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lir. KASTOFT (Denmerk): Allov me to begin this, my first intervention in
the Committee on Disarmament, by expressing my gratitude to you and all bthe members
of the Committec ~n Disarmament who have -1lowed the Danish lelegation to participate
in the current discussicn in this Committee on the very important subject-of chemical
veapons. I also vish to add wy voice to those of other delegationg having welcomed
the important joint initiative of the USSR and the United States concerning majoxr
elenents of a btreaty prohibiting the develonment, nroduction, stockpiling and use of
radiolopical wveapons. ‘Thabt initiative auvgurs vell for tho futurce vork on this
subject-matter.

Turning to the agenda item under discussion todey, I should like to state that
the Danish Government agrees with the views exwressed in this Committee with regard
to the urgency of reaching agreement on completc and effective prohibition of
development, production and stoclpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction.

In 1980 a conference will meect to vreviev the Convention on the Prohibition of
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and on Their Desiruction. Article IX of that convention constitutes an
obligation for all States parties to reach an early agrcement on the prohibition of
chemical weapons. In order to strengthen international confidence and security and
create a favourable atmospherc for this conference, it is essential that progress in
efforts towards implementation of this article be made before the ovening ol the
conference. Consideration of issucs relating to a chemical wveapons convention by
the CD would contribute to the carly counclusion of such a convention.

This is an i.sue of direct interest to a very preat number of countrices. Vhile
recognizing the great importance of bilateral negotiafions, my delcgation believes
that it should be nossible at this stage to identify certain aspects on vhich
discussion in the CD might usefully focus vithout unduly complicating the bilateral
negoliations on chenical disarmensnt wvhich are taling place betveen the
United States and the Soviet Union. Iy delegation listened attentively to the
recent interventions by Awbassadors TFisher and Issraelyan on the state of the
bilateral'talks ~- and noted vith satisfaction that a joint progress revort on these
negotiations may soon be made available ito the CD,

In viewr of the value of Jjoint, informal discussion betuecn Jdiplomats, scientists
and military oxperts as previously danonstrated, most recently by the Cl=visits to

the TFederal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom, my delegation feels that the
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continuation of such meetings should be encouraged, since they may not only add to

a clarification and broader understanding of the many complex problems involved in
establishing a CW-convention, but also point to nractical approaches to the solution
of these problems.

Realizing that chemical warfare agents not covercd in a convention might prove
attractive for inclusion in a so~to-gpeak "permisgible" chemical armamentarium,
Denmark believes that a ban on CW should be as comprehensive and ag vell-defined
as possible, and should therefore also include the military use of herbicides and
defoliants, in the case of the latter not only becavse of their immediate effect on
the battlefield, but also because of a possibly prolonged and presently unknoun
distant ecological effect on man, animals and soil.

It is generally accepted that implementation of measurcs of disarmament should
be subject to adequate international control. This, of course, should also apply to
a chemical weapons convention. Dennmark is fully aware of the extremely complicated
nature of the issucs raiged by verification of a CW-convention, and feels that
congideration should be given to the development of verification procedurcs as little
intrusive as possible. This could include monitoring of air and waste water samples
collected even at great distance from manufacturing sites. Valuable contributions
in this regpect have already been made by the Uetherlands (CCD/SBB) and
Finland (CD/14 and 39)., In addition, the possibility of making use of modern
techmology, including observation satellites, should be explored.

For the time being it would appear, hwwever, that on-site inspections
constitute the only fully effective means of verification. Until non~intrusive
techniques have been sufficiently developed and an international consensus has
subsequently been achicved on their application, visits performed by a highly
qualificd international agency seem to be indispensable. It would appeer that such
vigits, properly arranged, could bhe carried out without unjustifisble intrusion and
without the disclosure of State or commercial secrets. Iy delegation therefore
feels that the establishment of an adequatcly controlled CW ban need not avait the

development of more sophisticated cxtraterritorial verification procedures.

Ilr. ERDEIBIILC (llongolie) (transleted from Russian): To begin my statement

today, I should like to make a feou general comments on agonda item 4.

Attaching cxceptionally great importance to the problem of the prohibition and

destruction of chemical weapons, we have alvays emphasized the nced for a comprehensive
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approach as a basis for its solution, for we take the vieu that the attainment of an
agreement on the effective prohibition of the develomment, production and stockpiling
of all forms of cl:emical weapons and their complete destruction,together vith the
practical implementation of such an agrceuent under appropriate methods of control,
vould be real steps tovards genuinc disarmament.

The digcussion on this question during these tuo veeks in the Committee has
again showm the unflarging interest of the participants in a more detailed
congideration of this apgenda item. A number of nev wvorking papers have been
gubmitted. I have in mind not only those documents which have already received a
gsymbol, but also the unofficial vorking papers circulated by the delegations of
Poland and the Netherlands. Experts from a number of delegations have also expressed
their views. The represcnlatives of States not membors of the Committee have also been
given the opportunity of speaking in the Committee and exprcessing their views on this
subject. Thus, the Committece already has additional material and ideas for in--depth
study and subsequent concrete consideration of the relevant documents.

The llongolian delegation is studying vith interest the unofficial working paper
recently submitted by the Polish delegation., Ve basically shere the opinion of our
Polish colleagucs concerning the structure of the future convention, and we are
willing to participate in the detailed discussion of thig document and to express
our vievs.

The unofficial working vapcer dated 19 July 1979 submitbed by the delegation
of the Metherlands also daeserves careiul study. Lo contains a nunmber of guesuvions
and answers vhich. of course, cannot satisfy all of us. There is nothing surprising
in that.

The participants in the present discussion had, and probably will have, different
approaches to the whole complex bundle of issues associated vwith the prohibition of
chemical weapons. In our opinion, the chief considerations arc to consolidate the
overlapping positions vhich are now taking shape and to seek a solution by
reconciling views on particular aspectvs of the problenm.

The results of the present discussion may, we think, show how far our Committee
is ready, at this stage of its work, to proceed to the settlement of the
organizational aspect of the question with a view to beginning negotiations on the

substance.
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As it seems to us, there is in the Committce, in the first nlace, a broad
degree of agreement regarding determinetion of the scope of the prohibition, basecd
on the criterion of a common objective. This Ley point is also dealt writh in the
draft convention submitted by the socialist countries in 1972, In the sccond placo,
the prevailing opinion isg that only a comprchensive approach can lead so the

elaboration of a stable international instrument, although therc is also sone

2

support for the idea of reaching agrecment on partial measurcs in this ficld, i.e. on
the prohibition, as a first step, of the most dangerous and lethal chenical means

of warfare. In the third place, we are united in the view that the fulure agreement
must not only answer the purpose of the complete and effective prohibition of tho
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons; it must also be
verifigble —- in other words, it must provide for appropriatc mcthods of checking

the destruction of stoclpiles of chemicel veapons.

On thisg complicated issue of control, we, as before, talkec the view that it is
perfectly possible fo sccure effective contrel on the basis of national means of
verification, in combination with a few admissible international measurcs. But the
latter must not be usced to the detriment of the nationsgl intereasts of States.

I should like to cmphasize thet our progress vould have a positive effect on
gstrengthening the universality of such immortant international ingtruments as the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stoclpiling of
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Ucaponsg and on Their Destruction, and also the
Geneva Protocol of 1925.

In this connexion our delegation notes with ssticfaction the useful work recently
done by the Preparatory Comnittce for the Conference of the Parties to the Convention
which ig due to review the operation of that Convention in 1980.

The longolian delegation has attached, and still attaches, great importance to
the continuing negotiations betucen the USSR and the United States of America on
the prohibition of chemical veanons. The subnission of their joint initiative to the
Committes on Digarmament vill undoubtedly be of real heln to it in its task of
achieving a generally acceptablc agreement in thig important field of disarmament.

Allow ne to say a few vords on agenda item 5. In its Final Document, as you
know, the tenth special session of the United Mations General Assembly, concerned

with disarmament, stressed that, in order to halt the arms racc, both qualitative and
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quantitative disarmament mcasures are important, and that efforts to that end must
include negotiations on bthe linitation and cessation of the qualitetive improvenent
of armanents, esneciclly veapons of mass destruction and the develonment of nevw
means of wvarfare.

In this connexion thc llongolian deolepation would again like to poinb oub the
urgent need to reach an internctional agreement on the prohibition »1f the
production, stockpiling, dewloyment and usc of nuclear ncutron veapons. Ve sbill
thinlk that the Cormittec on Disernament can mele an importont contribution in this
regpect and that the draft convontbtion contained in docunent CCD/559, submitted to
the Committec by bthe socialist countries on 9 llarch 1978, can serve as a sound basis
for negotiations on this matter.

In our opinion, it is cxceptionally inportant that in this natler a spirit of
realism and political will should be digplayed by thosc vho arc not prepared to sharc
the deep-seated popular conccern aroused by the intention of ccrtain circles in the
Vegt to mroceed with the nroduction of the "basic components" of this lethal uveapon
and to place it in the arsecnals of the western Curovean States.

The liongolian delegation hag ropcatedly exnressed its nosition on this matter.
That position remains unchanged.

Uith your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should liks to return once again to the
relevant paragraphs of the I'inal Docunent of the special gession. Paragraph 77 of
that document stresses that in order 1o help prevent a qualitative arms race and so
that scientific ard bechnological achicveients may ultimately be used solely for
peaceful purposes, effcctive neasures should be taken to avoid the danger and
prevent the emergence of neu tymes of weapons of mass destruction.

The special session also rccommended that efforts should be appropriately
pursued aiming at the nrohibition of such now types and nev systems of vcapons of
nass Gestruction, and referrcd to the possibility of concluding specific aprcements
on the prohibition of particuler types of uvcapons of mess destruction which may be
identilied.

In this connexion the Ilongolian delegation notes vith satisfaction the importance
of the joint USSR-United Stetes proposel on wajor elements of a treaty prohibiting
the development, production, stockmiling and usge of radiological weapons, subnitted
to the Cormittece on Disarmament on 10 Julr 1979 (docunment CD/31—32). In our opinion,
this congstructive step should be regarded as a “imely response to the appeal contained
in paragraph 76 of the Tinal Docunent of the special session and a valid substantiasion

of the hopc expressed by the General Asscembly in its resolubtion A/PES/35/66.
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It is perfectly natural that this USSB-United States initiative should have
recelved the general support of the members of the Commititce. At this Juncture it
ig important that the Committee gshould proceed withevt celay to a concrete
discussion of it.

We propose that the document should he given detailed consideration with a view
to its claboration in final form at the present session of the Committee, so that
the results of the vork done can be submittced for the consideration of the
United Nations General Asscmbly at its forthconing thirty-fourth gsesgsion.

In conclusion, I should like to touch briefly upon the gquestion of strengthoning
the security guarantees of non-nuclear Stetbes.

At its thirty-third session, the General Asgembly adonted a declsion on the need
to take effective measures to gstrengthen the security of States which do not possess
nuclear vcapons, through the conclusion of appropriate international agreements.

In accordance uvith resolution A/RES/33/72, the Cormittce on Disarmament has had
o useful discussion on this matter. The decision has becn taken to establish an
ad hoc working group to agree unon the toxt of an appropriate draft convention. Two
drafts are on the negotiating table: the first is that presented by the group of
socialist countries (document CD/QE) on the basis of the USSR proposal introduced
at the thirty-third session of the United Mations General iAsscembly, and the second isg
that submitted by the delegation of Pakistan (document CD/QS).

We feel obliged to show some restraint and to state merely that our Committee
could have achieved more in this matter if it had not spent a great deal of time at its
goring session on the discussion of procedural issues. It should also be noted that
the unwillingness of somec membors of the Committee to go into the substance of the
guestion is in fact creating certain difficultics in the Committee. The same can be
seid with regard to the Committee's consideration of document CD/4.

Without repeating our confirmation of the llonpolian delegation's pogition on
the urgent matters under discugsion in the Committee, as cnumerated in my statenment,
we should again like to assure members of the Committee that we are willing to
consider these matters in a2 businessclike and constructive nanner at the present
session of the Committec with a view to jointly vorking out appropriate international

agreements designed to achieve practical mecasures in the field of disarmament.
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Mz, ISSRARLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from

Russian): Since last week, the Committee on Disarmament has been considerirg one of
the most burning problems of disarmament -- the problem of uvae prohibition of
chemical weapons. We have already heard a number of interesting statements on this
gquestion at our plenary and informal meetings, and the present useful exchange of
opiniong and ideas will undoubtedly be continued. In addition, members of the
Committee have taken an active part in the informal contacts and meetings arranged by
the Chairman, where careful and thorough consideration was given te various
suggestions concerning the crganization of the Committee's further work and the
prospects for the discussion of the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Analysis of the proposals and viewpoints stated in the course of recent meetings
and contacts as well as during the spring part of the session leads quite definitely
to the conclusion that thers hag emerged in the Cormmittee on Disarmament a general
mood” in favour of more concrete, businesslike and purposeful work on the question of
chemical weapons.

The Soviet delegation welcomes the more active examination by the Cormittee of
this question for a whole number of considerations, first of all, because the
Soviet Union was and remains a most resclute and consistent advocate of the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

As far back as the 1920s, the Soviet Union for the first time came out in favour
of a complete prohibition of chemical weapons, including the elimination of their
stocks, under effective control. We may mention as an example the Soviet proposal,
made in 1929 in the Preparatory Commission for the Conference on Disarmament, on the
elaboration of s corresponding protocol. The drait protocol nrovided for the
destruction ~- within a threc-month period -- of all means of chemical attack
(gases, devices for the use of gases,-eto.) and bacteriological war, whether in the
possession of the armed forces, held in reserve or in process of being produced.
Immediately upon the entry of the protocol inte force, enterprises manufacturing
such products were to have been closed down. At the same time, on the initiative
of the USSR, a broad international campaign was started for expanding the number of
parties'to the Ceneva Protocol of 1925.

© After World War Two, the Soviet Union, jointly with other gsocialist countries,
conducted an active campaign Tor the prohibition of all types of weapons of mass

destruction, including chemical weapons.,
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The well-known proposal by the socialist countries submitted to the
United Nations General Assembly in 1966, on the initiative of Hungary, played an
important part in drawing the attention of the vorld community to the task of the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons and the strengthening of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925,

An active role was played by Poland and other socialist countries in the
adoption by the General Assemby in 1968 of the dccision on the carrying out of a
study on the effects of the possible usc of chenical and bacteriological weapons.

At that stage the USSR and tne other socialist countries advocated a simultaneous
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

In 1969 they worked out and submitted to the General Assembly a draft
international convention on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biclogical) weapons and their
destruction. Unfortunately, this approach did not meet at the time with duvue support.
As a result it was only possible to prohibit bacteriological (biclogical) and toxin
weapons . The socialist States played an important part in solving this question
also by subnitting an appropriate draft convention to the Committee on Disarmament
on 30 March 1971.

The almost five-year period during which the bacteriological convention, as it
is often called for short, has becn in force has fully confirmed the great
significance of this document, the first real disarmament mecasure in history to
provide for the removal from the arsenals of States of an entire category of
extremely dangerous weapons of mass destruction.

Article IX of the Convention, as you know, aflirms the objective of effective
prohibition of chemical weapons and expresses the obligation of the States parties
to continue negotiationg in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement.

Eager to begin bringing the provisions of this article as guickly as possible
into effect, the socialist countries, including the Soviet Union, prepared and
submitted to the Committee on Disarmament a dralt convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons (CCD/§60). This action was taken on 28 March 1972,

At that time the Soviet Union appealed more than once for the starting of
serious multilateral negotiations on chemical weapons,

In 1972, at the twenty-seventh session of the United Nations Gencral Assembly,
the USSR representative affirmed that the task now was to obtain a solution of the

problem in its entirety, that ig, to prohibit the development, production and storage
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of any type of chemical weapons. The Soviet gide believed, he continued, that the
prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons was aﬁ important and mature measure,
and that efforts wust be made to achieve an agreement on such prohibition.

While consistently advocating a complete prohibition of chemical weapons, the
Soviet Union expressed at the same time its readiness to accept a stage-by-stage
solution of the problemn.

At the 1974 Soviet-United States summit meeting in Moscow, the two States
agreed to consider the gquestion of a joint initiative in the Committee on Disarmament
regarding the conclusion, as a first stev, of an international convention on the
most dangercus, lethal chemical means of warfare.

The Soviet Union is malking cvery offort to cnsure the successful progress of the
negotiations pursuant to this agrecment, which began in 1976 and arc now concentrated
on the goal of the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.

At the Vienna meeting between the USSR and United States leaders in June 1979,
the two sides reaffirmed the. importance of a general, complete and verifiable
prohibition of chemical weapons, and agreed to intensify their éfforts to prepare an
agreed joint proposal for submission to the Committee on Disarmeament.

Quite naturally, therefore, the Soviet Union fully shares the opinion of the
vast mejority of States on the urgent need for the speedy prohibition of chemical
weapons, and theinr concern about the absence of aiv appropriate international agreement.
In our view, in a situation characterized by the continued accurmulation and
improvement of chemical weapons, and by the emergence of new types and varieties of
them, not only are efforts to prohibit *these weapons of mass destruction seriously
impeded, but additional dangers are created for the process of détente and the
strengthening of universal peace. Finally, we gtill believe that, in view of the
broad devclopment of the chemical industry in many States of the world and the
natural concern of those States to safeguard their sccurity interests and economic
development, the convention will be effective if ag many States as possible, and, of
course, all the militarily important Powers, are partics to it. And this, in turn,
implies the active consideration of this question at the multilateral level, i.e. in
our Committec on Disarmament.

That is one side of the matter. Another is that, since 1976, two States
members of the Committece on Disarmament have, as was mentioned above, been conducting
bilateral negotiations on tho questicn of the prohibition of chemical weapons. As
members of the Committee are, of coursc, aware, somc progress —- and, on a number of

points, considerable progress -- has been made in these negotistions. On some other
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points, however —-- and they are of considerable importance -- difficulties are being
encountered. This is largely due to differcnces of principle regarding particular
guestions. Another point tc be remembered is that a great number of technical
problems are encountered in the negotiations, and they have to be studied in detail
and from all sides, In short, there is a vast amount of disagreesble, but
-ebgolutely essential, spade-work to be done.

In hig statement in the Committee on 19 July, Ambassador Fisher, the
representative of the United States, said that the T8GR and the United States. were
preparing a joint statement on the progress of thesc negotiations. That work is nowv
coming to an end. Preliminary agrecment has been reached between the delegations of
our countries in Geneva on a draft statement, which has been sent to our respective
capitals for approval. At this stage I would merely like to stress that we attach
particular imporitance to the bilateral Soviet-United States negotiations, on the
success of which progress in the elaboration of an international convention largely
depends.

The problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons, as the extensive experience
of its discussion in different forums proves, is a very complicated one. For we
mean to renove from the arsenals of States an entire category of weapons, and weapons
of mass destruction at that. Furthermore, this problem is connected -- more closely
than any other of the problems which have been clogely considered at disarmament
negotiations in recent years -- with the activities of what is in many countries one
of the key branches of industry, the chemical industry. I+t is perfectly cleax,
therefore, that such a step as the prohibition of chemical weapons must be approached
with the utmost care and deliberation, both from the viewpoint of the national
security of States and from that of their economic and technical development.

The Soviet Union believes that the difficulties which are in the way of solving
this important problem must be overcome. In our approach to this problem, we are
guided by the decisions of the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth congresses of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, which described the prohibition of chemical
weapons as a mature and most urgent requirement. For this reason, the Soviet
delegation will spare no effort to ensure that the general and complete prohibition

of chemical weapons bccomes a reality as soon as possible.
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Mr. TYINER (Czechoslovakia): My delegation shares the view that the
negotiations on the prohibition of development, production and stockﬁiling of chemical
weapons have reached a stage where our Comm.ttee on Digarmament might start discussing
the outlines of a treaty. The outcome of guch discussions might also positively con-—
contribute to bilateral negotiations.

My delegation is aware of the fact that this will be a treaty which will concemrn
weapons uged on a relatively broad scale in the past and retained at present in not
unimportant quantities. The implementation of it will require complicated technical
arrangements and will necessitate a rather long period of time for the destruction of
the existing stockpiles. In this respect, the treaty might, to a certain extent, serve
as a model for further steps in the field of disarmament with respect to weapcons of mass
destruction and, at the samc time, be an important contribution to general disarmament.

Czechoslovakia is one of the socialist countries which, in 1972, tabled in
paper CCD 361 the draft of a treaty prohibiting the development, production and stock-
piling of chemical weapons. My country spares no effort in order to lead the
negofiations on the treaty to the expected conclusions. Tne discussions which have

been going on for many years in the CCD and which are going on this year in our

Committee on Disarmament ~- very often with the participation of outstanding
specialists ~- have accumulated a sufficient amount oi data permitting work to start on

the outlines and basic elements of the treaty. In this respect we consider as
particularly important the informal working paper of the Polich delegation of 19 July,
which we fully support. The Netherland's working paper is also useful in this respect.

Permit me now to make a few briefl comments on some cf the major points of the
envisaged treaty.

The subject of the treaty will be the piochibition of development, production,
acquiring and stockpiling of CWA, We think that thc treaty should stress the
permanent validity of the Geneva Convention of 1925 prohibiting the usc of chemical
warfare agents., VWhen formulating the treaty, we should bear in mind, as a basic goal,
the complete abolishing of CW, This calls for a comprehensive ban, comprising lethel,
incapacitating and harassing chemical warfare agents ond important precursors —-
elements of hinary CWA,.

It is quite clear that the treaty is not to hamper in any way ecenomic, scientific
and ‘technical progress. This is why the main criterion should be the criterion of
purposes. The criterion of toxicity can be an additional one for the quantification of
the limit beyond which the toxic substance is subject to prohibition. There is, we
believe, a general consensus to allow the production of limited quantities of the
prohibited substances for peaceful purposes, including mininal amounts of such

substances for testing and research on means of chemical protcection.
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On the other hand, the treaty should contain proviscions pronibiting any varty
thereto from transferring chemical weapons or informetion facilitating the production
of such substances.

The treaty should equally bear on the obligation of the partiss to desiroy, dis-
mantle or adapt for peaceful purposes existing production facilities of CWA. . In
accordance with the Polish working paper, we sharc the view that the treaty should
provide for the cobligation tc announce & time-table for the destruction of such pro-
duction facilitice and of time-limits for supplying information on its carrying out.

Another major element of the trcaty is the destruction of cxisting CWA stockpiles.
We consider it therefore useful to provide for the obligation to declare -~ after the
treaty has been signed -- the gstocked CWA, the time-table for their destruction and the
time—iimits for supplying informaticn thereon. _

The climination of production facilities and the destruction of stocked CWA should
be carried out under the supervision of national control organs.

The verification of the observance of the itreaty is another problem. The States
participating in the treaty will evidently have the obligation to take internal measures
ensuring the observance of the treaty.

National organs of control should concentrate on: verification of the destruction
of stocks, verification of the observance of the pronibition of production, and
verification of complaints concerning violation of the treaty.

International procedures should be applicd mainly in casc of complaints of
viclations of the treaty.

The treaty should equally provide fer the cstablishment of an International con-
sultative body of experts, which would collect data for the carrying out of nationalv
controls and‘organize an exchange of experiencc. It night be recommended -- as is the
case with other treaties -- tc assess itsc implementation at regular intervals, _
Especially in the first period following the conclusion of the treaty, when a number of
technical problems are expected toAarise in connexion with the destruction of CWA
stocks a@d with the elimination of pioduction facilities, review conferences should
promo%o @ useful exchdnge of experience.

Pernit me to stress-oﬁoe more my delegation's view that the Committee on
Disarmemcnt shoﬁld start discussing éhe outlines of the trecaty. The Czechoslovak
delegation is ready tc contribute, by participation of its experts, to the attainment
of this goal.

A general acceptance of the treaty by all Governments is a prerequisite of its full
effectiveness ag cn international instrument of disarmament. The experience with the
Geneva, Protocol and other ftrecaties teaches us that this is a process requiring much
effort,. We feel therefore that in the case of the CW treaty special emphasis must be

put on this guecstion,
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Sir James PLIMSOLL (Australia): I have been very pleased, as I know

the other representatives around this table have been, at the way in which
discussioh has developed in the Committee and in our informal discussions,
expo$ing some of the real issues that are involved in the control of chemical
weapons.  Many people felt when we met in June that we might not get mmch
beyond a few generalities. But we have got considerably further. There have
been a number of immortant statements and important papers submitied: the
Netherlands put in a working paver, Poland put in a working paper, and we have
ﬁeard substantive statements by both these representatives in explanation not
simply of the paper but of the positions that their Governments take on the
substance of some of those papers. ‘Je have also had valuable and rather detailed
statements by the representatives of the USSR and the United States in this
Committee and, in a more detailed way, again in the informal meeting of the
Committee. We are awaiting now with great expectancy the joint reports of the
United States and the USSR, and whatever I say is going to be subject of course
to what they may come forward with.

Mr. Issraelyan said this morning that his Government attaches great importance
to working with the United States on this. I think most of us around this
table ~~ all of us around this table -~ would share that., Their co~operation and
their working together is vital for the security of the world. I welcome algo
the way things have emerged in the last few weeks here, where these two powerful
nations, members of this Committee, are w.king the other members of the Committee
partners in the development of this subject. It is a great basis for hope in the
world, the fact that the rest of us are being involved and made partners. Now,
those two countries have special obligations as permanent members of the
Security Council, and because of their own strength and because of their own
gpecial detailed knowledge of issues involved in matters of security and of the
weapons and other factors that go into the maintenance of security. So we look to
them for a lead. We look to them to give us sometimes some guidance on the issues
involved. I gather from what they have said that we are going to get a substantive
report on some of the questions that have arisen. That is going to be a good

basis for the future.
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But let me thie morning address myself tc the question of where this
Committee should go during the current session and vhal our approach should be.'
I think it is premature 1o talk about disagreements. There are really so far
no disagreements. There is a lack of agresment on some things. But that is
not a semantic point. The failure to reach agreement, or the inability at this
stage to reach agreement, does not mean that there is disagreement. Mr. Issraelyan
said in his very interesting statement this morning that some of the differences
between the Soviet Union and the United States at the nement are related to
guestions of priunciple and some of them are related to the sheer technical
difficulty of some cf these issues. I think that is where we all stand today —-
that where there is no agreement, it is not a disagreement, it is the fact that
we have not yet, with the best will in the world, and in greai honesty, heen
able to worik out how to give effect to the great technical problems that arise.
Indeed we have not yet been able to work out gometimes what those technical
problems are, or even in some cases what we sghould be attempting to solve. This
ig where the papers of Poland and the Netherlands are so valuable —- because they
do help to direct our minds to the questions that have to be solved. They help
us to ask the right gquestions by indicating to us what the things are that we need
answers to.

There are special problems in chemical warfare, much greater problems than
those of nuclear disarmement and nuclear arms control, though the threat to
humanity is grealer from nuclear weapons. The problems of chemical weapons are
in many ways much more complicated when it comes to reaching international
agreement if only because it is easier to detect nuclear weapons end nuclear
industry. In the {irst place, any country with a chemical industry has some
capacity either %o make chemical weapons or to contribute to their manufacture.
That includes every country in the wovrld, almost, that has got some chemical
capacity or some cavacity to co-operate in making chemical weaoons. The second
great difficulty is that a lot of chemicals, chemical equipment, and chemical
appliances can be used for military purposes as well as for civil purposes,
peaceful purposes. A lot of chemicals, for example, are only lethal when they
are combined with one another. A lot of uses are peaceful uses, sometimes of

things that can be used in military applications.
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One must be impressed by the great overlap in some of the proposals that

have been made in this Committee by Poland, by the iletherlands, and by others.

The representative of Mongolia in his speech this morning referred to this, and

so did some others. There is an overlap and, at the same time, an inability to
reach agreement, at this stage, on what to do about it. The Polish paper says
that in the treaty there must be provision for the possibility of retention,
production, acquisition and use of banned chemical weapon agents for legitimate
technological, prophylactic, or other peaceful purposes, including chemical
weapons defence purposes. I agrece with that. But the earlier part of the treaty
of course refers to the destruction of stockpiles and control on production. Wow,
how do you achieve that? How do you reconcile that? Th.t is one of the great
problems which this Committee will have 1o tackle and which no doubt the

United States and the Soviet Union have already given a lot of attention to --
certainly given a lot of attention to in their own national consideration.

Mr. Issraelyan said this morning this is a question both of the national security
of States and their economic and fechnical development. These have to be
reconciled, and it is not going to be easy to do it -- it ig going to take a lot
of work.

This of course brings us to the whole question of verification. Problems of
verification arise in acute forms because so much of chemical capacity and of
chemicals themselves can be used for different purposes. There are going to be
limitations on thc value of inspection. To inspect all chemical productive
capacity would involve a whole army of peonle == an enormous number of people. The
problems of preserving industrial secreis, commercial secrets as well as security
secrets, are very congiderable. One has to ask oneself how detailed an inspection
is going to be justifiable either in results or in cost, vecause it is not just
production that will have to be locked at, it is also the ultimate use. Chemicals
can be stored perhaps for years and then be available for use in chemical weapons.
Now, I am not stating these things as objections, I am stating them as things
that have to be worked out and that are going to take gquite a while to work
out -- years perhaps.

So it leads me to put forward the view that vhat we should be doing at this
seggion is of a tentative nature. I do not think that we should try to reach

final conclusions on anything, even on what should be included in the treaty.
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I say it should be tentative for two reasons. Firgt of all, we need to allow
time for uore consideration by the Generzl Assermbly and hy the members.of this
Committee, in the light of what we ave doing al this session of the Committee on
Disarmament. A lot of ug would de in a vosition to agree now on some elements in
the paper if it is then subject to further consideration by our Governments, which
could take into assessment the views of our oun technical experts and of others
who are responsible for decigions on matiters of security and economic and
technological develonment.

Secondly, over a neriod of time wvhatever decisions we make now should he
sufficiently tentative to allow us to adjust them in the light of further
discussions. There are some things that we might be able to agree on nrovided we
know what some of the other provisions of the treaty are wut vhich we cannot agree
on without knowing the total gituation that the treaty will result in. Let me
give two examples. One is on the definition or the scope of the treaty. The
revresentative of the Netherlands in exvwlaining his vaver sald that he believed
that in the scope of the treaty herbicides and tear gas should be included. Both
thoge have applications that are not military. Australia does not use and does
not intend to use, does not plan fo use, tear gas or other chemicalgs for the
control of crowds. But there are a2 number of countries around thig table who
have such things and regard them as a2 more humane way of controlling crowds than
some of the other things that would be available. Then, herbicides. They have
peaceful uses, anl it may very well be th t it is the purpo:iz of the herbicide
rather than its prohibition or its actual composition that is going to determine
whether it can be included or not. In other words, in the very early part of the
treaty, vhen one is defining techunical weapons, when one is deciding the scope of
the treaty, one may find that agreement on that is going to be subject to what is
set out later in the treaty on how those particular things are to be covered, how
they are to be controlled. llow I am again on that,not arguing substance. I am
not saying that herbicides and crowd-control chemicals should be included or should
not be included. I am giving il as an example of the way in which the scope of
the treaty may be affected by the way in vhick it is provided in the treaty that
particular things should be covered. Similarly on verification. It may be

that some countries can accept the verification of certain things if the
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verification is done in a particular way, but not if it is going to be done in

a different way. We have to allow, too, for the possibility of some technical
developments on the means of detection. We know that in nuclear weapons there
has been quite a development in recent years on means of detecting underground
explosions, for example, and there has been other technical progress. It may be
that, for certain things at any rate, it will e possible to apply scientific
research to means of detecting certain things in regard to chemical weapons.

I'or those reasons we have to proceed on a rather tentative basis on whatever
we do now. But at the same time I think we do need to come out of this session
with a piece of papmer that can be renorted to the General Assembly. When I say
a piece of paper I do not mean something that is very brief and just a list of
headings, I think we have to go beyond that. We need something definite but
provigional. I think that we ought to have a drafting committee which would combine
the various papers that have been submitted, formally or informally -- the
Netherlands and Polish papers, the joint United States~Soviet Union paper when that
is put in, any others. We need to take account of the two substantive statements
on detail that have been made by the Soviet Union and the United States. We should
have a drafting group that would combine them, include all the elements that their
sponsors want to have included, set them out under appropriate headings, and
include the issues that have to be decided on which there is not yet agreement
(and that will include most of it, I think). One of the attractions of the
Netherlands paper was that it was raising questions, that it was indicating areas
where there is not yet agreement. A drafting group could do that -~ not a
working group, because a working group, in the way that this Cormittee hag used
the term, is trying to get substaniive agreement. I think we have gone about as
far as we are going to get in this session on subgtantive agreement. I won't say
we have gone as far as we are going to go on substantive discussion —- that will
depend very much on what the United States and Soviet Union produce -- but we have
got about as far ag we are likely to get on substantive agreement. VWhat we
really need now is somebody who will put together and collate the papers that
have been put in. It will be a statement of issues, including those yet to
be decided.
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This would be of great benefit to the General Assembly but would also be of
great benefit to our own Governmments, because they too, each of our Governments,
needs some lead from this Commitbtee on what each of the Governments should be
thinking about before the next session of the Committee on Disarmament, It would
be a mistake to thiniz that the members of this Commitiee arve not doing any work
when they are not sitting in Geneva in the Committee. In fact, a great deal of
work, and perhans the best of our work, is going to ve done in between sessions
when we are thinliing about the issues that have bheen »nroposed and getting ready
to state positions and digcuss positions at the next session. The fact that the
Committee is not meeting does not mean that we are not working or that we are
not applying ourselves very diligently and sincerely to the questions of
disarmament. If we could now get a paper which sets out the headings of things
that might be covered in the treaty, sets out some of the substantive questions
that should be considered under those headings —-- if we report that to the
General Asgsembly and specificelly invite the other Members of the United Nations
to let us have any views on it before we meet next year —— if we do that, we will
have brought this question quite a way forward, and the Committee will have

acquitted itself very creditably on this question at this session.

The CHAIRMAN: Document CD/40, submitted by the delegation of Hungary,

which contains a working paper on the draft nreambular part of the treaty on the
prohibition of the development, manufacture, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons, ig being circulated today.

I intend now to adjourn the plenary meeting and to convene an informal meeting
to consider questions relating to our organization of work.

The next plenary meeting of the Committee will be held on Thursday,

26 July 1979, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.10 p.m.




