen the i d e n t i c a l rules 
conta-ined i n those three-previous instruments. On the contrary, the l a t t e r 
strengthens the provisions contained in the e a r l i e r instinoments. 

One other reason given f o r objecting to the inclusion of 'the use of chemical 
vreapons in the future convention on chemical vreapons vras that the Pin a l Bocument 
and the subsequent General Assembljí- resolutions requested the Committee on 
Disarmament to draft a convention r e l a t i n g (only) to the prohibition of development, 
production and stockpiling and the destruction of chemical v/eapons, and that no, 
mention vras, made i n those documents of the question of "use". 
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Allow me i n this oonnection to refer to paragraph 2 1 of the F i n a l Docniaent, 
which reads as follows: 

"Along with these measures, agreements or other effective measures 
should'be. adopted to prohibit or prevent the development, production or lise 
of other weapons of mass destiniction. In this context, an agreement on 
elimination of a l l chemical л/еаропо should be concluded as a matter of high 
p r i o r i t y " . 

Paragraph 4 5 of the F i n a l Document states furthei" that: 

" P r i o r i t i e s i n disarmament negotiations shaJl be: nuclear weapons; 
other weapons of m̂ ass destruction, including chemical weapons; conventional 
weapons ...", etc. etc. 

It i s evident from these two paragraphs that the prohibition or prevention of 
the development, production or use of chemical weapons, vrhich are considered as 
belonging to vreapons of mass destruction, i s called f o r by the F i n a l Document. 

One may vrell refer to i^aragrph 7 5 of the F i n a l Document, vrhich states: 

"The complete and effective prohibition of the development, production 
and s t o c k p i l i n g of a l l chemical vreapons and t h e i r destruction represent one 
of the most urgent mea.sures of disarmament ...", etc. etc. 

This paragraph c l e a r l y states that the prohibition of the development, 
production and s t o c l q i i l i n g of chemical vreapons and t h e i r destruction represent 
(only) one of the m.03t urgent measures to be taken. This means that: 

( 1 ) There are other most urgent m.eaoures of disarmament; and 

( 2 ) The inclusion of the prohibition of the use of chemical vreapons i n the 
convention to be concluded should not be I'.revented, p a r t i c u l a r l y since paragraph 4 5 
considers chemical vreapons as belonging to the category of vreapons of mass, 
destruction and paragraph 2 1 c a l l s f o r the prohibition or prevention, not only of 
the development or production but also of the use of such vreapons. I should l i k e 
once again to stress that my delegation, being one of several delegations vrhich 
proposed the inclusion of the prohibition of the use of 'chemical weapons i n the 
scope of the future chemical vreapons'convention, has no intention to vreaken the 
1 9 2 5 Protocol, to vrhich Indonesia i s a party. On the contrary, my delegation 
believes that the . 1925 instrument vrould only be strengthened i f the future 
convention also contained provisions prohibiting the use of chemical vreapons. 

To conclude, my delegation has indeed- expected that the Ad Hoc l/orking Group 
on Chemical Weapons-, vrould be able to embark upon the next stage of i t s vrork, namely, 
actually s t a r t i n g to draft a treaty text. We r e a l i z e that this exercise requires- * 
the greatest efforts and vrould naturally take t i n e . 1/hile believing that the long 
road leading to an agreed draft text i s not vrithout end, nevertheless, considering 
the present circumstancos, I r e a l i z e that during the remaining period of t h i s 
session no s i g n i f i c a n t jirogr^ess seems to be in vievr, even i f the number of the 
Working Group's meet.lngs i s increased or the duration of i t s vrork i s extended. 
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Mr. GARCIA BOBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish); Mr., Chairman, I should 
l i k e today very b r i e f l y to make some comments on three' of the items on our agenda. 
I s h a l l refer f i r s t to the comprehensive programme of disarmament, an item on which 
we have today heard two important statements, one by the distinguished representative 
of I t a l y , Minister Ciarrapico, and the other by the distinguished representative 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, Ambassador P f e i f f e r , statements which w i l l 
undoubtedly be very useful i n giving us a better understanding of the main 
elements of the positions of the i r respective countries. My purpose i n speaking 
about this item i s much more modest, for a l l I want to do i s to emphasize our view 
on a procedural aspect, that i s , that we believe that a l l delegations should take 
good account, on the one hand, of the f a i r l y advanced stage reached i n the work 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group responsible for the preparation of the programme — 
work which, as you know, was begun more than a year ago — and, on the other hand, 
of the need to malce the very best use of the small amount of time that remains 
available. I t vrould, therefore, i n my delegation's view, be very desirable for 
any proposals delegations may wish to submit to be formulated i n terms that are as 
spec i f i c as possible and to be d i r e c t l y related to the relevant working documents 
prepared by the secretariat. 

Secondly, v/ith regard to the item, "Hew types of v/eapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons", I should l i k e to r e c a l l what I said l a s t year 
at the Committee's T ^ t h meeting, on 17 A p r i l I98O, namely, that the proposal for 
the establishment of a group of experts to keep the Committee on Disarmament 
informed of developments i n the international situation with regard to the weapons 
and systems referred to i n the agenda item seemed to us to be a constructive one. 
I then added, and I v/ould l i k e to repeat that statement today, that the new group 
of experts to be established would, as we'understood i t , be one that would work 
independently, as the Group of Seismic Experts has been doing, and that i t would 
submit reports to the Committee when appropriate. The group as we understand i t 
could, v/e believe, be of positive value i n d i s p e l l i n g the fears which are 
undoubtedly f e l t by most peoples and.Governments i n the world because of their 
pov/erlessness and i n a b i l i t y to obtain a clear and up-to-date picture — not based 
on "science f i c t i o n " — of a topic such as this which can have'a decisive influence 
on the destiny of mankind. 

Lastly, I would not l i k e to l e t this opportunity pass without expressing my 
delegation's sincere gx-atitude and great appreciation for the t r u l y extraordinary 
work done by the distinguished representative of Sv/eden, Ambassador Curt Lidgard, 
i n his capacity as Chairman of the'Working Group on Chemical Weapons. We f e a l 
that i n view'of the obvious progress made, i n v/hich his work was a prominent 
factor, the Committee on Disarmament should no 'longer delay the amendment of the 
Working Group's mandate to meet the requirements of the present sit u a t i o n which, 
i n our view, make i t extremely desirable that the Group should be allowed to 
i n i t i a t e negotiations tov/ards the reaching of an agreement on the content of the 
future convention as soon as the Committee's 1932 session opens. 
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Иг. LIDGAED (Sweden),? As vras agreed at one of our informal meetings l a s t week, 
I s h a l l novr read a statement .which can be said to be the r e s u l t of the negotiations 
which I was asked to undertake'on'the question of the r e v i s i o n of the mandate of 
the Ad-Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. 

During -the spring.part and again at the beginning of the summer part of the 
I98I session Of the Coriimittee on Disarmament, proposals v/ere submitted by certain 
delegations for a r e v i s i o n of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons with a vievr to enabling i t to commence substantive negotiations on a 
multilateral-convention to prohibit chemical v/eapons. Although these proposals 
were strongly supported by a large number of delegations of the Committee, no 
consensus could be reached to revise the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group, 
However, the general view v/as expressed i n the Committee that despite the absence 
of •'agreement on the question of a revised mandate, the Ad Hoc Working Group was 
making substantive progress i n the process of working out the basis for a 
convention on chemical weapons. The consultations held on the subject have led to 
the conclusion'that i n these circumstances the present intensive work of the 
Ad Hoc V/orking Group on Chemical Weapons should be continuous. I t v/as also concluded 
that during the consideration of the report of the Ad Hoc V/orking Group, the 
Committee on Disarmament should decide on how best to ensure that the results of 
t h i s work could make a contribution to the process of negotiating and elaborating, 
as a matter of high p r i o r i t y , a m u l t i l a t e r a l convention on the complete and effective 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on t h e i r destruction. 

The CHAIRM&H; I thank the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
V/eapons for his statement. I am sure that a l l members of the Committee have taken 
due note of i t s contents. 

№ , YÏÏ Peiwen (China) (translated from Chinese); Mr, Chairman, I listened 
to the document read out by Ambassador Lidgard cf Sweden, that i s , the document on, 
the linderstanding regarding the mandate of the Ad Hoc V/orking Group on Chemical 
Weapons. The Chinese delegation agrees fco this document i n p r i n c i p l e , but I would 
l i k e to state two points. F i r s t , i f v/e adopt this document by consensus, i t does 
not mean that we w i l l not continue to discuss the question of the mandate of the 
V/orking Group on Chemical V/eapons, Secondly, the document read out by 
Ambassador Lidgard a few minutes ago refers to the scope of the prohibition i n a 
future convention on the prohibition of chemical v/eapons. I t includes the 
prohibition of their.development, production and stockpiling as well as t h e i r 
destruction,, but does not include the prohibition of th e i r use. The Chinese 
delega,tion consider-^ ' t^^^.t в^-^пс the prohibition of their use lias been discussed and 
negotiated i n plenary meetings as well as i n the subsidiary body, the Working Group 
on Chemical Vi/eapons, and i n fact working papers have been submitted on the subject, 
we should continue to include this aspect i n future discussions i n the plenary 
meetings and the Working Group. The fact that the views of the various sides are 
not yet i n complete agreement shows that i t i s a l l the more necessary to discuss 
and negotiate on this question — the prohibition of the use of chemical vreapons. 
The representative of Indonesia and other representatives have also made 
important statements on this question just a while ago. We express our thanks to 
them. 
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The CH&IRMHi I am sure that members of the Committee have taken note of the 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n s made by the distinguished Ambassador of China, and of thé position 
held by his delegation i n the context of the- statement, made by, the Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group, 

Mr, BRAMOVIC (Yugoslavia); I-ir. Chairman, I v/buld l i k e , on behalf of my 
delegation, to thank the distinguished representative of Sweden as the Chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, for his t i r e l e s s efforts to achieve 
the statement he has just read out now, I have to say that may delegation accepts 
such a text i n the s p i r i t of compromise i n the Committee.and as the only possible 
consensus paper,' At the same time, I would l i k e to take this opportunity to express 
my delegation's d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n that уте were not i n a position, during either part 
of the Committee's session, to establish a new mandate for the Ad Hoc Working Group, 
on Chemical Weapons, which vrould allow the V/orking.Group to .continue the 
substantive negotiations on the text of a treaty on chemical weapons. I vrould 
further l i k e to say that may delegation does not consider this statement as any kind 
of substitute for whatever we have to do i n the very near future, to exert our 
efforts i n order to change the mandate of the V/orking-Group on Chemical Weapons. 
V/e have a feel i n g , as we have stated several times, that the V/orking Group has 
reached the stage where the mandate has to be changed and negotiations in the 
Committee begin on the treaty i t s e l f . At the same time, I express the hope that 
we s h a l l be able, at the beginning of our next session, hopefully sometime i n 
January or at the beginning of February, to establish a new mandate and to proceed 
accordingly. 

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish); Mr. Chairman, my 
delegation would simply l i k e to make clear i t s understanding of the statement read 
out by the representative of Sweden i n his capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical V/eapons. My delegation sees that statement as one made 
by him i n his capacity as Chairman of that Group, as being connected váth the 
method of working of the Group and as the r e s u l t of lengthy consultations and 
negotiations between the Chairman of the Group and various members of the Committee. 
This i s the understanding of my delegation, and vre therefore consider i t as a 
statement by the Chairman of the Group and not as a decision by t h i s Committee — 
simply a statement by the Chairman of the V/orking Group. This does not mean that 
my delegation has any objection to that statement but we would l i k e to point out 
that, l i k e others, we believe that the use of chemical weapons should be prohibited, 
and I would also l i k e to pay tribute to the patient efforts made by 
Ambassador Lidgard i n order to reach this modest vrording that he read out to us 
today. As I have said to him more than once, I believe that he could have foimd 
a better use for his valuable time than to spend i t on the drafting of this modest 
statement which, i n our view, i n no way meets the wishes of a large group of 
countries which were anxious that the Ad Hoc Working Group should receive a new 
mandate. 
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Mr. DE SOUZA E SILVA ( B r a z i l ) ; Mr. Chairman, I also should l i k e ÍQ,t.h%flk 
Ambassador Lidgard very much for his t i r e l e s s efforts to reach an agreement and a 
compromise concerning the revision of the mandate of the V/orking Group on Chemical 
V/eapons. I t i s also the understanding of my delegation that no action i s required, 
by the Committee concerning the statement read to us. In any case, i f we have to 
make further comments on that paper, I think i t would be useful i f that document 
were distributed to members of the Committee to f a c i l i t a t e our making'any"comments 
we might have on i t . 

The CHAIHMAN; I understand that i f the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Viorking Group 
gives his statement to the Secretariat, i t w i l l be circulated. Since there are no 
other speakers for today, I would only announce that the next plenary meeting of 
the Committee en-Disarmament w i l l be held on Thursday, 30 July, at 10.30 a.m. 
This meeting stands adjourned. 

The meeting rose, at 12.15 p.m. 
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The CH/iIRMA.H'; The Committee continues today i t s consideration of item 3 of 
i t s agenda, "Effective international arrcngements to assure non-nuclear-v/eapon 
States against the use or threat of use of'nuclear weapons". Of course, members 
wishing to make statements on any other subject are at l i b e r t y to do so, i n 
accordance v;ith rule 30 of our rules of procedure. 

Mr. YÏÏ Feiv/en (China) (translated from Chinese); îîr. Chairman, today, I wish 
to make a general statement on some of the important questions under discussion and 
negotiation during the summer session- of the Committee on Disarmament. 

At the outset, allow me to cong~ratulate Your Excellency sincerely on your 
assumption of the chairmanship of -our- Committee f o r the month of July. The tasks 
before us are arduous and complicated. In the period of nearly one month, you have 
made a valuable contribution to the work of the Committee on Disarmament. I am 
especially pleased that the relations betv/een the great country, India,, that you 
represent and my country, the People's Republic of China, have undergone.a new 
development. I am confident that the strengthening of f r i e n d l y relations betv/een 
our two countries w i l l be of positive significance to the maintenance of world peace. 

At the same time, I also v/ish to a v a i l myself of this opportunity to express 
our thanks to yo'ur predecessor. Ambassador. Komives, the representative of Hungary, 
for the achievements made under his chairmanship during the month of "June. ' Г v/ould 
also l i k e to extend our welcome to Mr". J a l a l i , the Ambassador of Iran, and 
I'Ir. Rodriguez Navarro, the. Ambassador of "Venezuela, c-n- their p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament. 

During the current session of the Committee on Disarmament, the Chinese 
delegation has already stated i t s views on some of the items at the Committee's 
plenary meetings and, i n pa r t i c u l a r , at' the meetings of the working groups. ÎTow I 
only wish to make some b r i e f commen-ts op some of the items under consideration and 
negotiation. 

Disarmament i s a matter of great importance to v/orld peace and the security-of .. 
a l l countries. The evolution of the world, s i t u a t i o n , both regional and global, w i l l 
certairdy influence the progress of disarmament negotiations. I t i s inconceivable 
that substantive progress could be made i n the disarmament negotiations at a time 
when the v/orld si t u a t i o n i s marked by turmoil and tension and when the security. of. 
States and v/orld peace are not adequately ensured. Any acts of foreign aggression, 
occupation or intervention occurring i n any country or any region, such as those 
presently seen i n Kampuchea, Afghanistan arid the I'addle East, inevitably bring 
consequences inimical to the disarmament negotiations. However, some people are 
reluctant to l i n k the disarmament negotiations v/ith the gra-ve problems emerging i n 
the international s i t u a t i o n . They even accusingly term-such a linkage as- a deviation 
from the disarmament negotiations and a" hindrance to the business-like practice i n 
the Committee on Disarmament. ¥e f i n d t h i s hard to understand. 
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V/e are of the view that disarmament negotia-tions should not be conducted i n an 
"ivory tower",' fa r from r e a l i t i e s . Such a practice i s bound to lead them astray and 
w i l l be c r i t i c i z e d by the international community. Consequently, i n discussing and 
negotiating disarmament issues, we must pay attention to their linkage v/ith the 
r e a l i t i e s of the international situation and with the present state of armaments. 
Only thus "v / i l l the Committee on Disarmament be able to make substantive progress i n 
i t s work. At the same-time, we must also pay attention to the voice of the peoples' 
of the world ca,lling urgently for disarmament, as this i s a positive factor promoting 
the cause of disarmament. 

Both nuclear disarmament and the cessation of nuclear testing are p r i o r i t y items 
on the agenda of each session of the Coinmittee,on Disarmament. The numerous small 
and medium-sized countries urgently demand the consideration of these two issues 
because they f i n d that the nuclear arms race between the Superpov/ers and their 
nuclear arms expansion have created a serious danger of nuclear war. 

The Chinese Government i s resolutely opposed to the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear war. I t has consistently stood for the complete prohibition and t o t a l 
destruction of nuclear weapons and demanded that the two Superpoivcrr- be the f i r s t 
to substantially reduce thei r nuclear armaments. As early as the beginning of the 
1960s, the Chinese Government put forward s p e c i f i c proposals on nuclear disarmament, 
including the prohibition of nuclear testing and of the production and use of 
nuclear weapons, and the reduction and destruction of nuclear weapons. These are 
interrelated measures. To stress a certain measure alone, such as the banning of 
nuclear testing, can i n no way halt the Superpowers i n - t h e i r nucleax arms expansion, 
and s t i l l less can i t reduce their nuclear arsenals. So hov/ can one talk about the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race or about lessening the danger of nuclear war? 

The prohibition of nuclear tests and nuclear disarmament are connected with 
each other. The prohibition of nuclear tests by i t s e l f cannot bring about nuclear 
disarmament. I t can be conducive to the lessening and elimination of the nuclear 
threat only when i t i s combined with various other measures of nuclear disarmaaent. 

The numerous small and medium-sized countries demand that the two Superpovers 
take the lead i n reducing armaments. For i n terms of both nuclear and conventional 
armaments, they have far surpassed any other country i n the world. They should not 
advocate universal disarmament while t o t a l l y disregarding the present state of 
armaments. In fact, t h e i r armaments have far exceeded thei r defence needs and thus 
have become tools of aggression and e^cpansion, and tools i n their r i v a l r y for 
hegemony. But the armaments of the numerous small and mediumr-sized countries are 
the necessary means for defending the i r independence and security against foreign 
aggression,- In' order to prevent a world v/ar, i t i s necessary to c a l l on the two' 
Superpov/ers to be the f i r s t to reduce d r a s t i c a l l y t h e i r armaments i n a balanced way. 
Only after progress has been made in this regard, w i l l i t then be possible for the 
other nuclear-weapon States and m i l i t a r i l y s i g n i f i c a n t States to j o i n them i n a 
further reduction of armaments according to r a t i o n a l procedures'and r a t i o s . As for 
the peace-loving small and medium-sized countries, their defence c a p a b i l i t i e s are 
usually inadequate and therefore they should not be the target countries of 
disarmament. 
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I t i s the strong demand of the numerous non-nuclear-weapon States, that.security • 
assurances he given.to them hy the nuclear-weapon States. This i s f u l l y ' l e g i t i m a t e 
and necessary. As for the question of negative security assurances now und.er 
discussion i n the Committee and i n the Working C-roup concerned, the nuclear-weapon 
States should undertake binding obligations to provide guarantees to the.non-
nuclear-weapon States, and they should i n no vray make, unreasonable demands of any 
kind to the non-nuclear-v/eapon States. This should be a fundamental p r i n c i p l e to 
be follov/ed by the nuclear-v/eapon States on this question.' To do otherwise would 
make i t d i f f i c u l t to achieve substantive progress i n our discussions and negotiations. 

The Committee on Disarmament attaches great importance to the elaboration of the 
"comprehensive programme of disarmament", i n preparation for the second special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament to be held i n 1982. To t h i s 
end, the Committee and the Ad Hoc Working Group on a CPD have, conducted discussions 
and negotiations over a f a i r l y long period. Certain progress has so far been 
achieved i n negotiations on some substantive questions, such a,s ,the pri n c i p l e s and 
measures, the time-limits and stages of disarmament. However, as' the contents to 
be included i n the CPD are rather extensive and complicated, further efforts are 
needed before we can r e a l i z e the aim we anticipated. 

We are confronted with numerous problems i n the f i e l d .of disarmament. The 
representatives of various groups and countries have already submitted quite a. 
number of documents of a p a r t i a l or comprehensive nature r e l a t i n g to the CPD i n the 
Committee and the Working Group. Such being the case, i t i s necessary to define tbe 
relations between various questions and to i d e n t i f y p r i o r i t i e s . In addition, we 
f e e l that i t might be desirable to 'concentrate our efforts f i r s t on working out 
disarmament measures to be included i n the f i r s t stage of the CPD and then to proceed 
to the consideration of other stages. The former should be r e l a t i v e l y s p e c i f i c 
while the l a t t e r only c a l l s for an indicative outline. 

Up to now, various groups and countries have put forv/ard the i r respective 
v/orking 'papers on the CPD. This i s helpful i n the drafting of the programme, 
&nd i t can be expected that some more papers v / i l l be submitted. In order to f a c i l i t a t e 
the consideration of the elements of the programme being drafted, v/e think i t may be 
necessary for the Secretariat to compile a paper incorporating the proposals of the 
various groups and countries and to diotri-bute i t to the delegations as a basis for . 
discussions and negotiations. This v / i l l , v/e believe, f a c i l i t a t e our future 
discussions o.nd negotiaticns and accelerate the progress cf our work. 

The task of disarmament must include the tv/o aspects of conventional and nuclear 
disarmament. The Superpowers regard their conventional and nuclear armaments as 
inseparable parts of their m i l i t a r y strength. Nuclear weapons are the i r major 
deterrents and means of blackmail, while conventional weapons are t h e i r tools 
frequently used for aggression. Therefore, v/hile emphasizing nuclear disarmament, 
we cannot.overlook conventional disarmament. Conventional and nuclear disarmament 
should be carried' out i n conjunction. This i s necessary for world peace and the 
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security of the numerous small and medium-sized countries. Attaching importance to 
conventional disarmament i n no way means ignoring the importance of nuclear 
disarmament, nor does i t implyunderestimsting the destructive povrer of nuclear war. 
Even less v/ould i t affect the p r i o r i t y status of nuclear disarma^ment. V/hether or not 
the Superpovers agree to carry out nuclear and conventional disarmament i s the rea l 
test of their good f a i t h i n promoting disarmament. The Committee on Disarmament 
has a l l along concerned i t s e l f v/ith the discussion of the issue of nuclear 
d.isarmament, but has not discussed the issue of conventional disarmament. This year, 
at i t s session i n I'lay, the United Nations Disarmament Commission considered the quèstic 
of conventional disarmament. The Chinese delegation hopes that the Committee on 
Disarmament w i l l also i n the future do likev/ise, for t h i s w i l l be beneficial to the 
cause of disarmament as a whole. 

Lastly, I turn to the questions of the organization of the work and the 
efficiency of the Committee on Disarmament. On these questions, the representatives 
of various countries have engaged i n f a i r l y lengthy discussions at informal 
meetings — a, fact v/hich demonstrates the general concern for these matters. During 
the discussions, they submitted various proposals regarding future progress i n the 
work of the Committee. Quite a fev/ of these proposals are constructive and acceptable 
to us, and v/e w i l l also consider the other proposals. 

The Committee on Disarmament has f a i l e d to malee marked progress i n i t s work. V/e 
believe that the сгш: of the matter l i e s i n the lack of sincere readiness for 
disarmament, and i n the discrepancy between v/ords and deeds. This has hindered 
progress i n the negotiation of some of the disarmament items. 

Some delegates treat the negotiating organs of the Committee and i t s working 
groups as forums for propaganda. They constantly quote from a l l kinds of speeches, 
declarations and documents, taking up a great deal of the Committee's time to no 
a v a i l . I f this situation can be changed, the efficiency of the Committee v/ould be 
enhanced. I t i s clear that the f a i l u r e to make the hoped-for progress i n our 
disarmament negotiations i s not primarily due to the lack of time. Of course, we 
can also go along v/ith the idea that we allocate more time to our v/ork i f the 
developments of the negotiations so require. 

I t seems to us that the question of the composition of the membership of the 
Committee on Disarmament i s either one of maintaining the status quo or of allowing 
an appropriate increase, and not one of reducing the number of members. V/e have no 
d i f f i c u l t y i n this regard and are ready to accept a consensus. 

With regard to the question of pa r t i c i p a t i o n by non-member States i n the 
Committee's a c t i v i t i e s , the Chinese delegation i s of the view that a l l Members of 
the United Nations and i t s specialized agencies have the right to participate i n some 
of the CD's a c t i v i t i e s , provided that such p a r t i c i p a t i o n does not run counter to the 
United Nations Charter or the rules and regulations of the specialized agencies 
concerned. No State or group of States should, for p o l i t i c a l or other reasons, 
discriminate against any non-member State or deprive i t of i t s legitimate r i g h t s , 
for this would be contrary to the purposes of the cause of disarmament. 
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The CIIAIRfiillj; I thank Ambassador Yu Peiwen for.his statement snd for the kind 
irords he addressed to the Chair. 

Mr. EL REEDY (Egypt) (translated from Arabic); Mr. Chairman, in approaching 
today the question of negative security guarantees, I wish tc begin by r e i t e r a t i n g 
the obvious.fact,that neither the nuclear-weapon States nor the non-nuclear-vreapon 
States can f e e l t r u l y secure as long a.s the present ominous and escalating nuclear 
arms race continues unaba,ted and as long as there i s no agreement prohibiting the use 
of nuclear wèa,pons — v/eapons v/hose use v/ould be an affront to the v/hole human 
c i v i l i z a t i o n and a threat to human su r v i v a l . Our subject today i s c l e a r l y linked 
to t h i s question. 

¥hen the international community decided to establish a régime to stop the 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear weapons, the question arose of the need to assure the 
non-nuclear-v/eapon States against the possible use of nuclear v/eapons by the nuclear 
Powers. .The c r u c i a l factor in th i s régime i s the undertalcing by the vast majority of 
non-nuclear-v/eapon States to forgo the nuclear option and to agree to place t h e i r 
f a c i l i t i e s for the pea-ceful uses of nuclear energy under an international system of 
safeguards and inspection. I t v/as therefore only natural that these States would 
demand i n turn tha.t the nuclear-weapon States undertake not to use such weapons 
against them. This demand v/as recognized from the beginning as reasonable, just 
and legitimate. 

The fi v e nuclear v/eapon States responded to t h i s demand in the declarations they 
made during and after the tenth special session of the General Assembly. These 
declarations which v/ere made i n d i v i d u a l l y by the nuclear-weapon States v/ere not the 
subject of p r i o r negotiations undertaken v/ith the non-nuclear-v/eapon States with 
regard to thei r contents. ¥e welcomed these declarations as a positive step along 
the road of assuring the non-nuclear v/eapon States. Hovréver, along with other •• 
non-nuclear-v/eapon ..States, v/e have been av/are of the fact that these declarations f a i l 
to provide a f u l l assurance. The non-nuclear-v/eapon States, having given a complete 
and i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y v e r i f i a b l e undertaking to forgo the nuclear option, are certainly 
e n t i t l e d to a, f u l l assurance that these v/eapons v / i l l not be used against them. 
On the other hand, these declarations, with the exception of the Chinese declaration 
which more closely meets the requirements, contain provisions which allow an escape 
from the assurance either through reserving- to the nuclear-weapon States the pov/er 
to interpret the conditions in which the assurance would not be applicable, or by 
merely declaring the intention to negotiate to give assurance to groups of Sta.tes 
establishing nuclear-v.-eapon-free zones, a matter v/hich i s beyond the power of an 
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individual non-nuclear-v/eapon State. In general, i t became clear that these 
declarations v/hich vary i n the i r nature and in t h e i r scope and d i f f e r on the conditions 
of the i r coming into operation, do not i n the i r t o t a l i t y provide a s u f f i c i e n t assurance 
to the non-nuclear-v/eapon States, aside from the ajnbiguity of t h e i r binding le g a l 
nature. 

Consequently, i t became obvious that more effective assurances are needed, that 
i s to say, assurances v/hich would be of a l e g a l l y binding character, and whose 
operation would be based c l e a r l y on objective c r i t e r i a . I t v/as v/ith this i n mind 
that the General Assembly requested our Committee to negotiate with a view to reaching 
agreement on effootive international arráigements to assure non-nuclear-v/eapon States 
against the. use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Ad Hoc Working Group on 
this question was established, and I take this opportunity to express to i t s current 
Chairman, Minister imtonio Ciarrapico of the I t a l i a n delegation our appreciation of 
his persistent and excellent e f f o r t s , and v/e also wish to thank the Chairman and 
a l l delegations v/ho have contributed to the Group's work through the submission of 
working drafts and papers. 

But v/e cannot f a i l to notice that the debate on t h i s question has talcen a turn 
away from i t s o r i g i n a l objective, that i s , to assure the попт-nuclear-v/eapon Stales 
against the use of nuclear v/eapons by the nuclear-weapon States. Instead of 
maintaining this as the goal of our.endeavours, a great deal of e f f o r t has been 
spent on matters such as those related to the m i l i t a r y and strategic doctrines 
espoused by the big Pov/ers. 

The underlying cause for t h i s , in our view, i s the reluctance of most of the 
nuclear-weapon -Stales to engage themselves in a. commitment on the non-use of nuclear 
weapons against the non-nuclear-v/eapon States. A readiness to undertake such a 
commitment i s obviously required i f we are to have real progress on the road to the 
provision of assurances for non-nuclear-v/eapon States. The fundamental, question 
i s not in what legal form or instrument the assurance should be given, but rather the 
existence of the p o l i t i c a l v / i l l on the' pa,rt of the nuclear Pov/ers to conmiit 
themselves, i n d i v i d u a l l y or c o l l e c t i v e l y , to giving the mambiguous and clear-cut 
assurance to v/hich I ha,ve just referred. We'v/ould not attempt to simplify the 
question. We Icnov/ that i t i s complex. But v/e believe tha.t an approach involving . 
m i l i t a r y doctrines, pov/er p o l i t i c s and big-Power strategies v/ould not help in reaching 
a solution either. On the contrary, such an approach may further complicate the 
problem. 

We proceed from the b e l i e f that there i s a supreme interest recognized by a l l 
with regard to the absolute necessity of preventing the p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear 
weapons. In our viev/, the non-nuclear-v/eapon States, the majority of vrhich have 
engaged themselves in l e g a l l y binding coiiunitments not to acquire nuclear v/eapons, and 
have agreed to place the i r peaceful nuclear f a c i l i t i e s under the international 
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system of safeguards and verifica/cion, snd the majority of which also belonr; to tho 
non-aligned movement, ha,ve already done thei r share in the cause of non-prolifera.tion. 
The onus i s novr on the nuclear-weapon States, vrhich have chosen to pursue horisontal 
non-proliferation vrhile maintaining and even increasing their arsenals of nuclear 
vreapons. I t i s only rea.sonahle and l o g i c a l to demand from them an undertalcing not • 
to use such vreapons against the non-nuclear-vreapon States. 

We therefore appeal once again to the nuclear-vreapon States to respond p o s i t i v e l y 
to t h i s just demand, and to demonstrate thei r readiness to provide the non-nuclear-
weapon States vrith the required guarantees, which should be e f f e c t i v e . This vrould 
undoubtedly contribute to the creation of an atmosphere of confidence and s t a b i l i t y 
i n the, relations betvreen the nuclear-vreapon States on the one hand and the non-nuclear-
weapon States on the other. I t would also be a great contribution to the e f f o r t s 
exerted to prevent the p r o l i f e r a t i o n of nuclear weapons. 

The CHAIRMâH; I thank Amjiassador E l Reedy for his statement and for the kind 
words he addressed to the Chair. 

Mr. ЕЕШ (Ketherlands): My delegation has already paid i t s compliments to you, 
Mr. Chairman, but t h i s being the l a s t day of your chairmanship I do not vrish to liiiss 
the opportunity of thanking you for the manner i n which you have presided over us 
during the current month. 

Today I vrish to malce a statement of a somewhat technical nature, as a follovr-up 
to my statement of 14 A p r i l 1981, concerning negative security assurances. I iiitend 
to comment on and — I hope — c l a r i f y certain aspects of the common formula which 
we suggested at the end of that statement and which since then has been circula-ted 
as document CD/SA/CRP.6. In my, comments, today, I s h a l l also take into account 
some, i f not a l l , of the remarks that have been made since then by various delegations 
in our discussions on negative security assurances. For the sake of convenience 
allow me f i r s t ' to road out once again the suggested formula, vrhich, vre hope, might 
serve as a basis for negotiations betv/een the nuclear-we apon Powers, and which 
eventually might be incorporated in a Security Council resolution as an operaiive 
paragraph. This would read: 

"The Security Council (andthen there vrould of course be a suitable preamble) 

Wei como s the solemn undertalcing by the nuclear-vieapon States not to 
use or threaten to use nuclear v/eapons against any non-nuclear-weapon 
State that has committed i t s e l f not to manufacture or receive nuclear 
vreapons (or other nuclear explosive devices) or to acquire control over 
them, provided that that State does not undertake, or partake i n , an attack 
upon (the territory'- or the armed forces of) a nuclear-vreapon State or i t s 
a l l i e s vrith the support of another nuclear-weapon State." 



CD/PV.142 
13 

(Mr. Pe i n , Netherlands) 

Before commenting in d e t a i l on the several component parts of th i s formula I wish 
to make a few preliminary and general observations, which might be helpful i n 
c l a r i f y i n g the nature of our proposal, th^s f a c i l i t a t i n g th^ understanding of the 
meaning of these component parts. 

F i r s t of a l l the question has been raised — and with j u s t i i c a t i o n , I should 
say — whether and, i f so, to viha.t extent, this Committee, the Committee on Disarmament 
should involve i t s e l f in,the designing of a Security Council resolution. The ansvrer 
i s , of course, that our competence in th i s i s l i m i t e d . There are l i m i t s to hovr f a r 
we can go. 

But neither should the Committee on Disarmament miss an opportunity — i f not an 
obligation — that i s c l e a r l y presented to us. I t i s true — y e a l l realize this — 
that i n the onci i t - i s the five nuclear-weapon States, Permanent Members of the 
Security Council, vrhich are a l l represented here, that must agree amongst themselves 
on a "сопшюп formula", because the. formula i s "coiiiraon" betv/een then. But i t i s also 
true that the common formula i s .obviously of no less interest to non-nuclear-vreapon 
States, and i f they wish to have a say in the matter, then i t i s also evident that the 
Committee on Bisarraaraent i s a proper setting for the discussions and negotiations on 
the common formula. 

A second remark of a general nature that I wish to make i s that the common 
formula that vre ha,ve suggested as an example, or perhaps even as a basis for discussion 
does not pretend in any way to represent l e g a l l y precise treaty language. This should 
be understood because otherwise vre shall.-be talking at cross-purposes. 
A Security Council common formula i s nothing more but also nothing less than an 
expression of p o l i t i c a l intentions enhanced by i t s setting in a Security Council 
resolution which in i t s e l f i s an authoritative international instrument. 

I f , on the other hand, i t vrere possible to agree on actual treaty language, 
then we, too, the Netherlands., v/ould argue in favour of the convention format as our 
immediate goal,, instead of the Security C'^uncil format which vre regard — that i s , 
the Security Council resolution forma,t — as an important stepping-stone leading 
possibly l a t e r on to a convention and ultimately, hopefully, to a t o t a l dismantling of 
the nuclear option. 

So we do not think i t i s possible., at t h i s "stage of the a f f a i r , to design an 
assurance formula in precise, legal treaty language that would be objectively applicab.' 
under a l l imaginable circumstances. That i s in our opinion not r e a l i s t i c , and i t i s 
not p r a c t i c a l foi- us to attempt tp pursue that road at this time in the process of 
our negotiations. 

I should also l i k e to remark in t h i s connection that the common formula, as an 
operative-paragraph of a Security Covmcil resolution, should'not be l i f t e d out of i t s 
context; i t should be read and interpreted vrithin the over-all context of the 
resolution and of the scenario of that p a r t i c u l a r Security Council session as e, whole, 
and that would include as an important .element the national statements delivered' on 
that occasion by a l l concerned, p a r t i c u l a r l y , of course, the nuclear-weapon States 
which are the ones giving the assurance. 

I t i s therefore no doubt true, as i t has been said, that the approach suggested 
by us does allov/, to n certain extent, and given the particular circumstances and 
events, subjective judgements; as I said, i t i s not l e g a l l y precise treaty language 
that we seek. 
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One more f i n a l remark of a generad na.ture, before I comment on tïie component 
parts of the language we propose. A common formula in a Security Council resolution 
can by d e f i n i t i o n only cover the common ground contained in the national stateiaents 
of the nuclear-weapon States. The formula suggested by us does just that: v/o ha,ve 
included in our formula tha.t v/hich v/e found to be common in the national statements; 
nothing less but nothing more either. And I .wish to stress that nothing that i s not 
common can be included in a common formula. In putting together the results of this 
extraction vie have of course formulated i t as f l e x i b l y as possible. After a l l , as' 
I have said more than once in t h i s statement, \/e have attempted to provide tho basis 
for negotiations and not a f i n a l , legal text. 

Allow me now to refer you to the text of the formula we suggested and to c l a r i f y 
the reasons why — after due consideration — we chose to use certain formulations 
rather than others that have been mentioned, and I am revealing no secret i f I t e l l 
you that my authorities spent quite a l o t of time — as a matter of fact more than 
a year ~ i n trying to develop the suggested formula. I t i s not something that v/as 
"cooked up" on the delegation l e v e l overnight and we attach a certain value to the 
choice of the víording that v/e a r e presenting to you. 

The f i r s t tv/o l i n e s of the formula would not seem to cause any d i f f i c u l t i e s : 

"The Security Council, 

Welcomes (alternatives are, of course, possible, such as takes note, or 
acknowledges I we think vrelcomes i s an appropriate word) the solemn imdertaking 
by the nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear v/eapons 
against any non-nuclear-vreapon State.. i . . " 

3o f a r , there a.ppear to be no problems. Then follow the conditions upon which 
bhe assurances depend, which f a l l into two categories, which I mentioned at length i n 
ny statement of 14 A p r i l , and those are the non-nuclear-weapon status, and the 
lon-attack clause. Le-.t us novr look at the wording of those two conditions. 

The f i r s t term that has drawn some coitiment i s the word "committed" ; v/hat do v/e 
aean by that? T//hat i s committed? We intend the word "committed" to mean that there 
îxists Vrith regard to a p a r t i c u l a r State or group of States a c l e a r l y recognizable 
irrangémeht of the non-nuclear-weapon status, prefereably in a treaty arrangement such 
is the NPT, the Tlatelolco Treaty or other such, and with the acceptance of f u l l IAEA 
safeguards or i n any other convincing manner, recognized as such by others, 
lЛlat i s the v/ord committed. 

Then vre- come to the peaceful nuclear explosions text betvreen brackets: 
'(or other nuclear explosive devices)". This part we put betvreen brackets because 
re believe t h i s 'matter-will have to be dealt with i n the national statements, to 
/hich I referred e a r l i e r , on the occasion of the Security Council session. I might 
idd that as far as the Netherlands i s concerned, there i s no difference betv/een nuclear 
reapons and iieaceful nuclear explosions: a. State that -.develops and uses peaceful 
luclear explosions i s , as f a r as we are concerned, a nuclear-weapon State de facto.-
fe would thus, for example, consider a CTB that permits non-nuclear-weapon States to 
;arry out peaceful .nuclear explosions undesirable. • -
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We next come to the vrord "provided" vrhich has e l i c i t e d some comments. ,. I must 
confess that vre have some d i f f i c u l t y ixi understanding vrhat i s the supposed"ra/cióhale 
of perceiving a difference betvreen "provided something i s not done" and "except 
something i s done". We have d i f f i c u l t y in understanding that. 

'The next cor^iponent of the formula tha.t might require some comment are the vrords 
"undertake, or partaJce i n , an attack". The difference here i s that i n the f i r s t câ se 
vre are referrinr; to attack ( l s h a l l deal vrith that vrord separately in a moment) on a 
country's ovm i n i t i a t i v e , vrhile in the second case i t vrould be an attack at the 
i n i t i a t i v e of a thi r d pavrty. Both p o s s i b i l i t i e s are' v a l i d and d i s t i n c t and should 
therefore be mentioned e x p l i c i t l y . 

In t h i s connection the use of the term "attack" rather than, e.g., "aggression" 
i s relevant. We have preferred the terra "attack" because in the context of the 
subject matter, negative security assurances, i t conveys more cl e a r l y the rea l sense 
of the undertaking of the m i l i t a r y operation. An attack could also include a mil i t a r y 
operation "by means of conventional vra-rfare". But the disengaging clause, freeing 
the nuclea.r-vreapon Povrers frora the negative assurance, can only become v a l i d i f the 
attack i s supported by a nuclea,r-vreapon State. But I should add that the question 
vrhether even in those circumstances tho disengaging' clause can be invoked v r i l l depend 
on circumstances; i t vrould not be autom.atic. 

In choosing t h i s language vre vrere inspired by the "comraon ground" which vre 
attempted to identify, in our statement of 1 4 A p r i l and p a r t i c u l a r l y the exi s t i n g 
assurances given so far by certain nuclear-wea.pon States. . I .need not novr repeat 
once again that analysis. 

As to the term "aggression" as defined i n Ge.neral Assembly resolution 5 5 1 4 (XXIX), 
we are not inclined to advise the use of that term in this, context because i t i s much 
vaguer than "e.ttack", vrhich in i t s e l f i s of course the most evident form of aggression. 
Vfe therefore prefer simply: "attack", .and we see no need to embroider on i t . 
In any case, in the Security Council scenario which we have suggested, such matters 
as an interpretation of the meaning of the terms "attack" and "support" 'courd be 
dealt with in. the national statements accompanying the adoption of the resolution. 

A question could be raised concerning the meaning of the viords "or i t s a l l i e s " . 
Our answer i s that in vievr of the undeniable existence of al l i a n c e s , this addition i s 
no more than l o g i c a l , pa.rticularly since the formula deals vrith attacks "vrith the 
support of nuclear-vreapon States". 

I have now dealt vrith a l l those elements of the common formula, proposed by us as 
a basis for negotiation that, as .far as I can see, might at this stage require some 
detailed explanations. I f I ha,ve not commented on certain other elements that have 
been .mentioned in the course, of our discussi*ons, i t i s because they do not and can.not 
form part of the proposed comraon formula; and the reason for that i s that they simply 
are not comraon to a l l the ex i s t i n g formulais. 

Nevertheless, l e t me say one more vrord about a matter which I already discussed 
at some le.ngth in ray statement of 1 4 A p r i l . I f a nuclear attack vrere launched from 
the t e r r i t o r y of a non-nuclear-v^reapon State, then that State vrould deprive i t s e l f of 
the assurances given by the other nuclear-vreapon States. For i t i s evident that 
such, a non-nuclear weapon State vroiild be "partaking in an attack"^ 
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addressed to the Chaár. 

Шг. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, today I wish to speaic on item 5 of our 
agenda, which i s "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-vreapon 
States.against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons", being the subject of our 
discussion i n plenary t h i s vreek. 

I hardly need.reiterate thc<,t my country-', v/hich i s a party to the 
non-proliferation Treaty, attaches pa r t i c u l a r importance to t h i s question. As a 
non-nuclear-weapon State situated at one of the crossroads of Europe'— a continent 
unfortvuiately over-loaded vrith nuclear, vrea-pons — the People's Republic of Bulgaria 
na t u r a l l y i s deeply interested in safeguarding i t s national security, as vrell as that 
of other non-nucleax'-v-reapon States, against the possible use or threat of use, of 
nuclear weapons. Together vrith the other s o c i a l i s t countries my Government i s 
anxious to contribute to bringing about the conditions,when a l l nuclear-vreapon States 
viould provide effective and hopefully uniform security guarantees tha-t vrould meet the 
legitimate expectations of the non-nuclear-vreapon Sta.tes vrhich are not in a position 
to .become sources of nuclear threat. 

Ve believe that in the current state of tense international relations the urgent 
need to arrive a-t a vridely a-cceptable solution of that problem virithout further delay 
has become even more, acute. The distinguished head of the delegation of Nigeria, 
Araba-ssador A d e n i j i , i n h i s statement on 19 March, r i g h t l y drevr our attention to 
resolution 55/46 e n t i t l e d , "Beclaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade", 
in which the General Assembly agreed by consensus that: 

" A l l e f f o r t s should be exerted, therefore, by the Committee on Disarmament 
urgently to negotiate with a vievr to'reaching agreement, .and to submit agreed 
texts vrhere possible before the second special session devoted to disarma/aent ons 

(d) E f f e c t i v e international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threa.t of use of nuclear vreapons ... ". 

I t i s our hope' that by the time of the second speciad' session next year the 
Committee on Disarmament v r i l l be able to report some meaningful progress in i t s 
negotiations a.imed a.t further strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclear-
weapon States in the most effective and credible forms. 

In my previous statements ii.i plenary on 17 March and '24 A p r i l I had the. 
opportunity to set out the general approach of the delegation of Bulgaria, to the 
subject of security guarantees, so today I need not go into too much d e t a i l again. 
Instead, I vrish to comment on some aspects of the question as a vrho le i n i t s relation 
to the proceedings of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Security Assurances, which already 
for 'the t h i r d consecutive yea.r i s trying to make i t s way ahead towards a f i n a l 
solution of the intrics,te probleras a r i s i n g in the context of negative security 
guarantees. 

I'4y delegation appreciates the vrork done in the. Ad Hoc Vorking Group, under' the 
able and en'thus l a s t i с chairraanship of Minister Ciarrapico from I t a l y . The Working 
Group embarked this year in a more detailed and precise manner on examining prii'iiarily 
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the substahce of the negative security guarantees. To this end i t has exhaustively 
explored various alternatives of evolving a common approach designed to meet the 
security preoccupations of a l l States concerned-. The extensive discussion held has 
revea.led that almost a l l of the alternatives suggested under stage two of' the 
Chairman's programme of work has some merits which ought to he borne i n mind i n our 
future joint search for a solution acceptable to a l l . 

The proceedings of the Worid.ng Group have reinforced the b e l i e f that the most 
effective and credible assurance that nuclear weapons w i l l never be used against 
non-nuclear-Weapon States,, and indeed against a l l nations, i s nuclear disarmament 
up to the complete elimination of a l l types of nuclear weapons. .'To set into motion 
the process that would ultimately lead to this end, the s o c i a l i s t countries, l i k e 
those from the Group of 21, vigorously advocate an early commencement,.in the Committee 
on Disarmament of negotiations on the complex of issues r e l a t i n g to the cessation of 
the nuclear arms race and to nuclear disarmament. Pending the achievement of this 
goal, a radical solution of the problem of strengthening the secinrity guarantees for 
non-nuclear-weapon States vrould undoubtedly be a complete prohibition of the use of 
nuclear vreapons concurrently v/ith the renunciation of the use of force i n international 
relat i o n s . U n t i l this comes about, hov/ever, categorical guarantees against the vise or 
the threat of use of nuclear v/eapons should be given to a l l States v/hose t e r r i t o r i e s 
cannot become a source of nuclear threat. In that context, the discussion held has 
once again raised the hope that a promising v/ay to achieve progress may be searched 
f o r i n the direction of evolving a comm.on basis on the substance of the subject which 
would be acceptable to a l l . Depending on i t s merits, .such a basis covold serve the • 
pvrrposes of an international instrvmient of a l e g a l l y binding character "or of an 
appropriate interim arrangement v/hich would constitute a step forward to such an 
agreement. The debate i n the V/orking Group has also indicated that commitments by 
mea.ns of conventions or b i l a t e r a l agreements, concluded betv/een nuclear-weapon 
States and participants i n nuclear-v/eapon-free zones or individual States with 
nuclear-weapon-free status, could be extremely useful measvrres i n strengthening 
secvirity guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States. 

In this context, my Government v/elcomes the recent statement made by 
President Brezhnev on that aspect of the question. In his interviev/ before, the 
Finnish newspaper "Suomen Socialidemocraaty'' on 26 Jxme t h i s year, the Soviet President 
expressed the readiness of the Soviet Union to assume the l e g a l l y binding obligation 
of providing security guarantees to the States of Horthern Europe parties to a 
nuclear-v/eapon-free zone i n this region, or i n other words, to those States that 
renovmce the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and the stationing of 
them on their t e r r i t o r i e s . President Brezhnev v/ent on.to say that such a.guarantee 
on the part of the Soviet Union could be extended either, i n the form of a m u l t i l a t e r a l 
agreement, to which his country would be a party, or through b i l a t e r a l agreements with 
each of the States p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n such a zone, I-fy Government considers t h i s 
statement made at the highest p o l i t i c a l l e v e l as an extremely important contribution 
to our joint efforts to find'effective v/ays to strengthen the guarantees for the 
secvirity of' пой-nuclear-'weapon States by a l l possible means, including the form of 
newly created nuclear-weapon-free zones., V/e have been glad to learn that this 
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commendable move Ъу the Soviet Union has also heen widely x/el.coraed i n the States 
d i r e c t l y concerned. I t i s to be hoped, therefore, that a similar course of action 
w i l l soon be followed by a l l other' nuclear-weapon States, which should e n t a i l the 
necessary steps f o r the implementation of the i n i t i a t i v e put forv/ard some time ago 
by Einland. 

Now, turning to the most recent v/ork done i n the Ad Hoc V/orking Group on 
Security Assurances, I would l i k e to note the constructive s p i r i t p r e v a i l i n g i n 
i t s proceedings. Several suggestions have been submitted i n the V/orking Group. 
The delegation, of Bulgaria has also presented a paper (CD/SA/CEP.8) o f f e r i n g comments 
and- r a i s i n g some queries v/ith regard to the formviLations put forward and to the 
direction i n which v/e believe thé V/orkirig Group should hopefully f i n d a v/ider iDasis 
for an agreement. The debate held has c l e a r l y indicated that, i f i t i s to be 
acceptable-to a l l , such an agreement ought to take into due account the legitimate 
security interests of a l l States concerned i n a v/ay v/hich would not negate .the 
value of the basic undertaking of the nuclear-weapon States. In this respect, 
we should l i k e to re i t e r a t e several points which v/e consider as being fundamental 
to the question of security guarantees. 

F i r s t , i t i s essential that the undertaking of the nuclear-weapon States 
shoviLd be formiilated i n a manner that v/ould not condition the guarantees on events 
that could be too susceptible to subjective interpretations. This i s . a point 
that v/e believe should guide us i n analysing the suggestions made on the substance 
of the guarantees, some of which, unfortunately, are once again burdened v/ith 
conditions providing f o r cases of actual withdrawal from the basic non-use 
undertaking. 

One of these suggestions contains a "v/ithdrawal provision" applicable i n 
cases of an attack b y a non-nuclear-weapon State upon a nuclear-weapon State or, 
i t s a l l i e s with the support of another nuclear-v/eapon State. V/ith regard to this 
formulation, v/e share the apprehensions eзфressed by many delegations to the 
effect that i t i s precisely such conditions that may seriously undermine the r e a l 
value of the nega;tive secvrrity guarantees, especially i n times of armed c o n f l i c t s 
v/hen t h e i r unequivocal character v/ould be extremely important. Formulations of 
-that type may, • unfortvmately, give r i s e to interpretations seeking an easy recourse . 
to ;nuclear weapons. The formulation I have s p e c i f i c a l l y referred to provides for. 
withdrawal moves on the part of the nuclear-weapon States i n cases of ordinary . 
armed c o n f l i c t s that by virtue of t h e i r scope, means of warfare employed and 
implications may not be serious enough to j u s t i f y at a l l such a drastic action, 
v/hich would inevitably be considered as preceding use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. 

I should l i k e to point out that by possibly including such a type of v/ithdrawal 
provision i n a s e c v i r i t y guarantee formvila, v/e would be running the r i s k of 
l e g i t i m i z i n g doctrines that do not p a r t i c u l a r l y seek to value the establishment of 
a kind of a threshold between conventional threats, being the only ones within the 
reach of non-nuclear-weapon States, and those that could originate from a nuclear-
weapon State. Vi/e share the view held by many other delegations that the lack of such 
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a threshold would be conducive to increasing the r i s k s of easily extending armed 
con f l i c t s of a c l a s s i c a l type into a devastating nuclear war. % delegation 
believes, therefore, that an approach acceptable to a l l should not leave room for 
diminishing the r e a l value of the security guarantees by including provisions of 
the kind I have referred to. 

It i s clear to us that suggestions aimed at creating an i l l u s i o n of a 
development by only s l i g h t l y changing i n terms of cosmetics some old formulations 
could not be regarded as serious attempts to widen the common ground on the substance 
of security guarantees. 

I do not vrant now to comment i n d e t a i l on another suggestion which-has sought 
to remedy the shortcomings of other formulations by employing the idea of possibly 
suspending the guarantee undertaking only i n cases of an aggression by a nuclear-
v/eapon State. I t seems that there i s some reason i n looking f o r acceptable ways 
of not including i n the non-use undertaking those extraordinary circumstances • 
when recourse to nuclear weapons could be thinkable as an extreme means of 
self-defence against an aggression by another nuclear-weapon State. We remain' 
unconvinced, hovrever, that this should be done by providing f o r a withdrawal 
p o s s i b i l i t y i n the guarantee formulation which i s expected to offer clear-cut 
assvirances against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. I t would to put 
i t mildly, be extremely d i f f i c u l t to reconcile such concepits of the possible use of 
nuclear weapons, as the tviro I have just referred to, v/hich are almost opposite to 
each other. 

And here I come to ovrr second fundamental point. My delegation believes that 
i t would be much more usefvil i f the efforts to evolve an acceptable approach 
concentrate primarily on the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of elaborating a formulation of a 
non-conditional character vrhich would have a substantially lower degree of 
s u b j e c t i v i t y . Such a formulation could c l e a r l y stipulate i n objective terms the 
characteristics of the States which, ov/ing to t h e i r actual nuclear-weapon-free status 
i n a l l i t s aspects, would receive security guarantees against the possible use or 
threat of vise of nuclear weapons. 

An example for such a kind of guarantee i s the formula suggested by the 
s o c i a l i s t countries i n docvmient СВ/25; or the one contained i n a clearer form i n 
the guarantee undertaking assvimed i n 197S by the Soviet Union. This i s a formulation 
that confines i t s e l f to describing the minimal requisites of the States vrhich 
obviously cannot offer the slightest possible nuclear threat to other States and 
do, therefore, f u l l y deserve to be guaranteed i n the most- effective and credible 
way. I t provides for a variety of forms of renovincing the production and acquisition 
of nuclear weapons, v/hich substantially widens the scope of i t s application i n 
comparison vrith the kind of guarantees offered by the United States and the 
United Kingdom. The formulation put forward by the socialist"countries also makes 
sure that the nuclear-weapon States v/ould'not be increasing.the nuclear threat 



CD/PV . 1 4 2 
20 

(Vir. Voutov, Bulgaria) 

against non-nuclear-weapon States bj using the t e r r i t o r y of a State which i s 
guaranteed i n preparing a.possible aggression. In this respect we do not make 
any difference betvreen States which may or may not be i n allia n c e v/ith a nuclear- , 
v/eapon State,- not i n t e r f e r i n g i n this v/ay i n the choice of a non-nuclear-weapon 
State to seek an increased security and co-operation within the fra,mework of an ' 
a l l i a n c e . Last but not l e a s t , our formula does not provide f o r v/hatever conditions 
which, i f present, may seriously question the merits of enjoying a security 
guarantee. 

My t h i r d point relates to one of the basic characteristics of the States to 
be assured which, as v/e fi r m l y believe, i s indispensable i f the guarantees are to 
be of re a l value,. I refer here to the need to secure the absence of a l l nuclear, 
weapons whatsoever from the i t e r r i t o r y of these States. By introducing foreign , 
nuclear .wea,pons on i t s t e r r i t o r y a non-nuclear-weapon State i s obviously, rendering 
a decisive as's.is.tance to a nuclear-v/eapon State i n preparing f o r a p.ossible • 
aggression. Such an aggression, or even the threat of it,..could v/ell be :affe.cting 
the security of other non-nuclear-v/eapon States, which v/ould contradict, the idea 
of strengthening the security guarantees f o r the non-nuclear-weapon States that 
are not i n a position to be sources of a nuclear threat, • A systeiq of guara,ntees 
f a i l i n g to take into account this fundamental point v/ould actually be conducive ' 
to further -increasing the r i s k s a r i s i n g from the t e r r i t o r i a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n of 
nuclear weapons i n the possession of nuclear-vreapon States and v/ould serve i n . 
practice as a way of circumventing the valuable concept of curbing the nuclear 
weapons p r o l i f e r a t i o n . Such guarantees could encourage nuclear-v/eapon States.to 
station on and possibly use nuclear v/eapons pr i m a r i l y from the t e r r i t o r i e s of 
States which enjoy security guarantees, thus avoiding the r i s k s of being countered 
i n kind. I t i s a v/ell-known fact 'that States having nuclear weapons on th e i r 
t e r r i t o r y v/ould, i n times of major armed c o n f l i c t s , have t h e i r c r u c i a l s.hare i n 
a decision to use these v/eapons. In doing so such a State would actually'become an 
accomplice i n a thinkable aggression on the part of a nuclear-weapon. State, .which 
might d i r e c t l y , affect the secvirity of a nvimber of non-nuclear-weapon States. . 

My delegation believes, therefore, that the notion of t e r r i t o r i a l absence of 
nuclear v/eapons should be included among the characteristics of the States to be 
assured i n a solution acceptable to a l l . Since the problem of a r r i v i n g at such 
an agreement has mainly to do v/ith the need f o r further increasing the seciurity of 
non-nuclear-weapon States, .v/e d e f i n i t e l y think that the search f o r a coimnon approach 
should take into due account the fact that the presence, of nuclear-v/eapons on-the 
t e r r i t o r y of only a fev/ non-nuclear-v/eapon States, which do not seem to be 
particviLarly anxious to be assured against the use or threat, of use of nuclear 
weapons, affects the v i t a l and legitimate security interests of a number of other 
non-nuclear-weapon States v/hich are e n t i t l e d to guarantees. . . . 

In t h i s respect, my delegation has been impressed by'a .calculation i l l u s t r a t i n g 
the fact that formulas l i k e the one suggested i n docimîent CD / 2 3 which i s also a.-



CD/PV , 1 4 2 
21 

(Mr. Voutov, Bulgaria) 
security guarantee i n force f o r the Soviet Union, cover more than 1 4 0 - 1 4 5 non-
nuclear-weapon States, while other formulations providing f o r possible "withdrawals 
l i k e that offered by the United States, r e s t r i c t t h e i r application to not more 
than 1 2 0 non-nuclear-weapon States, and even this quite modest scope i s subject 
to suspension conditions. I should also l i k e to mention the importance that many 
countries attach to receiving security assurances irrespective of whether or not 
they belong to one or another p o l i t i c a l system or a l l i a n c e . The pov/erful-voices • 
of quite a number of Governments, as well as of the massive peace movements now 
i n action a l l .over Europe, against the further t e r r i t o r i a l spread of nuclear weaponi 
only confirm and amplify t h i s important aspect of the problem of negative security 
guarantees. ¥e believe that i t vrould be a clear expression of p o l i t i c a l goodwill 
i f a l l nuclear-vreapon States f i n d appropriate ways to widen the scope of their 
respective security assiurances by e x p l i c i t l y employing the concept of not 
introducing nuclear vreapons into the t e r r i t o r i e s of the States to be guaranteed. 

As regards the question of the form of negative security guarantees, we 
consider i t indispensable that the f i n a l aim of ovrr jo i n t efforts should be an 
international instrtunent of a l e g a l l y binding character, l i k e the draft convention 
submitted i n document СВ/23 by the s o c i a l i s t countries. We regard the present 
work done i n the Ad Hoc Working Group on Secvrrity Assvnrances as p r a c t i c a l work 
on a r t i c l e 1 of such a convention, to the idea of vrhich, vre are glad to note, 
there i s s t i l l no objection i n p r i n c i p l e i n the Committee on Bisarmament. The 
s o c i a l i s t covmtries have also expressed t h e i r readiness to consider other p a r a l l e l 
ways of strengthening the security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States, 
including through appropriate interim measirres which would give new impetus to 
the pursuit of the f i n a l objective,, such as the measure suggested by the 
General Assembly i n i t s resolution 5 5 / 1 5 4 » 

In concluding, I wish to underline once again the urgent need for the 
international community and, therefore, f o r the Committee on Disarmament, to f i n d 
ways and-means to arrive at an effective solution of the problem of secvnrity 
guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States. I t seems that there should not be any 
insurmountable d i f f i c u l t i e s to achieve this goal i n the near future •— no reduction 
of arms i s called f o r ; no d i f f i c u l t problems such as the balance of forces or. 
v e r i f i c a t i o n a r i s e ; everybody agrees-in p r i n c i p l e on the need for security 
guarantees; there i s a vridespread support for the conclusion of an international 
convention on the subject. A l l that i s obviously needed i s the p o l i t i c a l w i l l 
of a l l nuclear-weapon States to take the necessary steps. We believe that i t i s 
high time that thJ.s c r u c i a l prerequisite of success i n a l l negotiations should 
ultimately be demonstrated by a l l States concerned, so that the General Assembly 
this year, as vrell as next year at i t s special session devoted to disarmament, 
w i l l be able to note vrith s a t i s f a c t i o n the result acMeved by the Committee on 
Disarmament on the subject of our discussion today. 
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I-îr. RODRIGUEZ HAVAREO (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish); The Venezuelan 
delegation \jishes to niahe a ¡e\i b r i e f conEients on the subject of tho "conprehensive 
programme of disrrmamont". Ue have alrvoady on previous occa,_sions e.:cp_lained i n 
d e t a i l our vievjs about the elaboration -of tlie comprehensive programme and the 
basic elements vdiich should be included, i n i t , as the instrument designed 
e f f e c t i v e l y to promote tho goals of general and complete disarmament i n the 
coming years. 

The reason \;hy ue have decided to mice some additional comments i s precisely 
because we \;ish once more to emphasise the importance we attach to t h i s subject and 
to "the imperative need for us to endeavour to achieve a comprehensive programme 
that w i l l meet the aspirations of the international com.munity i n the matter.of 
disarmament that \;ere b a s i c a l l y embodied, by consensus, i n the F i n a l Document, 

Tho d i f f i c u l t circumstances that are today creating a highly disturbing \;orld 
situation,' only confirm the urgency of the need to give a decisive impetus to the 
e f f o r t s to bring about disarmament, \;hich i s essential i f \/e are to help shape 
more promising prospects for the future of manlcind. The adverse international 
s i t u a t i o n ought rather to prompt us to i n t e n s i f y our e f f o r t s i n this Committee to 
achieve concrete disarmament agreements. To do anything else.would be to f a i l to 
respond to the gravity of the hour i n xihich \;e l i v e , \Jhlch i s the main cause and 
also the consequence of the nuclear arms race. 

Because there is^ a general determination not to give liay to the every-expanding 
armaments race, the General Assembly held i t s f i r s t special session devoted to 
disarmament, and i t x ; i l l shortly hold i t s second. In 1972, the foundation v;as 
l a i d f o r the i n i t i a t i o n of e f f o r t s to achieve disarmament by the most effective and 
promising methods. The F i n a l Document meant, for a l l States, a commitment to act 
i n accordance v;ith the lebter and the s p i r i t of i t s provisions, i n one of which the 
General Assembly entrusted to t h i s Conmiittee- the tash of elaborating a 
comprehensive programme designed to promote and channel negotiations on disarmament. 

The Committee on Disarmament thus has a clear r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to carry out to 
the f u l l the taslc l a i d upon i t by the General Assembly. And we should never 
forget t h i s , f o r v e are faced with a basic challenge, to put i t i n the simplest 
terms. Our task i'-.' obviously not juc,t a natter of agreeing on a s i g n i f i c a n t 
instrument. As important as elaborating that instrument' i s the solemn 
undertalcing to respect the-principles and provisions agreed'on, with the aim of 
our approaching the goals of general and complete disarmament. 

The Group of 21 has made some very constructive proposals with respect to the 
f i r s t phase of the instrument now being negotiated, designed to achieve a 
comprehensive programme, both p r a c t i c a l and substantial, i,;hich should constitute 
an adequate response to the instructions given by the General Assenbly at i t s 
special session. The \;orlcing iiapers presented by the Group of 21 sinply put 
together the essence and the p r i o r i t i e s ox the F i n a l Document, i n clear and 
transparent language corresponding to tho importance of the instrument to be agreed 
upon. The F i n a l Docunent stated categorically that since nuclear \;eaponn pose the 
greatest danger to manlcind and to the surv.lval of c i v i l i z a t i o n i t i s es s e n t i a l , as a 
matter of f i r s t p r i o r i t y , to h a l t and reverse the nuclear arms race i n a l l i t s 
aspects, and i t pointed out i n t h i s connection the special r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of a l l 
the пис1еаг-г;еароп States, and i n p a r t i c u l a r those v;hich possess the nost important 
nuclear arsenals. 
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Consequently, as has been stated i n the course of the discussions, the 
comprehensive programme cannot imply a going hack on anything already embodied i n 
the Fi n a l Document, or i n the relevant report of the Disarmament Commission and the . 
Declaration of the 1900s as the Second Disarmanent Decade.. 

We are avrare that the negotiations on the comprehensive programme have not 
been and w i l l not be easy. But there i s no reason for thinlcing that the obstacles 
and d i f f i c u l t i e s that \ ; i l l c ertainly arise w i l l necessarily be insuperable, • 
provided that there i s , p a r t i c u l a r l y on the part of the great Powers, s u f f i c i e n t 
p o l i t i c a l w i l l or, i f you l i k e , what amounts ess e n t i a l l y to a sincere desire to 
negotiate with the definite intention of securing tangible results. Moreover, the 
Ad Hoc V/orking Group on this subject i s fortunate i n being under the guidance of 
Ambassador Garcia Robles, to v;hom \je would l i k e once more to pay a tribute for his 
sure and t i r e l e s s efforts i n condaicting the negotiations. 

In vie\j of the fact that the comprehensive programme ought to be ready for 
consideration by the General Assembly.at i t s next special session, i t i s l o g i c a l 
and reasonable that the V/orking Group should hold as many meetings as possible from 
now on so that i t may conclude i t s most important task i n time, and that therefore 
i t should start i t s work at the very beginning of 1932., 

The Venezuelan delegation shares the vie\; that the comprehensive programme 
w i l l ' be almost the i^rincipal document to emerge from the second special session of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. V/e say this i n the reply \/hich 
Venezuela \ . ' i l l be sending to the Secretary-General concerning the work of the 
Preparatory Committee, emphasizing i n addition the importance of nuclear 
disarmament measures and of other aspects such as the linlc beti.'een disarmament and 
development and the strengthening of the role of world public opinion i n the 
promotion of disarmament. 

This l a s t point reminds us that the a c t i v i t i e s of the Committee on Disarmament 
are followed \;ith the utmost interest by various international c i r c l e s , which are 
naturally concerned at the senseless nuclear arms race and earnestly hope that, as 
a result p r i n c i p a l l y of the work of this negotiating body, the second special 
session of the General Assembly w i l l i n fact prove to be an occasion on which 
ir r e v e r s i b l e advances are made i n the cause of disarmament. 

The Committee on Disarmament cannot and must not disappoint vrorld public 
opinion. In any event, public opinion i s f u l l y aware of vrhat must be done and 
which countries undoubtedly bear the primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for acting i n a manner 
consonant with these d i f f i c u l t times and f o r clearing the way towards genuine 
progress i n the sphere of disarmament, 

Mr. SÏÏJKA (Poland): Mr, Chairman, today, I would l i k e to dwell upon two items 
of our agenda; the effective international guarantees to assure the non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat.of use of nuclear weapons, which i s inscribed 
on our agenda for this week, and the comprehensive programme of disarmament. 

F i r s t of a l l , l e t me offer some thoughts of my delegation on the most important 
and urgent task of our Gommittee, namely, the elaboration of a comprehens.ive 
programme of disaniaDent. V/e f u l l y share the general opinion that the Ad Hoc . 
Working Group, under the able and s k i l f u l chairmanship of the distinguished 
representative of Mexico, Ambassador.Garcia Robles, i s making considerable progress 
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i n drafting this prograGirae. Sut as the second spocicxl session of the 
General Assembly on disarnament i s approaching very f a s t , we must do our utmost 
to f i n i s h the drafting work i n the shortest possible time. I t j delegation f u l l y 
shares and supports the opinions and. proposa.ls put forward i n this Committee by 
the delegations of the US3IÎ and .Bulgaria, and also by a number of other delegations, 
that we should provide f o r additional neetingo of the Ad Hoc V.'orkin.g Grou.p on the 
СРВ to be devoted to the elaboration of t h i s prograiT¡me. There seem to be 
emerging a convergence of views i n our approach to many aspects of the СРВ. I 
welcome v;armly t h i s development. 

The Ad Hoc V/orking Group has reached consensus on a number of important issues 
to be included i n the СРВ. I would make only one complaint as f a r as consensus i n 
the V/orking Group i s concerned! i t i s , perhaps, too eager to reach consensus on 
putting i n square brackets perfectly good formulations on disarmament measures. 

But, coming back to the main purpose of my intervention, I would l i k e to 
express the opinion of my delegation that the CPD should become one of the main 
means of achieving the f i n a l objective of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control. V/e share the view that the programme has to be 
concrete yet r e a l i s t i c . To meet these requirements i t should take due account of 
the basic development trends i n the world today. The f i r s t special session of the . 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament has s i g n i f i c a n t l y contributed to laying the 
basis f o r an international disarmarjent strategy i n which elaboration of the CPD i s 
an iuiportant element. 

The CPD should centre on the basic goals and requirements of consolidation of 
international peace and security. In our view, the success of the CPD largely 
depends on the r e a l i z a t i o n of p a r t i a l measures leading to general and complete 
disarmament. Their .implementation could proceed by carefully defined stages. 

The Polish delegation believes that the central question of the CPD which 
should focus the main eff o r t s of a l l Governments and nations i s eliminating the 
threat of war, p a r t i c u l a r l y nuclear vjar. This immediate objective could be 
achieved by the eff e c t i v e l i m i t a t i o n , gradual reduction and complete l i q u i d a t i o n 
of a l l types and systems of nuclear v/eapons. A preliminary agreement banning the 
production of such v/eapons should include the following measures: ha l t i n g the 
qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, the cessation of the production of 
fissionable materials for m i l i t a r y purposes, and the gradual reduction of 
stockpiles of nuclear v/eapons and t h e i r means of delivery. The effectiveness of 
such agreements c a l l s f o r a l l nuclear-weapon States and other States with 
s i g n i f i c a n t non-nuclear m i l i t a r y potential to participate i n the negotiations. 
Checking and reversing the nuclear arms race could be f a c i l i t a t e d by the conclusion 
of agreements on a complete and general nuclear test ban, the prohibition of the 
development, manufacture and use of neutron weapons, and the prohibition of the 
development of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction. Poland would 
v/elcome the acceleration of e f f o r t s to reach agreement on arrangements to assure 
non-nuclear-v\;eapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons and 
strongly supports the idea of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones i n different 
parts of the world. 

In the future disarmament programme, further steps should be envisaged to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, i n conformity with the relevant provisions 
of the non-proliferation Treaty. The non-proliferation régime could be strengthened 
by elaborating a convention on the non-introd.uction of nuclear weapons on the 
t e r r i t o r i e s of States which have no such weapons at present. 
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Equally urgent i s the need to speed up the ongoing negotiations concerning 
other v;eapons of mass destruction, and f i r s t of a l l chemical weapons, an issue of 
t r a d i t i o n a l and keen interest to Poland, and to f i n a l i z e the convention prohihiting 
the development, production and use of ra d i o l o g i c a l weapons. 

At the same time, measures should be undertaken i n the f i e l d of conventional 
disarmament. Serious efforts must be made towards the cessation of the 
conventional arms race, and the reduction of conventional weapons and armed forces 
must be considered. 

In the opinion of my delegation, the CPD should also include such measures as 
the renunciation of the use of force i n international relations and confidence-
building measures. We also attach great importance to the interrelationship 
between disarmament and international security and between disarmament and 
development. 

I t i s our firm conviction that the CPD should embody certain rules and 
principles which should be observed i n the disarmament negotiations. These 
include, i n t e r a l i a , the principles of the undiminished security of a l l parties at 
every stage of the disarmament process, the sovereign equality of States and a 
balance of rights and obligations.. 

Above a l l , the CPD must clea r l y and d i s t i n c t l y convey the idea that i n the 
nuclear age there i s no rational alternative to disarmament and the peaceful 
coexistence of States. This programme should also provide for an effective 
psychological infrastructure for preparing societies and individuals for l i f e i n 
peace. 

I am not going to dwell today upon the subject of the Preparation of Societies' 
for L i f e i n Peace, I have referred'to i t on a^number of occasions and my delegation 
put forward as recently as 9 July 1 9 8 1 a working paper, CD/CPD/Í/P,42, f u l l y devoted 
to t h i s idea, I only wish to reiterate that the CPD would not be f u l l y 
comprehensive i f i t lacked such important measure as the elaboration of a broad 
programme.of action aimed at making international public opinion avjare of the 
problems created by the arms race, .including the s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t i e s of Governments 
and international organizations within the United Nations system and non-governmental 
organizations, i n accordance v/ith the pi-inciples and s p i r i t of the United Nations 
Declaration on the Pi-eparation of Societies for L i f e i n Peace. 

There i s another point I would lilce to make before I change the subject of my 
intervention. I t concerns the problem of v e r i f i c a t i o n i n the process of disarmament. 
Sometimes there might appear an impression that there are two schools of thought or 
two different approaches to this problem. After spending nearly three years i n 
t h i s Committee, I am coming to the conclusion that there i s no basic difference of 
approach to t h i s problem and that there i s not a single person i n this h a l l v/ho • -
would not support the idea of v e r i f i c a t i o n . V/hat we .may d i f f e r about are perhaps 
the methods and means of v e r i f i c a t i o n but not. the pr i n c i p l e i t s e l f . 

V/e are of tlie opinion that the disarmament agreements, l i k e any other agreements, 
must be implemented.,, f i r s t of a l l , i n good f a i t h . But. the disarmament .agreements are 
of a special nature; t h e i r implementation involves the v i t a l security interests of 
States and this implementation must be accompanied by adequate measures of' 
v e r i f i c a t i o n . These measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n must be acceptable to .a.11 
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pa r t i c i p a t i n g States in order to create the necessary confidence anci to ensmre 
the i r ohservaMce by a l l parties. The forms and conditions ;f v e r i f i c a t i o n 
provided i n any concrete a-greement depend on the objectives, scope and nature of 
bhat agreement. 

Thus, the various disarmament agreements already concluded d i f f e r considerabl;-' 
i n t h e i r v e r i f i c a t i o n provisions and procedures, from on-site inspections i n the 
Treaty on Antarctica to inspections by "rational technical means" i n the Treaty 
Banning Nuclear V/eapon Tests i n the Atmosphere, i n Outer Space and Under Water. 

In confirmation of what I have said about the s i m i l a r i t y of approach to the 
problems of v e r i f i c a t i o n , I vjould l i k e , v;ith your permission, to quote from the-
working paper introduced by a group of Western countries (document CD/CPÛ/\-i/P'. 3 3 of 
1 7 June I98I) v/hich i n i t s part V, under the heading " V e r i f i c a t i o n " , s-fcates, among 
other things, that "the form and modalities of the v e r i f i c a t i o n to be provided for 
i n s p e c i f i c agreements depend 'upon and shoulci be determined by the purposes, scope 
and nature of the agreement". This i s exactly v/hat the s o c i a l i s t countries have 
been preaching i n this Committee for years. 

I also wish to say a few words on the subject of effective international 
arrangements to assure the non-nuclear v/eapon States against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons, an item v;hich de facto i s inscribed on our agenda for t h i s 
week. 

The delegation of Poland i s one' of many sharing the legitimate concern of 
non-nuclear-weapon States facing the alarming course and dimensions of the nuclear 
arms race. As I have more than once emphasized i n t h i s Committee, my delegation i s 
not alone i n believing that t h i s concern stems from the most profound d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 
with the concept of international securitjr, based, in'the f i r s t place, on the 
precarious balance of fear. • Therefore, the desire of the non-nuclear-weapon States 
to obtain effective assurances i n this respect i s well founded a.nd should focus the 
attention of аИ-nuclear-weapon Powers. In our view, already many times" pronounced 
both i n the Commiitee on Bisarmament and i n the United Nations General Assembly';-' the 
most s'uitable fo'rmula for- effective security assurances i s one that would provide 
for an international convention-type agreement of a j u r i d i c a l l y binding nature, 
-under v/hich the nuclear-vreapon Pov/ers would commit themselves not ' to use nuclear 
weapons or threaten to use them against non-nuclear-weapon States parties to such a 
convention. The l a t t e r , on t h e i r part, would assume a corresponding obligation 
not to produce, acquire or otherwise have such v/eapons on t h e i r t e r r i t o r i e s . 

As the Committee knows only too w e l l , we are for the time being very far from 
such an arrangement. Therefore, the relevant Ad Hoc Working Group, under the able 
chairmanship'of the distinguished representative of I t a l y , embarked on the 
consideration of possible alternatives which h a v e been explored i n the search f o r a 
so-called "common approach"-or a "common formula", possibly to be incorporated i n a 
Security Council resolution. Alternative texts of.the."common formula" have 
generated an active exchange of vie\;s i n the VJorking Group. However, what i s 
rather unfortunate i s the fact that the discussion i n the Working Group i s 'usually 
conducted among the delegations of the non-nuclear-weapon States,'with' the notable 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n them of the Soviet Union delegation. The delegations' of the 
other nuclear-weapon States remain passive during the substantial discussion and 
no doubt viiith t h i s state of a f f a i r s there i s l i t t l e prospect of our achieving 
tangible r e s u l t s . Having said t h i s , I would l i k e none the l e s s , to express the 
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gratitude of my delegation to many delegations, among others to the delegations of 
Bulgaria, the Soviet Union, Pakistan and the Netherlands, as well as to the Chairman 
of the Ah Hoc V/orking Group, for the i r unremitting e f f o r t s i n trying to find a 
common formula f o r the said assurances and. f o r the i r constantly enriching the 
discussion v;ith nev; arguments and proposals. 

At the same time, I would l i k e to recapitulate the position of my delegation i n 
this important phase of the negotiations conducted i n the Working Group: the 
d i f f i c u l t i e s on the road to the negotiated convention-type agreement are manifold 
and diverse. The solution, satisfactory and acceptable to a l l interested parties, 
regardless v/hether v;e concentrate on alternative "D" or any other formulas proposed 
by different delegations, v ; i l l c a l l for f l e x i b i l i t y , a s p i r i t of accommodation and a 
•sustained e f f o r t by a l l the members of tho Committee and i n the f i r s t instance by a l l 
the nuclear-weapon States. V/hile the convention i s not within our immediate reach, 
v;e need to devote our energy and goodw.ill to the elaboration, as an interim 
arrangement, of a Securitjr Council resolution v;hich v;ould thus give a special status 
to i d e n t i c a l declai-ations by i t s f i v e permanent members. 

Mr. MIPCEA MLITA (Romania) (translateci. f^m French): The security 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States i n a v;orld l i v i n g under.the shadov; of a real danger 
of self-destruction as the resul t of a thermonuclear c o n f l i c t i s one of the highest 
p r i o r i t y items on the Committee's agenda. 

This p r i o r i t y i s due to the fact that, despite the efforts nade, the positive 
guarantees granted to certain non-nuclear-wearjon States (Security Council 
resolution 2 5 5 of 1968) function a f t e r a nuclear attack, v;hich i s rather l i k e an 
umbrella opening a f t e r the ra i n . 

For nearly three years, a l l participants i n the Ad Hoc Working Group set up to 
negotiate effective international arrangements to guarantee the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States, whether tliey possess nuclear v/eajjons or not,have been 
able to present t h e i r positions and put forward s p e c i f i c proposals i n this sphere. 
Throughout our discussions, hov;ever, v;e have seen the constant erosion of our common 
objectives. 

The negotiations v;hich v;ere intended, to lead to the adoption of effective 
international arrangements guaranteeing the security of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States have p r a c t i c a l l y abandoned this objective. They are.now being directed, 
especially very recently, tov/ards the adoption of measures of an intermediate kind, 
such as a Security Council resolution. In the negotiation of such measures the role 
of the Committee i s not very clear and i t could be regarded as being merely that of 
g.iving an advisory opinion the conclusions of which may or roay not be taken into 
consideration by another body which w i l l take the f i n a l decision on the actual 
substance of the intermediate measures. 

These negotiations, v/hich.were o r i g i n a l l y aimed at the preservation of the 
security of the non-nuclear-v/eapon States, have, i n the course of our debates, 
turned into a discussion centring on the security of the nuclear-vjeapon States and 
on the i r preoccupations and security perceptions, which, as one might imagine, 
nuclear v;eapons occupy a very important place. 
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Our discussion, which v/as to have heen concerned p r i n c i p a l l y with the adoption 
of measures aimed at the prohibition of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
as part'of,a single'deliberate process directed tov/ards the goal of the outlav/ing 
of nuclear weapons, has veered towardc the idea of there being certain cases v/hich. 
are exceptional, i t i s true, but nevertheless cases i n which nuclear weapons could 
be used. 

A l l these developments5 with v/hich we are a l l f a m i l i a r , make i t necessary, ray',"' 
delegation believe.s, for us to consider where exactly these negotiations stand, ' 
so that we can define our objectives,both imjiiediate and future. 

"Until we have done so, the interesting and undoubtedly useful discussions taking 
place i n the V/orking Groqp, which i s presided over with such selflessness and devotion 
by the distinguished representative of I t a l y , Minister Antonio Ciarrapico, w i l l be 
merely a rhet o r i c a l exercise. 

That, v/e believe, i s not v/hat i s e:фected from our Committee aa i t s contribution 
to the success of the special session of the General Assembly to be held i n 1982. 
I should, however, l i k e to stress here that our comments on this situation i n no v/ay 
mean that the-Romanian delegation i s unav/are of the objective reasons v/hich have 
marked" and determined the course of'our discussions. On the contrary, f u l l y av/are 
as v/e are of the situation characterizing the v/orld today, v/e believe that 'this i s 
the moment for us to attempt to define together v/hat, i n these circumstances, the 
Committee could, do, i n concrete and pi-actical terms, for the security of the 
non-nuclear-weapon States. 

The aim of our negotiations, i n my delegation's viev/, i s and should continue to, 
be to drav/ up a formula i n which the nuclear-v/eapon States undertake never under any 
circumstances to use nuclear v/eapons or to threaten to use nuclear v/eapons or force 
i n general against non-nuclear-weapon S'tates. 

My country's position i n this matter was cl e a r l y expressed by the President of 
the S o c i a l i s t Republic of Romania, Nicolao Ceauçesciv, v/hen he said: "îîankind i s 
j u s t i f i a b l y concerned гЛ the danger represented by 'the existence of nuclear v/eapons. 
This i s why sustained e f f o r t s must be made to terminate the nuclear-arms race and 
liquidate e x i s t i n g stocks; this i s the only real way of safeguarding mankind from ' 
the threat of a thermonuclear war. The non-proliferation of atomic weapons, the 
importance of v/hich cannot be denied, should be brought about i n such a way that a l l 
nations renouncing these v/eapons are assured that they v / i l l never be the- victims of 
an atomic attack or the object of a threat to use nuclear weapons against, them.. I t 
i s the legit.lmate right of eveiy State v/hich renounces atomic weapons to be sure that 
i t w i l l not be the object of an attack threatening i t s national independence and 
sovereignty". 

On the basis of this p osition of p r i n c i p l e , ray delegation wishes to state that 
i f there i s a consensus on the idea of making intermediate arrangements, the adoption 
of this approach necessitates the following things also: 

(a) A decision that the ultimate objective of the Committee's a c t i v i t y rema.ins 
the negotiation of an-effective" legal guarantee, i n the form of a mandatory 
international agreement of a formal nature whereby the nuclear-weapon States 
undertake never under any circumstances to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against States not possessing such weapons, pending the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons and the adoption of a set of measures designed to lead to the outlawing of 
such weapons. 
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(b) The defining of the form of the intermediate arrangement and, i f the idea 
of a Security Council or General Assembly resolution i s widely accepted, the defining 
of the way i n which the results of the Committee's negotiations on th i s subject w i l l 
be transmitted to those bodies. Ue, for our part, consider that the transmission of 
the text of a draft resolution through a recommendation adopted at next year's 
special session might be the most appropriate course to follow. 

(c) The negotiation of the actual substance of the intermediate arrangement, 
more s p e c i f i c a l l y of the common formula which should form the basis of any resolution 
adopted by the Security Council. My delegation considers that the attempts to solve 
t h i s problem by finding the lowest common denominator of the u n i l a t e r a l declarations 
of the nuclear-v/eapon States are doomed to f a i l u r e . I t i s therefore necessary to 
fin d a formula based on the substance of the u n i l a t e r a l declarations and not on their 
wording. 

At the same time, i n the drafting of th i s common formula, account should also be 
taken of other pertinent international documents and especially of the Peclaration on 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, adopted i n 
General Assembly resolution I 6 5 3 (XVl) of 2 4 November 1 9 6 I and the positive security 
guarantees given i n Security Council resolution 2 5 5 of 1 9 June I96S. Such a formula 
ought also to provide; for the purposes of i t s p r a c t i c a l application, for the 
international machinery — that of the United Nations — that w i l l establish the 
necessary linlc betvjeen the positive and negative guarantees i n place of a subjective 
interpretation by the nuclear-i/eapon States. 

I should l i k e to stress once tigain the urgent need for us to achieve concrete 
results i n this sphere before the second special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament. A l l the objective factors argue i n favour of such re s u l t s . 
The non-nuclear weapon States which have given numerous undertakings to maintain t h e i r 
status and to contribute to non-proliferation find themselves i n the situation of not 
benefiting, from the security guarantees which they i-egarded as an integral part of 
the i r status. 

In fact, these States see that t h e i r p o s i t i o n ' i s becoming more and more dcingerous 
for the following reasons. 

F i r s t , they are s t i l l targets i n the strategic planning of the nuclear-weapon 
Pov/ers. Contrary to a l l requirements of the p r i n c i p l e s of security and equality, the 
majority of countries i n the viorld are under the perpetual threa.t of becoming involved 
i n a nuclear scenario as the victims of a c o n f l i c t which has nothing to do v/ith them. 

Secondly, the t e r r i t o r y of these countries i s becoming more and more the possible 
theatre of nuclear c o n f l i c t s i n certain strategic variant.g. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y so 
i n Europe v/here the development of nuclear weapons and of doctrines on their use 
clear l y indicate hov/ great i s t h i s r i s k . 

Thirdly, the non-nucleqr-weapon countries vratch helplessly the v/idening of the 
areas of r i s k of a nuclear c o n f l i c t by error, accident or miscalculation, for they do 
not possess and are not parties to any m u l t i l a t e r a l system to v;ard off the dangers of 
such a c o n f l i c t . 

. I t i s for these reasons that the demand of the non-nuclear weapon countries to be 
freed from the threat of nuclear weapons and the danger of th e i r use i s more than 
legitimate. Ue believe that the Committee should heed and i n i t s a c t i v i t i e s respond 

• to the urgent appeals from those countries and th e i r peoplea, and i n this v/ay 
discharge the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s v/hich Cîov̂ ermients themsolves have l a i d upon i t . 
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î'Ir. SAfí/vII ( i n d i a ) : 1-Ir. Chairman, i n accordance with rule 30 cf our rules of 
procedure, my delegation v;ould l i k e to address i t s e l f today'to the agenda items 
r e l a t i n g to chemical weapons and negative security guarantees.-

During the -past several weeks, the Ad Hoc V/orking Group on Chemic-al V/eapons, 
under the energetic and s k i l f u l leadership of Ambassador Lidgard'of Sweden, has 
given intensive consideration to the draft elements to be incl-aded i n a, future 
chemj-cal weapons ban. However, there are certain key questions wliich remain to be 
resolved, e.g. conceming the scope of the future ban and measures r e l a t i n g to 
v e r i f i c a t i o n . The prospects for the early conclusion of our.-vrcrk w i l l depend 
greatly -on the approach we adopt vrith respect to these c r u c i a l issues.. 

In the view of cor delegation, the Coiimiittee must constantly bear i n mind the-
aim of a chemical vreapons ban. V/hat v/e have set out to accomplish i s to prohibit 
the use of chemicals for host i l e and m i l i t a r y purposes. The aim i s not to prohibit 
toxic or l e t h a l chemicals; rather i t i s to prevent t h e i r use as agents, of • vrarfare. 
Of. c'o-orse, there may be some supertoxic l e t h a l chemicals vrhich may at present have 
only limited use i n peaceful applications. In such cases, by mutual agreement, 
one could consider setting a c e i l i n g for both production and stockpiling. This, 
hovrever, i s an exception. In general, the prohibition applies to purpose or use, 
not to the chemicals themselves. 

It i s important to keep th i s perspective i n focus during the process of 
negotiation. Technical discussions may be necessary to establish c r i t e r i a f o r 
distinguishing between various categories of toxic and l e t h a l chemicals. However, 
precision i n this.area i s not as important as evolving mutually agreed c r i t e r i a 
that a l l are f a m i l i a r vrith. Toxicity c r i t e r i a vrould servo only a limited purpose 
i n the context of the proposed convention. 

The aim of the convention i s not to ban toxic or l e t h a l chemicals. It i s to 
prohibit the use of such chemicals for m i l i t a r y purposes. The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 
c r i t e r i a f o r determining t o x i c i t y vrould have been a c r i t i c a l area, of concern i f our 
purpose was to prescribe absolute and v e r i f i a b l e l i m i t s on the production of 
certain types of chemicals. During our negotiations so f a r , i t i s only vrith respect 
to super-toxic l e t h a l chemicals that a quantitative l i m i t has been recommended.. I f 
accepted, such a recommendation may involve defining vrith a f a i r degree of precision 
vrhat i s meant by super-toxic chemicals. But vrith respect to other types of 
chemicals, covering the .entire range of toxic, l e t h a l and incapacitating chemical 
agents, the determination of t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i a v r i l l ha,ve l i t t l e relevance since no 
one has seriously suggested that алу quantitative l i r a i t s be placed on t h e i r output. 
Again, precise t o x i c i t y c r i t e r i a vrould be required only i f vre proposed that 
production f a c i l i t i e s for each variety of chemicals throughout the chemical industry 
i n each State party to the future convention should be subject to different 
procedures of v e r i f i c a t i o n . That i s , i f a different set of v e r i f i c a t i o n measures 
were proposed for toxic l e t h a l chemicals as agavinst other l e t h a l chemiicals, then i t 
vrould perhaps be important to have precise c r i t e r i a for determining t o x i c i t y . Our 
negotiations sq f a r do not seem to suggest that this i s i n fact vrhat delegations have 
i n mind with respect to v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures. ily delegation vrould therefore 
submit- that our technical discussions be closely related to the actual requirements 
of the future convention. Otherwise such technical discussions may v/ell become a 
substitute f o r engaging i n serious p o l i t i c a l negotiations on a future convention. 
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The question of v e r i f i c a t i o n i s , of course, an important issue. However, 

l e t us acknowledge frankly that with respect to a chemical weapons ban, there w i l l 
be large areas where effective v e r i f i c a t i o n w i l l not be possible. The chemical 
industry, involving peaceful applications of a wide range of toxic and l e t h a l 
chemicals, i s already a si g n i f i c a n t sector i n the economies of most advanced 
countries. In several developing countries, i t i s one of the most rapidly growing 
sectors of the national economy. There v i i l l be large quantities of toxic and 
letlrnl chemicals produced and stockpiled for legitimate and peaceful purposes. T¿» 
evolve a v e r i f i c a t i o n system which would keep a complete account of the production 
of the entire chemical industry a l l over the world would, of course, not be feasible^ 
Reference has been made to new methods of v e r i f i c a t i o n , involving remote control 
techniques to detect the presence of so-called chemical warfare agents. However, 
the problem i s that the mere presence of highly toxic or l e t h a l chemicals i s no 
evidence of the presence of chemical weapons. Therefore, l e t us not waste time i n 
exploring measures of v e r i f i c a t i o n that w i l l not, i n -the f i n a l analysis, add to 
confi doncо i n the implementation of the convention. We must search for methods of 
v e r i f i c a t i o n which v e r i f y , not the presence or absence of toxic or l e t h a l chemicals, 
but rather the diversion of such chemicals for pur-poses of developing and producing 
chemical weapons. This i s the point of application of v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures. 
For example, l e t us find out from experts i n chemical weapons v;hether production 
f a c i l i t i e s for chemical v/eapons d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n t h e i r observable 
characteristics from f a c i l i t i e s using toxic and l e t h a l chemicals f o r peacefvil 
purposes. I f the answer i s yes, then perhaps we could devise means of 
v e r i f i c a t i o n that talce such differences into accovmt. Let us not pursue 
v e r i f i c a t i o n procedures v-/hich may be "intrusive" but not necessarily effective i n 
ensuring compliance. There i s a tendency i n the Working Group to assume that 
on-site inspection or other intrusive methods of v e r i f i c a t i o n necessaxily ensure 
compliance. V/hen we are dealing with as complex a f i e l d as chemicals, we cannot 
be so svrre. Our debate should not concentrate merely on whether or not to. have 
on-site inspection. Rather we should t r y to determine what methods of v e r i f i c a t i o n 
are ( i ) feasible and ( i i ) optimal i n ensuring compliance. 

We agree that with respect to v e r i f i c a t i o n of declarations of existing stockpiles, 
the destruction of such stoclcpiles, and also the dismantling or conversion of 
existing f a c i l i t i e s for producing chemical weapons on-site inspection may provide a 
high degree of confidence i n compliance. However, with respect to the proMbition 
of the devíélopaent and production of Ghemlcal weapons, on-site inspection may be 
only marginally useful, given the size and complexity of the chemical industry a l l ; 
over the world. 

Reference has been made i n the Working Group to including i n the future treaty 
a provision for national technical means of v e r i f i c a t i o n . However, we are a l l 
av/are that the concept of national technical means of v e r i f i c a t i o n evolved i n the 
context of a b i l a t e r a l arms regulation a.,greement. We must, therefore, examine 
carefvilly how such a concept could be incorporated i n a m u l t i l a t e r a l context. We 
need to know, f i r s t of a l l , whether information gathered through national technical 
means w i l l be made available to a l l States parties to the fvitxire convention. What 
would be the machinery for disseminating such information? Only when such, 
questions have been s a t i s f a c t o r i l y answered could our delegation consider the 
inclusion of such a provision i n the futvire treaty. 
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•There are, of course, several other provisions on which my,delegation would 
have liked^ to eзфress i t s views, hut for the moment we w i l l confine ourselves to 
these more general observations. We hopo that during the next annual session of. 
the Committee, preferably before the second special session of the General Assembly on 
disarmament, a draft convention w i l l be ready for submission to the international 
community. 

1 would now l i k e to turn to the negotiations talcing place on effective 
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use or 
"threat of use of.nuclear weapons. Our delegation has made no secret of tho fact 
that i n i t s viev/,, the only, credible guarantee against the use or tlxreat of use of 
nuclear, weapons -lies i n the urgent achievement of nuclear disarmament. • Pending 
nuclear disarmament, a l l States should agree not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons,, under any circumstances. 

In the Ad Hoc Working Group on Security Assurances, v/e have asked 
representatives of tho nuclear-v/eapon States tho following questions: 

•(i) Giv'en the nature of nuclear v/eapons as v/eapons of mass destruction, and 
given the fact that any use of nuclear weapons v/ould necessarily affect' the 
security, and well-being, of non-nuclear-v/eapon States, even, i f they v/ere not involved 
i n an armed c o n f l i c t involving the nuclear-v/eapon States p-r'their a l l i e s , v/hat 
p r a c t i c a l benefit v/púld flov/ to the non-nuclear-v/eapon States from the selective and 
p a r t i a l pledges of the non-use of nuclear v/eapons contained i n the various u n i l a t e r a l 
undertalcings? 

( i i ) There are v/ell-established p r i n c i p l e s of international and humanitarian 
lav/ which prohibit the use of weapons and methods of v/arfare'that would cause 
indiscriminate k i l l i n g of innocent c i v i l i a n s , destruction of c i v i l i a n f a c i l i t i e s and 
severe and long-term damage to the natural environment.- Hov/ do the nuclear-weapon 
States reconcile t h e i r option to use nuclear v/eapons v/ith these principles? 

We have not received any ansv/ers to our questions. 

Even i f i t i s argued that selective and conditional pledges of the non-use of 
nuclear weapons have some p o l i t i c a l value, a closer examination of some.of the 
u n i l a t e r a l undertakings v/ould y i e l d some in t e r e s t i n g r e s u l t s . Most of the pledges 
of non-use are conditional. To be e l i g i b l e , a non-nuclear-v/eapon State should have 
vuidertaken international commitments never to acquire or produce nuclear v/eapons or 
nuclear.ejcplosive devices. , During the covirse of negotiations, several States have 
c l a r i f i e d that such "international commitments" can be equated to ,(i) p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n the' HPT and/or ( i i ) acceptance of'full-scope safeguards on a l l nuclear f a c i l i t i e s . 
Covmtries' which do not accept such "international- commitments" are consigned to a 
"grey area" or'a no-man's ' land, becaùse^such countries, i t i s argued, co,-uld v/ell-
a,cquire nuclear v/eapons, and should, therefore, be i n e l i g i b l e f o r guarantees 
against the use or threat of use of nucleaCr weapons. I t i s not enough, therefore, 
for a State not to possess nuclear v-ieaporis. The State must i n ...addition 
demonstrate that i t has no intention, of acquiring nuclear weapons. And such 
disavov/al of intention to acquire'nuclea,r weapons can only be credible, to some 
States at l e a s t , i f there i s ready'acceptance of inequitable and discriminatory 
obligations. The r e f u s a l , as a matter of p r i n c i p l e , on the part of some States to 
accept discriminatory obligations i s equated v/ith retaining a "nuclear v/eapons 
option", 
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As against t h i s , the second condition which q u a l i f i e s most of the pledges of 
non-use i s based on a different assumption. A non-nuclear-weapon State i s 
e l i g i b l e f o r negative guarantees provided i t does not actually participate i n an 
attack on a nuclear-weapon State or i t s allie"s i n association or alliance with 
another nuclear-weapon State. Non-nuclear-weapon States v;hich are part of 
m u l t i l a t e r a l m i l i t a r y pacts are committed tlirough solemn treaty obligations to 
participate i n c o l l e c t i v e m i l i t a r y action involving nuclear-weapon States. 
Therefore, t h e i r intention to participate i n such co l l e c t i v e m i l i t a r y operations 
i s already more than apparent. In fact, i t i s only i n breach of i t s treaty 
obligations that a non-nuclear-weapon State a l l i e d to a nuclear-weapon State woxild 
qualify f o r negative guarantees, i n the event of an armed c o n f l i c t . 

In t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case, intent i s not important. The trip-wire for the 
withdrawal of- a non-use pledge i s an actual act of commission, not intention. The 
intention to participate i n c o l l e c t i v e m i l i t a r y action aga.inst a nuclear-weapon 
State or i t s a l l i e s , i n association or alliance with another nucleax-weapon State 
i s ignored, so long as the intent i s not translated into action. This i s i n sharp 
contrast to the condition r e l a t i n g to non-nuclear-v/eapon status. The f i r s t 
condition i s based on demonstration of intention, the second, on commitment of 
action. I t i s easy to see that most of the i m i l a t e r a l undertakings are weighted 
heavily i n favour of those non-nuclear-weapon States which are a l l i e s of one or 
another nuclear-weapon State. For the vast majority of non-nuclear-weapon countries, 
-the second condition, r e l a t i n g to " a l l i a n c e " or "association" with a nuclear-weapon 
State i s so vague and subjective as to o f f e r no guarantee at a l l . 

Any common formula based on such assumptions could hardly provide even a 
modicum of psychological assurance to non-nuclear-weapon States, especially those 
v/hich are non-aligned or neutral. 

We v/ould once again urge the Gommittee to give serious consideration to the 
proposal for a t o t a l prohibition on the use or threat'of use of nuclear weapons. 
It i s our considered view that p a r t i a l pledges of non-use v/ould only serve to 
.legitimize the pomicious doctrine of nuclear deterrence. And who can doubt that 
i t i s t h i s doctrine v/hich l i e s at the heart of the nuclear arms race and the 
growing threat of a nuclear v/ar? 

Mr. Ж''1АР (Pakistan) г Mr. Ghairman, my delegation has requested the f l o o r t h i s 
morning to make some comments regarding the item on "effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the' use or threat of use of 
nuclear vieapons". 

The Pakistan delegation i s most g r a t i f i e d that dvrring the I98I session of the 
Committee on Disarmament the question of negative secvirity guarantees has been 
intensively examined i n the Ad Hoc Working Group under the able and wise, 
chairmanship of Minister Ciarrapico of I t a l y . 

The. Ad Hoc Working Group has quite r i g h t l y fooussed on the substance of the 
a,ssurances to be provided to the non-nuclear-weapon States rather than on the 
question of the form i n v/hich they a,re to be extended. The central part of t h i s 
exercise has been to develop a common formula v/hich could be included as a uniform 
obligation to be undertaken by a l l the nuclea.r States i n a binding international 
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instrument. The approach of ц/ delegation to the development of a common formula 
has been affirmed on several occasions in. the past. Pakistan believes that t h e 
nuclear-ycapon States should undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against a l l non-nuclear-weapon States, without conditions, q u a l i f i c a t i o n s , 
or exceptions. Such an assurance has boon provided by only one nuclear-weapon 
State — the People's Republic of China. 

The other four- nUclear-weapon States appear to encounter d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 
extending such an mconditional and universal assurance. As wo sec i t , t h e i r 
d i f f i c u l t i e s stem from the existence of m i l i t a r y alliances and arrangements to 
V7hich those nuclear-weapon States and a nmber of non-nuclear-weapon States are' 
parties and, i n the context of v/hich the use of nuclea^r weapons i s kept open as a 
prime option f o r defence. Tho u n i l a t e r a l declarations of these nuclear-weapon 
States r e f l e c t the different nuclear and strategic doctrines of tho tv/o opposing 
m i l i t a r y a l l i a n c e s . It i s precisely f o r t h i s reason that i t has boon fovxnd d i f f i c u l t 
to reconcile these u n i l a t e r a l declarations. 

During the current session, a sincero ef f o r t v/as made i n the Ad Hoc 17orking Group 
by several delegations, .including Palcistain, to exploro the various possible av/enues 
to overcome these d i f f i c u l t i e s i n tho way of a common formula. In t h i s context, the 
examination i n the Working Group of suggestions for the development of a completely 
nevv basis for a common formula was an inter e s t i n g and po t e n t i a l l y promising exercise. 

In the opinion of the Pakistan delegation there arc tv/o possible ways i n which 
the d i f f i c u l t i e s posed by tho prevailing nuclear alliances and doctrines can be 
overcome. Ono way of doing so i s to c l e a r l y i d e n t i f y , on the basis of objective 
c r i t e r i a , those non-nuclear-v/eapon-States which are to bo included i n or excluded 
from the purviov/ of the secvrrity assurances. The i m i l a t e r a l declaration of the 
Soviet Union, as reflected i n docvment CD/23, adopts t h i s approach. This 
formulation includes i n the scope of assurances those non-nuclear-weapon States v/hich 
have renounced the acquisition and development of nuclear v/oapons and "do not have" 
them on t h e i r t e r r i t o r y " . As has been explained by i t s proponent, tho raison d'être 
of t h i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n i s that a Stato v/hich has nuclear v/eapons on i t s t e r r i t o r y 
can bo a source of nuclear threat to a nucloar-v/eapon State and, therefore, cannot 
be provided socvirity assurances against nuclear atta.ck. The reasoning i s qvrLto 
v a l i d i n so far as i t goos. But i t docs not take into a.ccount the other side of the 
nuclear coin. 

There are other non-nuclear-v/eapon States i n alliance with a nuclear-weapon 
State which, i t i s clatmod, do not have nuclear weapons stationed on t h e i r 
t e r r i t o r i e s . Nevertheless, these States havo not given up the right to have the 
nuclear v/eapons of t h e i r a l l i e s used i n t h e i r defence. Thus, being covered by the 
"nuólear umbrella", these States are also a part of that region of the world i n 
wliich the p o s s i b i l i t y of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons i s considered 
as a r e a l m i l i t a r y option. /mother deficiency of tho formula i n document. CD/25 
i s that i t does not take into account the fact that i n today's world of mobile 
missiles and t a c t i c a l nuclear v/eapons the situation of those non-nuclear a l l i e s of 
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nucloar-weapon States which nay not havo nuclear weapons on th e i r t e r r i t o r y at 
present could' change i n a natter of hours i n the event of a c r i s i s . 

In ;зу delegation's opinion; any ohjoctivo fomula for security assviranccs 
should talce account of the to t a J i t y o f tho nuclear equation. This i s precisely 
what i s proposed i n the conpronise fomula suhLiittod hy Pakistan i n docunent CD/10. 
Under th i s fomula, assurances would ho provided to the non-nuclear-v/eapon States 
vrhich aro not parties to the "nuclear security a,rrajiê"enents" of sone nucloar-v/eapon 
States. Although t l i i s fomula nay not be perfect, i t i s the result of years of 
patient consultations v/ith nucloar-v/oapon and non-nucloa,r v/ea.pon States. It has 
been developed on the basis of objective c r i t e r i a talcing into account the current 
r e a l i t i e s . This proposal v/as endorsed by the General Assenbly i n resolution 3l/lS9C 
and again at the Assembly's thirty-second regular session. Tho discussions i n the 
Ad Hoc Worlcing Group th i s yea.r have confimecl our b e l i e f that t h i s proposal 
continues to provide tho most pronising basis for the development of a "соплоп 
formula" to be included i n an international instrunent. 

At the sane tine, the PaJcistan delegation has dononstrated i t s v/illingness to 
explore alternative approaches to devising a согяпоп fomula,, One such a.lternative 
approach could be through the inclusion of a so-called "v/ithdrav/al clause" i n the 
comnon fomula. The u n i l a t e r a l declarations of the United Kingdom and tho 
united States contain such a v/ithdrav/at clause, Hov/over, these formulations 
contemplate the revocation of the security assurance even i n circuinstances v/hich 
would not j u s t i f y a nuclear tlireat being held out agatnst -an offending non-.nucloar-
vreapon State. To say that nuclear v/eapons may be used i n caso of any "attack" by 
a non-nuclear-weapon State v/ith convontionaJ v/ea^cns, merely because that 
non-nuclear-v/capon State has an "al l i a n c e " or i s i n "association" v/ith a nucloar-
v/eapon Pov/er, v/ovild seen to provide too v/ide a scope for the uso or throat of uso 
of nuclear v/eapons against non-nuclear-v/eapon States. A r t i c l e 2, paragraph 4; 
of tho Charter of tho united Nations says that States " s h a l l r e f r a i n i n t h e i r 
international relations fron the tliroat or use of force..,," — except, that i s , 
imdcr a r t i c l e 51.' i n exercise of "the inherent right of indivádual or co l l e c t i v e 
self-dofence i f .m armed attack'occurs against a Mcnber of the United Nations". 
A security assurance v/hich becones n u l l and void i n case of алу attack i s i n fa.ct 
no nore — and perh.aps oven less — than a r e i t e r a t i o n of the obligation already 
assumed by the nuclear-wea.pon States imder the Charter of the United Nations. 

A "withdrav/al cla,usG" i n a со'шпоп fomula for secuitty assurances should 
become operative only i n the most grave and e x p l i c i t circumstances of a nuclear 
threat against a nuclear-v/eapon Stato, Under present international circumstancos, 
t h i s can happen only v/hon an O v g g r e s s i o n i s la^unched agatnst a nuclear-v/eapon State, 
and/or i t s a l l i e s , by another niclear--weapoii State v.tth the pa^rticipation of one 
or m o r e of i t s npn-nuclocr-v/eapon a l l i e s . It i s only i n those circumstances, and 
against such non-nuclear-v/eapon Sta,tes, tha.t the withdrawal clause should be 
applied. The Pakistaл delegation has nade ал e f f o r t , adnittedly ah inperfect one, 
to describe such circumstances i n ono of the formulations v/hich we have presented 
i n the Working Group, This fom^ulation lias dravm suhstamtially on the statement 
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made i n 1978 Ъу the President of the USSR, to the effect that the Soviet Union 
would have recourse .to nuclear weapons only i n the case of an a-ggression against 
i t or i t s a l l i e s by a, nuclear-weapon Power. As we said previously, t h i s 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n i s s u f f i c i e n t to take into avccount the preoccupations of the other 
nuclear-weapon States. .The formulation which v/e have suggested could, of course, 
be improved and refined i f there i s a desire to develop a common formula through the 
inclusion of the so-called v/ithdrav/al clause. I must r e i t e r a t e , hov/ever, that f o r 
my delegation t h i s approa.,ch i s less preferable than the one of developing a common 
formula that i s susceptible to- objective rather than subjective interpretation. 

Some nuclear-vreapon States and their, a l l i e s continue to i n s i s t , that a comiaon 
formula must contain a reciprocal commitment from the non-nuclear-weapon States 
regarding t h e i r "non-nuclear status". l/e have already stated our position of 
princi p l e on thi s -issue. Pakistan svipports the objective of nuclear non-proliferation. 
We have declared that .v/e w i l l not develop or acquire nuclear v/eapons. V/e have 
taken various i n i t i a t i v e s , especially i n the context of our ov/n region, to promote 
the objective of non-proliferation. However, my delegation does not consider that 
the quest of non-nuclear-weapon States f o r credible security assurances i s used to 
promote non-proliferation. On the contrary, the conclusion of an international 
instrument on security assurances to non-nuclear-v/eapon States should be viev/ed as 
an indispensable inducement against horizontal nuclear p r o l i f e r a t i o n . In our view, 
to question,•in the context of security assurances,'the status of certain 
non-nuclear-v/capon States, v/hatever t h e i r c a p a b i l i t i e s , v / i l l accelerate rather than 
-arrest .the enlargement of the "nuclear club". • 

Wliatever approach i s adopted to devising a common.formula, i t i s essential that 
the search f o r security assurances i s conducted within the proper p o l i t i c a l 
perspective,.. The vast majority of the non-aligned and neutral countries conceive 
of negative security assurances only as a. f i r s t step tov/ards the complete prohibition 
of the use of nuclear v/ea.pons and as a part of the efforts to achieve nuclear 
disarmament. This f i r s t step w i l l be acceptable to those States only i f the 
nuclear-v/eapon States simultaneously commit themselves to the broader objectives 
of achieving nuclear disarmament and the complete prohibition of the use of .nuclear 
v/oapons.. 

Despite the extraordinary efforts deployed i n the Ad Hoc V/orking Group, 
especially by tho non-nuclear-v/ea.pon States, the prospects for an agreement on the 
subject of negative security assurances are questionable. The inordinate 
f l e x i b i l i t y and patience demonstrated by the non-nivclea.r-v/eapon States has not .been 
reciprocated by most of the nucloar-v/eapon States. They remain preoccupied with 
t h e i r narrow security perceptions and strategic doctrines. Indeed, at certain 
sta^ges of the discussions i n the V/orking Group, one could well havo wondered 
v/hether the exercise v/e are engaged i n i t to provide security assurances to the 
nuclear-v/eapon States rather than to the non-nuclear-weapon States. 

The CHAIRI'1/iH; In.' accordance v/ith the decision taJcen by the Committee at i t s 
104th plenary meeting, Thave pleasure now i n giving tho f l o o r to the distinguished 
representative of Austria, Mbassador Nettel. 
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l'-tr. ÎIETTBL (Austria): Ifr. Chairman, nay I f i r s t express my delegation's 
sincere s a t i s f a c t i o n i n seeing you presiding over the work of this Connittee f o r 
the month of July. Your v/ell-lcnoim diplomatic s k i l l s w i l l he helpful i n guiding 
this body-through the ciucial-stages of i t s 1981 session. May I also address ny 
best xiishes to iimbassador PZonoves who chaired tho Committee during the month of 
June and whose performance has been highly appreciated by a l l sides." 

Taking the f l o o r f o r the f i r s t time i n the course of the I98I session, I wish to 
express our gratitude that the Austrian delegation was given the p o s s i b i l i t y to 
participate more closely i n the neetings of the Committee on Disarmament. By 
observing d i r e c t l y the a c t i v i t i e s of the different working groups, ny delegation 
obtained a better insight into and a better understanding of the problens and 
d i f f i c u l t i e s the nem.bers of t h i s Connittee are usually confronted v/ith. 

In p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n your delibera.tions, the Austrian delegation hopes that i t 
w i l l constructively contribute to the work of your Committee. 

I should l i k e to turn to an issue vdiich i s of fimdaraental inportance to us — 
and not only to us but to a number of members of the CoEimittee as w e l l . I an 
referring to the matter on which i:y delegation spoke on J.July I98O, indicating 
Austrian's preliminary i j o s i t i o n , that is.-, the issue of the so-ca,lled "negative security 
guarantees" or "security assurances". In fact, a variety of "la.bels" i s being 
used — and has been used i n the past — to define the issue. Conjnon to a l l those 
labels, such as "arrangements", "assurances", "guarantees", "docla-rations", i s t h e i r 
vagueness. .Obviously we are faced here with a problem of terminology, on top of a l l 
other problems, and I v/ould accord.ingly malce some "conmonts on thiis - , • -
tarmiïiolQgy. 

On the one hand, the notion of "arrangement" i s p a r t i c u l a r l y v/eak and 
non-committal, whether or not one q u a l i f i e s i t by using the word "eff e c t i v e " ; some 
stronger .expression i s certainly warranted. On the other hand, the tern "assurance" 
admittedly represents a certa-in progress, but i n our viev/ this expression s t i l l f a l l s 
short of v/ha.t the o r i g i n a l idea was svipposed to convey, namely, a l e g a l l y binding 
commitment of tho nuclear-v/eapon Pov/ers, a commitraent embodying the obligation of 
those States tov/a,rds those nombers of the international connunity that v/ere v / i l l i n g 
to forgo the .acquisitioxi aaid/or production of nuclear arns, thus at the залге tine 
refraining from entering the nuclear arns race. Even loss s a t i s f a c t i o n can be 
dravm from the concept of "guariinteo", vrhich a.pparently i s not consistent vrith the 
sovereign equa.lity of States. Guara,ntees may be misused (and have i n fact been 
misused) beca.use the guarantor may arrogate to l i i n s e l f the rigdit to intervene i n the 
a f f a i r s of the other State, vrhenever the terns of reference of the guarantee so 
permit. My delegation, therefore, i s opposed- to tho notion of "guarantee" and would 
accordingly not l i k e to see the concept of guarantee introduced .in the domain under 
discussion here, or, by the vva.y, anywhere else. 

I should note i n t h i s context that i t has boen g r a t i f y i n g for my delegation 
when l i s t e n i n g to ny disting-iished collea^gues, iimbassador Lidgard and 
Ambassador P i c t e t , to find that there are similar l i n e s of thought i n Sweden, 
Switzerland and Austria i n respect of v/hat I nay c a l l the question of security 
commitments towards non-nuclear-weapon States. Irrespective of the h i s t o r i c a l 
baclcground and the legal nature' of t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , a l l three Governments 
have declared the concept of positive security gacrantees as being inconpatible 
v/ith p o l i t i c a l self-detemination and sovereignty. Wo have also expressed 
reservations with' regard to the idea of a convention. ¥e believe that a mechanism 
of compulsory consultations i s una,ccepta.ble and that the quid pro quo concept of a 
convention v/ould i n the end imply that v/e- v / i l l have to onter into nevr obligations, 
i n addition to already existing legra^l coninitments, i n order to obtain i n exchange 
from the nuclear-v/eapon Powers the comnitnent not to use atonic v/oapons. 
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When examining the non-use-commitment hitherto issued by the nuclear-weapon 
Powers, we deem i t necessary to underline that such declarations do not constituto 
measures-of nuclear disarmament and therefore cannot be substitutes for such 
measures. .We want to r e c a l l that for nuolear-weapon Powers, parties to the I'IPT, 
the obligations ,to promote nuclear disarmament result from a r t i c l e VI of the 
non-proliferation-Treaty. We certainly do not overlook — and we welcom.e — the 
effect of confidence-building which stems from the nuclear non-use-commitment i n the 
present period of grovi.ing tensions, Neither, kowever, should we overlook the 
limited character of ;the connitm.ents issued up to now, and the exceptions they' 
contain, which considerably reduce thei r p r a c t i c a l value. 

It i s those r e s t r i c t i o n s \/hich are of some concern to us. The aim of the • 
commitments must bo the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
regardless of the strategic doctrines guiding the axtions of nuclear-weapon States. 

Ch'/ing to the r e s t r i c t i o n s contained i n the u n i l a t e r a l declarations, the 
deliberations i n the Ad Hoc V/orking'' Group were centred, i n our opinion, too rcadh 
around the respective strategic doctrines of tlie nuclea.r-weapon Powers and t h e i r 
a l l i e s and did not take s u f f i c i e n t l y into account the purpose of the nuclear non-use 
commitments, which i s the streng-thening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. 
It should therefore be made clear that these commitments ha.ve to be firm, 
unequivocal and free of loopholes i n order to produce the confidence-building effect 
that could contribute to an improvement of the over-al l p o l i t i c a l climate. 
Confidence w i l l be obtatned and trust w i l l be created only when r e l i a b l e commitments 
areerrfcered. i n t o , v/hen c r e d i b i l i t y becomes evident. 

I']y delegation was quite surprised to learn that i n the Ad Hoc Working Group 
the question v/âs raised v/hethor or not those commitments v/ere operational and 
l e g a l l y binding. I f they v/ere not, especially from the point of viev/ of the . 
nuclear-weapon Pov/ers, the entire exercise would only be of cosmetic value. I t i s 
thi s uncertainty v/hich has led us to think about v/ays and means to a.scertain the 
legal value of the e x i s t i n g cocmitments. 

There are different p o s s i b i l i t i e s to dissipate our doubts. One v/ould be the 
adoption of an instrument v/hich — v/hile incorporating tho five u n i l a t e r a l declarations 
— confirms formally t h e i r l e g a l l y binding character, a solution v/hich has been 
proposed by Sv/itzorland. /mother way to i d e n t i f y tho leg-al character of these 
declarations would bo an advisory opinion of the Interxiational Court of Justice. 
Although such a;n opinion could not he requested by the Committee on Disarmament 
i t s e l f , such a, demand could emanate from tho General Assembly i n accordance v/ith a 
decision of the Committoo to that end. This suggrestion results fron our b e l i e f that 
the Court has an important role to play i n our v/orld and that the observance of 
international lav/ i s one of tho p i l l a r s of an international socioty which strives .for 
the l i n i t a t i o n of the use of force i n the conduct of international a f f a i r s . A n 
advisory opinion of the court vrould be a i inportant elenont of future discussions on 
this matter i n the Committee. 

The Austrian Government considers tho question of nuclear non-use conmitnents. 
as one of the matters to be considered by the Comittoe on Disarmanent on a. priorit'y 
basis; v/e hope that t h i s consideration v / i l l be concluded v/ithin the forosoeable 
future and that i t v / i l l not impede the cxaiination of genuine disarnamont neasures. 

The Austrian Government highly v.alues the work of the Connittoe on Disamanent. 
V/e hope that, the v/ork of the Conmittee v i i l l c l a r i f y the positions and concepts v/ith 
regard to the question of the "nuclear-non-use conmitnents", so very inportant to us. 
My delegation expresses i t s sincero hopo that tho resu l t of your, v/ork v / i l l contribute 
to achieving g-enuine disarnamont, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the nuclear f i e l d . 
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The СНАХШШТ; I thank Atnhassador Nettel f o r his statement and f o r the kind 
words he addressed to the Chair. Now, i n accordance váth the decision talcen by the 
Committee at i t s 104th plenary meeting, I have pleasure i n giving the f l o o r to the 
distinguished representative of Norway, l i r . Kai L i e . 

I-Ir. LIE (Norway): Mr. Chairman, allov/ me f i r s t of a l l to express our gratitude 
for again being allov/ed to address t h i s important negotiating forom i n our role as 
observer na.tion. And permit me also to pay a tribute to you, tho distinguished 
representativo of India, i n the responsible post of Chairman of the Committee for 
t h i s month. 

The com-prehensive programme of disarmament w i l l occupy an important place i n an 
international disarmament strategy i n the years to come. Tho program¡ae must not only 
highlight the important elements i n such a strategy; i t must also provide a firmer 
foundation for our thinking about arms control and disarmament as an integral part 
of every nation's security p o l i c y . The importance•of such a recognition i s cl e a r l y 
underlined by the fact that the arms race has changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y over the- l a s t 
few years — both q u a l i t a t i v e l y and quantitatively — and both i n the nucloar as well 
as i n the conventional f i e l d . 

As the ranáiications of the arms race become increasingly complex, i t i s a l l 
the more important that v/e do not forget that arms control and disarmament are not 
concessions to be made as gestures of goodváll, but potential and r e a l security 
gains to be sought. In our tim.es ams control and disarmament c l e a r l y ought to be 
pursued as part of every nation's enlightened s e l f - i n t e r e s t . 

In a v/orld marked by poverty and глlfulfilled basic human needs,, efforts to h a l t 
and reverse the arms race become even more imperative considering the fact that 
world armaments absorbed i n I98O v/ell above 0500 b i l l i o n . 

The United Nations General Assembly has given the highest p r i o r i t j r to the 
comprehensive programme of disarmament, the consideration and approval of v/hich v / i l l 
be an important task of the next special session devoted to diGa,rmament. We therefore 
viev/ progress i n the negotiating process here i n the Conmátteo on Disarmament to 
be of paraiaount importance and a most urgent concern. 

I v/ould l i k e to talce this opportunity to reiterate and elaborate on the 
Norwegian viev/s on some of tho matters concerning the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament to v/hich we attach p a r t i c u l a r importance, concentrating on the problems 
connected with the removal of the tlrreat of nucloar v/capons. 

Norv/ay i s greatly concerned about the v e r t i c a l -as v/ell as horizontal aspects 
of nuclear weapons p r o l i f e r a t i o n . 

Norv/a '̂ welcomed the conclusions of the S/iLT I I a.grcement as a most important 
achievement during 1979 i n the f i e l d of nuclear arms control. 

For i t s part the Norv/egian Government v / i l l urge continuation of the SALT process 
as a matter of the highest p r i o r i t y . 

A p r i o r i t y objective of the next SiiLT round should be an agreement for 
substantial and comprehensive reductions i n strategic arms. 

http://tim.es
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(Mr. Lie, Norway) 

In t h i s connection, Norv/ay attaches p a r t i c u l a r importance to the i n i t i a t i o n of 
preliminary talks and subséquent negotiations w i t h the aim of preventing a new-and 
ominous'arms race on the continent of-Europe vrith the competitive deployment of 
theatre nuclear forces. 

The nuclear-weapon States carry not only the r e s p o n s i h i i i t y hut a true 
obligation to reduce the role of nuclear vrea-pons i n their strategies and arsenals. 
Increasing reliance on nuclear vreapons i s incompatible with a strengthening of the 
non-proliferation regime. ]?urthormore, ejcperience suggests that the c o n v e r t i b i l i t y 
of nuclear-weapon power into p o l i t i c a l l y useful currency i s very l i m i t e d . A n y 
advantage which may bo attained i n the nuclear weapons competition i s at best of 
incremental u t i l i t y and a l v/ays short-lived. 

I t v/as disappointing that neither during the special session in'1978 nor during 
the NPT Reviev/ Conference l a s t year did i t prove possible to malee greater advances 
tov/ards solving the nuclear problems. In our view, halting the further p r o l i f e r a t i o n 
of nuclear weapons i s a most urgent task facing the v/orld community. Norv/ay 
therefore finds i t especially regrettable' that the Second Reviev/ Conference of the 
Parties to the non-proliferation Treaty ended v/ithout their coming to agreement on a 
f i n a l declaration by consensus, especially since i n fact general agreement v/as 
attained i n many si g n i f i c a n t areas of concern. 

The central problems during the Reviev/ Conference related to the a b i l i t y and 
determination of the nuclear-weapon States to diminish tho role of nuclear v/eapons i n 
international relations by negotiating real-reductions of t h e i r arsenals. I t became 
evident that a large nmbor of countries f e l t that the nuclear-weapon States had not 
f u l f i l l e d t h e i r obligations under the non-proliferation Treaty to pursue such 
negotiations e f f e c t i v e l y . This applies p a r t i c u l a r l y to the question of a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty. Such a treaty v/ould constitute a non-discriminatory instrument of 
essential relevance to the promotion of non-proliferation and represent a s i g n i f i c a n t 
step i n tho d i r e c t i o n of meeting tho obligations of the nuclear pov/ers under 
a r t i c l e VI of the NPT. 

Progress tov/ards a. CTB ha.s boon a l l too slov/, but the t r i p a r t i t e report to tho 
Committee on Disarmament of 50 July l a s t yoar shov./s that some degree of progress has 
been made tov/ards the important target of concluding such a treaty. 

Several technical issues connected v/ith the v e r i f i c a t i o n of a comprehensive 
test-ban remain. Hov/ever, -the benefits of гп agreement and the r i s k involved i n 
i/iolating such an agreement should, i n our view, nov/ outvreigh tho technical obstacles 
to an agreement. 

In our opinion, an adequate v e r i f i c a t i o n system i s a necessary component i n a 
botal test-ban regime, i n order both to ensure compliance and to b m l d confidence. 
I v/ould l i k e to underline the special interest of Norway i n the' work being undertaken 
Ln this f i e l d within the framev/ork of the CD. In i t s Ad Hoc Group of seismic 
sxperts, Nornregian experts are among those who a c t i v e l y contribute to the efforts 
Doing made i n t h i s connection. 
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My Governraent would l i k o to see tho production of fissionable materials f o r 
weapons purposes halted altogether and tliorefore•supports the idea of a ban on such 
production. This would constitute a useful contribution to the soa,rch for more 
effective non-proliferation instruments. Such a ban would place nuclear-weapon 
Sta.tes on a йоге equal basis with non-nuclear-weapon States than has been the case 
t i l l now. The nuclear-weapon States would then have to accept much the same IAEA 
safeguards that are required of non-nuclcar-wca.pon States, thereby elimina.ting one 
important element of discrimination betvreen the two categories of States. 

Another condition f o r preventing tho spread of nuclear weapons i s the solvition 
to the question of assuring the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States against 
nuclear attack. This problem has so f a r not received a satisfactory s.alution. 

Norway accepts the argument of those Sta.tos which hold that Security Council 
resolution 255 of 19 June 1968 does not provide s u f f i c i e n t guarantees to non-aligned 
States. Those States tha.t are not parties to all i a n c e security systems involving 
nuclear security guarantees and which have been a-sked to rcnovmce thcir...option to 
acquire nuclear weapons, ha-ve a. legitimate claim to guarantees against being 
attacked or threatened by attack with nuclear weapons. The nuclear-woapon States 
bear a specia-l r e c p o n s i b i l i t y f o r finding a, solution to t h i s problem. 

Norway supports the establishment of regional nuclear-weapon-froe zones as an 
important component i n a non-proliferation regime, provided such arrangements are 
based on voluntary agreements of the Sta.tes concerned and r e f l e c t the special • 
circumstances prevalent i n the region i n question. In t h i s connection wo vrelcome the 
sig n i f i c a n t fact that a l l f i v e nuclear-vreapon States have r a t i f i e d Protocol I I to the 
Treaty of T l a t e l o l c o , 

I t i s of great concern thait several tliroahold States fron regions of tension and 
c o n f l i c t have not yet abandoned the option to acquire nuclear weapons. Purther 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n could increase the r i s k of regional c o n f l i c t s developing into nuclear 
confrontation. The further spread of nuclear vreapons could stimulate the perception 
that nuclear war i s somehow inevitable, and such perceptions carry the dangerous 
seed of s e l f - f u l f i l m e n t . 

Before concluding, I should l i k e to express the hope of the Norwegian Government 
that t h i s Committee v r i l l be a,ble to present a draft comprehensive programme of 
disarmament, which vreuld enhance, the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of a, successful conclusion of the 
next special seesion of the General Assembly devoted to disa.rmament. 

The f u l f i l n e n t of such a goal i s inportant not only f o r future arms control 
and disarmament endeavours i n t h i s Comnittee and i n the United Nations system; i t i s 
also important i n terns of restoring the confidenco of world public opinion that our 
combined efforts i n t i l l s f i e l d can produce meaningful and l a s t i n g results which are 
in everybody's inter e s t . 

The CHAIEMAIT; I thanlc Mr. Kai Lie for his statement and for the kind words he 
addressed to the Chair. 
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Distinguished delegates, i n view of the extrene lateness of the hour I propose 
that this plenary meeting ,hc suspended, ,and resumed at- 3 p.m. tomorrow, Friday, 
31 July, so that we m.ay complete unfinished business before our scheduled informal 
meeting. I trust that there i s no objection to t h i s . I see none. 

It was so decided. 

The meeting was suspended at I . 4 0 p.m. and resumed on Friday, 31 July 1981, 
at 3 p.m. 

The CHAIEMi'iH; Distinguished delegates, the 142nd plenary meeting of the 
Committee on Disarmament i s resumed. You v r i l l r e c a l l that yesterday we completed our 
l i s t of spealcers f o r t h i s plenary meeting and, a.s I no tod, there were some pending 
questions to consider which vrere not talcon up because of the lack of time. 

I4r. DE SOUZÁ E SILVA ( B r a z i l ) : xir. Chairman, I wish to comment today oh some 
aspects of the question of negative security assura.nccs, a subject that has been 
under discussion i n a Working Group of this Comirattoo since tho start of our 
I98O session.- Several délégations nado interesting statements on th i s issue yesterday 
and i t would be a d i f f i c u l t ta.sk indeed to try to extract a l l t h e i r highlights. I'ly 
delegation was p a r t i c u l a r l y impressed by the l a s t three paragraphs of tho sta.tement 
delivered by the distinguished representative of Palcistan. In the concluding part of 
his presentation, iimbassador idimad nade the point that a common formula on negative 
security assurances does not need to contain a reciprocal commitment from the 
non-nuclear-weapon States regarding thoir non-nuclear status. My delegation 3.grees 
with t h i s view, and v/ith i t s corollary assertion that the quest of some non-nuclear-
weapon States f o r credible security assurances shovild not be used to promote 
non-proliferation. I v/ould add that the v/holo point of the idea of negative security 
assurances i s not to perpetuate the present status of the nucloar-v/eapon States, or 
i n other v/ords, the question should not be approached from the perspective tha.t a, 
handful of nations w i l l forever retain• t h o i r nuclear militariy might while a l l other 
nations nrast accept commitments that the former are not propajred to accepts As the 
distinguished representative of Canada, iuabassador McEhail, said, spealcing i n a 
different context, also with respect to the nuclear option. States should not ask 
others to do what they are not prepa.red to do thensolvos. Renunciation of nuclear 
vreapons i s not a quid-pro-quo for bestowing upon some countries a right to maintain 
t h e i r deadly arsenals or, what.is even v/orse, f o r condoning t h e i r continuing nuclear 
build-up. Contrary to v/hat some recent statements i n th i s chamber have so-oght to 
convey, the r e a l danger l i e s not i n the p o s s i b i l i t y that some additional covmtries may 
reach the technological platea.u v/hich v/ould ena,blo then to manufacture a nuclear 
explosive .device. Rather, the real danger l i e s i n the i n s e n s i t i v i t y of the few 
existing nuclear-weapon Powers that continue to increase the numbers and the 
destructive might of t h e i r v/eapons. Why i s i t tha.t the prospect of technological 
progress i n the nuclear f i e l d i n the developing countries i s apt to- raise such an 
outcry fron the nuclear-v/eapon Pov/ors, and some of t h e i r a l l i e s , v/hile t h e i r own 
capacity to destroy one another and the rest of nanlcind does not seem to evoke, any 
enotion? \Ihy should they bo so keen on promoting the concept of international' 
"a.rms control" while not accepting any m u l t i l a t e r a l approach to the real problems of 
nuclear disarmament? Havo they invented a new scale on v/hich to g a u g e national 
security, and according to v/hich t h e i r ov/n security intero ts aro more important or 
more worthy of protection than the national security interests of other nattions, or 
f o r that matter, tho interest of nanlcind as a v/holo? 
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Ambassador Ahmad concluded his statement yesterday with a remark that my 
delegation f u l l y endorses. He said that "at certain stages of the discussions i n the 
Working Group, one could well have wondered whether the exercise we are engaged i n i s 
to-provide security assurances to the nuclear-vioapon States rather than to the-
non-nuclear-weapon States". 

With one exception, the u n i l a t e r a l declarations issued by the f i v e nuclear-weapon 
States contain several q u a l i f i c a t i o n s designed to tako. into account the p a r t i ciiLar 
security concerns of the nuclear-weapon Powers issuing the declaration. A l l those 
qua l i f i c a t i o n s impose obligations on the part of the non-nuclear-weapon States, 
obligations that must be f u l f i l l e d and the observance of vihich i s to be determined by 
the nuclear-weapon State concerned. As long as the nuclear-woapon Power i s s a t i s f i e d , 
according to i t s ovm judgement, that tho obligation i s being kept, the guarantee 
stands. I t i s , of course, perfectly legitimate f o r a State to issue a u n i l a t e r a l 
declaration v^orded as i t sees f i t ; i t i s another matter, however, to expect other 
States to subscribe to such conditions and to accept the obligations they prescribe 
without asking f o r a suitable reciprocal commitment. What would then be the suitable 
commitment i n exchange for the nuclear non-military option, i f not a similar 
commitment on the part of every other State that enters into v/hatever arrangement 
i s envisaged? 

The f i v e declarations from the nuclear-weapon Powers, without any exception this 
tine, have ono feature in.common: they envisage one single obligation f o r the 
nuclear-weapon Povrers, that i s , to provide a u n i l a t e r a l guarantee. Л11 f i v e 
declarations seem to assume that non-nuclear-weapon States w i l l forever maintain t h e i r 
ovm non-nuclear-weapon status, vjhich would be a commendable development; but a l l 
f i v e declarations also seom to assume that tho existing nuclcar-v/eapon Pov/ors w i l l 
forever retain t h e i r ovm status as such. Why would nuclear-woapon Povrers be so 
reluctant to contemplate for themselves obligations they so adamantly advocate f o r 
the rest of the world? 

The vast majority of the nations i n the world have accepted the commitment never 
to acquire nuclear weapons. Many did so by a.dhering to an international instrunent 
that B r a z i l and many other covmtries consider im.perfect and discriminatory, because 
i t imposes different degrees of obligations on i t s parties, according to t h e i r 
nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon status. The commitment entered into by the 
non-nuclear parties to the HPT i s clear and unambiguous, and has been carried out so 
f a r ; on the contrary, the weak provision that c a l l s for.negotiations on nuclear 
disarmament has met v;ith the indifference of the nuclear-weapon parties, vrhich seem 
determined t o achieve exactly the opposite. How can they reconcile t h e i r professed 
dedication to the cause of disarm.ament, or even to the equivocal cause of "arms 
control", with t h e i r adherence to doctrines of nuclear deterrence and t h e i r 
ceaseless engaging i n v e r t i c a l p r o l i f e r a t i o n ? 

It i s obvious that i t i s not the renunciclion of nuclear weapons that creates 
a reciprocal obligation to provide adequate guarantees against the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons. I f i t ..were so, the nuclear-weapon States would have no 
hesitation to -extend such assurances to those that have so f a r remained true to their 
sovereign decision not to exercise a nuclear m i l i t a r y option. B r a z i l , f o r i t s part, 
by signing and r a t i f y i n g the Treaty f o r the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons i n 
Latin iknerica, has conferred international status on i t s commitment to the cause of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. By virtue of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
B r a z i l had unequivocally renounced the nuclear m i l i t a r y option, while keeping open a l l 
i t s options f o r the f u l l developnent and t i t i l i z a t i o n of nuclear technology f o r 
peaceftil purposes. 
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May I conclude ay statenent by ree.ffirning one fundar.icntal concept-'of щ 
delegation. Negative securitj'- assurances can only bo conceived i n t h e i r proper 
p o l i t i c a l perspective ,-• as an Ínterin nea.sure i n a chain of events conducive to 
nuclear disamanent. The goal of nuclear disamanent i s , and nust renain, the main 
consideration i n the g r i n r e a l i t i e s of today's world, • '. ' ' 

The CHtilBMiJT; I now intend to toice up the question of tho closing date of the 
1981 session of the Connittee. After intensive consultuitions I am now i n a position 
to i n f o m the 'Committee that Friday, 21 August soens tq- have general acceptance. 
Can I take i t tha.t tho Committee agrees to concliide the session on that date? " 

I f there i s no objection, I intend to establish that a consensus .exists to end 
the 1981 session on Friday, 21 August, 

I t was so decided. 

Tiie CH/illui/ilTs In connection with the decision just taicen by the Committee, I 
would appeal to tho Chairmen of the a.d hoc working groups to ensure that reports of 
subsidiarj^ bodies are adopted not la.tcr than 17 August for the ad hoc l/orking Group 
on a Conprehensive Prograraue of Bisarnatient, and 12 August for the other groups, so 
that those reports do not c o l l i d e with the processing of the report of the Couimittoc 
to tho General Assenbly. Monbers of the Comnittee are a\/are tha.t the technical 
services of the Secretaria.t also cover other inportant neetings being hold i n Geneva 
and that there i s a l i m i t to what can possibly bo done by them at short notice, 

Bistinguished delegates, the Secretariat circulated yesterday, at my request, an 
informal paper prepared i n consultation with the next Chairman of the Committee, 
which contains a timetable of meetings to be held by tho Conmiittee on Bisarnament and 
i t s subsidiary bodies during the v/eek 3-7 August 1981, The i n f o m a l paper contains 
b a s i c a l l y the sane allo c a t i o n of tine as provided f o r during the previous week, the 
only difference being that the time a l l o t t e d i n July f o r i n f o m a l neetings has now 
been l e f t open. You w i l l notice that no meetings are schodulod f o r Ifonday or Fridai'-
afternoons. As the session i s coning to an end, I f e o l that we need to re t a i n a 
certain f l e x i b i l i t y i n the scheduling of our meetings. I f the need arises, the 
Chair v / i l l i n f o m the Coniait-cee on the best v/ay to u t i l i z e the time that may be 
available but, f o r the time being, i t seems to be advisable not to talce a decision. 
As usual, the timetable i s indicative and may bo adjusted г.з v/e proceed. I f there 
i s no objection I v / i l l consider that the Committee accepts tho timetable. I see 
no objection. 

I t v/as so decided. 

The CHAira-1/цТ; Bistinguished delegates, t h i s i s tho l a s t plenari^r meeting at 
v/hich I s h a l l be serving as'your Chairman, And by tra.dition, custon and usage, some 
words from the Chair are expected.. I had planned to nalce t h i s statement yesterday 
but due to the long l i s t of spealcers I decided not to competo unduly f o r your 
attention against your more compelling gastronomic needs, /n amy i s said to march 
on i t s stomach; the peaceful forcgs of disamanent do no l e s s ! 
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(The Chairman) 
As I look hack upon ny term as Chairman, I tal-ce s a t i s f a c t i o n i n the fact that 

July has heen an eventful, active and interesting month i n the current calendar of 
the CoiTimittoe. Certainly i t would have given me greater sa,tisfaction i f we had 
heen able to achieve more concrete progress on items of tho highest p r i o r i t y on 
the Conmittee's agenda, nejnely, a nuclear test hati and tho cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarnanent. The world conmimity certainly expects 
more than that fron us. However, I helieve that the frarJc and open exchanges of 
views which have taken place during the past few weeks ha,ve led to a m.uch better 
understanding of each other's p o s i t i o n . 

¥e have had a very constructive debate on ways and means to improve the 
fimctioning of the Comnittee and enhance i t s effectiveness as a negotiating body. 
I f e e l honoured that the Committee hac entrusted to ne the task of co-ordinating 
the work of a r r i v i n g at an agreed sot of reconnendations i n t h i s regard. I have 
every hope that with the help of a l l colleagues I s h a l l bo able to discharge this 
work entrusted to ne. 

V/hat inpression s h a l l I carry with ne of ny torn as Œiaiman? I can say 
without hesitation that what has made by task both worthwhile and s a t i s f y i n g i s 
the genuine goodwill and earnestness displayed i n the Committee vriiile working to 
f i n d solutions f o r the serious ailnent which affects the entire world. I an 
conscious of the fact that not a l l my actions may have been satisfactory to every 
delegation. But t h i s i s the occupational hazard which faces any Chairman. I 
consider myself fortunate that I have received support i n ample neasure for 
carrying out ny ta.sk. I would accordingly l i k e to express ny sincere gratitude to 
each and every one of you f o r your readiness to help with advice and f o r the 
s p i r i t of acconmodation, even indulgence, vrhich you have shown. 

I vrould-also l i k e to express ny appreciation to iunbassador J a i p a l , Personal 
Representative of the Secretary-General and Secretary of the Committee, to 
Mr. Berasategui, his deputy, and a l l the members of the disarnamont secretariat 
as vrell as to our gallant band of interpreters. 

Last but not l e a s t , I taice t h i s opportvmity to welcome /uabassador j\nvíar Sani 
of Indonesia vrho v r i l l take over soon as Chairman for the nonth of August. To him 
f a l l s the c r u c i a l task of guiding the Connittoe during the mrost d i f f i c u l t phase 
of i t s annual session, that i s the consideration and adoption of tho annual report 
of the Committoo to the General Assonbly. I offer him ny vrarm congratvilations 
and good wishes and pledge to him the f u l l e s t support of ray delegation i n the 
discharge of his duties as Chairman. I have no doubt that vrith his long and varied 
experience as one of the leading diplomats fron Indonesia he w i l l successfvily 
acconplish t h i s task, 

I vrould l i k e to conclude vrith the oldest viritten prayer, from the Vedas, which 
I believe has relevance to the efforts we are a l l nalcing i n tho Corimittoe: 

"Asathyo na sat ganaya 
Thaaaso na jyothirganaya^ 

Mithyoma anrithangamaya. " 
(Prom I l l u s i o n lead us to R e a l i t y l 

From Darkness lead us to Light I 
/md fron death lead us to inMortality¡) 

I thank you a l l . 

The meeting roos at -j.">0 м.п. on Friday, .gl, July 1931 
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