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The CHAIRMAN: Yesterday I proposed to the Committee that we now hold

informal consultations among delegations in order to reach agreement on the gubstantive
paragraphs of our report under the variouz items. We have received a number of draft
paragraphs under individual items from different delegations, and there are also the
secretariat papers.

In my view, we should now try to find en area of consensus and then agree on
common texts. This cen best be done through informal consultations, and I am glad
that this suggestion has found general acceptance. Specifically, I should like o
propose that these informal consultations begin immediately, under the chairmanship
of my successor, namely the Ambassador of Canada.

We have already completed our statements of views and it remains for us now to
take decisions on the basis of consensus. 1 suggest, therefore, that at informal
consultations the representation of delegations be at the decision-making level. If
we proceed in this manner,.it-is likely that we can complete our work by tomorrow
evening., 1 hope my suggestion will be accepted by the Committee and that all
delegations will extend their Ffull co-operation.

I would like to thank the Ambassador of Canada for kindly agreeing to chair the
informal consultations, and for assisting me in this manner.

While the informal consultations are going on, I shall continué to chair the
plenary and informal meetings and guide the Committee through the first, second and
final reading of the report.

If there is no objection, it will be so decided.

It was so decided.

The Ambassador of Canada will begin the informal consultations at the end of
this plenary meeting in room C,108,
The following documents arc being circulated today by the Secretariat:
(1) Document CD/48, submitted by the delegations of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States of America, entitled: "“USSR-USA

Joint Report on Progress in the Bilateral Negotiations on the Prohibition

of Chemical Veapons".
(2) Document CD/49, submitted by the delegation of the Netlherlands, entitled:

"Chemical weapons - Answers 10 questionnaire contained in CD/41".

Mr. IERDER (German Democratic Republic): The 1979 session of the Committee
on Disarmament comes to its end. Looking back at our activities we can state that
very intensive and active work has been done. The rules of procedure laid down in
writing for the first time in the Committee's history have stood the test. Given

these rules of procedure, the Committee is provided with the necessary flexibility
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in solving its tasks and, on the basis of these rules, the Committee accorded
priority during its summer session to the discussion of questions of substance ih
accordance with its programme of work,

My'delegation appraises as positive the work that has been done. This is
confirmed by the numerous concrete proposals that were submitted. The socialist
States have presented proposals regarding all problems on the agenda, and this is
also reflected in the draft report. We are gratified about it. At the same time,
however, we are well aware of the fact that the Committee unfortunately has not made
use of all possibilities to take further concrete steps in the implementation of the
programme of work.

In this respect, we underline our position that the Committee could still have
continued its meetings for some weeks. This, no doubt, would have enabled the
Committee to achieve some more results before the thirty-fourth session of the
United Nations Genéral Assembly.

It is not coincidental that the Committee appraised the signing of the SALT IT
Treaty as an outstanding event in the field of limiting the nuclear arms race.
Taking into account that this Treaty will be immediately followed by negotiations on
a SALT ITI treaty, the importance of SALT II as a step towards nuclear disarmament
becomes evident. We share the opinion which has been often expressed that the
results of the SALT II negotiations will exert a positive influence on other
disarmament negotiations, above all, for instance, on the Geneva Committee on
* Disarmament. | |

But on no account should they be used as a}pretext to abandon nuélear
disarmament negotiations within the Committee. We hold the view that the Committee
on Disarmament, as a multilateral negotiating body, can and has to live up to the
specific responsibility it bears in the field of nuclear disarmament. An important
task should be to determine exactly this role and to draw relevant conclusions for
its practical work.

The issues of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament
have taken, with good reason, a central place in our activities. It is gratifying
for us to note the general sgreement that effective measures to be taken in thié
field constitute a high priority task. It was and continues to be the concern of
the German Demécratic Republic and other socialist States membefs of the Committee
to see this priority reflected in the Committee!s practical work. There is no doubt
thaty in the course of this year's session, thé Committee has méde'great'efforts to
live up to this commitment. ' |

We note with great-pleasure that the exchange of opinions on concrete meaéures
to halt the nuclear srms race has been given new impetus by the proposal made by the

socialist States concerning negotiations on ending the production of all types of
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nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles until they have been
completely destroved (CD/4). This proposal took a central nlace in the framework of
the discussion or nuclear-dizgrmament measures. It generated great interest and was
largely approved.

Now == at the end of this year's session ~- the Committee is, no doubt, provided
with plenty of ideas about the future organizational procedure, on the one hand, and
with various ideas regarding the substantial implementation of the proposed
negotiations, on the other. Ve are of the view that the statement made by the Group
of 21 (working paper CD/Bé/Rev,l), with which we agree in general, deserves special
attention. We also congider the various remarks made and guestions raised by
numerous speakers in the course of OffiCial‘and informal meetings to be valuable and
useful. The exchange of opinions up to now has made a contribution to clarifying a
number of questions and to paving the way for further progress. This has in general
improved conditions for a fruitful continuation of our activities in this field in
1980.

The main concern of the proposal made by the socialisgt Stales was, as you know,
to agree upon concrete decisions to prepare immediately negotiaﬁions on comprehensive
nuclear disarmament, even at thce current session. Though this gogl could not yet
be reached, we nevertheless deem it to be important that fundamental principles for
negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures have been discussed.

Many speakers, for instance, reiterated the need for a step-~by-step procedure.
We share this vier. What does this mean 'n terms of our practical wofk?

When agreement has been reached on the necessity of solving the problem of
nuclear disarmament, and when we have on hand fundamental guidelines for the
approach -~ vwe all are of the opinion that the Final Document of the tenth special
segssion of the United Nations General Assembly, in particular its paragraph 50,
constitutes such a general guideline —~— the next logical step Would be to reach
understanding on the organization and technical preparation of negotiations, which
should start as early as possible. This is exactly the concern of the socialist
States. |

The problem of puarantees of the security of States justly plays an important
role in the negotiations. We believe that, in this respect, a fundamental question
arises, the reply to which is extremely important for achieving progress in the field
of nuclear disarmement. The question is how to guarantee the interests of national
security under prevailing conditions —- do these interests provide a possibility for
maintaining and building up. without hindrance, a country'!s potential of nuclear
weapons? Or is it noct betlter to meet the security interests of every State through

mutvally agreed measures to reduce constantly the level of the balance of military
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forces and to proceed finally to the complete destruction of the material means for
nuclear warfare? As we see it, the latter way seems to be the only alternative.

The Committee was often requested to single oubt one element or a set of elements
to start negotiations on nuclear disarmament. The vepresentative of Nigeria
expressed the idea of first taking measures to "freeze" the nuclear arms race. This
is a very interesting idea, which, in our opinion, deserves attention. By freezing
the nuclear arms race, the present, approximately balanced, relationship of forces
would be maintained.

This would at the same time be the best prerequisite for ongoing steps on the
way towards nuclear disarmament. In the view of the German Democratic Republic, the
Committee ghould pursue this course next year.

Finally, I would like once again to state the conclusion that the time has come
to set up a working group which should agree on the date, place and pariticipants for
substantial negotiations. In addition, a catalogue comprising all measures which
play a certain role in the process of nuclear disarmament as a whole could be drawn
up. Manifold suggestions have been made in this respect in the course of this year's
session of the Committee on Disarmament. They should be put into practice, right

away.

Mr, SUJKA (Poland): I wish to take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to
associate wy delegation with the congratulations and good wishes expressed fo you on
your assumption of the chairmanship of the Comumilttee.

I should like also to place on record our appreciation to the outgoing Chairman
for the month of July, the distinguished representative of Bulgaria, for his wise
and skilful guidance of our work last month.

As this busy session of the Committee on Disarmament comes to an end, one is
naturally tempted to reflect, with the benefit of hindsight, on the course of our
deliberations, to make an assessment of their results and -- on that basis —— to draw
conclusions, With your indulgence, lMr. Chairmen, I should like to make some general
observations on the work of the Committee at its session this year, and to comment on
some of its results.

In the view of my delegation, this session has differed from those of past years
in more ways than one. For one thing, the Committee comprises a greater number of
delegations, so that we have been meeting in a more representative forum than ever
before. For another, and more significantly, our session has taken place in an
international climate which has seen some positive changes.

Thus, owing to the results of the special session of the United Nations

General Assembly devoted to disarmament, we arrived at this session better prepared
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to discharge ouwr .andate more effectivel:”. Our efforts in the field of disarmament
and arms limitation have been, nmoreover, aided and facilitaved by the further
evolution of the policy of peacelful coexistence, as well as by the experience of its
practical application in international relations.

Looking at things from that angle, my delegation would have no major difficulty
in responding to the unduly perplexed question which seems to bother some in this
room, namely: "what shall we tell our constituencies sbout the results of the
Committee's work in 19797" My delegation belicves that each and every delegation
should, first of all, inform its constiituency what it itself contributed tc the
Committee’s collective endeavours and what share of the Committee's accomplishments
or failures, for that matter, it can legitimately claim for itself.

This is not to deny that the Committee should be held accountable‘for the end
product of its exertions. What we have some difficulty with is the proposed method
of doing that. ]

To our way of thinking, the only fair method of holding this organ accountable
for its results is to ask: "What has my delegation contributed?" We all represent
soverelign countries. BEach of our countries pursues a foreign policy which it
considers most appropriate in the light of its history and international position, a
policy which is most comnsistent with the needs of its people and the perceptions of
its leaders.,

Diverse ag cur historical and political backgrounds are¢, we have assembled
around this conference table to seek agreement on measures vhich are necessary in
order to promote the objectives we all appear to share. We have pledged that we
shall seek these objectives on the basis of consensus -~ the only practicable basis
for reaching decisions with implications for national security interests.

Undeniably, that method of decision-taking should serve to facilitate
understanding between sovereign States, not to hinder progress towards goals they
cherish. As we all agree, there are two sides to the principle of consensus which
complement each other. The first is a set of rights devolving on parties, rights
which they can claim to defend their vital interests. The other one is a corresponding
set of duties to do one's best to promote the attainment of the agreed objective., As
we see 1t, consensus must be seen as a coherent unity of rights and duties of each
party and on each issue. It would be utterly unthinkeble to have a situation in
which one party were to claim for itself only the rights, leaving for the other only
the duties. If anything, such an approach would relegate the question of equality

of parties to the aphere of rhetoric and semantics.
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While we are broadly agreed as to the negotiating character of this body, we
occasionally had some difficulty with esgreement on what exactly the verb "to negotiate
means, or how it should be interpreted. My delegation, for one, believes that 1t
should be interpreted as a multiphased process of arriving at an understanding
wherein clarification of positions is followed by the identification of common and
divergent areas and the concentration of effort on overcoming the latter. Only in
that final phase can parties profitably proceed to the drafting of specific treaty
language.

I shovld like to refer to one item in our progsramme of work to illustrate both
the complexity of the problems we have faced at the current session and the manner
in which my delegation sought to make ite contribution to the work of the Committee.
And that, incidentally, will be what we are going to ftell our constituency.

As we know, in their approach to the question of a convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons, some delegations would have the Committbee proceed
already at this stage to the actual drafting of specific provisions of a fubure
convention, Towards that end, it was felt that the establishment of an Ad Hoc
Working Group would be desirable.

My delegation would have had no difficulty in supporting that procedural
suggestion, and we said so repeatedly at our informal meetings and plenary sessions.
It turned out, however, that no meeting of wminds would be porsible in the Committee
in that regard. _

Things standing as they were, my delegation perceived two possibie solutions to
the dilemma: either we should seek to make rapid ﬁrogress towards our ultimate
objective in one long jump, or we should decide to move forward in that direction in
steady and determined steps.

Since the first solution would, most likely, have provoked an increasingly
formalistic and acrimonious procedural debate, a debate for the sake of debate, which
far from promoting our common objective might well drown our baby in a flood of words,
we opted for the second, more pragmatic approach.

This approach, in our view, offered a chance of exploiting all possibilities of
a substantive discussion and substantive work in the area of chemical weapons, a
procedure which would help us gradually overcome our diffioultiesa

Consequently, we first suggested that our work should be carried out through an
informal contact group and informal consultations, in order to determine the most

appropriate manncr of harmonizing bilateral and multilateral efforts in the field of

chemical disarmament.
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As a result of the consuliations, oy delegalicn fomd 1t possible and desirable
to suggest that the Committee should proceed to the negotiating process starting with
the elaboration of a substantive outline of a future convention on the basis of the
record of the CCD, the Committee on Disarmament and the bilateral negotiations.

My delegation finds with satisfaction that, to a considerable extent, this
proved to be an effective and workable approach. Indeed, we have been able to
identify many elements of an outline of a future convention. In fact, we have
enough substance in hand to draft a fairly detailed document of that kind —- and
ny delegation would certainly like to reserve its right to do so at an'appropriaté
time -- a document which could constitute a sufficiently realistic basis for the '
continued work of the Committee in the field of chemical weapons.

The substance which I have in mind includes:

The working documents tabled by several delegations, more specificaliy those of

the Netherlands and my owmn;

The important joint report on the state of the bilateral negotiations between

the USSR and the United States;

The results of the wide-ranging discussion at the current session of the

Committee, as well as the many working papers addressed to specific substantive

chemical warfare questions.

We have gro . ands to believe that the two Powers involvel in the bilateral
negotiations, whose dedication to effective chemical warfare prohibition was
confirmed in their Jjoint report, will continue to co-operate with our efforts in
that respect. We would wish to hope also that other States, or groups of States,
will offer a valuable and construciive contribution in-that regard. My delegation
looks forward to working with them towards our common goal --an early and effective
ban on chemical weapons.

The Polish delegation does not share the sceptical -- not to say negative ~-—
assessments of the outcome of this session which were voiced by some delegations.
Neither do we entertain any doubts as to the credibility of this Committee as an
effective and viable organ of multilateral negotiations in the field of arms
limitation and disarmament, While, regrettably, we have failed to achieve much
tangible progrese in such high-priority areas as the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament, the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests or =
comprehensive ban on the development of new types of weapons of mass destruction and
new systems of such weapons, we have done much better in other areas.

Thus, apart from constructive and worthwhile work in the field of chemical

weapons, the Committee has received a Jjoint Soviet-United States document containing
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major elements of a draft convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons. .
1

After duve study of that documenrnt by experts in our capitails, it will certainly ls
possible for the Commitiee  to elaborate ¢n its basis next ,2ar another valuable
international instrument. As a matter of fact, my delegation was entirely prepared
and willing to initiate work in that respect even in the time available fo us this
year.

Furthermore, the Committee has also had the possibility of taking a vseful first
lock at the question of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-
weapon States against the uwse or threat of use of nuclear weapons, a conclusion cre
can certainly draw.from the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, set out in
document CD/47.

All these are by no means negligible results of our work in 1979. That work and
its results, we submit, was the necessary first stage and a stepping-stone to our
work in the fubure.

Obviously, further progress in the arecas within our competence will depend to a
large extent on the political will and constructive co-operation of all delegations
around this conference table.

As at the 1979 session, the Polish delegation will also strive to make every

positive contribution it can to the Committee's work in 1980,

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): The 1979 session of the Committee on Disarmament is drawing to an end.
The time has come to take stock of this session, which has Lasted altogether for

more than five months., This year the Committee on Disarmament has worked for the

first time as an enlarged body: it includes nuclear and non-nuclear States situated
on different continents and in different regions of the world, participants in
military alliances and non-aligned countries. There are therefore good possibilities
in the Committee, of comparing views on specific questions on the agenda, of bringing
out constructive ideas and of selecting proposals conducive to progress in the matter
of stopping the arms race and in disarmament. )

The Soviet Union attaches great significance to the Committee on Disarmament as
the main body for multilateral negotiations on stopping the arms race and on
disarmament. This is vividly attested by the fact that a message of greeting was
addressed to the Committee on Disarmament by the Head of the Soviet State,

Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR. The hope was expressed in that message that the 1979 session would see the
Committeels activities produce the practical results which are awaited by all the

peopies of the world.
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What is needed to achieve those practical results? As was emphasized in the
message from the Head of the Soviet State: "The efforts to bring about a decisive
turn in the struggle to stop the arms race must be doubled, trebled, increased
ten~fola",

The Soviet Union is acting precisély in this way. It is sparing no effort to
put an end to the arms race, to prevent the threat of world nuclear war. The meetings
of L.l. Breghnev with United States President J. Carter and the President of France,
Giscard d'Estaing, are in accordance with those noblc goals. The signing in Vienna
of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT II), which initiates
the reduction of a number of the most destructive types of weapons, was an extremely
important event. As we know, SALT IT is to be followed by the SALT III negotiations.,

Questions of stopping the arms race are to be given primary importance in the
meetings of L.I: Bre zhnev with the leaders of fraternal socialist countries this
summer .

An entire complex of proposals to remove the threat of war, to proceed to
military détente, was put forward at the meeting of the Committee of Foreign Ministers
of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty which took place on 14~15 May 1979 in Budapest.
New proposals were alsc tabled by the socialist countries at the negotiations on the
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

The active, enterprising line taken by the Soviet Union and other socialist
States on disarmament questions is due to the nature, the social order, of these
States, in which there are no classes or social strata with an interest in the arms
race, It is from this that the line pursued in the Committee on Disarmament by the
Soviet delegation, and by the delegations of other socialist countries, takes its
origin. It was with this purpose in view that we put forward various proposals,
submitted draft agreements, gave explanations and called upon the Committee to
concentrate on questions of substance in the discussion of disarmament problems and
not waste time in fruitlesslprocedural battles. That was why we firmly advocated
a businesslike and constructive approach to the disarmament problems on the agenda,
and why, finally, we suggested an extension of the 1979 session, being convinced that
real negotiations on the complex, many-faceted questions involved, and progress
towards the goal of disarmament, mean much more for the destinies of the world than a
mournful wringing of hands over the fact that there is still no chance today of
solving all or even some of the problems of disarmament at a blow.

There was practically not a single item on the agenda concerning which the Soviet
delegation -~ either alone or jointly with other socialist States, or with other
States members of the Committee -- did not submit documents which provided the

foundation or basis for the discussion of one question or another in the Coumittee.
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The position of the Soviet Union-and the other co-sponsors was stated and reflegted
in a number of working documents, namely: .

Document OD/4, "Negotiations on ending the production of all types of nuclesr
weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles until they have been completely
destroyed", submitted join®ly with other socialist countries (item 2 of the agenda);

Document GD/ZB, "Draft international convention on the sirengthening of guaranteoes
of the security of non-nuclear Staﬁes“, aubmitted jointly with other socialist
countries (item 3 of the agenda) ' .

Document GD/AG, "USSR~United States joint report on progress in the Lllateral

gotiatioris on the prohibition of chemical weapbns" (item 4 of the agenda),

Documents CD/55 and CD/)l, "Negotiations on the questlon of the prohibition of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons” and the
"Agreed joint: USSR-United States proposal on major elements of a treaty'prohlbltlng
the development, production, stockplllng and use of radiological weapons” (item 5
of the agenda).

Finally, the Committee heard the joint statement on progress in the negotiations
between the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States on a treaty prdhibiting
nuclear-weapon tests in-all enviromments, and its protocol covering nuclear explosions
for peaceful purposes. To explain its position and the grounds for particular
provisions, the Soviet delegation hasArepeatedly made detailed statements at both
formal and informal meetings of the Committee. Ve are gratified by the inférest shown
in our proposals. Many delegations —- tlse of India, Australia, the Netheflan@é,
Japan, Sweden and others —- put questions to us, asked for olarificatibnéxof.partioular
points in the statements of the Soviet delegation or in the documents submitted by ox
with the participation of the USSR delegation. Some dozens of questions were put on
the nuclesr-disermament document, on the joint Soviet-United States proposal on the
prohibition of radiological weapons, on the prohibition of chemical weapons and on
guarantees of the security of the non~nuclear States. Wé studied those questions and
devoted several statements to answering them. I may add that this work at the 1979
session has given us profound satisfaction because it illustrates the businesslike
and constructive nature of the Committee's activities and testifies to its great

potential possibilities.
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Are we satisfied with the results of the session? It is difficult to give an
ungualified answer to this question. The Soviet Union and other socialist
countries played as before, an active and constructive rol: in the Committee's
work, and we are of course pleased sbout this. I hope it will not sound
immodest to say that the group of socialist States has made quite a weighty
contribution to the Committee's work. In this connexion I should like to
eipress gratitude to my colleagues from the delegations of socialist countries.
for their creative approach to the Committee's work, for their concrete and
constructive proposals on various items of the agenda.

We are also pleased with the growing co-operation among all delegations and
with the underétanding with which the majority of the Committee's members and the
non-aligned States in particular, received our proposals for the solution of specific
problems in connexion with the cessation of the arms race and disarmament. We are
glad that, in the spirit of the decisions taken at the Vienna meeting between the
leaders of the USSR and the United States, we have submitted to the Committee, jointly
with the United States delegation, a number of important documents which were highly
appraised. Lastly, we are glad that on a number of questions negotiations have been
started and a,faif chance of achieving further progress created.

dn the other hand, we consider that more progress could and should have been
made. The Soviet delegation considered it unjustified that the Committee has spent
the greater part of its time on discussing various questions of procedure and
organization.

Of the five-and-a-half months of the Committes's work in 1979, only about six
weeks were devoted to the discussion of the substance of disarmament questions. The
solution of procedural questions is, of course, important, for a good organigzation of
work creates the necessary conditions for the conduct of negotiétions on questions of
limiting the arms race and of disarmament. But we will inevitably prejudice the
negotiations themselves if we give our main attention to their organization.

Nevertheless, there is a tendency for some of our colleagues to be carried away
by procedural discussions. The Committee's annual session is drawing to a close and
yet we must note with regret that many delegations have still not expressed their
opinion on the substance of the questions under discussion, though their voices are
quite often heard in the various protracted debates on organizational matters. I
would like to put a question to them: is it not time to devote more attention to

the substance?
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We also regret that, because of the position taken by certain States, we did
not succeed in achieving more concrete results on some questions, in particular, on
the question of nuclear disarmament.

It also seems unjustified to us that some delegations are unwilling to céntinue
the work of the Committee's current session, despite the fact that %he specific
documents submitted on the questions of the prohibition of radiological weapons,
chemical weapons and the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear
States have provided a good basis for achieving, even at this session of the
Committee, more substantial results and greater progress towards the goal we have
set ourselves., We expect more active participation by all delegafions in the
Committee's work, we believe their knowledge and experience will be helpful in
solving our common tasks. And our tasks are common indeed. The tremendous material
resources which are at present being spent on the production of armaments must be
diverted to the satisfaction of people'!s material and cultural needs. As for the
Soviet Union, I can assure the members of the Committee that our country will have
enough patience, energy and determination to copduct negotiations on the entire
complex of disarmament problems and to strive for real disarmament.

In conclusion, the Soviet delegation would like to express its gratitude to all
delegations in the Committee for their co-operation, and voice the hope that the
next session will bring greater results than the present one. I cannot but thank
also all the members of the secretariat staff for their tireless efforts.to keep the

Committee!s work going.

Mr, FEIN (Netherlands): Mr. Chairman, at the beginhing of this meeting
you were good enough to mention that a paper had been tabled on behalf of my
delegation, document GD/49, entitled "Chemical weapons, answers to gquestionnaire °
contained in GD/41”. With your permission I should like to say a few words in
explanation of both these papers, since I did not introduce GD/41 at the time that
it was tabled.

Members of this Committee will recognize these papers since they have dealt
with them at informal meetings on various occasions., You will recall that the
origin of document GD/41, the guestionnaire, was an informal working paper

circulated with a view to stimulating discussion on the substance of chemical weapons.
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We left it as an informal working paper until references were also made to the

paper in formal meetings of this Committee. We therefore thought it would be logical
and wise 1o have it circulated as an official wofking paper, which was done under

the symbol OD/41.

Having put these questions to the members of the Committee and having obtained
at least some answers, we felt that we ourselves should also endeavour to answer our
own questions, and we did this, again in the form of an informal working paper,
which was drafted by the chemical-weapons expert of my delegation, Dr. Jong, and
circulated as such.s As ve are now drawing to the end of this year's session of the
Committee on Disarmament; and in view of the results we have obtained in discussing
the substance of chemical weapons, we thought it would also be better fo circulate
those answers 1o the questions contained in GD/41 as a formal working paper. I may
add that these answers are somewhat different from the ones contained in the earlier
informal paper, they have been amended slightly but they now contain the official
views of the Netherlands Government on these substantive questions of chemical weapons.

Mention has been made this morning in several speeches of the possibility of
this Committee adjourning its work tomorrow, 10 August. Therefore the possibility
of discussing these papers substantively during this year's session are somewhat
limited, although my delegation would have no problem at all in continuing the
discussions. For us, 10 August is not a magical date. However, if it is not
possible to do so during this year, we hope that next year we will begin with the
substance immediately without wasting any time on procedural matters, as I am afraid
we have done this year.

Thoge are two things that I wanted to say, but with your permission,

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to recall a proposal that was made earlier in the
session, I think it was 22 April, when the representative of Australia proposed the
holding of a seminar on chemical weapons to be organized in conjunction with the
secretariat.s We found the proposal very interesting, and although it will perhaps
not be possible to go into much more detail during this year's session of the
Committee we would nevertheless like to suggest that at the begimming of our session
next year we do look into that possibility again.

. This is all I have to say for the moment. I apologize that my statement is a
lot less impressive than some other statements we have heard this morning, but we of
the Netherlands have tried to contribute in a positive and concrete way, and I think
the introduction of two papers on chemical weapons is a befitting end to my work in

this session of the Committee on Disarmament.
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SIR-James~PLIMSOLL~(Ausfralia): As some other members have ftaken the

opportunity of this meeting to give some of their impressions and assessments of the
current session, and others no doubt may wish to do so when we are signing the
report, I thought it might be easiest for everybody if I too took the opportunity
of saying something now.

I agree with a great deal of what has been said by previous speakers about this
session. I think myself it has been a useful segsion, one that we need not apologize
for., Every member around this table would have liked something to have been done
differently. He might have preferred some different priorities. He may have wanted
gome things given different emphasis. But in the Committee, where we work by
consensus, vVery properly by consensus, we have to -accommodate ourselves to different
gsenses of priorities, but also to the different stages at which questions have come
forward for discussions. I know that all of ug from time to time have been sorry
that when we approach a problem we do not yet have before us all the reports or
statements of views that we might like, but we take into account, and we should take
into account, the fact that we are dealing with real problems in the world where
things do not always come to a point of decision or report at exactly the time
that isg most convenient for the Committee's woxrk.

I am not surprised that we have not been able to go faster. Indeed, looking
at the work of the international community on disarmament since the Second World
War, the surprising thing is that so much has been done over that period. For the
first time in the history of the world there has been some real progress on a
world-wide scale on the control of arms., I think very few people at the United Nations
in its first session, in 1946 —— 2g I wag -- would have thought that bty now
we would have got as far as we have on intemnational control of arms. I agree with
what Mr. Issraelyan said when he spoke today -- he sald there is no possibility to
solve in one fell swoop all disarmament problems. We here in this Committee should
not be surprised that, when we meet, we are not going to solve in one session, perhaps
in several sessions, perhaps in many sesgions, problems that have defied mankind for
so long. There are real problems to be tackled. We are not playing with words.
Behind the words are real questions of security of each member State., And the
problems are complex.

When people examine the records of this Committee, they will have to take

account of the fact that the public records will not always show what we have done
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this year. There have been the informal meetings of the Committee, for which there
are usually no records. There have been mecetings of working ~roups, for vhich there
are no records. There have been the private discussiong that have been going on
between delegations. But we around the table can assess for ourselves the total
amount of work that has been done this year., This Committee has got a wider
representation than previous Committees on Disarmament. It has in its nominal -
membership all the nuclear Powers, and four of them have been at the table., I think
one of the hopeful things is that four nuclear Powers have been participating to an
extent to which in most things they have not in the past come into multilateral
discussions for decisiong to be taken., It was vexry important and symbolical that
immediately after the SALT II agreement was reached in Vienna, the United States and
the Soviet Union reported it to the Committee on Disarmament. That was a symbolical
act of considerable importance, I think, as an indication of a willingness to involve
this Committee. They have presented us, too, at this seszion with what amounts to a
draft treaty on radiological weapons. They have given us a detailed report on some
of the issues involved on chemical weapons. If we are frank, we will recognize to
ourselves that the second of those reports is at least more detailed than at one
stage we had realistically hoped. It is important that they have been involving
themselves in the work of the Committee. It does, as I have said before in this
Committee, impose upon other countries some reciprocal regponsibility. We for our
part, those of us who are not nuclear Powers, should also behave as partners. We must
avoid a confrontation between the nuclear Powers. and the rest of the Committee., We
are partners. That is one of the important things we have to bear -in mind in our
discussions, Sometimes in digcussions there is a tendency to separate ourselves and
to say that the nuclear Powers are not telling us enough or that they should be doing
more., We and they each have responsibilities.

In assesging our work there are some questions. The first is: what are
negotiations? I agree with what the representative of Poland said. Some are
attaching to the word negotiations too exclusive a meaning. They are interpreting
that word to cover only sitting down and negotiating a specific text of a treaty or’
an agreement. Now that is a stage, usually a final stage, in negotiations. But
there are other stages, and we have been following those stages. One of them is to

clarify the igsues, to state particular positions or interests that have to be taken
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into account, so that when we do get down to negotiating a text, each of us will
have in his mind first of all what the iswi:s are and the fac’s, and sccondly what
the interests are of all those we want to have as parties to the text. I think we
have been doing that, and I will come back to that in a minute or so. But we have
been doing a lot of that, particularly in this second gsession.

There are cther words that are bemusing us ~- those that describe our various
sub~organs, the subordinate bodies of this Committee. Take "working group". Some
representatives have suggested that, if we do not have a working group on a subject,
we are not working on it, we are not doing anything on it. But in fact there are
other forns of machinery. Sometimeg the discussions in the Comittee itself are a
form of negotiadion, Sometincs the discussion in the informal meetings of the
Comnittec are a form of negotiation., I think that has been true on the draft treaty
on radiological weapons, and in the discussion on chemical weapons., Our discussions
there, our detailed discussiong, the expression of gubstantive pesitions by countries,
the asking of questions, has becn part of the process of negotiation. The work on
this of all of us around this table ig not just vhat is done here in Geneva in the
Cormittee on Disarmament; it is also what is being done in capitals. Some of what
we have been doing here has becen a necessary preliminary or a necessary accompaniment
to the consideration that ig being given in our éapitals. It will bear fruit when
we neet next year. Our Governments should now be in a better pogition to form
opinions, They should know at the next session what they should be prepared to take
positions on, becalne digcussions herc have opened thig up. +wnd we have also, I
hope, played some part in educating not just one another but the world. In
particular, other Governments will be getting the records of our proceedings.

Now I think, to follow the example of those who have spoken earlier today, I
should say something on individuel items. TFor the Australian delegation, the biggest
digappointment has beecn the conmprehengive test-ban treaty. We had hoped that we
could have at this segsion, if not a detailed text; at least a nore detailed account
of where things stand than the United Kingdom and the United States and the USSR were
able to give. In saying that, I repeat what I said before, that we do not charge the
three nuclear countries concerned with deliberately trying to frustrate this Committeec.

There are real problems, real interests, and if there are delays it is a fact that
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has to be recognized. We are sorry, however, that on this matter, where I think
agreementkis attainable in a way that in some other fields it is not, we have not
yet got a draft treaty. I hope that before we meet again next year there will be a
draft treaty. But there are things that the rest of us can do heforehand, wvhile
waiting. I hope that the seismic experts group will be able to do something on it.
Then we had 2 proposal on radiclogical weapons. There, while we have not got
dowp'to negotiating a treaty, we have cleared the air a bit and opened the way to
something next year. It was impossible for any Govemment tc take a poesition on
that text without exanining it. It will take detailed consideration, consultation
between departments in our Governments. This process began. There have besn a
number of Questions raiged here. A number cof interpretations have been sought by
représentatives in questions. A number of Governments, through this Committee, have
exprésséd views on some of the real issues involved, such as the question of the
relafionship of these controls on arms to the peaceful uses of radiology, and so forth.
I think it will bé possible, and thig is our goal, to subnit to the General Assembly
next yedr.a text agreed on by this Committee. I{ we do this, that will be an
achievenent, and this segsion, which is coning to an end, has played its part in it.
Then we have had chemical weapons. Now there, I think, we can alsoc say that we
have made some progress. It is an extrenely complicated area. There have been
exposed here two of the big preoccupations. One is the relationship of weapons to
civil industry, legitimate civil peaceful industry. That concerns every one of us.
It does not concern only the nuclear Powers. It does not concemrn only the advanced
industrial Powefs. It concems every country of the world, including quite
undeveloped countries, because stricter controls on chemical industries could limit
the possibilities of econonic development in any country. Chemical industry is the
bagis of a lot of economic development ~- plagtics industry, and so nmany industries.
So that is a real question. The fact that some countries have raised it, even in a
tentative way, has been I think a contribution to our understanding of it. Then also
undex ohemical weapons thexre has been some discussion by some countries of the problems
of verification, which are much greater than the prcblems of verification in the
nuclear industry --becausc you haﬁe a much greater overlap into civil industry, and

because the means of detection are much more difficult. We want to avoid a systenm
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of verification that will be too costly or that will involve an wnwarranted intrusion
into industrial kn.wledge or security knowlcdge. The fact thot we discussed that

has been a contribution, and the Committee should not ignore the extent to which it
has brought this matter forward by its discussion. I had hoped at one stage that

we night have been able to agree in a very tentative way on setting out a statenent
of some of the issues to be resgolved -- in a very tentative way, because I think very
few of us are in a position to take a firm position on any substantive issue. Until
we have the report before ug that we are presenting to the General Assembly, our
annual report, one cannot say definitely that that will not be achieved, but it is,

I think, unlikely. However, even without an agreed text from this Committee, it is
possible by studying the records of the discussion and by looking at some of the
working papers that have been submitted, and the papcr the Netherlands have gubmitted
today =-- it is possible for our own Governments to work out for thermselves some of
the questions to which they should be addressing themselves before this Committee
begins its work next year.

We have also had a discussion on nuclear disarmament, I must say that I do not
see that as a fleld where we are going to get any quick resclution. The destruction
of nuclear arms or even the complete control on their production is much nore
complicated than some of the cther things before us. I do not see that as an area
where this Committee is going to make a positive progress in the form of decigions on
a programne or a course of action in the near future, But we have had some useful
discussions on the issues involved, I thin many of us are better informed than we
were when we came, Some of us believe that in that field, too, it may be possible
to make some progress without waiting for decision on the complete question ~- the
so-called "cut-off", for example, or, to use the actual words in the General Agsembly
resolution, "adequately verified cessation and prohibition of the production of
fissionable naterial for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices'. That
is souething that Australia and some other speakers believed we should be able to
nake some progress on without waiting for nuclear disarmament nore broadly to be
agreed on either as a programme of action or as a programme for consideration,

We had before us the question of guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States, and

that is one thing where the Committee did agree on a paper. BRach of us is now better
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informed on that than at the beginning of our digcussion, and we are better informed
on the attitude of some of the key countrics, '

S0 next year we have got the same agende before us. Ve nay have more items on
it. The fact that it is the same agenda does not mean we have made no progress.
we will then have to determine our future priorities. And I do not think we can do
that until we meet next year. In the nmeantine there is going to be the General Agsenbly
intervening and the intermational discussions that occoipany it, We will
have fto bear in nirnd fThat the non-proliferation treaty review conference is coming
up, and it may be that this Committee nay be able to do something to help that
forward and in particular in regard to the comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Australia has come here this year for the first time. We are a new member of
the Comnittee on Disaxrmament. We have participated actively in it. We have expressed
sorie views on substance. We have taken part in the questioning and the exploration
of issues and the examination of questions. We suggested in the first session that
there should be a seminar or a demonstration or something like that on chemical
weapons; and the representative of the Netherlands has just referred to that again
this moming. T hope that the Secretariat may feel that this matter has reached a
sufficient stage to put something in the budgetary way to the General Assembly this
year. The Australian delegation did, as you know, propose 17 August as the closing
date, so we would have been prepared to go longer in the examination of questions.
Even as it ig, if we finish toriorrow, I think that this Coumittee can take some
satisfaction in what it has achieved. Thérc is no need for us to apologize. I think
the Australian delegation at any rate, if I might pick up the point made by the
representative of Poland, does not need to have difficulty in explaining to our
people in Australia what we have done. I think there are nmany other delegations
around thig table which also will have no difficuldy in explaining what they have

done.

y@h_jgzgygzi(Hungary)(translated from French): It is matural that, towards the
end of a session, we should take stock of the work we have accomplished, try to assess
the results and, if we are not satigfied with our achievencnts, try to discover and
analyse tﬁe causges and circunstances of our dissatisfaction, and the unfavourable

factors. So it is that in the past few days we have heard several statements by
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member countries on the performance of the Committee on Disarmanment at this session.
I should like to dzscribe briefly the position of wy delegation on this subject.'

In January of this year, my delegation took its place at this negotiating table
in the hope that we would succeed in making tangible progress towards the solution
of nany disarmament problems. We corbined this hope with our determination to try
by all possible means to reach a nore meaningful result this year than in' previous
years.

If we compare our hope, our willingness to contribute and the efforts we have
made with the outcome of this session, and if we then conpare the results with the
magnitude of the task, we can say that greater progress would have been justified
in the interests of reversal of the armaments race. But we also think that the
outcore of a session should be conpared with that of the previous session. In fthis
respect -- we consider -~ we would not be unjustified in drawing a picture which is
on the whole pogitive. .

It is true that the Committee was unable, during this session, to negotiate a
draft treaty or convention. Nevertheless, we witnessed many favourable trends during
this session, and the Comnittee did work which will yield congiderable benefits in
the following period.,

In this connexion, I should like to pause briefly on iten 3 of the Committee's
agenda conceming negative security guarantees, which was included in our Cormittee's
agenda and prograrme of work for the first time. My delegation attaches particular
inportance to this topic, which is why we participated actively in the consideration
and negotiation of this subject. o

In our opinion, the Committee has done useful, even indispensable work, if
we are to make swifter progress in the future.

The Ad Hoc Working Group set up by the Cormittee has, to all intents and purposes,
prepared the way for negotiations. It has obmpleted the preliminary work which can
be regarded as an integral part of the negotiatihg process and which must necessarily
be done prior to the elaboration of particular articles of a draft convention. We
cannot clain to have gone beyond this preparatory period. Yet, analysing the report
of the Ad Hoc Working Group, we can come to satisfactory conclusions. The working
papers subnitted to the Committee, the draft conventions of the socialist countries

and Pakistan, and the compilation prepared by the Secretariat have enabled us to have
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a better idea of the viewpoints of others, on tho onc hand, and fto cone closer to
discovering possible means of preparing practical arrangemnentr on the other. The
Working Group has identified several elenents for future negotiations and produced
nany valuable ideas, interesting arguments, which will facilitate the elaboration of
conmon denominators. The report was ahle to note an identity of views on geveral
guestions. It is a pronising sign that the idea of concluding an international
convention on negative security guarantee-was, in principle, accepted. On the basis
of the achicvements of the Vorking Group, therefore, we can rightly hope that at its
next session the Cormittee will be able to gpeed up the preparation of a convention on
this subject. We consider, too, that the report of the 4d Hoc Working Group
represents a useful contribution to subsequent examination of this problem in the
Tnited Nations.

We are convinced that no single country ar.group of countries can clain for
itself the results we have achieved during fhis gsession. The will to nake progress
in the negotiations on various disarmanent topics cannot be the privilege of a few.
Work in the Cormittee is collective: the decisions adopted reflect a consansus. It
follows that the results and responsibility must also be shared among the wmember
countries of the Comaittee. I should like to emphagize, however, that the socialist
countries werc particularly active throughout the session. They took many initiatives,
submitted concrete proposals and working documnents, in order to advance negotiations

on all itens on the annual agenda of the Cormittee on Disarmament.

IR, SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): I would just like to add a few points to
one of the remarks made earlier by the distinguished representative of the Netherlands
in his statement on chenical weapong, I want, incidentally, to congratulate the
Netherlands delegation on the enornously constructive and active role they have played
in CW during the course of this session.

Ambassador Fein referred to the possibility of holding a seminar on CW, perhaps
during the coning 1980 scssion of our Committee. This idea had been put forward
earlier by the Australian delegation, and T want to say that wy delegation fully
supports this. Ve think that this is an excellent idea. The ain of a CW seninar
would be to inforn those of us who will be involved in OW negotiations in this

Cormittee next year of the main problems which we shall need to consider. I imagine
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that this seninar would be of a kind designed to help, but would be mainly technicalj;
it might concentrete on a few of the concednts and guestions ihich we shall need to
be familiar with, for example, what is meant by toxicity criteria, what is a
dual~purpose criterion, what sort of problems are involved in destruction of stocks,
and go on., If the seninar were arranged to coincide with a period when the CW
experts were with us it would be possible, I think, to draw on their experience as
part of the briefing, and they would help us, the non-experts, to understand soue

of these questions better. I think the seninar could be arranged with a minimal
cogt, and it would help our work for the elaboration of a convention on CW,

I would like %o make one further suggestion, on this question. Those delegations
vho gent experts to the United Kingdon, to our CW workshop last March, know that oy
Government then arranged a demonsiration of various chemical defence protective
equipment. I think it was agreed that such a demonstration proved to be a useful
confidence-building neasure., I would like to suggest that a similar denonstration
night be held in Geneva to coincide with the seminar., I would like to say now that
if some delegations do see some merit in this idea, and would be prepared to arrange
to send equipment, wy own authorities would be glad to do so. I hope that this

would help us in our work in the coming session.

MR, GHAREKHAN (India): Since this has turned out to be an evaluation

session, and with a view to saving the maximun possible time of the Comnnittee for

the other informal negotiations, I would like at this gtage 1) nake a statement on
behalf of the Group of 21, of which I happen 1o be the current chairman,

We would like this statement to be issued as an official document of the
Committee, and after I have finished reading the statement, we will hand the text
to the secretariat so that it could be issued asg a document of the Cormittee with
a symbol number.

The text of the statement is as follows:

”The‘special gesgion of the United Nations General Agserbly devoted to
disarmanent recognized the inadequacy of the results of the then existing
mltilateral disarmanent machinery and established, inter alia, the Committee

on Disarmament as a single multilateral negotiating body with a wider
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representative characier, in order to revitalize disarmgnent negotiations.
It was the expectavion of the Group cf 21 that this, to, 2ther with the
consensus adeption of the rrograue or action at the special session, would
lead tc concrete progress in disarmanent negotiations, particularly on the
priority issues.

During thig, its first anmmual scssion, the Cormittec on Disarmanent
worked intensively. In the light of past experience, the adoption by the
Comnitiee of its rules of procedure is a significant achievenent. The
discussions on this subject rellected the general desire of all States to
participate effectively in the process of disarmament negotiations. Likewise,
the adoption by the Cormittee of its agenda is an advance since it reflects
a consensus of the Comittee, on the one hand, regarding the broad framework
of its respongibilities and, on the other, on those issues which require urgent
negoviationg by the Comnittee, having been repeatedly so recommended by the
United Nations General Assembly.

The Group reiterates the inmportance and urgency of concluding a
conprehensgive nuclear-tegt-ban treaty. Unfortunately, during its 1979 session,
the Committce was wnable to give substantive consideration to the question of
a nrclear test Lan despite the repoated resolutions by the United Nations

153 requess that the Commistec on Disarmanent undertake

General Assenbly and
negotiatiors on such a treotr as hoe highestupriority itenn. This wag due to

the fact thot enber Stites cngaged ir bhe trilateral ncygotiations on the subject
did not secn prepared to negotiste within the Committee on Disarmanent.

Tae Group expressces its dlssatisfaction with the report on the trilateral
negotiaticng, conv:oyed at thy very end of the Committee on Disarmenent's session.
The Group believes that it chould have been possible for the States concerned to
provide o comprehensive and detailcd report on the status of these negotiations
and of the areas of agreenent and disagrecment. However, it is apparent from
the reported progress made in the trilateral negotiations, as indicated in the
official gtatements of the States concerned, that there is no justification to
delay any further the initiation of concrete negotiations in the Commitiee on

Disarmanment on a CTBT,
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The Group, therefore, affirms that such negotiations should be initiated
at the beginning of theé next session of the Committee o.n Disarmament as the
highest-priority item.

The Group appreciates the work done by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Congider International Co-operative lleasures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events during the session and endorses its continuation.

The Group reiterates the consensus reached at the special session that
nuclear disarmament has the highest priority among disarmament objectives.

It therefore welcomed the initiative taken during 1979 to begin negotiations
on the subject in the Coumittee on Disarmanent. For its part, the Group
subnitted concrete proposals towards that objective.

The Group considers that the iten on nuclear disarmanent should be
included on the agenda of the 1980 gession of the Committee on Disarmament
and that negotiations should be conducted in accordance with paragraph 50 and
other relevant provigions of the Final Document of the special session of the
General Assenbly devoted to Disarmanent.

The Group believes that the mogt effective assurance of security against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmanment and
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. The nuclear~weapon States have an
obligation to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons. The Group noteg with satisfaction that proposals for
the conclusion of effective international arrangenents on that subject were
subuitted by some of its mewbers. In that context, it notes that there is no
objection, in principle, within the Cormittee on Disarmament to the idea of
an international convention. The Group velcomes the establishment of the
Ad Hoc Working Group to consider and negotiate on this subject.

The Group believes that negotiations should be continued at the next
sesgion of the Committee, in 1980, and that the nandate of the Ad Hoc Working
Group should be reneved so as to continue the search for a common approach
which could be included in an effective international instrunent to assure
the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear

weapons.
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The thirty-third session of the General Agseubly had, as a matter of high
priority, requested the Committee on Disarmament to undortake at the beginning
of its 1979 session negotiations with a viev to elaborating an agreement on
effective neasures for the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of all chemical uecapons ana for their destruction. As apparent
from the resolution of the General Assenbly, the conclugion of the bilateral
negotiationg on the subject between the United States and the USSR should not
be a prerequisite to the initiation of negotiations in the Cormittee on a CW
convention. In confommity with the General Assenbly's request and in view of
the great importance it attaches to the natter, the Group early in 1979 session
of the Committee on Disarmament subnitted a proposal to set up an Ad Hoc
Working Group so that negotiations could be initiated., A number of other
delegations made similar suggestions.

The Group regrets that despite near unaniuous gupport in the Commitiee it
wag not possible to reach an agreement to set up the Ad Hoc Vorking Group in
order to begin concrete negotiations on a CU convention without further delay.

The Group notes the relatively detailed information on the present status
of the bileteral negotiations contained in the joint statenent by the USSR
and the United States. This information, as well as the contributions of other
members, strengthens the conviction ol the Group that there is need and
sufficient basis for real and immediate negotiations in the Committee on
Disarmanent on a CW convention.

The Group reiterates that an Ad Hoc Vorking Group should be established
at the begimming of the next session to negotiate on a CV convention.

The Group notes with satislaction the subnission of the Agreed Joint
United States-USSR Proposal on MHajor Dlenents of a Treaty Prohibiting the
Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Radiological Veapons. However,
the Group lelt that neaningful negotiations on the joint proposal should be
ﬁnitidted'at an appropriate stage, since adequate time vas hecessary for
examnination of the text by their respective Governments.

In evaluating the firgt session of the Committce, the Group expresses
its concermn that despite intensive work in the Cormittee on some items, the

Committee on Disarmament was unable to achieve concrete progress on the main
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items on its agenda. It is also disappointed with the way in which certain
important questions were approached in this rmltilateral negotiating body.

The Group believes that the Conmittee on Disarmament should be engaged
in concrete negotiations, rather than to limit itself to general discussions.
Any negotiations which are conducted outside the Committee should not in any
way constitute an impediment to multilateral negotiations within the Comnittee.
Moreover, the Committee on Disarmament should be directly involved in all sgtages
of negotiations on the issues on its agenda.

The Group would emphasize that since questions of disarmament are of
direct concern to all States, with special responsibilities on the nuclear~weapon
States and militarily significant States, a new approach in the multilateral
negotiations within the Committee on Disarmament is necessary. This new
approach should ensure full participation of all wmember States to enable the
Committee on Disarmament to cffectively discharge its responsibilities. The
Group looks forward to co~operating with all other delegations in the future

vork of the Committee to achieve that objective.™

MR. FISHER (United States of Anerica): Speaking on behalf of the United States
delegation, I was guite impressed by the original Auvstralian suggestion which
was supplemented today by the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, on the way to go
about a seminar on chenical weapons. I agree that we camnot take a decision on that
nov, but we are prepared to consider it favourably at the beginning of the 1980
session. We were particularly taken with the suggestion made by my neighbour, the
distinguished Ambassador of the Uhited Kingdom, that one of the things to be
explored is the possibility of demonstrating defensive equipment. Ve will be prepared

to take quite a co-operative attitude on that subjsct when we meet here in 19380.

MR.  SUJKA (Poland): Mr. Chairman, last Tuesday, responding to your appeal
for written amendments to our draft annual report my delegation handed to you, on
behalf of a group of socialist countries, texts for inclusion in specific parts of
the draft report. _

My delegation would nov like to request that you kindly arrange to have these

suggestions circulated as an official document of the Cormittee.
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- MR. -FONSEKA -(Sri ILanka): Mr. Chairman, may I begin by apologizing for
beginning my remarks at this hour, five minutes before you might wish to end, I am
obliged to do so because I do think it would not be a complete revelation that soue
of the remarks nade by delegations this moming, vhen put together, had application
to the statement which I made on 31 July. I I am speaking at the end, it is only
because it was neccessary for me to try, within the time available to me, to collect
ny vits, after those very penetrating renarks had been nade by certain delegations.

I do not propose to takc too tmch of the Comnittee’s tine, bhecause the
distinguished delegate of India made a stateuent vhich represents the views of the
Group of 21, to which I also belong. I shall not run over the same ground, but I
shall try to confine nyself to those elements of the statemeonts made by certain
delegations which may have, or do have, applicability to ny own remarks of 31 July.

The distinguished delegate of the Soviet Union, the distinguished delegate of
Poland and, I believe, the distinguished delegate of the German Democratic Republic
nade a reference to their willingmess to have continued the work of this Committee
and to this not having been possible, because of the attitude of certain delegations.
Those of us who were at the informal meetings of thig Committee will recall the
circunstances under vhich certain delegations though! it morc appropriate to bring
the work of this Committee to an end on 10 August. If I were to go back to all that
it would be a needless vaste of the Cormittee's time., Suffice it to say that at the
precise moment when the question of extending the programme of work of this Committee,
vhether it is to end on the 10th, the 17th or the 24th, was discussed, delegations
did know that important statements, documents vhich were relevant for the continuation
of the work of this Committec, were still not available. ILy I say, as the Committee
does lknow, that those statenents, those documents, were made available to the
Cormittee at the very end of the time-table in the programme of work set out by this
Committee. At that particular monment, it would not have been possible for members of
this Committee, certainly {or those certain delegations, to contribute in any
substantive way when the reports of the trilateral and bilateral negotiating parties
vere not available., At the time vhen those members of this Committee thought that
they should end their work on 10 August, this was clearly in their minds.

I do not wish to go back to a recounting of vhat I said the other day, but I
would be less than inteliigent if I did not interpret or understand the statements

that vere made this noming as stating very specifically, not merely implying, that
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this Committee has achieved much more than certain delegations, and anong them ty
delegation, thought it has achieved., I do not wish to enter into a debate on that,
but I would like to say that in the statenent I nade on the 31lst I did refer to
certain substantive achievements of this Committee. One of then wvas the adoption of
the ruleg of procedures, and, at the cost of repeating myself, T did say that a
Comittee which functioned, or a Committee vhose predecessor functioned, wvithout
rules of procedure for 17 years did achieve something in producing that in a month.
How, ncedless for me to say, in the process of defining or drawing up those rules of
procedure, there vas a very definite desirc on the part of certain nembers of the
Committee to maintain certain positions and on the part of other meubers of the
Committee to maintain other positions. This is a procegs that naturally takes time,
and if it is gomething that could bLe realized for the first time after 17 years, it was
an achievement.

The other matter was the agenda we adopted. Iy remarks on the 31lst made it very
clear that‘that was a substantive achievenment. Ve have set out vhat is known as a
decalogue which is going to serve us, as far as ny delegation can see; for all time.
If that vas accepted, well, it was an achievenent.

The distinguished delegate of Poland gave a definition of ™iegotiation". I find
no difficulty in agreeing with that definition. It has been well thought out and
perhaps there night be some possibility of further refinement, but that is good
enough a definition. But, as I understood his remarks, ncgotiation should take place
only when a convention has reachod its final stages of drafting. That is precisely
the point that ny delegation made in this Committee. ind if I interpret correctly
the remarks made by the distinguished Ambassador of India on behalf of the Group of 21,
that is a position which certain members in this Committee, including wmy delegation,
find it very difficult to accept: that this Committee has no competence to negotiate
except vhen a draft treaty is placed before it. In ny remarks on the 3lst I made it
a point to enquire, and other delogations have enguirel, vhy not? Is it not possible
to hold parallel negotiations? Now if, as I understand, I do not know, I understand,
the practice in the past, in the predecegsor of this Committee, has been to wait until
a treaty is presented by bilateral, trilateral, quadrilateral necgotiating parties and
then only to commence negotiations -- if that is going to be the arrangenent, perhéps

it might continue, but certain members of this Commititee think otherwise. It is not
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over the definition of '"negotiation" that there is a problem, it is rather on whether
thisg Committee has a role other than to wait for a draft treaty. I might come back
to that a little later.

The distinguished delegate of Poland also made a very, very appropriate reference
to a remark I made in my statement of the 3lst about our respective "constituencies".
Now, very briefly to recall, I spoke of two constituencies. Ve each have (1) our
Governnents and (2) the General Assembly. The context of that remark, I believe, was
in the background of the report we were going fto make to the General Assembly. The
distinguished delegate of Poland very rightly saic that he knew what he was going to
tell his "constituency", nauely his Government. I would not wish to go over all
that, I think both of us were speaking first to this Committee and second to our
"constituency" or Government, and we are each entitled to make that reference or that
report to our vepsective '"constituencies". But what did strike me in the remarks. he
made vas a very pointed reference to constituency one, our respective Governments.
However, there was no reference to the other constituency to which I referred, and
that was the General Assembly. Need I go through it all over again and say why that
particular reference was absent? 4

The other remark made in the course of the statements this morning was by the
distinguished representative of the German Democratic Republic commenting on the
proceedings of this Committee, on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. It was particularly heartening for my delegation, as I believe, for
other delegations in the Group of 21, that he approved in general the statement made
by the Group of 21 on this subject. What I would like fto take up here is a very
useful suggestion he made, taking off from a suggestion uade by the distinguished
representative of Nigeria, about "freezing" the nuclear arms race. That is what I
heard. The statement has since been distributed. It ig a thought which he has
welconed and which he proposes to take up next year. He has even suggested the
possible time and place and the range of participants for substantial negotiations.
May I say, Mr. Chaiyman, it does indicate a very positive trend, and all credit to
the distinguished delegate of Nigeria, who first made this suggestion.

But it does occur to ne at the same time that whevreas the delegation of the
German Democratic Republic is prepared to contemplate or pursue the idea of "freezing"

the nuclear arms race, there has been no reference to, or no willingness to
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accommodate a comparable idea on, another subject, and that is a nuclear test ban,

let alone the question of a treaty or a convention -- that i very complicated. Ve
know what happened. But there has been another suggestion, which has been the subject
of an Assembly resolution, that we might have a 'moratoriun' on nuclear testing. I
would have wighed that his thinking on the question of freezing nuclear weapons at
their present level might be applicable to a moraterium on nuclear testing.

I say this with good reason. In my statement of the 31lgt I made the remark
thét the distinguished delepate of Sweden had brought to the attention of this Committee
that there had been 48 nuclear explosions last year -- 48 nuclear explosions. May I
say that at no tine in the deliberations of this Committee has that been contradicted.
I an not saying that because the distinguished delegate of Sweden told us that there
were 48 nuclear explosions it is true. I say it was not contradicted. lay I only
add this, that 48 nuclear explosions is a fairlygood batting average in a year that
has 52 weeks.

The distinguished delegate of the Soviet Union, asked me, I say mc because I
made the remark, as to vhat has my delegation, or vhat have certain delegations,
contributed to the substance of the work of this Committee. I have an answer,

IIr. Chairman, I gave it already, as far as my delegation ig concerned. It is that

ve have been doing a great deal of listening, and I think that I am in the company

of a fairly large number of delegations here. That is inevitable. A delegation that
does not know, is well advised to listen, but occasionally, if it does speak out,

it must also expect to get an answer, which I have received today. I am sure,
however, that no delegation would think that because another delegation is in the
process of learning it should have nothing to say.

I think my last comment about what my delegation has contributed might be of
relevance, because we have not contributed significantly on any subject of substance.
So I give the answer to the question that has been asked as far as my delegation is
concerned. I shall, howevew, lry to offer a plaugsible reason, not an acceptable one,
only a plausible reason: Countries which do not manufacture chemical weapons, that
do not manufacture nuclear weapons, let alone radiological weapons or anticipate
radiological weapons, cannot reasonably be expectel to contribute substantially to
those subjects unless the suggestion is that we start making them so that we can

contribute.
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I spoke a moment ago about CTB, I am now coming to radiological weapons, because
I did speak about them in wy last statenment. Ve have been tcld that among the
substantive contributions which have been made in this Committee, during this session,
vas the draft treaty on radiological veapons. T made it quite clear the other day
that we have no quarrel with any process that hastens disarmament or places an upper
ceiling on it. That is welcome. I made an analogy which mightv have been, which was
perhaps exaggerated but which had relevance ~- it was intended fto put these things
on a simplified plane understandable to other members -- but let us speak of the
importance attached to two other matters which cane up before this Committee and at
the special session.

On radiological weapons, the special session had this to say in paragraph T6:
"a, convention should be concluded prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling
and use of radiological weapons'. Do I need to repeat to the Committee what the
special session said about nuclear weapons testing? Do I need to repeat it,
Mr. Chairman, or go to the length of repeating paragraph 51, which applies to the
nuclear test ban? I do not have to do that, Mr. Chairman.

I may have been somevhat more vehement in vhat I an saying than I should be,
but the statements made today did have relevance to what I said on the 3lst. As
I said earlier, the Group of 21 has given an ansver to a number of these questions,
and I do not wish to repeat these myself. I would like to end my comments by
expressing my apologies to the delegations that have already regponded rather
strongly to the remarks I made, but my rema.ks were those of a fairly average
delegation in this Committee. I would also like to thank those members of the
Cormittee who have contributed today to my education and I can assure then that
their correction is well taken.

What remains for me is a little personal duty and that is to extend my good wishes
and thanks to the distinguighed delegate of Hungary, whom I have lmown well, and

whose departure is something T shall personally regret.

The CHATRMAN: On behalf of the Committce I would like to convey to the

distinguished representative of Hungary, Aubassador Domokos, our best wishes in his

nev important function. At the same tinme, I must say that we will miss Ambassador

Domokos, whose outstanding personal and professional qualities are well known to all
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of us. VWe hope, however, that he will continue to be in contact with our work, so
that we may continue to benefit from his co-operation in the Committee. He is
leaving in this body an excellent recoxrd of achievement, of which he should be
proud.

Digtinguished delegates, I will be very brief at this late hour. You will
recall that we agreed in our programme of work for this week to schedule a plenary
meeting on Friday at 10 a.m. Since Monday, we have continued our consideration of
the draft report in the expectation that we would complete our work by tomorrow
morning. VWe also scheduled, if necessary, an additional meeting on Friday afternoon.
I am sure that all members of the Coumittee are aware that rmch remains to be done
in connexion with the draft annual report to the General Assembly, and I believe
that it is obvious that we will not be able to finish our work on Friday morning.
Even though we might make substantial progress today, the secretariat will need to
process the final text of the report. Under these circumstances I see no alternative
but to cancel our plenary meeting tomorrow moming and to re-schedule it for
tomorrow at 3 p.m. in the afternoon, on the understanding that by then we would
either adopt the report or decide to postpone the closing date of the Committee's
work. This afternoon at 3.30 p.m. I propose to convene an informal meeting to
continue our consideration of the draft ammual report.

At 2.45 p.m., the distinguished representative of Canada will be in room
C.1® for informal consultations. Depending on the progress achieved in our
informal meetings this aftermoon, we could convene an informal meeting tomorrow
morning also., I would finally like to express our thanks to the interpreters

for their patience, during these long working hours.

The neeting rose at 1.20 p.n.




