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A _ I
ORGANIZATION AND WORK OF THE REVIEW CONFERENCE

A. Preparatory Work for the Conference

1., Avticle XIT of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development
Production and Stookpllxng of Bmoﬁerlologloal (Blolovlcal) and Toxin Wéapon%
and on their Destruction, provides that:

"RMve years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earliex if
it is regquested by a majority of Parties to the Convention by submitting
s proposal to this effect to the Depositary Govermments, a conference of
States Parties Lo the Convention shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, to.
review the operation qf the Convention, with a view to assuring that the
purposes of the preawble and the provisions of the Convention, including
the provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, are being
realized. Such review ghall ftake into account any new sclentlflc and
technological developmenis relevant to the Convention.”

2, At its thlrtyﬂthlrd session the General Asgembly of the United Nations in
resolution 33/59B, noted .that after appropriate consultations, a

Preparatory Commitiee for such a Conference was to be arranged. Followiﬁc

these consultations, it was agreed that a Preparatory Committee, open to

States Parties to the Convention, would meet at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, .

on 9 July 1979, for a session. lasting from one week to 10 days,

3. Accordingly, the Préparatory Commiftee convened its session in Geneva on
9 July and held eight meetings between that date and 18 July. The following
States Parties'to the Convention participated in the Preparatory Committee:

‘ Australla, Anstlla, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviel
Bocialist Republic, Canada, Cuba, Czecho lovakia, Denmark, Bthiopia,
Finland, the Germah Demooratic Republic, Greece, Hungary, India, Iran,
Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Kenya, Imxembourg, MBXlOO, Mpngolia, New Zealand,
Nigeris, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Thailand,
Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Sooiallet Republic, Union of Soviet gooialist
Republics, United.Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,

United Statés of Amerlca, Venezuels, and Yugoslavia.

In aooordance with a decision of the Committee that States sigmatories of the
Convention should be entitled to participate in the digocussion of administrative
matters before the Committee, Dgypt, as a State signatory, participated in such
discussions. '

4. 'The gession of the Preparabory Committee was opened by Mr. R. Jaipal,
representative of the Secretary-General., The Committee elected, by conaensus,
Imbassador R. Harry Jay (Canada) as Chairman. The Committee also decided that
mbassador M. Domokos (Hungary) and Ambassador C,R. Gharekhan (India) would
assigt the Chairman in the performance of his funetions, Ms,. fnada Segarra, of
the United Nations Centre for Disarmament, served.as Secretary of the Committee.
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>.  During the course of the pession, the Preparatory Committee discussed the
varioug .aspects welated to the Review Conference and took, inter alia, the
following decisions: . ' : T

(a) Date and duration

6. The Committee agreed, in principle, that the Review Conference should be .
held from 3 to 21 March 1980 and vequested the Becretary~General of the

United Nations wo ascertain the views of States Parties to the Convention
regarding the suitability of thoze dates and to inform the Depositary Governments
accordingly .

{b) Bules of procedure

T, The Committee’' considered a set of draft rules of procedure prepared by the
Secretariat at the Comnittee's request (BWC/CONPF,I/PC/2) and with certain
amendments, decided o recommend them for adoption by the Conference.. ;/

(¢) Background papers

8.  The Committee decided to request the Secretariat to prepare a background

vaper 2/ on compliance by States Parties with all their obligations under the
Convention. The paper would include a review of the negotiations leading up o

the Convention and separate sections on compliance with obligations under the
Convention and the status of efforts to reach agreement on the prohibition of
chemical weapons. The Committee also decided to request the Depositary Governments
to prepare a background paper é/ on new scientific and technological developments
relevant to the Convention, and to request the Seoretary of the Committee to
invite the comments of States Parties concerning that paper. The Committee further
decided to invite States Parties who wished to do mo to submit their views on new
scientific and technological developments relevant to the Convention. 4/ TFinally,
the Committee decided to request the Secretary of the Commitiee to compile the
comnents of States Parties on the paper rrepared by the Depositary Govermments,
together with national contributions on that.subject.

&

(a) Agenda, , . . QD

9. The Comittee considewed the draft of a provisional agenda.for ﬁhe.'
Review Conference, as proposed by the Chaimman, and following deliberations on
the question, approved a provisgional agends to be recommended for adoption by

‘the Review Conference, 5/

1/  See document BWC/CONF.1/2.
2/ See document BWC/CONF.I/4.
3 See dooument BWC/CONF.I/5J
4/ . See document BMC/CONF;I/6.
*- 5/ See dooument BWC/CONF.I/1L.
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{(e) Final document

10. The Committee agreed that the Review Conference would adopt a final documcnt
that would be declaratory in purpose.

11. Within the context of rule 10 the Committee decided to invite the -
Seoretary—Goneral of the United Nations, in consultation with the membersg of
the Preparatory Committce, to nominate an official %o act on behalf of the
Committee as provislonal Secretary-General of the Review Conferenoe, in
accordance with its mles of procedure, Subsequently, Ms, Anada Segarra of the'.
United Nations Centre for Disarmement was appointed to that post.

12. Ab its last meeting on 18 July 1979, the Preparatory Committee adopbed its

final report _/ and decided that the report would bhe submitted by the Seorctary:

of the Committec to the Parties to the Convention and 1ts 31gnator1es and to the
Secretary-General of the United Nations. :

B. Organization of the Review Conference

- , , . . . ,
13%. In accordance with the decigion of the Preparatory Commi.ttee, the

Review Conference was convened on % March 1980 at the Palais des Nations in
Geneva, aypd concluded its session on 21 March 1980. The session was opened by
Mr. Janvmartenson, Lssistant Secretary-General, United Nations Cenzre for
Disarmament, on behalf of the Chairman of the Preparatory Committee,
Ambassador R. Harry Jay (Canada). At the opening session, a message from the
Secretary-General of the Tnitcd Nations dddressed to the participants in the
Review Conference wag read by Mr. Jan Martenson, Representative of the
SecretaryTGeneral of the. United Nations. .

(a). Officers

14. The Review Conference elected the following officers:

*

‘.

Presiéént? Imbassador Osoar Vaerng (Norwa&)
Vice-Presidents: Ar@éﬁtlna, Buléarla, Canada, Beuador, Ghana, Bﬁngary, Italy,
‘Kuwalt, Nigeria, Pakistan, Spain, the United Kingdom, the United States
of Amerloa,‘the TUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela and Yugoslav1a.»
Chairman of the Committee of the thle: Ambassador Petar Voutov (Bulgaria)
Chairmen of the Drafting Commitbee: Ambaseador C.G. Maina (Kenya) |
Vice~Chairman of the Dralting éommittee: Ambassador K.V, Mbrténson (Denmark)
Chairhén of the Credentials Commilttce: Ambéssador CyA. de Souza o 3ilva (Brazil)
'Viqe—Chaixm@n of . the 0red¢ntials Committes: Me, Y.N, Kochubey (Ukrainian SSR)
15:; In accordance with rulé'io of.the Rules of Procedure, the Conferencc confirmed

the nomination of Ms. fmada Segarra, United Nations Centre for Disarmament, as the
Secretary~-General of the Review Conference.

R

6/ See dooumont BWC/CONF,I/3.
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(b) Participants

16, Fifty-three States Parties to the Convention participated in the Conference
as follows: Argentina, Mistralia, Austria, Belgiwe, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Byelorussian SSR, Canade, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dermark, Dominican Republic,
Bovador, Ethiopia, Finlend, German Democrstic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Hungary,
India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Luxembourg, Mexioo, Mongolia,
New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrainian 8SR, Union of Soviet Socoislist Republics, United Kingdom, United States
of Mmerioca, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zaire.

7. In addition, the representatives of the following States Blegnatories
Participated in the work of the Conference, pursuant to rule 43 of the Rules of
Frogedure: Chile, Fgypt, Gormany, Federal Republic of, Iraq, Morocco, Netherlands,
Sri Lanke and Yemen, People's Democratic Republic of,

18, A list of all participants in the Conference is oontained in
document BWC/CONF,I/INF.Q; which appears in Annex I of the Final Document,

. 0, ‘yprk of the Conference

19. The Conference held lZ\plenafy neetings.

{a) Adoption of the Agenda

20, At dits firsf'plehar& meeting, the Conference adopted the provisiqnal_agénda~‘
recommended by the Preparatory Commititee as contained in-document BWC/QONF.I/I.

(v) Adoption of the Rules of Procedure

2L, At the same meeting, the Conference adopted the provisional rules of procedure
recommended by the Preparatory Committee as contained in document'BWC/CONF.I/E.

(¢) Report of the Prevaratory Gommittee

22. The Review Conference had hefore it the report of the Preparatory Commiftee
containing its recommendations to the Conference (BWC/CONF.I/3). At its first
plenary meeting, the Conference took note of that report,

(d) Committes of the Whole

23. The Conference, at its sdéventh plenary meeting on 7 March, in accordance

with rule 34 of the Rules of Procedure, concerning subsidiary organs, decided

to establish a Committée of the Whole to consider in greater detail the substantive
1ssues relevant o the Convention, with a view to facilitating the work of the
Conference. The Committec held nine meetings during the period from 11 %o 18 March
and at its last meeting adopted, by consensus, its report (BWC/CONF.I/?) to the
Plenary. The plenary took note of the Report at its eleventh meeting on 18 Maxch.
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(e) Drafting Committee

24. In acocordance with rule 35 of the Rules of Procedure, a Drafting Committee
was established, composed of the representatives of the same States represented
in the General Committee. At ite ninth plenary meeting on 18 March, the
Conference decided to request the Drafting Committee to undertake the task of
preparing and submitting to the plenary the entire text of the Final Document of
the Conference, and decided, furthermore, that in the ocourse of its work the
Committee should take into account inter alia the report of the Committee of the
Whole, as well as the statements made in the general debate in the plenary. At
its fifth meeting on 20 Maroch the Drafting Committee adopted, by consensus, its
" report to the plenary (BWC/CONF,I/9). The plenary took note of that report at its
12th meeting on 21 March. : o

{£) Credentials Committee

", 25, The Conference, at its tenth plenary meeting, on 12 March, appointoed the
following countries as members of the Credentials Committee: Belgium, Cuba,

Iran, Switzerland and Tunigig. The Committes heid Tthree meebings during Whloh

it congidered the status of the credentials-of the participants of the

Review Confererice, At its last meeting held on 20 March the Credentials Committee
adopted upanimously its report to the plenary (BWC/CONF.I/8). The plenary took note
of the report at its 12th meeting on 21 March.

(g) Documentation

26. A 1igb of the documents of the Conference appear in Amex II of the
Final Document.

I, Adoﬁtion of the Final Document of the Re#iew Conference

27. At its 12th and final plenary meeting on 21 March the Conferencc adopted
by consensus i1te Final Document as recommended by the Drafting Committee.

:

(3
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T
FINAL DECTARATTON

The States Parties to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Taxin Weapons and on
their destruction, having met in Geneva 3-2L March 1980 under the provisiong of.
Artiole XTT to review the operation of the Convention with a view to assuring that.
the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention are being realized:

Reaffirming their determination to act with a view to achieving effective progres
towards general and complete disarmament including the prohibition and elimination’of
all types of weapons of mass destruction and convinced that the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biologioal)
weapons and their elimination, through effective measures, will facilitate the
achievement of general and complete disarmament wnder strict and effective ! C

international control,

LRecQgggziggithe continuihg'importance of the Convention and its objectives and
the common interest of mankind in the elimination of bacteriological (biolbgipa;) and
toxin weapons, - : ' ‘ L

Affirming their belief that universal adherence to the Convention would enhance
international peace and security, would hot hamper economic or technological
development, and further, would facilitate the wider exchange of information for the
vse of bacteriological {biological) agents for peaceful purposes, ‘ '

Reaffirming their adherence to the prihoiple and objectives of the Geneva
Protocol of 17 June 1925 and calling upon all States to comply strictly with them,

Recalling that the Genéral Assembly of the United Nations has repeatedly
condemned sll actions contrary to the said principles and objectives,

‘Recognizing the importance of achieving internatioﬂal agreement on effective (
meagures for the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and for their destruction as a matter of high priority,

Noting the relevant provisions of the Iimnal Document of the Tenth Special Sessior
of the General Assembly devoted to Dimarmament,

Appesling to all States to refrain from any action which might place the
Convention or any of its provisions in jeopardy,

Declare az follows:

The States Parties to the Convention reaffirm their strong determination for the
pake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility of bacteriological
(biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons. They reaffirm thelr strong
support for the Convention, their continued dedication to its principles and objectiv:
and their commitment to implement effectively its provisions.

Article I

The Conference notes the importance of Article I as. the Article which defines
the scope of the Convention and reaffirms its support for the provigions of this
Article. |
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_ Thé:Oonferenoe believes that Article I has proved sufficiently comprehensive to
Have covered recent scientifioc and technological developments relevant to the
Convention.

Article 1T

The Conference notes the importance of Article IT and emphasizes that States
wiich become Parties to the Convention, in implementing the provisions of this
Article, shall observe all neceseary safety precautions to protect populations and
the environment. - o

The Conference welcomes the declarations of several States Parties to the
effect either that they do not possess and have never possessed agents, foxins,
weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified in Article I of the Convention, or
that having possessed them they have destroyed them or diverted them to peaceful
purposes. The Conference believes that such woluntary declarations contribute to

drcreased confidence in the Convention and bellCVOS that States not having made such

Voluntary declarations should do go.

Article ITT

The Conference hotes the importance of the provisions of Article TIT which .
proscribes the transfer of agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of delivexry
specified in Article I of the Convention to any recipient whatsoever and the furnishing
of aseistance, encouragement or inducement to any State, group of States or
international orgenizations to manmufacture or otherwise acquire them..

Article TV .

The Conference notes the provisions of Article IV, which requires each State
Party to take any necessary measures ‘to prohibit and prevent the development,”
production, stockpiling, aequisition or reterntion of the agents, toxins, weapons,
equipment and means of delivery specified in Article‘l of the Conventlon, within its
terrl toxy, wder-its jurisdiotion or under its control anywhére, and-ocalls upon all

' Stetes Parties which have not yet taken any necessary measures in accordance with

their constitutional processes to do so immediately.

The Conference invites States Partiesg which have found it necessary to enact
specific legimlation or take other regulatory measures relevant to this Article to
make aveilable the appropriate texts to the United Nations Centre for Disarmament,
for the purposes of consultation. T

Articgle V
Phe Conference notes the importence of Article V which containg the undeitaking

of States Parties to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any problems
vhich may arise in relation to the objective of, or in the appllcailon of the

" provisions of, the Convention.

The Conference considers that the flexibility of the provisions concerning
consultstions and co-operation on any problems which may arise in relation to the
objective, or in the application of the provisions of, the Convention, ehables
interested States Parties to use various international procedures which would make
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it possible to ensure effectively and adequately the implementation of the Convention
provigions taking into socount the concern expressed by the Conference participants
to this effect, .

These procedures include, inter alia, the right of any State Party subsequently
to request that a consultative mecting open to all States Parties be convened at = -
expert level. : '

The Conference, noting the comcerns and differing views expressed on the adequacy
of Article V, believes that this question should be further considered at an

appropriate time.
Article VI

The Conference also notes the importance of Article VI, which in addition to
the procedures contained in Article V¥, provides for amy State Party, which finds that Qﬁ
aniy: other State Party is acting in breach of ite obligations under the:Convention, to
lodge a complaint with the United Nations Security Council, and undex which each
State Party undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any investigation which the
Security Council may initiate.

Thé Conference further notes that no State Party has invoked these provisions.

pr¥icle VII

The Conference notes with satisfaction that it has not proved necessary to
invoke the provisions of Article VIL.

Artiele VIXT

The (onference reaffirms that nothing contained in the Convention shall be
interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any
State under:the Protosol for the prohibition of the use in war of agphyxiating,
poigonous or other gases and of bacteriologiocal methods ofwarfare; signed at Geneva
on 17 June 1925, . The Conference calls on those States Parties to the Convention whicht’
are Parties to the Protocol to comply strictly with its provisions and those States
not yet Parties to the sald Protocol to ratify or accede to it at the earliest

possible date. - i
Article IX

The Conference notes the importance of the provisions of Article IX and of the
preambular paragraphs concerning the commitment of States Parties to contimue
negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on effective
measures for the prohibition of the. development, production and stockpiling of
chenical weapons and for their destruction. The Conference deeply regrets that such
agreement has not yet become a reslity despite the fact that eight years have already

elapsed since the Convention was opened for signature.

The Conference urges the Committee on Digarmament to mundertake negotiations on
an agreement on the complete and effective prohibition of the development, preduction
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction, as a matter. of high
priority, taking into account all existing proposals and future initiatives. ‘To this
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end, the Conference welcomes the establishment, by the Committee on Disarmament, of
an ad_hoc working group on chemical weapons and urges ell the members of the.
Committee to contribute towards the fulfilment of ite mandate.

The Conference takes note of the bilateral USA-USSR report (CD/48) presented to
the Committee on Digarmament on the progresg of their negotiations undertaken with a
view to presenting a Joint initiative to that Committec and notes their stated
intention to continue intensive ncgotiations to this end.

The Conference reaffirms the obligation apsumed by, States Parties teo the
Conventicon to continue negoltiationg in good faith towards the recognized ohjectives
of an early agresment on complete, effective and adequately verifiagble measures for
the probibition of the development, produotlon and stookplllng of chemical woapons
and for their destruction.

Article X

‘The Conferenca notes that since the entry into force of the Convention,
inereasing imporiance hag been attached by the Intemational commmity to the
principle that the disarmament process should help promote economic and social
development, particularly in the developing countries, Accordingly, the Conference
calls upon States Parties, especially developed countries, to increase, individually,
or together with other States or intermational organizationsg, their scientific and
technological co-operation, particularly with developing countries, in the peaceful
uses of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins. Such co—opewation should
include, inter alia, the transfer and exchange of information, training of personnel
and transfer of materials and equipment on a more systematic and long~term basis.,

Furthermore, the Conference notes with satisfaction that the implementation of
the Convention has not hampered the economic or teohnologloal development of
States Parties., .

The Conference requests the United Nations Secretariat to include in the
background materials prepared Tor the second Review Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of
Bacteriological {Biological) and Toxin Weapong and on Their Destruction, information
on the implementation of Article X by States Parties.

Article XT

The Conference notes the importance of the provisions of Article XI and that’
during the first five years of the operation of the Convention these provisions have
not been inwvoked.,

Article XTT

The Conference welcomes the spirit of co-operation in which thig Review
Conference was conducted, and believes that such conferences constitute en effective
method of reviewing the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that ite
purpoges and provisions are being realized, in particular with respect to any new

.scientific and technological developments relevant to the Convention.

The Conference decides that a second Review Confervence shall be held in Geneva
at the request of a majority of States Parties not ecarlier than 1985 and, in any
cage, not later than 1990,
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 Any information provided by States Parties on scientific and technological
developments relevant to the Convention, and on its implementation, shall be -
made available periodically to Statés Parties, in particular through the United Nation:
Centre for Dlsarmament

Artlole XIII

The Conference noteg the provisions of Article XIIi and expresses 1ts
satisfaction that no State Party to the Oonventlon has exerciged dite right to
withdraw from the Conventlon.

Article XTIV

The Conference notes with satisfaction that 81 Stotes have ratified the
Convention, 6 States have acceded to the Convention and a further 37 States have
signed but have yet to ratify the Convention. The Conference calls upon all signatory)
States which have not ratified the Convention to do, so without delay and upon those
States which have not signed the Convention to join  the States Partled thereto in theia
efforts to eliminate the risk of biological warfare._

Article XV

The Conference notes the provisions of Article XV,

1}




B o
i .

BWC/CON.T/10
page 11

©OIIT _
REPCRT OF THE COMMITTEE OF THﬁ WHOLE‘I/

1, 71 At its ‘seventh Plenary meeting on 7 March, the Review Conference decided, in
accordance with rule’ 34 of its rules of procedure, to establish a Committee of the
Whole, open to: sach 'State Party participating in the CUonferemce, to consider in
greater dstail the substantive issies relevant to the Convention. and report to the
Plenary no't ldter' than 17 March. At-its tehth Plenary meeting on 12 March, the
Conference’ agreed that the Committee of the Whole was also open for partlclpatlon to
States Slgnatorles 1n accordance with rule” 43 of the rules of prooedure.

2. The Conference at its seventh Plenary meeting elected by acclamatlon - :
Ambasgador Petar Voutov, Permanent Representative of Bulgaria to the United Natlons
Office at Geneva, Chaimman of the Commlttee of the Whole.

3. At its’ nlﬁth Plenary' meeting on -1l March, on the recommendatlon of " the
General Commiftee, the Conference decided ‘to dispense with ‘the review of the
provisions of the Comvention under agenda items 10 (b), (c) and 11 in the Plenary
and to carry out that functlon w1th1n the framework of the Commlttee of the Whole.

4. At 1ts gecond meetlng on 11 March, the Commlttee of the Whole adoPted ita
programire of work® by specifying the number of meetings to be-allocated to the
consideration of the provisions of the: Convention and agenda item 11 on the
understandlng that'1% would be applled W1th the necessary flex1b111ty.

5.’ The Commlttee held 9 meetings. durlng the pErlOd from 11 - 18 March.

6. Statements by the partlolpatlng Statea on the Articles of the Conventlon
included the following main poirits:

Articles I"— v

T. It was a widely held view that the scope of the Convention, as defined in. the
respective articles, had not given rige to any pxoblems or caused any ambiguities -
in the process of 1ts application by States Partiés. In.this connexion, some
participanté also noted with satisfaction that ﬁbwcomplaints»had been lodged
regarding Wiolations of the obligations as provided for in these articles. On
this bagiks they concluded that tlhe provisions of ArticlesI - IV had been
effectively implemented,

8. Furthermore, it was generally considered that the provisions of Article I were‘@m;
sufficiently comprehensive to have covered, since the emtry into force of the
Convention, all seientific and technological developments ‘relevant to- the
Convention, In this context, it was emphasized by - a number of participants, that
the technologlcal ‘and sclentific developments that had taken place gubsequently had
in wo way -compromised the valldlty of 'the operation of the provisions contained in -
this Article, Appreciation was also expressed for*the paper prepared by the
Depogitary Governments on the subject. Beveral participants noted that in view

of the fact that the Parties to the Coxrwention had different levels of technical
and scientific capabilities it was necessary to ensure the dissemination, through
the United Mations Centre for Disarmement, of information on the new developments
relevant to the Convention, as provided by the States Parties.

| 7/ Document myc/CONP.TI/7.
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9. In view of the positive appraisal, one participant appealed to the Review
Conference to express approval of and support for the provisions of Articles I, 1T,
ITT and IV in the form in which they appeared in the Convention.

10. 1In connexion with Article II, seversl participents welcomed assurances given

by .& number of States Parties on their compliance with its provisions, which they saw
as a confidence~building measure, Some participants, however, noted that some of
thege declarations were couched in more qualified terms, making no réference to
destruction of stocks. They pointed out that confidence in the Convention could

be enhanced if clear and ungualified statements were made %o the effect that the .

States concerned had either never possessed any of the objects prohibited under

the Convention, or that they had once possessed them but had now destroyed them,
Other participants felt that it was not sufficient to make a declaration on the
destruction of stockpiles, but that some verification of the destruction of

stockpiles or of their diversion to peaceful uses was also neoessarx{

11, As regards Article III, one participant noted that an increased responsibility
regted with all States Parties to prevent the acquisition and use by individuals,

groups or organizations within their respective juriediction of such agents and t b
producta for the purpose of lnfllctlng harm on other oountrles.

12. _ Concerning Article IV, one partlolpant considered that it would ‘be tgeful if -
States Parties were to share more widely their experience regarding their domestic
legislation or comparable non~legislative or regulatory measures lntrodUGed for the
implementation of the Convention. It proposed that the Conference in ite final
document should invite States Parties, on.a voluntary b331s, to supply the relevant
information to the United Nations Centre for Disarmement for appropriate dissemination.
This view was supported by a number of participants. Other partieipants, however,

felt that the procedure followed in providing information on compliance by

3tates Parties, as contalned in the relevant documentation of the Conference, was-an
adequate method for ensuring the availability of sach information.

13, . Another participant, alse in conmexion with Article IV, considered that it would
be advisable to expand that Article with a view to providing that States Parties
would-also . be required to prohibit, in accordance with their constitutional

processes, the unlawful use of the material specified in that Article, In addition,

it proposed that the final documént of the Conference should draw attention to the 0
need to take measures to prevent the unlawful use, first, of advances made in regard
to the manlpulatlon of genetic materials and, secondly, of gources for protective
purposes of toxins and microbial agents cansing infectious diseases, some of which

have now been eradicated.

Articleg V - VIT

14. With regard %o these articies, it was widely noted that no State Party had
found cause to resort to the complaints procedure. The opinion was shared by
several States Parties that, nevertheless, it would improve the effectiveness of
the Convention if the complaints procedure were strengthened in accordance with -
principles of flexibility, objectivity and non—discrimination.
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15. One participant, supported by a number of others, proposed that an amendment

be considered Yo prevent what, in their view, amounted o unequal treatment 6f
States Parties under the present complaints procedure. . It was propesed that the
complaints procedure should be baged on a combination of mational and inbernational
measures, including technical investigations, and provide an intermediate ground

for preliminary work to assemble factual data, thereby avoiding unnecessary political
confrontation. According to the proposal, a Consultative Committee should be
established and on-site” inspection should be considered as one means of verifying
compliance with the Convention; only after such possibilities had been exhausted
should complaints be lodged with the United Nations Security Council. It was,

thus, proposed that the following provisions might be contained in an amendment: a
permanent Consultative Committee should be set up consisting of representatives from
States Parties; when so requested, the Consultative Committee should arrvange fact-
findings, including preparations and execution of on-site vieits; fhe Consultative
Committee should weport its factual findings and experts! views to States Parties;

‘Btates Parties should undertake to co-operate with the Consultative Committee.

16, On the other hand, a number of participants urged that the existing procedure

of lodging complaints and verifying compliance with the provisions of the Convention
be maintained. They emphasized that the provisions of the Convention were. being
complied with in good faith and that during the five years .the Convention had been in
effect, no need had arisen for resorting to the procedure.of lodging complaints with
regard to violations of the Convention. . They felt that the provisions of Article. ¥
of the Convention contained ektensive possibilities of carrying out necessary Co
measures aimed at solving any problems which might arise in relation to the objective
or in the application of .the provisions of the Convention. Stressing the :
importance of the Convention as the first measure of genuine disarmament, those
participants saw a danger of undermining it by introducing any amendments o it

It wag also stated that verification of compliance with disarmament measures should
be commensurate with the subject matter, and that this was confirmed by the current .
practice in other agreements on limifing the arms race and on disarmament, These
participants stated their firm resolve to object to the proposed amendment to the-
Convention on the grounds that it would weaken it. " ey

7. In connexion with Articles V, VI and VII, one participant, while sharing the .
concern that the Convention should be capable of adequate verification, nevertheless
could not support a move to amend the Comvention, It was, however, prepared to
examine ways of meeting that concern in a manner which fell short of amendment. One
way might be to clarify the meaning of the clause-in Article V that co~operation may -
also be undertaken "through appropriate international procedures within the framework
of ‘the United Nations", The automatic establishment of a Consultative Committee of
Experts in the event of a complaint might be one possible interpretation of the . .-
reference to these Mappropriate intermational procedures". Such a clarification
would then be reflected in the final document of this Review Conference. A number -
of ofher participants expressed interest in and ,support for this suggestion. o

Article VITI

18, With regard to article VIIT, concerning the Geneva Protocol of 1925, all
participants agreed that it was an important internmational ingbrument in the field
of disarmament, and that ite link to the Biological Weapons Convention, and in
particular Article TX, should be reflected in the final document of the Review
Conference. One participant noted with regret that several Parties o the
Biological Weapons Convention were not Parties fo the Geneva Protocol and expregsed
the hope that this Review Conference would prompt them to become Parties to the
Protocol., A number of participants suggested that the final document should invite
all States which had not yet done so to become Parties to the 1925 Geneva Protocol,
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Article I¥

19. As regards Article IX, cdntaining the commitment of the States Parties to
continue negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on’ |

. effective measures for the prohibition of the development, production and stock-

piling of chemical weapons and for their destruction, the view of many participants
was that this provision had not Veen effectively implemented, Others expressed the
view that this provision was being implemented. One participant referred to certain
reports alleging the uge of chemical weapons in certain regions of +the world. The
view was widely” expressed that the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of
chemical weapons remained one of the most urgent tasks of multilateral negotiations
ag had been clearly stated in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the
General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament. Several participants emphasized that. their
adherence to the Biological Weapons Convention had been on the explicit understanding
that this Comvention was but the first step towards the achievement of a comprehensive
ban on"both bioclogical (bacteriological) and chemical weapons. One participant

gtated that despite the fact that eight years have alrveady elapsed since the Convention
was opened for signature, the "early agreement! referred to in Article IX of the '
Convention has not yet become a reality and that the Conference should refleect in the
final document its deep regret for this and, at the same time, urge all the States
members of the Committee on Disarmament, in particular those whose Govermments act

as Depositaries of the Convention, to take advantage of the establishment by the
Committee of an ag hoc working group on chemical weapons for the prompt negotiation
and conclusion of a cormwention fo ensure the total elimination of chemical weapons. A
number of participants felt that the Committee on Disarmament should exert all efforts
to produce a draft treaty bamning chemical weapons and urged that Committee to
expedite the establishment of an ad hoc¢ working group for that purpose. One
participant considered that a convention on that subject should be concluded not

later than 1982 when the Second Special Session on Disarmament is scheduled to
convene. A number of participants considered that the ongoing bilateral negotiations
between the USSR and the United States of America on chemical weapons should be
intensified and thus contribute to multilateral negotiations in the Committee on
Disarmament. Other participants took the view that such multilateral negotiations in
the Committee on Disarmament need not awsit the conclusion of the bilateral ‘
negotiations. Some participants, while regretting ‘the lack of agreement, considered
that it would be better for the ongoing bilateral negotiations between the USSR %
and the United States of America to take longer, if necessary, to ensure that the
level of verification is adequate, than for a draft agreement to be. ready gsooner,

with inadequate controls. Ome participant urged the two sides engaged in the
bilateral negotiations to submit to the Committee on Disarmament, as soon ag poseible,
a further report on the status of their negotiations. The representatives of the
States engaged in the bilateral negotiations, the USSR and the United States of-
America, declared that they were prepared to continue intensive negotiation on. this
question, A number of other participants, in reiterating their concern for the

prompt implementation of Article IX, pointed out that agreement on the prohibition

of chemical weapons was a necessary complement to the Biological Weapons Convention.
One participant suggested that the final document could include a statement to the
effect that the Conference recognizes the urgency and importance of achieving early -
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of chemical weapons and for )
their destruction and that the Conference reaffirms the obligations assumed by

States Parties to the Convention in accordance with Article IX to continue
negotiations in good faith to that end.
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20. In expressing their views on the articles under consideration most
participants also made references to the relevant preambular paragraphs. |

Article X

21. In the context of Article X, many participants urged an increased exchange of
information amongst States, and technical assistance o the developing countries for
the use of toxine and microbial agents for peaceful purposes, and the promotion of
the fullest possible international co—oneratlon in this flold. Parties to the
Convention, in a pogifion to do so, should co~operate in contributing, individually
or collectively, with other States and international organizations, to the further

. development of these applications, with dne congideration for the needs of the
" developing countries, In this comnexion, one participant noted that since the

entry into force of the Comvention, the international community had deveted increased
attention to the relationship between disarmament and development, and proposed,
with the support of other participants, that for future reviews of the Convention.a
document, for the information of States Partieg, should be prepared on the g
implementation of the provisions of Article X, particularly with a view fo
promoting economic and social development The developed countries, it was.
suggested, should share their kmowledge in this field to a greater extent and in a
more systematic memmer, One way would be the organization of seminare. Ancther
proposal, which was supported by a number of participants, was that information on
new scientific and technological developments relevant to the Convention shduid be"
channeled through the United Nations Centre for Disarmament for dissemination to
other States Parties to the Convention. Some other participants felt that the
gpecific modalities involved in channelling such informetion should not be
determined at the present stage.

Article XT

22. While the validity of this Article was generally reaffirmed, some.expressed

the view, particularly in. conjunction with the consideration of Articles V:and VI, .
that its provisions should not be invoked at a review conference,, Others maintained
that possible amendments were relevant to the work of the Review Conference and

were within its purview. A number of other participants proposed that the
Conference note that the provision for amendments containedr in Articie XI had not
been involked during the period of operation of the Convention.

Article XIX

2%, All the participants who referred to this Article reiterated its importance
and noted that the current Review Conference had, in fact, confirmed the relevance
of including such a provision in the Convention because of the necessity to agpess,
inter alia, the rapid technological and scientific developments occurring in the
fl@ldo

© Avdicle XITI

24, The participants reiterated the importance of the provision for -the unlimited

“duration of the (buvention, especially since the Bacteriological (Biological)

Weapons Convention was the first and only genuine disarmament measure in force, so
far. Batisfaction was expressed that no State Party had found it necessary to
invoke the provision under this article permitting withdrawal. from the Comvention,
although it was noted thet this provision was a aseful safeguard for ensuring the
protection of the supreme interests of Stabes Parties.
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Article XIV

25y In connexion with this article, States Parties emphasized the crucial
significance of universal adherence to the Convention. Consequently, they felt
strongly that an appeal should be ineluded in the final document wrging States
Signatories and other States to consider their early ratification or adherénce to
the Convention, - Several rarticipants proposed that this appeal should be addressed
in particular to the scientifically and technically advanced States as well as
nuclear weapons States which had not yet done so, to ratify or adhere at the
earliest possible date to the Convention. Some rarticipants emphasized that
meaningful progress -in other disarmament negotiations especially for the prohibition
of the production, manufacture amnd stockpiling of chemic¢al weapons, would encourage

universal adherence to the Convention,
Preémﬁié-_ !

26, Several participants referrved to the preamﬁﬁlar paragraphs relevant to the
purposes and objectives of the Convention and suggested that the final document of.
the Conference should weiterate their. importance, ' %

Othér matters, including the.questioﬁ of future review of the Convention:

27. On the question of a futuxe review of the Convention, there was general

- agreement that a review procedure was an important mechanism for assegsing the -

implementation of international agreements. Different suggestions were made)
however, with regard to a review mechaniem for the Biological Weapons Convention.

28. The view was expressed that developments in science and technology mage'the_
future review of the Biological Weapons Convention necessiry. The view was also
expressed that parallel negotiations on chemical weapons should be borne in mind
with a view to providing mechanisms for improving the implementation of the -
Biologital Weapons Convention, . -

29. A nomber of participants were in favour of including in the ‘final dooument a
provision for the holding of amother review confefence after a certain period of - .
time had elapsed, TFive to seven years was proposed by some participants. One
participant felt, however, that no antomaticity shonld be instituted in this

respects it proposed that another review conference could be held, for ingtance,
after five years if the majority of States Parties so requested. Otherwise, a review
conference could be convened after ten years upon the request of a specified number
of States Parties, not necessarily a majority. .. Other participants suggested that a
review conference should be. held in fubure only if its necessity beceme evident

and only .if the majority of Staites Parties to the Convention go decided,

30. 'The Committee of the Whole at its 9th meeting on 18 March adopted, by consensus,
its report to the Plenary of the Conference,

{
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The meeting wag called to order at %.25 p.m.

OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE (item 1 of the provisional agenda) (BWC/CONF.L/1)

ﬂ 1. The ACTING PRESIDENT declared open the Review Conference of the Parties to the
g Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 3tockpiling of

i Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction. The
provisional agenda for the Conference provided for the Chairman of the Preparatory.
Committee to cpen the Conference, However, Mr. Harry Jay, the former Permanent
Representative of Canada to the United Hations Office at Geneva and Chairman of the
Preparatory Commitltec, had assumed other important respensibilities and could not
be present, Ile (the Acting President) was honoured to open the Conference on

My, Jay's behalf.

_ 2. On the proposal of the Acting President, the participants obgerved a minute of
il oil: nf prayer or meditation.

3N 3, The Acting President, in his capacity as representative of the Secretary~Ganeralg
T of the United Nations, read out the following message addressed by the
Secretary-General to the Review Conference:

g

"1t gives me great pleasure to extend my greatings and best wishes to all
delegations participating in the Review Conference of the Parties to the
Uonvention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling
; of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction.
ik This important Conference is being held at the beginning of the Second
ﬁ;j Disarmament Decade, which should mark a new stage in the long and difficult
il road tovards disarmament. The fact that the world is faced at present with
internationsl tensioneg and an .acceleration of the arms race is all the more
reason for us to use every opportunity to invigorate the disarmament process.

i E © . ' WPhe Biological Weapons Convention occupies a special place in the field
ik of disarmament., In providing for an undertaking by States parties to prohibit
e and prevent the development, production, stoclkpiling, acquisition or retention
§ of a whole category of weapons of mass degtruction, the Convention represents
3 the first diparmement effort in recent years by the United Nations by which one
= of the dangerous avemues of the arms race has been closed.

"he gignificance of the Convention comes into sharper focus when one
considers that the unceasing progress in science and technology often leads Yo
the dévelopment and production of newer and more dangerous weapons. ‘The
arresting of this cminous trend at least in one area is an achievement that
resulted from long but persevering efforts of the vhole international community.
It proves the importance .of similar efforts in other areas of disarmament.
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_ "Another positive agpect of the Convention is the provision in jts
' afﬁiclefIK_that States parties should continue negotiations in good Ffaith with
& view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical wéapons and on
their destruction. Wumerous decisions of the General Assembly have ,
umequivocally accorded high briority to the prohibition of all chemical weapons..
Negotiations to this end, therefore, need to proceed without delay,’

"I trust that your participation in the work of this Conference will ensure
that the purposes of the preamble and the provieions of the Convention,
including those concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, are being realized
and that the relevant new scientific and technological. developmerts are fully
taken ifito aceount. Over 100 States have ratified or sifned the Convention,
including many militarily significant countries, A thorough and Torward~looking
examination of the functioning of the Convention will no doubt contribute to
ite broader accepbance, and ultimately to its univergal .application. '

- "Your Conference has an impqrtant mandate and I wish you every success in
ite fulfilment.” _

BLECTION OF THE PRESIDENI. (item 2 of the provisional agenda).

4. . The ACTING PRESTDENT invited nominations for the office of Progident of the ,
Conference. . ' '

5,  Mr. VRHUNBC (Yugoslavia) nominabted M, Vaerng (Norway).
6,  Mr, ONKLINX (Belgium) and llr. KOMIVES (Hungary) supported the nomination,

7. M, Vaernd‘(Norﬁéy) was_elected President of the Conference by acblamatiqn.

8. Mr, Vaerngd (NOrway) todk the Chair.

9.  The FRESIDEHT thanked sll delegations for the honour they had bestowed upon him
and bis country in electing him. Ile was espeocially gratefuls to those delégations
which had nominated him for election, IHe would do everybhing possilfe to ensure the
successful completion of the Conference's worl, R T

10. As delegations were avare, the Conference's mandate derived originally from
article XII of +he Biological Weapons Convention, which stipulated that five years
after the entry into force of the Convention a conference of States parties should
be held to review the operaliion of the Convention, with a view toensuring that
the purposes of the preamble snd the provisions of the Convention, including the
provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, were being realized. The

review should also take into account any new scientific and technolopidal developments
relevant to the Convenbion.
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11, The General Assembly hed noted in resolution 35/59 B that after appropriate
congultations a Preparatory Committee of the parties to the Convention was to be
arranged. In accordance with that provision, thet Committee had held a session
from 9 teo 18, July-1979. On behali of all delegations, he extended thanks to the
members. of the Committee for their efforts and, in particular, to Mr, Jay of
Canada for his work as Chairmen of the Committec. The Committee!s report was to
be found in document BWC/CONF.I/3, ' '

12. The distinguishing feature of the Convention lay in the fact that it was a
genuine disarmement measure and that, in.one important area at least, the possibility
of an arms race had been effectively eliminated. ' It wae encouraging to note that
the knowledge available in that periiecular field had, as a consequence, been

. - channelled towards peaceful activities of potential benefit to mankind.

13, It was'now incumbent upon the international community to expand the
opportunities for further advance in the field of disarmament arising from the

Convention. In thal context, he drew attention to the obligations laid '‘down in @

article IX of the Convenition, which affirmed that the recognized. objective of all
parties to the Convention wasg the effective prohibition of chemical weapons. In
saying that, he looked forward to the day when the commiiments listed in that part .
of the Gonvention would be fulfilled by all nationg which had ratified it, he was
surely speaking for the world community ess a whole. In that connexion, he drew
attention Yo article 75 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of +the
General Assembly, in whioh it was agreed, inter alia, that complete and effective
prohibition of chemical weapons was one of the most urgent tasks in multllateral
negotlatlons.

14. The Conference should be seen in a wider Context as part of an ongoing process
of co-operation to secure a safer world. There wag no alternafive to the
contimation of That process, to wlich the Gonference would, he hoped, make ite
contribution. All delegetes would doubtless agree that it was particularly.
important to keep that in mind in the present internetional” 31tuat10n,

ADOPTION OF THE; AGENDA (:L'bem 3 of the provisional ‘agenda) (BWC/CONF.I/T)

SUBMISSION OF THE FINAL REPORT OF THE PREPARATORY COMMITTEE (agende item 4)
{(BWC/CONE. T / 3

16, The PRESIDENT suggested that the Conforence should take note of the
Preparatory Committee's final report.

17. It was so decided.

ADOPTTION OF THE RUIES OF PROCEDURE (agenda item 5) (BWC/CONF.I/2)

18. The rules of procedure were adopted,

[SES

' : 1 ]
15. The agends wes adopied. L : : Q,
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EIECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS OF THE EONFERENCE AND CHATRHEN AND VICE-CHAIRMBN
OF THE DRATTING COMMITTER AND THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE ‘(agenda item 6)

19. The PRESIDENT informed the Conference that consultations were still in
progress and suggested that consideration of the item should be deferred until
a gubsequent meeting,

20, Tt was so decided.

CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTATIVES TO THE CONFERENCE (agenda item 7)
(a) APPOINIMENT OF DHE CREDENTTIALS COMMITIEE

21, The PRESIDENT sugmested that consideration of the item should be deferred
80 a8 To enable him to conduct the necessary congultations,

22. it was so decided,

CONFIRMATION OF THE NOMIWATION OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL (agenda item 8)

23, The PRESIDENT drew attention to rule 10 of the rules of procedure and o
paragraph 18 of the report of the Preparatory Committee ( BWC/pONP 1/3),  The .

Secretary-General of the United Nations, in consultation with the members of the
Committee, had nominated Ms. Segsrra, Chief, Trecties and Resolutions Dection,
Unitied Nationg Centre for Disarmament, as Secretary~General of the Conference,
He invited delegations to confirm that nomination,

24. 1t wag so decided.

25, Mg, SEGARRA (Secretary-General of the Conference) thanked the President and
the participante in the Conference for the confidence they had placed in her and

aseured. them that, with the able assistance of her colleagues in the Secretariat,

she would do her utmost to facilitate the work of the Conference and perform the
duties required ol the Secrefariat with diligence and compeience,

PROGRAMME OF WORK (agende item 9) .

26, The PRESIDENT suggested thatl, in accordance with the practice followed by
previous international conferenceg, the General Committee which would be created
as a result of the allocation of the vice-presidencies should be invited to
consider the question of the programme of work of the Conference and to submit
recommendations.

27. It was so decided.

The meeting roge at 4 pan.
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The meeling was called to ordsr at 4,20 Palll,

CLECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS OF TED CONPERENCE AND CHATRIEN AWD VICE-CIATRMEN
Ok THE DRAPTTNC COIILITTDE AFD THE CREDINTTALS COMTITEE (egenda item 6) (contimued)

CHEDENTIALS OF REFRESENTATIVES T0 UHE CONFERENCE (agenda item 7) (continued)
(a) APPOINTMEWD OF THE CREDENTIALS COIDITOTLR (continued)

1. The PRESIDENT announced that informel consultabions were still being held
in comnexion with agenda item 6 and that more time would be required before

all the outstanding issues could be resolved. He wag himself conducting
consultations with States parties in connexion with agenda item 7 {(a) and

hoped to report to the Conference in due course. He wrged the regional groups
and all the Stabtes parties concerned to expedite their informal consultations
80 that the General Committee could start its worlk as soon as posesible,

The meelting rose at 4.25 p.m.
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The meeting wsg called o order at 3,35 p.m.

ELECTION OF VICE~PRESIDENTS OF THE CONFERENCE AND CHATRMEN AND VICE-CHAIRMEN OF
THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE AND THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (agends item 6) (continued)

1. The PRESIDENT said that ss a result of the consultations which had taken

place, there had been agreement on the distribution of the 16 Vice-Presidents

among the regional groups. The distributien would be: two from Africa, two from
Agiaz, three from Latin ‘America, four from Bastérn Burope and five from West Buropean
and other States. He urged the various regional groups to conclude ss early as
possible their consultations regarding the specific reprepentatives to be

designated as Vice~Presidents,

2, Further consultations were continuing with respect to the chairmanship of
the Drafting Committee and the Credentials Committee and the membership of “the
Credentiale Committees. He hoped shortly fo be in a position to report on the
outcome of those consultations.

REVIEW OF THE OPERATION OF THE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOR TN ITS ARTIGLE.XII;
(agenda item10)

(a) GENERAL DEBATE

3. Mr, RAJAXOSKT (Finland)-said that the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction was an important step towards the ultimate goszl

of general and complete disarmament under effective internaticnal control, It

was also a significant, although partial, achievement in the general endeavours to
prohibit poisonous and toxic agents, both biclogical and chemical. The importance
of such endeavours was emphasized by the fact that scientific and technological
advances in recent decades had increased the potential of those weapons to such an
extent that they were cepable of causing casualties on a vast scale,

4. The first major step towards the prohibition’ of those wsapons had been taken
in 1925 when the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare
had been adopted, Since its adoption the Protocol had established a standard,
oimintemnaﬁianaimlaWMasmfaT“Hsmthe~usewuf”thase'gases'an&“méthodS'in‘Waf'waé”“”'”
concerned, as was evidenced by the number of ratifications, including those of
8ll militarily significant States, The fact that the Protocol prohibited only
the use of those weapons and methods and that .seversl reservations were attached
to the ratifications was, however, diminishing its value.

5. The second step in that -field-had ‘been-taken with “the wdoption, after lengthy
discussions, of the Biological Weapons Convention. TIn the five years since its
entry into fowce, the Convention had functioned well, end he noted with satisfaction
thet the provisions of the crucial articles I and II had been complied with, The
implementation of the Convention had not hindered activities for peaceful purposes.
The report in document BWC/CONF.I/S indicated thet, from the soicntific snd
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technical standpoint, the developments discussed, which were directed to peaceful
purposes, did not appear to alter substentially capabilities or incentives for
the development or production of biological and toxin weapons, Turthermore,

85 States were at present parties to the Convention. Early adherence o the
Convention hy the lergest possible number of new Statem would strengthen it
further.

6. His Government had supported the Convention from the very outset, having
been among the first countries to sign it in Apxril 1972 end having completed
ratification in 1974. His Government's positive approach to the Convention had
been prompted by the fact that it rendered the Geneva Protocol more complete by
prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological
(viological) and toxin weapons, and providing for their destruction. Thus it
had. done away with particularly odious weapons which by their very character would
have innocent civilian populations asg their prime target. = It was the first
disarmapent measure to contain an element of genuine disarmement not only by
prohibiting the development and menufacture of those weapons but also by providing
for the destruction of existing stocks.  His Govermment slso saw it as 2 means
that would facilitate the achievement of a corresponding ban on chemical weapons.

7. The overvhelmingly positive assessment with vhich his Government had
approached the Convention must, however, be tempered by some more critical
observations.

8. The third ﬁnd‘most important step in endeavours to prohibit biological and

chemical weapons still ‘remained to be taken, namely, an agreement on the prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons.. Such a
prohibition was widely recognized as being of thé highest prioritys chemical
weapons had been on the agenda of wmultilateral disarmament negotiations for almost
two decades, A commitment to reaching an early agreement on the prohibition of
those weapong was embodied in article IX of the Convention and the urgency -of-the
prochibition had been reiterated by the United Nations General Assembly at itse
special session on disermament in 1978, _ .

9. His Government did not underestimate the dlfflcultles connected with the work
on a chemicel weapons convention,  The prlmary reapon51b111ty remained with the
United States and the Soviet Union, which,® in their report to “the Committee on
Disarmament dsted 7 August 1979 (document CD/ZB) had promized to exert their best
efforts to complete the bilateral negotiations:and present a joint initiative o
the Committee on Disarmament on that most dimportsnt and extremely complex problem
a8 soon as possible. His Government expgcted them to present such an initiative
at the earliest possible date. It was evident, however, that participation in
the efforts to produce a convention should take plece on as broad a basis as
posgsible. Contrary to the situation in the case of miclear weapons, technical
and scientific realities did not drastically limit the number of countries which
might have an active interest in chemical weapons.,  He therefore welcomed the
efforts of the Committee on Disarmament to commence multinational negotiations
aimed at securing a convention on chemical weapons,
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10. His Govermment had taken a special interest in efforts to prohibit such
weapons for a number of years, and as early as i972‘it'had Yaunched a research
project on the role of ingbruméntal analysis of chemicdl warfare agents and o
their’verificaﬁion.ffThé'gdél.of‘tﬁé‘projedt wag the creation of a national " -
chemical weapons verification- dapacity which could, eventually be ‘put into '
international use. In his viéw, such a project would be most appropriate for. a
neatral country deeply concerned about the arms race.- .

11, The Finnish project had been conceived ag a multipurpose one, which could "
be used substantively in three different verification activities: the destruction
of gbocks, non-production of chemical weapons and alleged use. TFunctionally, it
céuld be used for national verification or any combination of naticnal and
internaﬁioﬁal.iﬂspeétioni it could be used in connexion with an investigation
ordered by an -appropriate international authority; and it could meet some of the
concerns expressed by developing countries about possible difficulties in carrying
out verification by their hational means only.. : ' )

12. . It was of primary importance that the Conference ghould succeed in creating
an atmosphére which would oblige the parties to the Convention .and States outside
it to continue their efforts to further the objectives of the Convention. Such
an atmosphere would encourage ag many new States as pogsible to take measures to. |
adhere to the Convention. That applied alsoc to those signatory States that had .
not yet proceeded to ratification, T y

13, The outcome of the Conference would certainly have a bearing on how the
Very ingtitution of review conf erences would .evolve in the future, That - N
ingtitution, which had been a feature of several recent amms control andg

disarmement agreements, was a valuable and useful instrument..

14, . Mr. :ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the . conclugion:
of :the Convention had represented the outcome of many years of gtruggle by those
interested in achieving progress in disarmament; it embodied initiatives put.’
forward over a period of many years by the Soviet Union and other sociglist
countries in the United .Nations ‘and in the Committee on Disarmament, 'The
twenty-£if th  congress of the -Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held in. : .
February 1976, had welcomed the”Convention,as.virtually the first genuine’ (
disarmament measure in the higtory of intemational relations which removed. g

whole category of highly dengeroug weapons of mass destruction from the military
arsenals -of. States. Time had confirmed that assessment, The Convention, which was
a logieal continuation of the work begun with the Génevg Protocol of 1925,
impoged a timely ban upon a form of weapons whose use ab any point in the world
could, under modern conditions, entail unimaginable consequences for tha whole of
mankind., It was timely because agreement on the ban had been reached before guch
a tragedy .eould occur, ST ' R ’ . ' :

15. The Convention, drafted by the Conference of the Commitiee on Disarmament and
approved by the General Asgembly in 1971 without any negative vote being cast,
formed part of a whole- series of “tredtiés and agreements now -existing in the field
of limitation of the arms race and disarmament. Those agreements were positive
achievements of intermational détente thanks 4o which it had proved possible to
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close some channels of the arms race and to slow down its dangerous growth. ' The
Convention represented a subgstantial contributieon to the developent of that
process. The fact that almost 90 States had become parties to the Convention
testified to its importance ap an intemational disarmament meagtre. Regretiably,
that number did not include certain States of major military importance, including
sone permanent members of the Security Council which bore anecial responsibility .
wnder the Charter for the maintenance of international peace and security. For
its part, the Soviet Union was determined to pursue vigorously the procegs of
promoting international détente and genuine disarmament measures until general

and complele disarmament was achieved, since that was the objective proclaimed in
the Soviet Congtitulion as one of the main tenets of his country's foreipn policy.
The USSR was doing everything in its power to ensure the resumpiion and con'tinuation
ofanéummmmmthWMwﬁmmwmhhhMJmmminVmﬁmminmﬂmﬁmmlfwwm

or at the bilateral level in recent years but had been halted or postponed for
reasons of various kinds. It was prepared to conduct such negotiations on a -
constiructive basis. '

16, It was also imporiant that apreements already achieved as a result of
succesaful negotiations should enter into force without delay; that was true,
above all, of the SALD-IT Treaty. Another urgent taslk was the early completion
of work in the Committee on Disarmament on .a treaty prohibiting the use of
radioclogical weapons. :

+

17. The Soviet Union's concexn that the disarmament process should not be halted
but, on the contrary, extended and expanded wag shared by many States engaged in-
efforts directed at the preparation of new agreements in the disarmament field anhd
also at the complete observance of agreements already in force, including the
Bacteriological Weapons Convention. In that connexion, he moted with satigfaction
that since the Convention's entry into force, none of the States parties-had
resorted to the complaints procedure provided for in article VI, '

18, In accordance with the recommendations of the Preparatory Committee, the
Soviet Union had joined the other depositary Governments in preparing a background
paper on new scientifioc amid technological developments relevant to the Convention
(BWG/CONF.I/S). The document reached the well-founded conclusion that developments
in biological science 4id not appear to alter substantially capabilities oxr
incentives for the development or production of Dbiological or toxin weapons.

19. After spummarizing the information in the background paper (BWC/GONF.I/4)
concerning the Soviet Union's activities at the international level in connexion
with the use of .bactericlogical science for peaceful purposes, he drew atiention
to the provision of the Convention which imposed upon States parties the obligation
to continue negotiations with & view to reaching early agreement on the
prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union and other
gocialist countries had repeatedly putl forward constructive nroposals on that
subject both in the Commitites on Disarmament and in the United Nations. MHore
aotive cOnsideratiqn of the matter in the Gommittes on Disprmament would be of
value., Progress in the preparation of an acceptable text depended to a ‘
conglderable extent on the bilateral talks taking vlace between the USSR and

the United States, the latest round of which had begun on 11 I'ebruary 1980.
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20. The present Conference could be regarded as successful if, in its final
document, it noted the positive results of the Convention's operation over the pagy
five years, reiterated support for the Convention's purposes and objectives, .
reaffirmed +the undertaking of States partics to continue effectively to Ffulfil the
provisions of the Convention, and called upon Stotes which had. not yet done so0 1o
accede to the Convention. The vork of the Conference should be aimed at
strengthening the Uonvention; it should not consist in reviewing for the sake of
reviewving, In his opinion, future review conferences could be ‘convened ag requirwq,
the matter being decided by o majority of States parties. '

21;7_EhuVFLOHBRREE:(United'States of America) said that his Government weloomed

. the opportunity to join the ofher States parties and signotories in attending the

first Review Conference of thé Parfies to the Convention. The Convention, which
wvas the firel genuine disarmament measure desimed to eliminate an entire category
of weapons from nations! arsenals, had made 4 significant contribution to .
international peace’ and security, and his Government believed it vas particularly
important to demonstrate to the world at largs its effectiveness and continued -
vitality. %he Conference played a significant role in that respect.

22, The“facﬁﬂtbat so many countries had become parties'andjsignatories testified
to the inmportance attached by thé world commnity to the Conivéntion. The ‘records
of his Government, which was a depositary for the Convention, showed that
87 countries were now full parties and 34 others had signed the Convention,
He looked forward to the day when there would be universal adherence to it,
23, With remard to article T of the'CanGptibn, his Goverrment,” as co-author of 1.
background paper on new scientific and technological developments relevant to the
Convention, shared the view of the United Kingdom and the Soviet Udifon that all
thoge developments were already adequately covered by the provisions "of The
Convention, T '

24.  Vith regard to article II, his Government had publicly declared its compliancs
with the requirement concerning destruction of exigting stocks of biological ageris.
toxins, weapons, eguipment and mesns of delivery prohibited under article T. e
hoped that other p&rties,wpuld,similarly declare their colpliance with the prorision .
of that articla, s S ) .

25. His CGovernment was not avare that there had been any violations of the
proseription contained in article ITT against the transfer of prohibited agents or
agsistance in their production by others. It took particular,notg of the fact that
o party had felt it necessary to invoke the provisions of article V calling for
consultations aimed at resolving any problems related to the objectives or
implementation of the Convention. It also noted vith satisfaction that no party had
go far found it necessary to set in motion the procedure contained in article VI fox
dealing with complaints relating o any‘Statg's compliance with the Conventidpq

26, It noted that the Convention had in no vay limited or detracted from the
obligations of the 1925 Genevs Protocol, to which it attached particular importanse.
It hoped that the Conference +would take steps to reaffirm the language of bhe
Convention’relating to the principles and objectives of the Protocol.

B RO ¥ A LT s
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27. It recognized its commitment and the commitment of all other States parties
under article IX to continue negotiations in good faith on effective measures to
prohibit chemical weapons, and appreciated the high degree of interest shown by
many delegations in pressing ahead with the multilateral phase of negotiating an
effective chemical weapon ban. As delegates were aware, the United States and the
Soviet Union had been engaged in bilateral negotiations on such a ban since 1977;
the current round had begun in Geneva on 11 February 1980. Although substantial.
progress had been made in a number of major areas several important issues
remained unsolved in the search for agreement on an effective and verifiable ban
on those weapons. A detailed weport on the negotiations had heen presented to
the Committee on Disarmament the previous summer, and he was pleased to note
that the Committee was currently discussing the mandate for a working group on
chemical weapons to be established during its 1980 sessgion.

28. On the question of peaceful research in the field of biology, his Government
was pleased to note that article X of the Convention had not restricted, but
rather facilitated, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and
scientific and technological information. His Government co-operated with

numerous other parties in such.research in an effort to prevent and eliminate

disease, particvlarly in developing countries.

29. He noted that article XII, which called for the holding of the current
Gonference, did not contain any provision for convening a subsequent meeting.

He looked forward to s full exchange of views with other delegations on the need
for such conferences in future and the best way to prov1de for them.

50. His Government was especially pleased to note that no party had deemed it -
necessary to withdraw from the Convention. In his view, that was the clearest
indication of its strength and reinforced the conclusion that it had performed
well and would contimue fto do so. - :

b1 In sum, his Government believed that since its entry into force the Convention
had ‘achieved its primary purpose of prohibiting the development, production and
stockpiling of bacteriological (blologlcal) and toxin weapons, and saw no need

to amend it. Hisg Government was, however, prepared to consider alternative means
oft 1mprov1ng consultation and co-operation among ‘the parties to the biological
weapons rdgime, if others were persuaded that there was such a need. The final
declaration would seem %o be the most appropriate vehicle for meeting those
concerns. In conclusioh, hig Government reafflrmed its commltment to the
Gonventlon and to a successful Confprence.

32 Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) said that his Government welcomed the opportunity to
Teview the operation of the Convention, since his country had been among thoge
members ‘of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament which, during

: negotlatlons on the Convention, had requested that provision should be made fox

review conferences. His delegation had alsc abtached considerable interest to
the -working out of Pprocedures for control and verification. Shortcomings in’ the
complaints procedure had substantially influenced his Government's hesitation
with regard to the Convention, with the result that it had become party to it
only in 1976,
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23. There had been considerable development in the scientific and technological
fields relevant to the Convention and present btrends indicated that the potential
for the production of biological agents and toxing was spreading throughout the -
world. - The depositary Governments had submitited a background paper on those
scientific and technological- developments. . Brperts of the Swedish National Defence
Research Institute had also penetrated that field, as wveported in .

document- BWC/CONF.I/6.  After studying the results of those efforts, his Government
had come to the conclugion that the present Convention covered all recent advances
in science dnd technology of possible relevance -for weapons purposes. A second-
important.conclusion was that scientific advancement for the benefit of mankind had
net been hindered by- the Convention., . ‘ ' ' ’ :

34. Hig Goverrnment noted with satisfaction that during the first five years of

the Convention's operation no State party had found cause to express gusplciong of
poasible violation: of the Convention-by another party and the Convention thus seemed
to have fulfilled its primary objectives. - »

Pl et EA . i . . . 5
55. Commenting briefly on control and verification, he said that since there were noﬁ
provisions. for international méans of verification in the Convention, only national
means could be used to monitor compliance with it. That was an unsatisfactory
situation.

36. In connexion with article II, account should be taken of the fact that parties
were not ‘obhliged t@:report on ‘their destruction of agents, toxins, weapons,

equipment ox means -of delivery, or on the fact that such weapons and facilitieg had
been diverted to peaceful purposes. The Secretariat's backsround paper
(BWC/CONF.1/4) showed that a mmber of States had formally amnounced that they had

ne weapons and facilities of the kind specified in articles I and IT and one State

had reported that its biological weapons and facilities had@ been destroyed or

diverted to peaceful purposes.. In 1970 his'Government had declared that Sweden

did not possess and did not intend to acquire biological or chemical weapons.

Taking into account the situation which would probably exist when a chemical weapons
convention was concluded, he believed that it would have been better, with a view to
building uyp confidence if, ag a general rule, Btates which had possessed biological
weapons at. the time of the .entry ints force of the Conventigi had also declared

that they had destroyed them.  His Government would therefore welcome discussion by o
the Review Conference of the need for further declarations from States partieg on &
the above-mentioned matbters. . ‘ :

37. Under the present complaints procedure in article VI, a party was entitled to
lodge complaints of breaches of the convention with the Security Council of the
United Wationg. Notwithstanding the possibility for intemational consultations
under article V, only the Security Council had a clearly expressed right to initiate
investigations. The permanent members of the Security Council were, however, in

a pogition to veto even technical inquiries into the nature of suspected activities.
Hig Government had repeatedly expressed it concern about that manifest.inequaldty
of obligations under the Convention and other States partics had stated similar
concern. - :




BUC/CONF I/5R. 3
page 9

38 4% an early stage of the negotiations leading up to the Convention, it had
been proposed thet the permanent members of the SBecurity Council should waive
their right of veto on resolutions concerning technical investigations on the
basis of such complaints, but that had not been accepted. In more recent arms
control and disarmeament agreements some progress had been made towards separation
of the fact-finding stage of the complaints procedure from the stage of political
consideration and decision by the Becurity Council, His delegotion intended to
revert to that central issue at a later stage of the Conference and would welcoms
a thorough discugsion of ways of strengthenlng the Convention in that respect,

39...:In hlS Government's view, negotlatlonu on a chemical weapons convention had
unfortunately not made satisfactory progress, The bilateral negotiations between
the United States and the USSR had not so far yielded any conclusive results.
Other parties te the Convention, both members and non-members of the Committee on
Disarmament had in different ways made constructive contributions to various
aspecis of a, chemicsl weapons convention, In a number of General Assembly
resolutions grave concern had been expressed about the inability of the two major
Powers to reach a speedy and successful conclusion and about the fact that o
multilateral negotiastions had not yet started. He sincerely. hoped that it would
be possible for the Committee on Disarmament to set up a working group without
further delay in oxder to initiste real negotiations on a chemical weapens
convention.,

40, With regard to the gquestion of a further review conference, his delegation
considered that such conferences were a natural and nccessary element in
disarmament or arms control agreements. Review wss a necessary instrument in
order to ensure proper functioning of the Convention in its present form so that

it could be adapted when necessary to changing conditions, He therefore suggested
that the date of a further review conference. should be decided by the present

- Conference or, alternatively, that a mechanism should be designed for convening

review conferences st certain intervals or whenever necessary.

Al., Mr, SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom had played a
major role in the negotiations which had led to the signing of the Convention,

and his Government continued to attach great importance to it. By removing, for
the first time, a whole .category of potential weapons from the arsenals of States,
the Ceonvention constituted a small but significant milestone in the long and
difficult history of arms control discussionsg., It was encouraging that 87 SBtates
had retified the Convention and a further 39 had become signatories. In 211,
they represented over two thirds of the States of the world., While the number of
States perties continued to grow, he nevertheless urged those States which had not
yet pigned or retified the Convention to do so without further delay.

42, TUnder the provisions of article XII of the Convention, the present Conference
fell into two distinct parts., The first was to deal with the operation of the
Convention since its entry into force, The very comprehensive baclkground paper 1
on that question (BWC/CONWF,I/4) provided 2 sound basis for a thorough review, It |
would be seen from his Government's contribution to the paper that the United Kingdom
had, where necessary, taken appropriate action o ensure compliance with the
provigions of the Convention, Since the Thited Xingdom had never possessed any

of the agents proscribed by the Convention in quentities other than those explicitly
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permltted related action had been confined to the p3851ng of domestic legislation
in covpliance with the provisions of article IV. In addition, the United Kingdom
had, over the perlod since the Convention's entry into force, concluded a series
of bllatefal and multllateral agreements on publlo health and medical research
nwhwoh, 1nter alis, supported the provigions of article X,
o 43, The Conference was also called upon to examine the -the question of effeotlve
e prohibition of chemical weapons, The conviction expressed in the preamble to the
- Convention that the use of bacteriological weapons would be repugnant to ‘the
conscience of mankind wes squally applicable to the use of chemical weapons, His
. Government viewed with the utmost Beriousness the obligations set ocut in article IX
of the Convention; 'in 1976 it had submitted to the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament o draft conventlon on the prohibition of chemical warfare agents,
'and,'ln addition to 1te adtive pa“t1C1patlon in the Comnittee on Disarmament's
consideraticn of the matter it wag followlng with close interest the progress of
the bilsieral dﬂsou531ons on ‘chemical weapons taking place in Geneva, It looked
‘ " forward, to a °uocess?u1 oonclusmon oi the dlscu951ons and to the negotiation of a
p multilatersl agreement. | B i

44, The seceud part of the Conference concerned new scientific and technological

developments relevant to the Conveniion. = As one of the depositary Powers, the

HE Tnited Kingdom wag a co-author of the background paper contained in

i document BWC/COBF.I/5. He hoped that thst paper, which reached the conclusion
Ay that recent scisntific and technological developments had not called into

o guestion the effeotlveneeb of the Convention, would be given the detalled o

: uttenulon it deserved; din his view, a thorough examination of the paper could

e best be conducted in a voriing group.

|
1
! 45, His delegatlon would state ite position on the operation of separate
L articles of the Convention at s later stage, and would look carefully and
| I constructively ¢t any proposals which would strengthen the Convention or increase
It the proroects for universal adherence. As a depositary Power it WOuld, of oourSe,
i resiet sny pooposai vhich, din its v1ew, might weaken the Conventlon,

Eho meeting roge at 4,40 P.m,

1 ’ g . o - *
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Ihe meeting was called to order at 11 a,m.

REVIEN OF THT OFERATION OF THR CONVENTION AS PROVIDED TOR TN 1TS ARTICIE XIT
(a) GEWERAL DEBATE (continqggj:(BUC/@OHE.I/B to. 6}

1. The PRESTDENT invited participants to continue the discussion of agenda
item 10 (a), If he heard no objection, he would take it that the Conference
agreed that the list of ‘participants who wished to speak in the Zeneral debate
should be closed at 6 Pem. that day.

2. It was s0 decided,

3. Mr, RUZEK (Czechoslovakia) said that Czechoslovakin atbtached particular
importance to the Convention, whose aim was the total elimination of one complete
system of weapons of mass destruction from the arsenals of States, His country
had been a co~author of the draft convention submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1971.

4. Bighty-five States had ratified the Convention and 37 had signed it, but

his country considered that it would be useful to increase the number further so
that the Convention might achieve miversality, The fact that the production of
bacteriological (biological) and toxin veapons was within reach of g greater
number of States than wasg the case with relatively more expensive systems made it
all the more urgent %o achieve that goal,

5. His country considered it important that, during the pexriod which had elapsed
since the Convention had entered into force, nothing had happened which could lead
to the conclusion that the provisions of the Convention had been violated, In its
opinion, the provisions of the Convention laying down obligations and regulations
pertaining to control were well balanced and effective, and it seemed that all

the necessary aveas were adequately covered,

6. The question of chemioal-weapohs~washelosely connected with that of :
bactericlogical (biological) and toxin weapons. I% was knpvm that the socialigt
countries had persistently pressed for the prohibition of chemical and _
bacteriological veapons in the framevorlk of one common measure., In the end, they
had agreed to a compromise in the form of a separate solubtion to both.questiohs,
with the understanding that the Convention wag merely the first step on the road
towards the prohibition of chemical weapons. Yet in spite of the Proposals end
offers of compromise that they had submitted since the entry into force of the

Convention, the ban on chemical weapons had not materialized, Czechoslovakia wanted

the practical preparations for the work onp a treaty on complete and effeotive
prohibition of the development, production ang stockpiling of chemical weapons and
their destruction to be started as speedily as possible within the Committee on
Disarmament.

7. His country was convinced that the efforts in the field of disarmament should
be continued and become more systemalic, It considered that the results of the
Conference would contribute tovards the deepening of international co~operation in
the field of disarmament and it was preparcd %o co~operate fully 4o that end.
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8. Mr, XOCHUBEY (Ukrainian Soviel Socialist Republic) gaid that the past

five yeers had made it poszible to determine the offectivencss of the Convention.
He was happy to note that none of the arficles haé been violated, that there had
been no complaints and that the Convention had been applied in & spirit of
co~operation and good will. The Comvention, drawn up in the early 1970z, a period
essentially characterizcd by détente, had been the first measure tovards veal
disarmement. His country had ratified the Convention on 21 Pebruary 1975 and wvac
fully carrying out its obligations under articles I o V of the Convention,

9. The Convention was in no way an obstacle to the progress of bacteriolegical
and biological science designed Yo incresse agricullural production or improve
health and nutrition. The Institute of liierobiology and Virology of the fAcademy
of Sciences of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Rlepublic was co-operating with
scientific institutes in Czechoslovalic and the Cerman Democratic Republic., Its
research formed the subject of articles in various publications and Ukrainian
experts participated in international scientific neetings, such as the meeting
held at Munich in 1979. Of perticular intercst vas the conclusion in the repori
of the Preparatory Committec of the Conference (B\'C/COF.I/5) that the activities
underteken for pacific purposes in the bacteriological field had not created
possibilities of violating or bypassing the provisions of the Convention. That
conclusion bore witness to the effectiveness of the Convention.

10, Article IX of the Convention drew attention 4o the need to ban chemical
weaponz as speedily as possible. The socialist countries had alvays stressed the
importence of such a ban and he was happy thet the Committee on Dissrmament had
shown considerable interest in thot question,

11l. One of the tasks of the Conference was to reaifirm the importance of +the
effectivencss of the Comvention. Renewed efforts to increasse the number of

Btates parties should therefore be made., Certain States members of the

Security Council were not yet parties to the Convention, France, which was not,
had enacted a law banning bactericlogical weapons, but China, which was azlso not

a party to the Convention, had telen no such step, It was to be hoped that in ite
final document the Conference would make an appeal ‘to Stales to accede to the
Convention, .

12, The effectiveness of the Convention proved that the possibilitics of solving

a complex problem concerning the armaments race were very real, provided there was
a political will to solve it.

The meeting rose at 11.25 az.nm.
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The meeting was called to order at 3.45 p.m,

ELECRTCN OF VICT-PRESIDENTS OF THE GONFERENCE AND CHATRITN AND VICE-CHATRMEN OF THE
DRAPTING COIMITTIRE AND THR OREDENTIALS COMMTTOER (agerda item 6) (contimued)

1. The PRESIDENT informed the Sunference that tha following 16 representatives

had been nomipated for the office of Viee-Fresident:  Iw. Cbeho (Ghana) and )
Ir, Adeniji (Wigeria) from Africa; M, Al-Dabbach (Kuwait) and Mr. Marvker (Pakistan)
from Asia; IMr. Dumont (frgentina), Hr. Valdez (Bcuader) and

Hr. Taylhardat {Vonozuela) from Latin America; e, Voutov (Bulgaria),

e, Womives (Bungary), Hn. Issraclyan (USSR) and Mr. Vrhuneo (Tugoslavia) from

the Bast Buropean groups  and Mr, McPhail "Ganada)p Wr. Ciarrapico (Italy)?

Mr. de TLaiglesia (Spain), M. Summerhayes %United Kingtom) and

Hr. Floyerree {United States) from the West Luropean and other States.

£.  The above-mentioned 16 representatives were electad Vice-Pregidents of the
Conference by acclamation,

~9»  The PRESIDENT further informed the Conference that Mr. Maina (Kenya) had been

' _dominated for the Chairmanship of the Drafting Commitbec and Mr. Mortensen (Denmark)

for the Vice-Chairmanship,

4. Mr., Maina (Kenya) and Mr, Mortensen (Denmaxk) were elected Chairman and
Vice-Chairman of the Drafting Qommittee vy acclamation.

5. The PRESIDENT suggested that the election of the Chairman and Vice—~Chairman of
the Credentials Committee should be deferred until the following meeting so as to
enable Ferther consultations to he carried out. :

B Lt wag so decided,
REVIEW O¥ THE OPERATION OF THE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOR IN ITS ARTICLE XIT
(agenda item 10) (continued)

{a) GPVERAL DEBATE (conbinued) ‘

fe  Mr, VOUTOV (Bulgaria) said that in furtherance of its policy for preserving
(“qud beace and security, strengthening the process of disarmament and talting

A fective disarmament measures; his country had been one of the first to ratily
the Convention. That policy had been confirmed in s recent gpeech by Mr. Zhivkov,
the Mirst Secretary of the Bulgarian Communist Party and President of +the State
Council., .

8, In his delegation's opinion, the imporbance of the existing agreements in the
field of disarmament - agreements which counld rightly be called instruments of
Peace ~ wag constantly'increasing,';The“CéﬁVéﬂﬁiph under reviey imposed a ban on

weapous development in a field which, given the prosress bthat had been achieved in

gclence and %echnology, might hawve produced terrible Perspectives for 1life on
earth. The Members of the United Nations therefore had every reason to be pleased
that they had taken fhe significant step of drawving up the text of the Convention
in 1971. That First step towards genuine disarmament, to the making of which the
socialist countries had contbributed in no small measure, had met with the approval
and. satisfachion of all peace~loving peoples in the world,
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9. The Convention was an effective instrument of disarmament, as was proved by the
fact that no broach of the Convention had ever taken place and that no complaint had
been made regarding aitempis to circumvent its dispositions. The monitoring system
adopted, which wag based on national means of verification and utilized the latest
achievenents of modern science and technology, in coubination with action by the
security Council and other international procedures should the nccessity arise, was
functioning as envisaged in the Convention.- In the opinion of his delegaticn,
therefore, there was no nced to devige any additional comtrol or verification measures
or to make any amendments to the Convention. for that purpose.

10. His Government had already informed the Secretary-CGeneral of the United Nations
that his country had never developed, produced, stockpiled or acquired by other means.
bacteriological (biological) weapons or toxins, and had stressed that it was strictly
observing its commitments under the Convention. That policy, as well as the socialisgt
character of the country's economic gysber:, in which all emterprises were controlled ..
by the State, provided a safeguard against any violations.

11. . In the light of the obligations undertaken by the People's Republic of Bulgaria
in ratifying all the international legel instruments banning or limiting the weapons
or means used in armed conflicts, article 415 of the Bulgarian Penal Code established
severe penalities for anyone who in violation of the existing international rules of
conduct in armed conflicts used, or ordered the use of, prohibited methods of warfare.

12. His delegation had noted with satisfaction the report by experts from the
depositary Governments (document BWC/CONF.1/5), which threw abundant light on scientific
achievements in the sphere of microbiology and genetic engineering., Those achievements
were related to the observance of the Convention. Hig delegation shared the experts!'
conclusion that the peaceful achievements mentioned in the report did not appear to
alter substantially the capabilities or the incentives for the development or production
of biological or toxin weapons. That report, together with the statements of the
depositary Governments and several other delegations, demomstrated that there was gquite
an intensive exchange of scientific information in that field and that the exchange
courld reasonably be expected to increase even further.

&

13. Together with the other so&ialist countries, Bulgaria had consistently appealed

. for the universality of the ireaties concluded in the field of disarmament. Such

universality would not only contribute to the sirengthening of international security
but wouvld also diminish the possibility of viclation of the treaties, In view of the
special significance of the Convention under review thereforc, it secemed logical and
useful for the Conference to appeal to all those countries which had not yet signed or:
ratified the Convention to do so in the near future.

14. His Government had long since noted that the Gonvontion should bring the world

- cloger to the long-awaited.total.ban on.chemical weapone. - His Government f£irmly

believed that through joint cfforts by all States the difficulties involved would be
overcone., Bilateral and rmltilateral negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament
would be intensified and that Cormittee should soon be in a position to present to
the General Assembly an agrecd fext on a general and coriprehengive ban on chemical
weapons.  The importance of & chemical-weapons ban should not, however, divert
attention from the main subject of the Conference - bacteriological WeAPONE
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15.  In conclugion, he reitcrated that his Goveranent, together with those of the
other socialisd .countries, would continuc to follow & course designed o strengthen -
peace in Europe and the world and to srescrve and deepen the process of détonto cnd’
effe ctlve dlsarmanbnt :

16. Mr.'HERDER (Gorman Democratic Rupubllo) pald that his country had been anong
the first to-accede to the. ConVLnt¢un and, " in accordance with its policy of promsiing
peace, it had strictly abidocd by the obngatlﬂnD it had thereby asswuned. His
Govexnment hold the view that the Convention alse covered the prohibition of all new
geientific and technclogical dévelopments in the field of microbiological and othoer
binlogicel agents and toxing and reconbinant DNA technigues. The Convention thus
prohibited their misuse for militery purpcses.

17.  Along with the other socialist countries, the German Democratic Republic had
actively advocated the implemontation of -the obligation embodied in the Convenidion o
take effective measures to ban and deutroy all WO&PJH of mass destruction. -

18. The Review Conference was, in his Goverrnment's view, of great importance. It
was being held at a time which was characterized by aggravated international tensions.
The world was witnessing reinforced efforts bv certain NATO circles to %ilt in thedix
favour the existing approximatc regional- and IObml balance of military forces betwoen
the two systoms, in particular by 1ntroduclng'1n Burope a new generation of mediwn-range
migsiles to be equipped with nuclear warheads., Not only did that raise new obhstacles
on the path towards the prohibition of all weapons of mass destructiosn, but it also
unleashed the sorious threat of a new round of the cmms race.

19. His Government belicved that the successful conclugion and consistent implementati
of the Convention ccoupied an important place in efforts to prohibit all weapons of mass
destruction. The Convention was the first intemational agreément prohlottlng and
bamning from the arsenals of States one specific fype of those dangerous weapons It
thus constituted & genuine disamanent nessure.

20.  He welcomed the information in the Conference dopuments that no violation of the
Convention hed heen noted. The Convention could therefore be congidersd proof that
provided the politicel will existed, it was possible to solve even corplex dlsaimanent
problens and %o buttress political détente by neasures of military détente.

21, . Evidence of the Convention's vitality was provided by the fact that more than 80
Btates had acceded o it. It was, neverthclese, regrettable that certain military .
significant States, among them permencnt members of the Scourity Council, had not yoi
become partics 4o the  Convention, In +that connexion, his dulcgation drew attention

to paragraph 73 of the Pinal Document of the Tenth Spocial Sossion of the General Assenb

which explicitly requested States that had not yet done so to adhere to the Convention,

~Ho was convincéed that wamiversal adhorence te -the Convention would -congiderable- incronge -

its offectiveness and ‘thus pave - the way For a genoral prohibition of all bactericlogical
and toxin veapons. His delegation would therefore welcons the launching hy the
Conference of. an appeal o all non-parties to adhere %o the Convendion without further
delay. o

22,  Together with the Govermments of other socialist States, ond in accordence with
article IX; of the Convention, his Govermsent strongly advocated an carly agreement
on neasures prohibiting the production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on
their destruction. In thet comnexion, it appreciated the Soviet Union's efforts to
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promote . adequate negotiations through constructive proposals. The resulite so far
attained in thes bilateral Soviet Union -~ United States negotiations and the activities
undertaken in that respect in the Committee on Disarmament provided a golid basis for
further progress. Tn view of the existing stocks of chemical weapons and the current
possibility of developing new, more dangerous weapons of that type, their prohibition
was more urgent than ever before. The Conference should therefore advocate an early
and successful conclusion to those negotiations.

23, In the long run, the prohibition of biclegical and chemical weapons could only
be a step towards achieving the prohibition of all weapone of mass degtruction. The
activities undertaken by the socialist States at the thirty-fourth United Nations
General Assembly and in the Geneva Committee on Disarmament to focus attention on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and disarmament, and on the prohibition of new
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction should be continued.

24. His delegation would do its utmost to éontribute to the successful outcome of
the Conference.

25, Mr, de LAIGIESIA (Spain) said that, although some might feel that the Conference
was meeting at a time when there was not rmuch cause Tor optimism concerning disarmament,
the very reason for which it was being held perhaps gave cause for optimism. The
Convention, which constituted one of the few effective measures aimed at genuine '
disarmament, had proved ite worth since its entwy into force, as the review of its
implementation would undoubtedly show.

26, Spain, which was a party to the 1925 Protocol and had recently ratified the -
Convention, hoped that the work of the Conference would help to strengthen the
monitoring system, which was. so important if the terrible threat of bacteriological
war were not to bacome reality, In that connexion, his delegation wished to stress
the need, first, to increase still further the number of JStates parties to the
Convention in the near future and, secondly, to establish some appropriate form of
review machinery, bearing in mind the scientific advances that might be made in
relation 4o the matters covered by the Convention, ‘

27, It was encouraging to note that agreement had beén reached on at least one of
the many aspects of disarmament, and that agreement had yielded positive results, as
was reflected by the statements made by various countries regarding compliance with
the Convention. The security afforded by knowledge that the danger of bacteriological
war wae virtually unthinkable would, howevexr, have been greater had all the States
which possessed biological weapons declared, at the time when the Convention had
entered into force and in accordance with article II theweof, that they had destroyed
those weapons. ' :

98,  The Convention had alsd resulted in the élimination of a rangé of weéapond whigh

were largely the monopoly of the major Powers. That was an added reason for
pergevering in other arcas and thereby contributing to the attainment of the goal of
general and complete disarmament under effective international control.
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25%. The Convention was not, however, coniined to thc prohivifior of bacteriological

weapons, since article IX constituted a bridge between those weapons and chemicel
veapons - o bridge that must not be destroyed. In that connexion, while hig
delegation velcomed the bilatersl negotintions botwesn the United States and the
boviet Union and the detailed information which they had provided in the baclground
paper (BWC/CONF.I/4), it glso felt that greater participation cn the pert of the
international community was required in the case of chemical weapong than in that
of biological weapong, vhose mamifacture involved more complex technology. The
Conference should therefore treat article IX 2s an unfuliilled obligation,
responsibility for which would rest upon all parties wntil goneral agreement was
reached,

0. Despite the positive vesulte achieved, the Convention was not perfect: it
represented only the maximum level of general acceptance and obviously did not
reflect all the desires of the States parties.  An appropriate task for the
Conference, therefore, would be to egtablish a higher level of agreement. As the
Convention was not entircly satisfactory to certain countries, which had nevertheless
demonstrated their goodwill by accepting it in its existing form, the points at
issue should be reconsidered in a greater spirit of comprehension and harmony ., One
such point related +o the monitoring procedure, which did not appéar to be )
sufficiently effective and called for greater efforts with a view to reaching &
consensus.  The Conference was the appropriate forum Tor considering improvements
in that area but should take care not to wealen a legal ingtrument that was
undoubtedly useful in ite existing form. '

51. His delegation hoped that the Conference would serve to stirmlate the
negotiations being held with a view to drawving up a treaty on chemical Veapons
vhich was as effective as that on bacteriological weapens. ‘

32. Iy, BNE (Romania), stressing the importance which Romania had alvays attached
to the prohibition and elimination of veapons of mags destruction, said that the
extent of the arms race and of military expenditure on weapons was particularly
alarming at a fime of heighiened international tension. Against that background,
the Conference assumed an importance which went beyond its mandate. It was
esgential to grasp every opportunity to halt the grovwth of tension, to continue the

pelicy of détente and co-operation, and to initiste negotiantions at all levelg with

a view to the elimination of the material support for the politics of force — arms
and armaments. Ag President Nicolae Ceausescu had sbated, there were only two
choices: either o continue the arms race with all its harmful consequences or +o
determine resolutely to achieve disarmament and peace,

33. The review of a treaty wnder which the pavtics were legally bound to
undertake certain specific digarmament meagures wag a major tasgk, whose results
could prove decisive s0 far as the credibility of the obligations entered into

by States waw concerned. . Together with other similar conferences, and in

particnler the review conferences on the. Non-kroliferation Preaty, the present
Conference was .engaged in an over—sll assessment of the practical effects of the
disarmament measures adopted thus far.

54. In that comnexion, his delegation was pleased to note from the background paper
submitted by the Secretariat that there had been no recorded violations of the
Convention. TI+% also noted, however, thal that peper was the only information

which most States parties had received mince the Convention had entered intec force.

!H‘

il
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States parties to the Convention varied considerably in their technological and
scientific potential. ‘Conpequently, they were unequal in their ability to keep -
abreast of developments in biological research, including -that carried out for
military purposes, and hence also in their ability %o participate effectively in
monitoring compliance with the Convention. In order to remedy that situation,

a more continuous fiow of information about new developments in the implementation
of the Convention should be made available -to States parties, a task which the
United Nations Centre for Disarmament could perfeorm with the assistance of

States parties. The periocdic dissemination of such information would encourage
greater participation by all States parties in monitoring compliance with the '
Convention, while at the game time awou51ng greater public interest in that
quegtion,

35, Two further points fell within the purviev of the Conference. The first
concernad the Convention as it related to the preogress of disarmament in general.
The Convention wag defined, under its own terms, as a first step towards the

total elimination of weapons of mass destruction, and the States parties had

entered into a legal undertaking to conduct negotiations with a view to reaching
agreement in the near future on effective meastres for the prohibition of the
development, production and stockplllng of chemical weapons and their destruction.
The first paragraph of the preamble to the Convention and article IX were quite
clear on that point. - Although the Convention had had some positive effects on
détente and had increased confidence among States, it had not been followed by
genuine disarmement measures. Since the signature of the Convention in 1972 and
ite entry into foree in 1973, the negotiations had simply marked time, whereas

there had been no accompanyirng halt in the accumuldation of weapons, The convening
of & special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament was a reflection
of the deep comcern felt by the international community on that score.’ Despite

the repeated demands of the General Assembly, and the efforts made over the previous
eight years by specialized organizations with a view to prohibiting the develcpment
and production of chemical weapons and to destroying exigting stockpiles, it had

not even been possible to initiate negotiations with the participation of all

the States concerned. That gtate of affairs had been the subject of concern at

the two most recont ses 31ons of the General Aggembdy, as rcflected more specifically
in the second paragraph of General Assembly resolution A/PES/)4/72, and in the
Compittee on Disarmament since its incepticn.

36, In his delepation's view, therefore, when the Conference came o consider
article IX of the Convention, it should take note of the fact that the
negotiations on the elimination of chemical weapons were marking btime, should urge
all the States parties to the Convention to-abide by the legal undertaking which
they had entered into under that article, and sghould request the

Committee on Disarmament to embark, at ite current session, on negotiations on
the preparation of a convenbtion on. the complete elimination .of chemical weapons. ..
yith a view to ite adoption before the second special session of the

General Assenmbly devoted to disarmament.

37. The second point related to article X of the Convention, which cccupied

a special place in the structure of the Convention. Its purpese was to ensgure
the necessary balance between the obligations into which States parties entered
and to encourage international co-operation in the peaceful use of bacteriolegical
(biological) agents and {toxing. The significance of the latter objective derived
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from the ever-groving importance of the biclogical sciences in various fields
ranging from diagnesis, digease prevention and cell research in the health field
to the use of bacteria to obtain products necessary for economic development,
particularly in the developing countries. The Conference should therefore remingd
all States parties of their legal commitments in that arca and should recuest
those States in s pesition to do so and the competent international organizations
to take the necessary measures, both bilateral and multilateral, to promote
international co-operation in the veaceful use of scientific bacteriological
digcoveries, '

38. Lrticle X, together with article V, could, if faithfully observed, provide

‘an effective framework for consultation and co-operation between States perties

which could be very useful in the collective monitoring of the implementation of
the Convention. Hisg delegation was prepared to sive favourable consideration to

¢ prep G .
any proposal for increased participation by States parties in that process.

39. 1In congidering matters relating to the elimination and destruction of
biclogical and chemical weapons, Romania, like many other countries, never
overlooked the fact that nuclear veapons were still the most lethal form of mass
destruction. The cause of peace and international security therefore called for
resolute measures designed to prohibit the production and ugse of nuelear weapons,
to prevent nuclear war and to eliminate nuclear weapong completely., The
Conference, too, had a duty to pursuve that priority objective of modern time.

40, The experience galned from the disarmament negotiations, and particularly
from the Review Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty, proved that the
effectiveness of g treaty depended both on strict compliance with itg substantive
provigions and on the extent to which it reflected trends in the international
situation and the concerns and interests of States. The deliberaticng of +the
Conference were part of the over-all negotiations on disarmament and proper .account
muist therefore be taken of the growing concern of pecples regarding weapons,
particularly in the muclear field,

41. The second Review Conférence on the Convention should examine the extent to
vhich the decisions reached at the present Conference had been implemented,

The meeting rose at 4.50 p.m.

Tt e g e, SRR 1o
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The meeting vas called to order at 11.50 a.m.

REVIEW OF THE OFERATION OF THRE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOR TIf ITS ARTICLE XIT
(agenda item 10)

(a) GENERAL DEBATE (continued )

1. Mr, ONKBLINK (Belgium) saild that, during the negotistiong in 1971, the question
of bactericlogical weapons had rightly been separated from that of chemical Heapons.
Although the negotiations on thoe prohibition of chemical weapons had not yet proved
successful, the Bacteriological Weapons Convention constituted an internstional
ingtrument which was one of the Tare successes of the past decade in the

disarmament field, Phe number of countries vhich had ratified or acceded to it
showed the broad international support it had gained; he hoped that that support
would shortly become universal, -

2.  FProm the standpoint of international law, the use of the words "never in any
circumstances" in article I of the Convention was an innovation, since it had
‘hitherto been wnderstood that treatien lapsed in the event of armed conflict. A
further innovation was that, ever since its conclusion, the Convention had been
considered as the first treaty to contain a genuine disarmement clause, The fact
that, according to their statements, every State party to the Convention had
respected its provisions should be velcomed,

3.  Vith regard to article 1V, Belgium, in common with many other States, had taken
the necessary domestic meagures, the Belgian Parliament having enacted legislation
approving the Convention,

4. On the guestion of chemical weapons, some Ppeople had felt there was o dangex
that a draft convention covering only bacteriological weapons might encourage the
acceleration of the chemical vweapons race and lead to diminished interest in
negotiations for the prohibition of chemical weapons, However, the description in
document BWC/CONF.I/4 of the efforts made in that direction was ample Proof that
those efforts had never slackened in the Committee on Disarmament in the
General Assembly or in relevant bilateral negotiations. )
-5+ With regard to agenda item 11 on future review of the Convention, Belgmium would
(‘Jupport a flexible approach that weuld enable the majority of States parties to ecall,
as necessary, either for an ad hoc meebing or for a review conference,

6,  Mr. PICTET (Switzexﬂand) welcomed the fact that a large number of States had
acceded to the Bacteriological Veapons Convention and expressed the hope that the
international community would ratify it in the near Tuture.  He noted with - -
satisfaction that the Convention had functioned effectively. Scientific

developments since the entry into. force of-the-Convention-appeared'to.pqseﬁnd new

‘threat, at least in the immediate fubure, and no case of violation of Lhe Convention
had been alleged. That was a further source of satisfaction, but in the absence of a
genuine international control procedute thé international commnity had to rely
entirely on statements made by one party or another, and that was not an entirvely
satisfactory situation.

T Bince it had possessed no bacteriological or toxin veapons before the coneclusion
of the Convention, Switzerland had had no stocks to destroy. Vith regard to the
other Sfates varfies, he regretted that they had not all given formal agsurances on
that point, The Swins army actually had a biologiecal branch, but its sole Purpose
was to care for the health of army personnel; it would play only a protective role
if bacteriological weapons vere used against Switzerland in an armed conflict,
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8. As.far as chemical weapons vere concerned, Svitzerland con51dered that such
weapons. at - present posed the most dangerous threat aftexr nuclear weapons. . It was
therefore following with great interest the current act1v1tleﬂ aimed at their
prohibition, Prohlbltlon should cover both lethal agents and 1ncapacltat1ng agents
vhich cauged lasting poychological injury. uvltzerlaad would, howvever, prefer a
prohibition that was limited to a small number of agents but va effective and
controllable, rather than a broader prohibition whose terms were too general or
which appeared difficult to monitor. Hovever, the use of simple chemical ag ent
particularly those intended for the maintenancm of domestic order, must contlnue to
be authorized. Prohibition should be total but if, in cortain cases, only limitation
of use was provided for, the applicable criteria should be simple and clearly
defined so that they could be applied vithout undue diffienlty of interpretation for
the responsible military command,

9.  Prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons
and their destruction would be unacceptable without fully effective international
control, Any convention that did not provide for such conlrol would be not only
ineffective but even dangerous because of the false sense of security it might
engender. It would therefore be preferable to await the development of a fully
satisfactory control system; meanvhile, all States should accede to the Geneva
Protocol of 17 June 1925 and thus creale a situation which would be tantamount %o a
general prohibition of first use of a broad renge of chemical weapons,

10. Tastly, Switzerland considercd that any new convention should compriss the same
rights and obligations for all States, since the principle of equality of States
should be respected in the disarmament field as in other fields.

11. With regard to the future of the Conference, his delegation was in favour of
the convening of further review conferences at regular intervals, so that continued
account could be taken of new scientific and technological developments relevant to
the Convention,

12, Mr, FARNOH (Hew Zealand) reminded the Conference that the Convention had been
regarded as a gignificant step forward on the road to disarmement, However, only

87 States had become parbies to it and pome States of military signifiocance were not
among them. That showed the amount of work to be done by the Conference,

13, Since New Zealand possessed none of the weapons or delivery systems referred to
in article I of the Convention, his Governwment had not congidered it necessary to
enact any special legislation prohibiting the activities in gquestion.

14, After taking note of the comclusions reached by the depositary Govermments 1n
their background paper to the effect that the Convention covered all recent
scientific and technological developments relevant for weapon purposes, he observed

that the queublon of the relationghip between the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the -
~ Convention was of concern to his delegation. Article VIII provided that nothing in

the Convention should be interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the
obligations assumed by any State under the 1925 Geneva Protocol, He bherefore
appealed to countries vwhich maintained reservations to th Protocol to declare them
null and void, at least with regard to biological and toxin weapons.

15, Vith fegard to chemical weapons, hig delegation was optimistic about the early
conclusion of a convention to prohibit such weapons now that the Committee on
Disarmament had established a working group on the subject.
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16. - In accordance with article X of the Convention, Wew Zealand had participated on
& mumber of occasions in exchanges of equipment, materials and scientific and
technical information on the use of biological agents and toxins for peaceful
purposes, and had co-operated in the development of bacteriology for peaceful
burposes, In the opinion of hig delegation, such exchanges should be encouraged,

17. His delegation vas in favour of a yeriodic review of the Convention, as‘én
important means of guaranteeing compliance with it, 2 five-yearly reviow would be
adeqguate for that purpose, .

The meeting vosme at 12,20 Pala
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The meeting was called to ordex at 3.25 p.m.

REVILW OF THE OFERATION OF THE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOR IN ITS ARTICIE XIT
(agenda item 10} (continued)

(a) GENERAL DEBATE (continued) (BWC/CONF.I/3-6)

1, Mr. de S0UZA e SILVA (Brazil) said it was understandable that States, having

first considered separately the various aspects of the complex question of the
application of scientific knowledge for military purposes, had ultimately concluded

a Convention that dealt largely with bacteriological weapons. The Brazilian Government
had always been of the opinion that chemical, bacteriological and toxin weapons should
be considered as a single issue, but when it had become apparent that progress would

be possible only on the two latier types of weapons, it had actively participated in
the efforts which had led to the adoption of the Convention. Acceptance of that
approach should not, however, in any way detract from the 1mportance of negotiations

on the compleits prohlbltlon of chemical weapons.

2.  Brazil's stand on the issue had been made known at the twenty-sixth session of the
C ieral Asgembly, when it had recognized that, because of the differences in the
military and peaceful uses of biological agents, on the one hand, and chemical weapons
on the other, and because of the very nature of the production process and the
problems Invelved in control and ‘verification, it was unlikely that negotiations

would result in the simultaneous prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of both categories of weapons. For that reason, the Brazilian delegation,
while supporting the broadest possible prohibition of those weapons, had taken care
not to prejudge the nature of the legal instruments that should embody such a
prohibition, His delegatbion therefore hoped that the Committee on Disarmament,

which was the proper forum for the negotiation of a convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons, would embark on such negotiations at its current session, while

the States parties to the Convention under review should, for their part, abide by

the commitment they had entered into under article IX thereof,

3. With regard to the system of verification, when the Convention had been concluded
the Brazilian Government had favoured a strictly impartial and factual inquiry:
mechanism., The Brazilian delegation to the Conference of, the Committee on

Disarmament had therefore suggested that, initially, a subsidiary body of the

g-~urity Council, acting informally and immediately, might deal with complaints of
v.olations of the Convention and thus prevent a dispute from deteriorating into a
political confrontation., BSuch a procedure might expedite preliminary 1nvest1gatlono,
while ensuring that a permenent member of the Security Council could not, by using

the veto, debar an investigation into a complaint made against it or one of its

allieg. That point had been noted by the Swedish representative in the First Committee
at the twenty-sixth session of the CGeneral Assembly. The formula finally agreed on,
however, fell short of the requirements of the Convention and could serve as an
“undesirable precedent for future disarmament measures, other international legal .
instruments and even settlement of disputes in general.
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4. The Brazilian Government, which also attached importance to the relationship
between disarmament and development, had, together with the members of the Group of
Tyelve of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, submitted a proposal (CCD/341)
for the inclusion in the Convention of a provision on that question. It was therefore
regrettable that the final text of the Convention had not taken account of that issue,
which had since acquired greater relevance.

5. As Brazil was an active member of a group of experts which was carrying out a
study of the matter, his delegation felt bound to underline the principle that a
substantial portion of the savings deriving from disarmament measures should be
devoted to economic and social development, particularly in the developing countries.
Advances in bioclogy, bacteriology, toxicology and chemistry were of direct relevance
since, as was clear from the background paper submitted in document BWC/CONF.1/5,
technology that could be used for hostile purposes was also needed for such important
peaceful purposes as medicine, agriculture and industry. The Brazilian Government
therefore attached the uitmost importance to full complianceé with article X of the
Convention, the implementation of whose terms would amply demonsirate that the
technology used for hostile puxposes could also be used to promote international
well-being through co-operation, with special regard to the needs of developing
countries. '

6. In that comnexion, the proposal that a mechanism be established for future review
of the Convention merited further consideration.  For instance, so far as article X was
concerned, it might be advisable to think in terms of the next review of the operation
of the Convention. It would also be of interest %o have a paper, prepared by the
Secretariat with the assistance of the parties, on the progress achieved in regard to
technological co~operation, particularly with developing countries, with a view to -
assessing the extent of compliance with article X, If a further review conference was
not held within a reasonable period, the paper could be distributed to the parties

for information and comment. ' :

T, Fis Governmment would make every endeavdur to further the objectives of the
Convention and thereby achieve the goal of general and complete disarmament undexr
effective international control, : :
8, Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) noted with satisfaction that a number of important
. international treaties and agreements aimed at limiting certain aspects of the arms
race had been concluded during the past fwo decades thanks to the persistent efforts
of the peace-loving countries, especially the socialist countries, The Bacteriological
Weapong Gonvention represented the first real disarmament measure and the first major
step towards the achievement of apgreement on the effective prohibition of other forms
of weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons. As such, the Convention
was an ingtrument of immense importance. The fact that almost 90 States had ratified
the Convention bore eloguent witness to the recognition it had received, and the
representatives of the States parties gathered at the Review Conference had every. .
reason to regard it as a reliable instrument capble of continuing to serve the noble
aimg of disarmament. :
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9. He Jjoined previous spedkers in welcoming the fact that the Convention's
basic provisions had been faithfully observed by all States parties in the

fflve vears since the Convention's entry into force. It was important that

all participants in the Conference should collectively meaffirm the purposes

" and cbjectives of the Convention and their firm resolve to continue to abide

by their obligations under it.

10. Another important action which the Conference should take was to issue
an urgent appeal to all States which had not yet done so, particularly
nuclear-weapon Powers, ito adhere to the Convention without delay. Such an

"eppeal was already contained in paragraph- 73 of the Final Document of the

tenth special session of ‘the General Assembly. No instrument of.international
law, especially in the vitally important sphere of disarmament, could be fully
effgctive without the participation of all States, partlculgrly those with

a major mllltary and industrial potential. The absence of a number of States,
including muclear-weapon States which were permanent members of the Sscurity
Council, from the parties to the Convention coukd not he ignored.

11l. The matter was particularly important for Mongolia, which had a common
frontier with a country which persistently ignored international treaties and
agreements in the disarmament field and, in particular, the Biological

Weapons Convention, although that Convention was a logical continuation of

the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the only treaty relating to disarmament to which
China was & party. In that connexion, Mongolia could not dbut bear in mind the
hostile acts commitied by that country's leaders. Those acts represented a
real threat to Mongolia'ls sovereignty and independence, and a gross violation
of elementary standards of international conduct, in particnlar standards

set in the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

12, On.the gubject of the prohibition of chemical weapons, he noted with regret
that efforts to achieve agreement on the removal of such weapons from the
arsenals of States, made for many ysars in the Committec on Disarmament and
other forums, had so far failed owing to the lack of the necessary political
will on the part of certain Western States. Nevertheless, Mongolia, as a
member of the Committee on Disarmament, took an optimistic view of the future
and placed great hopes in the current USSRrUnlted States negotiations on the
prohlbltlon of chemical wenpons and also in multilateral negotidtions under
the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament, The present aggravation of

the international atmosphere made more essential than ever the search for
further effective means of limiting the arms race and achieving disarmament.

13. Mr, ADENIJI (Nigeria) said that his country regarded the Convention, to
which it was a party, as a very positive disarmement measure in that it
provided for the prohibition of one of the most repulsive weapons in the
arsenals of States. Moreover, the Convention furthered the contribution which
the 1925 Gerieva Protocol had made to man's éndeavours 106 control the means of -
wvarfare., He was therefors pleased o recport that Nigeria had complied fully
with its obligations under the Convention. fis Nigerie did not possess
biological weapons, ag defined in article I, it followed that it had no such
weapons to destroy, as required by article II, or, indeed, fo transfer.

14. The operation of the Convention had, on the whole, been satisfactory. L
measurs of its eficctiveness was the fact that there had besn no reported use
of biological warfare agents and that recourse to article V had therefore not
been necessary. That did not, however, meen that there was no need for the

y




4

BWC /CONF, T/SR. 7
page 5

Conference to examine ways of strengbhening the Convention by closing certain
loopheles and removing ambiguities, His delegation would welcome, for example,
the introduction of some system under which the destruction of stockpiles or
their diversion to peaceful purposes could be verified, .

15. The complaints procedure, as provided for under article VI, was not entirely
satisfactory since under its terms only the Security Council could -initiate

an investigation. In view of the obvious political and practical difficulties
that would cause, his delegation agreed that some way should be found of
separating the fact~finding stage of the complaints procedure from ths Security
Council'te political congideration of, and decigion on, the matter.

16, " With regard to article X, his delegetion had taken note of the efforts
being made by the developed countries as oullined in document BWC/CONF.I/4.

It would, however, urge the need for greater efforts in view of the developing
countries! pressing health problewms, particularly in regard to debilitating
diseages such ag malaria and cholera. That would also open up an avenue for
the trensfer of regources from military to civilian needs.

17. ©On the subject of a prohibition on chemical weapons, he said thai the
failure of the Committes on Disarmament to negotiate a convention was due

not to any lack of effort on its part but, in his delegation's view, to a lack
of political will on the part of the nuclear-weapon States, Paragraphs 21 and
25 of the Final Document of the special session of the General Lssembly devoted
to disarmament were unequivocal in their reference to the urgent need to reach
agreement on a chemical weapons ban, as were a number of General hssemwbly
resolutions, the most recent of which wag resolution 34/72. LAl though  the

 Conference should urge the United States and the Soviet Union to bring their

@

bilateral negotiations to an early conclusion, the Committee on Disarmament
should not allow the conduct of its own ncgotiations to be delayed on that
account, It would be uscful if the partners in the bilateral negotiations

could submit a report on the status of those ncgotiations as scon ag possible.
Hig delegation hoped that the Committes on Disarmament would respond positively
to the proposals mads- by the Group of 21 in two working papers (GD/ll and CD/64)
concerning the need to establish a working group to deal with the question of a
chemical weapons ban. That was an urgent task, for the signs were ominous and
any delay in negotiations could resgult in feverish efforts to develop or test,
those inhumane weapons.

18, Mr, DUMBVI (Ghana) said that, at the start of the Second Disarmament®
Decade, when the disarmament process assimed even greater wurgency, new energy
must be generated in the search for measures to free mankind from the sgrious
threat posed by the arms race. The Confewence was particularly significant in
that it was dealing with a categery of weapons that wag regarded with universal

~horror. It wag thercfore imperative that it take a critical look at -the -

Convention and make constructive proposals for improving its operation with
a view to ending the threat to wankind which was inherent in the proliferation
and use of such weapons.
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19. Ghana had abided strictly by its obligations under the Convention and, as

a developing countyy, had no intention of developing bacteriological weapons.

Its main concern was to secure a comprehensive and verifiable prohibition that
was congistent with the goal of disarmament, In that comexion, while it had
noted the satisfaction expressed concerning the operation of the Convention, it
considered that certain provisions. should be strengthened. TFox example, with
regard to control and verification, article II seemed to provide solely for
national verification whereas a combination of intemational and national methods
would promote mutual confidence.

20. His delegation alsc felt that the Convention should have imposed on States

an obligation to declare possession of biological weapons and production facilities,
to invite experts from other countries to observe the destruction of plants, and

to exchange infomation on protection activities. Those requirements, which had
been .successfully tried and tested elsewhere, were not incompatibdle with industrial
secrecy. As verification was so vital for the implementation of the Convention,

his delegation would welcome further congideration of those points by the Conference.

21, Hig delegation was not altogether satisfied with the‘complaints procediire

v8 laid down in article VI. The degignation of the Security Council as the only
body competent o receive complainte could measn that the veto might be exercised
to mullify the procedure in the case of a complaint against a permanent member of
the Security Council or one of its close allies. An intemnational complaints
comnittee, operating within the framework of the United Nations, would therefore
be preferable,

22, His delegation considered that the Conference should recommend the early
conclusion of -an agreement to prohibit the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical weapons. The close commexion between the efforts to han those
weapons and the ban on bacteriological weapons was recognized in the eighth ,
preambular paragraph of the Convention, The extensive discussgions that had taken
place on the question. for over a decade, together with the numercus resolutions
passed on it, had highlighted the crucial nature of the technical problems
involved, while clarifying the views of States. They had also resulted in s
number of decuments vhich could provide a useful basis on which at least to
comence negotiations, : |

23+ In the final analysis, the attainment of the Convention's bagic objective

( spended not on its formulation but on the political will of States parties,

‘which derived in turn from the climate of international relations, In that
connexion, he wondered vhether the Conference could really claim that the stated
objective of strengthening confidence between States and improving the international
atmosphere in general had been attained. . The serious setback which disarmament
had recently suffered was a cause of deep disquiet fo hiw delegation: in vecent
months, certein major military Powers had engaged in a dangerous escalation of

their nuclear arsenals, and even the modest ceilings agreed upon at the SALT IT

- talks seemed to be in jeopardy. Possibly the most disturbing fact of all, t0 a.

founding member of the non~aligned movement, was that the two key elements of +the
disarmament process, détente and non-alignment, had perhaps been seriougly
undermined., Eis delegation would therefore urge the Conference to appeal for
restraint and strict adherence to the principles and purposes of the Charter.

¢
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24, Mr, VRHUNEC (Yugoslavia) strossed the importance of. the Biological Weapons
Convention which, for the first time in the history of negotiations on
disarmament, represented a genuine disarmament measurc. It was the duty of the
fonference to review the implementation of the Convention's provisions and to
see to what coxtont the States parties had lived up to their commitments. The
Conference also offered an opportunity to establisgh whether and how the
implementation of the Convention had had a positive effect on the arms race

or whather, conversely, the prevailing negative situation in the disarmament
field was hindering the full implementation of the Convention's provisions.

25+ . The present wnparalleled accumulation of weapons throughout the world
created a pressing need to establich equitable and lasgting security for all
countries without distinction, Like other non-aligned countrics, Yugoslavia
had always stressed that relaxation of tension could be achieved only through
the active participation of all members of the international comriunity in the
establishment of a new international political and economic order based on
equity and non-~interference, a prodominant feature of which would be the
effective reduction of ammed forces and woapons. If the rescurces uszed for
armaments werc channelled 4owards development, the world would rapidly enter

& new oera of progperity. Peace, security and development. eould not be
promoted parallel with the armg race. The Convention offered an opportunity
to all its gignatories, through co-operation on an equal basis, to utilize the
relevant scilentific developuents for peaceful purposes.

26, Although the Convention did not provide for verification measures, it
contributed to progress in the disarmament field in general by creating a

greater degree of confidence, The very existence of the possgibility that

biclogical agents night be used for inadmissible purposes made each- party -
responsible for preventing their misuse by individuals, groups or
organizations in a way that could cauge damage to any country. There was also
an obligation and a need for all sighatories of the Convention o co-operate
very closely in preventing such misuvse, since without effective co=operation
and suitable measures to prevent misuse adequate implementation of the
Convention was impossible, Rach State party was particularly responsible for
the activities of persons or organizations which might agquire biological
agents or their products within its territory for the puxpose of inflicting
harn on other States. It was a well-known fact that research in molecular
biology, particularly in so-called Mgenetic engineering”, could involve
accidental and vnpredictable 1ieks affecting not only the institution and the

- country in which the regearch was taking place but other comtries ag well.,

In such a situation, immediate and urgent intervention would be necessary,
implying a commitment not only for the State party in which the incident had
occurred, but also for any State directly threatened or one that had identified
the exigtence of a rigsk, to inform other States parties and the United Nations

- without delay of the type and likely duration of the rigk and to make proposals’

for its control andg elimination. His delegetion attached special importarsz to
such co-operation, which i+ regarded as the only appropriate way of ensuring
mefﬂlimﬂmmﬂwﬁm1d'memewtmwspmmmﬂma

27. Bince the Conventicn!sy entry intc force, considerable efforts had been
nade to promote co~operation in accordance with article X and certain results
had been echieved, Unfortunately, however, the gituation with regard to
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international co-operation in the use of available knowledge and experiise was
ag yet far from satisfactory. There was an urgent need for more tangible an
direct co-operation and assistance in the application of secientific :
achievements and the transfer and exchange of infommation, equipment, material
and technological know-how to developing countries. Such co~operation between
the developed and the developing countries should be of a long-term nature and
should proceed on a footing of equality without monopolistic or protectionist
regtrictions by the developed countries, The mogt immediate form of such
co~operaticn wag the training of personnel from developing countries and their
active engagement in the execution of national programmes agreed on with
United Nations agencies and implemented under their supervision and guidance. ’
Projects deviged for that purpose were already in existence, but they by no
means satisfied the developing countries! needs.

28, Turning to the question of chemical weapons, he noted with regret that the
provisions of article IX of the Convention had not been implemented in the five
years since the Convention's entry into force} indeed, some military Powers

¢ wtinued to avoid negotiations on chemical weapons within the Comnittee on®
visarmament, the only multilateral negotiating body on disarmament problens.
Attempts to set up an ad hoc working group within the Committee on Disarmament
to draft an international agreement on chemical weapons had failed for lack of
a necessary consensus, In a statement at the end of the 1979 gessgion of the
Committee on Disarmament, the Group of 21 non-aligned and neutral countries had
reiterated its call for the establishment of such a group at the beginning of
the 1980 session (dooument CD/50). The Yugoslav delegation wholeheartedly
identified itself with that appeal.

29, Mr. GHEEOV (Byelorussiasn Soviet Socialigt Republic) remarked that the

general debate had so far confirmed the Convention's importance and effectiveness.
By averting the possility of use of bacteriological weapons, the Convention

served the cause of improving the international situation and strengthening
international peace and security. Its conclusion had represented a step towards
& similar agreement on chemical weapons and had given a fresh impulse to
negotiations on the limitation of the arris race and disarmament in general, an
area in which further decisive progress was urgently called for.

( » He was happy to note, with previous speskers, thal in the five years since
the Convention's entry into force none of the States parties had had occasion

to regort to the complaints procedure provided for in article VI. The States
perties were implementing the Convention's provisions in a spirit of co—operation
and goodwill, It was also evident that scientific and technological developments
relevant to the Convention were not creating new capabilities or incentives for
the clandestine violation or circumvention of the Convention.

-~ 31+ Referring %o critical comments made by some Previcus speakers, more T
. particularly concerning article ITI of the Convention which, allegedly, failed
" to establish an obligation for States parties to report on their destruction of
biclogical agents, toxins, veapons, equiprient or means of delivery he cbserved
that such a provision would be wmecessary in view of the obligations expressly
asguned by States parties to the Convention under article II, As for the

e,y bkl
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procedure for lodging complaints in the event of a breach of the Convention,
it should be borne in mind that the effectiveness of the Convention largely
depended not cn thie uge of the right of veto by permanent members of the
Security Council, but on the willingness of all major military Povers and, in
particular, two permanent members of the Security Council to become parties
to the Conventicn., ’

32, Generally speaking, he saw no reason for calling the complaints procedure
into question. It was to be supposed that all States parties would continue
to discharge their obligaticns under the Convention in a gpirit of goodwill.
There were no grounds for doubting thelr readiness to abide by obligations
freely assumed. The gquestion of appealing to pemmanent ncmbers of the
Security Council who were States parties to the Convention to renounce their
right of veto in comnexion with technical problens relating to the Convention
touched upon the provisions of the United Nations Charter and could not be
discussed at conferences for the review of the .operation of conventions. In
the present case, raising that question was particularly irregular since not
all the permanent members of the Security Council were parties to the .
Convention. o

33, After referring to the communication from the Byelorussian S8R on its -
compliance with the provisions of the Convention (docunent BWC/CONF11/4, D..18)
he reviewed in detail his country's participation in intermational co-operation
in the field of peaceful bactericlogical (biological) activities. The resulbe
of peaceful scientific activity were widely published by the States parties %o
the Convention, and his delegation saw no-reason for organizing other foms of
scientific information on questions relevant to the Convention.

34, On the subject of chemical weapons, he reiterated hig delegation's
wholehearted support of article IX of the Convention. The Byelorussian S8R
had been a co-aiuthor of the draft convention on that subject submitted by the
gocialist countries to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1972,
Tt welcomed the bilateral and multilateral negotiations currently- taking place
and was confident of their early successful completion,

35. . In conclusion, he expressed the view that the final .document of the

Conf erence should be in the nature of a declaration reflecting the pesitive
aspects of the Convention's operation and calling upon all States which had
not yet done so to alhere to the Convention. The convening of future review
conferences could ‘be left to the decigion of a majority of the States parties.

%36, Mr. MARKER (Pakistan) said that the Convention under review had been the
firgt practical disarmament measurce adopted by the international community, and
endeavaurs should be made to ensure that it was not the only cne, The cuxrrent

digarmament set out in the final document adopted by the General Assombly at

its tenth special session., Internaticnal tensions had esocalated, the principles
of the United Nations had been flcuted and there was & posesibility of an
sscaletion of the muclear and conventiomsl arms race between the major.

Powerz. His delegation hoped that thatvtrendvcould'be'feﬁerséd.- The Conference,

international situation wes hardly propiticus for progress towards the goals of
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which represented States that had legally adhered to the first international -
disarmament measure, must underline their condinuing commitment to the reversal
of the zrms race and to the elimination of the thrcat posed to international
peace and gecurity by the growing danger of a nuclear conflict.

37. Ris delegation proposed that the Conference shouwld objectively assess,
first, the implementation of all the obligations undexrtaken under the
Convention, and secondly, measures to ensure fuller adherence to those
obligations both in letter and spirit, and steps to enhance the progpects of
a chemical weapons ban and other digarmament meagures.

3. Pakigtan, like many other States during the negotiations in the Conference.
of the Committec on Diparmament (CCD), had favoured a comprehensive approach to
the prohibition of both biological and chemical weapons. It had been deeply
digappointed when it had not been found possible to include chemical weaponsg in
the convention prepared in the CCD. Pakistan had been able to support and

_ adhere to the Convention under review in large measure becaunse, under the

.

Jreamble and artiecle IX, it clearly embodied a solemn undertaking by the parties @r}

to achieve a cofiprehensive ban on chemical weapons ag soon ag possible,

39. It was a matter of concern that the negotiations regarding chemical

weapons had so far remained stagnant. That question had been removed from the
purview of the multilateral negotiating body and had languished in nore
restricted talks between two major Powers. That state of affairs constituted a
derogation of the obligations undertaken under the Convention. The

General Assembly had called, repeatedly and most recently in resolution 34/72,
for the conclugion of an agrecmcnt on prohibition of the development, manufacture
and destruction of chemical weapons as a matter of the highest priority. The
technical bagis for the conclusion of a chemical weapons conveniion was present;
what was now required was the political will on the part of the major Powers to
give up the option of using that terrible means of mass destruction. - The
Conference must underline the importance of the conclusion of a Convention
prohibiting chemical weapong for the econtinuing relevance and viability of the
Biological Weapons Convention.

1]

10, His delegation also attached considerable significance to article X of the y
sonvention, which provided for greater co-operation among State parties in the {3

peaceful uses of bacteriological agents and toxins., The application and uses

of those agents for various peaceful purposes had increased significantly,

egpecially in the field of medicine. However, international co-operation in

that area had remained restricted and ad hoc in nature, and was not consonant

with the letter and spirit of article X of the Convention. The Conference

should recommend the convening of a meeting under the auspices of the

United Nations to promote the objectives of greater participation, especially by . ..
developing countries, in the economic and medlcal uses of bactericlogical agents

and toxing.,

4l1. His delogation alsv supported the suggestion made by the Romanian
repregentative for the egtablishment of institutional means to ensure a greater
and more reguler flow of information about technological developments which
could affect the implementation of the Convention.

e nt B
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42. Tt would be recalled that at the time of adoption of the Convention doubts had
been expressed regarding the complainis and compliance procedures provided for
therein. Those procedures had not been tested in practice, but their importance was
not restricted to the context of the Convention. It must be ascertained whether they
conformed to the standard for verification and control which would be necessary for
the implementation of other arms control and disarmement measures expected to he
concluded in the néar future, in particular a chemical weapons convention and a
treaty. banning nuclear weapon %ests., His Covernment believeéd that any control
procedure which:was dependent entirél¥ on action through the Security Council, with
all-its limitations, was not entirely suiteble ms a means' of ensuring the .
implementation of obligations undertalken by sovereign States as equal parties., The
fact that some permanent members of the Security Council had the greatest pobential
for possible dercgation from the provisiong of the Convention and other disarmement

" agreements further increased doubts about the viabhility of the procedure. His

delegation suggested that an appropriate procedure should be found for beginning
examination of a verification system*for the Convention which accorded equal
opportunity for participation by all ‘States parties and aroused real confidence in the
fuller application of the Convention. -

43. He hoped that the Conference would adopt recommendations for gpecific action on-
the points he had outlined. That would give credibility to the commitments by all
States:parties to the Convention. His delegation also considered #hat the Conference
should recommend a mechanism for the more frequent and periodic review of ‘the
applicetion of the Convéntion,in view of the -currently more rapid pace of both
political  and technological developments. Perhaps “the United Nations Centre for
Digarmament could be entrusted with the responsibility of disseminating information
on technological developments and other developments which impinged on the ' o
implementation of the Convention.

44, His delegation hoped that- the results of the Conference would énhéhce'not‘oniy
the adherence by States to the Convention dbut also the prospetts for other disarmament

measures, especially a chemicdl weapons -convention., R

- 45, Mr. CIARRAPICO (Italy) reaffirmed his delegation's commitment to the cause of

disarmament and expressed the opirilon that the Confetence represented an important
and significant moment in the process of disarmament. He reserved the right to

- comment on the specific provisiens of the Convention at'a later stage.

46. He noted with great satisfaction that since the Convention's entry into force no
complaints had been. lodged. That could be seen as the bedt indication of “the s
effectiveness of the Convention. ' . ' R

47. He welcomed the reports on article 1T, which provided for the destruction or
diversion to .peaceful purposes of all agents; toxins, .weapons,. equipméent .and means

. of delivery specified in article I, and hoped that other similar reports would follow:

Tt was, moreover, important to stress that the Convention had not hindered activities
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for peaceful purposes. His delegation expressed appreciation to the depositary
Governments for the report (document BWC/CONF.T/5) they had produced on new
scientific and technological developménts relevent to the Convention. He had taken
note with interest and satisfaction of the document's cohclugion that the Conventlon
covered all recent scientific and technological developments.

48, His delegation 3therefore shared the .opinion, already largely voiced by other
speakers, that the Convention had fulfilled its essential purposes. If that opinion
was generally confirmed at the end of the Conference .in a more complete and detailed
way, it should encourage other countrles to accede to the Convention. Although there
were now 87 States parties to the Canventlon, it was desirable that other States
should acoede with a view to ensuring. unlversal adherence.,

49. VWhile his delegation would consider with interest any congtructive proposale which
might be put forward, it considered that the present text of the Convention had proved
its substantial effectlveness and that there were scarcely grounds for attempting to
change or amend its provisions. Nevertheless, steps should be taken to find
appropriate ways of enhancing consultation and co-operation among States parties so.
- & to ensure, in the framework of the present provisions, the full and complete
implementation of the Convention.

50. Despite his delegation's generally positive attitude towards the Convention, it
felt a certain disappoiniment with regard to the provisions on chemical weapons, in
particular article I{. It had always attached particular interest to the question of
chemical weapons and his Government had made serious efforts to attempt to bring about
an ag:eement on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of such
weapone and on thelr destruction.

51. Vhile his delegation was well aware of the delicacy of the subject, it
nevertheless considered that a solution of the problem was overduwe. Many substantive
and procedural proposals, including three draft conventions, had been submitted in
the Committee on Disarmament, which should promptly begin effective negotiations
leading to the conelusgion of a multllatera1 agreement acceptable to all States.

52. Touthat end, his delegation had taken the initiative of suggesting to the
Committee on Disarmament the establishment of a special’ working group which should
identify topi2s to be oovered by the future convention., The extensive suppori given

-( » that proposal aroused hopes of further progress on that crucial issue.

53. He assured the Conferenee of his delegation's demire to. co-operate in the most
constructive way in order to emsure its positive outcome.

The meeting was suspended at 5.10 p.m. and resumed at 5.35 p.m.

4
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ELECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS OF THE CONFEREWCE AND CHATRMEN AND VICE-CHATRMEN OF
THE DRAFTING COMMITITGE AND THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (agenda item 6) (continued)

54, The PEESIDENT reported that after consultations, Mr. de Souza e Silva
(Rrazil) had be-n nominated for the office of Chairman of the Credentials
Commitiee and Mr. Kochubey (Mirainian Soviet Socialist Republic) for the office
of Vice-Chairman,

55. Mr. de Souza e Silva (Brezii) and Mr, Kochubey (Ukrainien Soviet Socialigt
Republic) were elected Chairman and Vice-Chairmen of the Credentials Committee
by acclamation,

ESTABLISHMENT COF A COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

56, The PRESIDENT said that there appeared to be wide agreement that the work
of the Conference would be facilitated by the establishment of a Committee of
the Whole to consider in greater detail the substantive issues relevant to the
Convention. He therefore proposed that, in accordance with rule 34 of the
provisional rules of procedure, the Conference should establish a Committee of
the Whole open to each State party participating in the Conference to consider
the substantive issues concerned and report to the plenary not later than

17 March.

57. Xt was so decided,

58. The PRESTIRET further stated +that there appeared to be general agreement

that Mr, Voutov (Bulgeria) should serve as Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole.

59, Mr, Voutov (Bulgaria) was elected Chairman of the Committee of the Whole by
acclamation.

60, Mr, FLOWEREEE (United States of America) expressed satisfaction with the
decision to establish a Committee of the Whole in order to assist the
Conference in it. work by considering the substantive issues in detail.
lowever, while he was glad o accept that step as 2 means of speeding up the
Conference's work, he pointed out that the tasks in question were not those
normally undertaken by a Committee of the Whole. The procedure should not

therefore be regarded asg constituting a precedent.

6l. Mr. PERFILEV (Union of Sovie® Socialist Republics) expressed his delegation's
satisfaction al the fact that the Conference had been able to set up a Committee
of the Whole, which, he hoped, would enable the Conference to accomplish its

task successfully. He was sure that the Chajsrman's extensive experience would
enable the Committee to conclude its work snd to reach en agreement which could

- be translated into a final document that would receive the Conference's approval. =~

The meeting rose at 5.45 1p.m.
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g meeting vas called to owxder at 10.55 a.n.

REVIEW OF THE OPERATION OF THE CCHVELTION AS PROVIDED ¥OR IN ITS ARTICLE XTI
(2) GEUERAL DEBATE (continucd) (BWC/CONF.I/3 to 6)

1. Mr., SUJKA (Poland) said thet the Convention on thc Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Woapons and on their Destruction had made an important contribution to
international scouritry. By outlaving an entire catogory of particularly horrible
weapons, it had resulted in their rowmoval from the arscnals of States, thus
proving that wuitilateral efforts based on real political vwill could lead to geraine
disarmamont meagures. Document BWC/COWF.I/4 mede it plain that States parties
had fully complicd with their obligations, cither by desiroying their stocks and
directing thoir research to peaceful purposes or by declaring thet they did not
possess, hever had possessed and did not intend to possess, bacteriological ox
toxin weapons. He drov attention to paragraph 46 of that document, vhich gave

an excerpt from Poland's communication on the subject. @
: . - o 1ol

2.  Another proof of the efficacy of the Convention was the fact that States
parties had at no time failed in their obligations and -that consequently none of
them had been obliged to invoke ite consultation procedures or to lodge a complaint
before the Security Council. Purthermore, it should be noted that far from
hampering bacteriological research for peaceful purposes, the Convention had
encouraged international co-operation in biological research programmes for medical,
prophylactic or protective purposes. Poland participated in those activities,
pursuant to article X,

3. Hearly 90 Statcs had become parties to the Convention and 34 had become
signatories. Those were encouraging figures, but it wae Poland's view that only
full universality, and particularly the accession to it of all the permanent members
of the Security Council, would render that agreement vholly effective. That would
make it possible to consolidate the existing system of multilateral arms

limitation and disarmement agreements and above all to halt the arms race an

create a climate of confidence. ' :

.4, At the present Conference, many speakers had stressed the importance of ()
._.rticle T¥ and the need to reach an early agreement on the prohibition and S

destruction of chemical weapons, Foland, like the other socialist States, favoured
the production of an instruvment covering both bactericlogical and chemical wreapons.
It was prepared to participate in every effort to prohibit chemical weapons, the
elimination and destruction of which would greatly enhance the credibility of the
Convention. The entry into force of the Convention had created the necessary
preconditions for the prohibition of chemical  weapons. Tha#{objap$iv¢”Was far

from being achieved, but the concerted offorts currently being pursued bilaterally
by the Soviet Union and the United States of America and wmliilaterally by the = -
Comnittee on Disarmament gave grounds for great hope.




N

‘BYC/CONF.L/SR.8
page 3

5. It would be inapproprisie to asgk the Conference to fix a date for another
review of the Convention. The scientific and technical findings in document
BWC/CONF.I/S mede it clear that newly developed techniques were fully covered

by the provisions of the Convention. On the other hand, the Conference

mugt draw the proper practical conclusions from the recormendation of the experts
of the three Depositary Governments, in the same document, that developments

in the ability  to manipulate genetic meterial intentionally should be followed
closely and pericdically re—evaluated.

6. Mp, KOUIVES (Hungary) pointed out that his country, which had from the cutset
attached great importaonce to the principle of prohibiting chemical and
bacteriological weapons, had as far back as 1966 taken the initiative of
submitting to the General lLssembly a resolution aimed at strengthening the

1925 Protocol and at completely prohibiting those weapons. Together with other
goclalist countries, Hungary had pariicipated actively in the work of the
Cormittee on Disermament and was one of the gponsors of the Convention. It had
strictly abided by its obligations undér. the Convention, especially since it
considered the latter to be the first genuine agresement to be concluded in the
matter of disarmament and the first stoge in 2 process aimed at the prohibition
of all bacteriolegical and chemical weapons.

Ts His delegation welcomed the fact that the Convention had proved to be an
effective instrument of disarmament. According to the documents before the
Conference, no breach of its provisions had been observed since its entry into
force, nd there wog recson to hope thet thet would continume to be the crge
in the future. The effective operation of the Convention justified the
conclusion that there was no need for any amendment to it at present,

8. Document BWC/CONF.I/S, prepared by experts of the Depositary CGoverrments,
gave an interesting account of new secientific and technological developments
relevant to the Convention. He agreed with the main conclusions formulated in
the document, according to which the Convention covered all scientific and
technological developments relevant to it and the implementation of the
Convention's provisions had not hindered any scientific activities for peaceful
purposes. He mentioned in that connexicn the conclusien im 1977, under the
auspices of the World Intellectual Property Organization, of the Budapest
Treaty on the International Recognition of the Deposit of Micro-organisms fox
the Purposss of Patent Procedure,

9. The preambls and article IX of the Convention were imseparable from the
question of chemical weapons. Hungary wag convinced that the prohibition and
elimination of all types of weapons of mess destruction would be possible only -
through a treaty on the prohibition of the development, production and stock-~
piling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. It was imperative that
efforts aimed at the elaboration and adoption of such a treaty should bs
intengified, It was tc be hoped that the bilateral negotiations between the
Soviet Union and the United States of Lmerica, as also the multilateral
negotiations under way in the Committee on Disarmament, would produce tangible
results, His delegation would do a2ll imn its power fo ochieve that end,
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10, Hungary noted with satigfaction that nearly 90 States had ratified the
Convention and that more than 30 had signed it. Nevertheless universality,
failing which the Convention would remain incomplete, must De the goal, It

was especially deplorable that some militarily significant States, including
pernanent members of the Security Council, were not yetl parties to the Convention.
He racalled thet the General Assembly, in paragraphs 4C and 73 of the Final
Document of the Tenth Special Session, colled for the universality of '
disarmament agreements and explicitly regquested the countries in question to
adhere to the Convention. '

11, Mr. EL BARADT (Egypt), referring to paregraph 17 of the Final Document of

the Tenth Special Segsion of the Genecral Assembly devoted to disarmament, stressed
that it was within the context of that paragraph that the Convention. had to be
viewed. The Convention was a first step which should be followed by a series of
gpecific measures and a comprehensive disarmament programme. A disarmament

measure was all the more valuable in go far as it provided an impetus foxr

furthey measures in the same direction. It was with that in tind that his -
delegation wished to refer to ithe question of another widely spread type of ()
weapon of mass destruction, namely chemical weapons., He recalled that Egypt

and the other non-aligned countries had agreed to the regulation of bacteriological
weapong separately from chemical weapons on the understanding that negotiations
regarding the latter would scon follow. TFurthermore, the preamble and two

articles of the Convéntion under consideration, partlcularly artlole IX, dealt
extensively with the questlon of uheﬂl :al weapons.

12. BEgypt therefore deplored the fact that eight years after the conclusion of
the Conwention and five years after its entry into force no progress had been
achieved towards the conclusion of @ chemical weapons convention. It was to

be hoped that the bilateral negotiationsg currently under way between the

Soviet Union and the United States of America would soon result in a Joint
initiative and that the Committee on Disarmament would be enabled to discharge
its re%pon5¢b111tle in that regard.

1%3. He took nole of the conclusions in document BWC/CONF.I/B, particularly the
conclusion that the implementation of the Covenant's provisions had not

hindered activities for peaceful purposes and that the Convention covered all ‘
scientific and {echnical developments which might serve military purposes. éd)
In that comnexion, he stressed that o foithful implementation of article X,

paragraph 1, was imperative,

14, The substantial scientific and technical progress which had been made and
the increased possibilities it offered for the production of biclogical agents
and toxing led his delegation to favour a periodic review of the Convention to
engure its adaptation to realities,

15. He noted that gince the entry into force of the Convention no State party
had found it necessary to lodge a cowplaint concerning a possible breach of

itg provisions, That did not necessarily indicate that the control and
verification gystem provided for in the Convention was adequate. Rgypt was

still convinced that the national meang of verification provided for in the
Convention ghould be complemented end enhanced by internaticnal preocedures which,
by reagon of their jmpariizlity, wonld be likely to provide better suppbrt. for
action to promgte disarmement.
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16. The complaints procedure under article VI of the Convention also scemed
inadequate. As the representative of Bweden had pointed out, the veto power which
could be exerciged by certain States against the initiatives of the Security Council
deprived it of much of its effectivencsa.

17. In conclusion, he declared that Bgynt had never developed, produced, stoclmiled,
acquired or retained bacterinlogical and toxin weapons. After the Conference,

Egypt would be able to become a party te the Convention if it became universal, and
pariicularly if all the countries of the IMiddle Bagt acceded to it.

18, Mr, DUMOWT (Argentina) seid bhat it was only through gencral and complete -
disarmament under internationsl control that wneace and security would be ensured;

in that context, the Convention, which was the first specific measure in favour of
disarmament, since it sought to eliminabe an entire category of weapons whosge victims
would be mainly civiliansg, was of considerable importance. It constituted a first
step towards the elimination of weapons the use of which vas prohibited by the
Protocol of 1925, True to its pacifist ideals, Argentina wag a party to the

1925 Protocol; it had participated actively in bthe negotiations which had led to

the conclusion of the Convention and, at the end of 1979, had ratified it,

19. It was because it had only recently acceded that Argentina had not received the
request for information concerning compliance with the obligations assumed under
the Convention and that was why its veply did not appear in document BWC/CONF.I/4.
To fi11 that gap, he stated that Argentina had never possessed bacteriological or
toxin weapons and that it had no intention of acquiring any. Complying with the
provigions of the Convention even before it had become a party to it, Argentina had
for the past few years excluded in its scientific and national defence bodies any
activity relating to the development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological
(biological) substances and toxine which were not explicitly for peaceful purposes;
the same was ftrue with regard to weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to
uge such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

20, It was clear from document BWC/CONF.I/4 that the Convention had o far proved
to be an effective instrument for since its entry into foree all States parties had
fulfilled their obligations and no breach of the Convention had been noted., - New:
cauges for concern, however, had apneared since then. On the one hand, rapid
scientific and technological progress gave reason to believe that at any momemt
agents or processes not coming within the framework of the Convention might be
developed; hence it was essential to set up a periodic evaluation system, a system
vhich wag, moreover, indispensable for any disarmament measure. Furthermore, the
increase in world tension made it desirable to seek a means of controlling and
verifying the implementation of the Convention at the international level, a means
which would not be weakened by the right of vete. At the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmement, Argentina had repeatedly mentioned the possibility of
dealing with the problem of verification within the framework of separate '
ingtruments. It was not a matter of seeking a perfect verification system that
vould eliminate any poseibility of violation; the effectiveness of such a system
would depend on its deterrent powexn. In other words, theore must be genuine

possibility for the parties to deteect breaches of the Convention, even though detailed

monitoring of every acltivity commected with the provisions of +the Convention wag
out of the question.
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2l. It vas regrefitable that the States parties had not fulfilled theixr obligationg
uwnder article IX and had not reached a consensus on the conclusion of an agreement
relating to chemioal weapons, It was of course a complex problem, both from the
point of view of national security and from that of the teclmical and economio
development of countries, but it should not bhe forgotten that the existence of
such weapons constituted a potential danger for beace and security and for the
very existence of man and his enviromment. The threat was all the more serious in
that the technology for the production of chemical agents was not possessed solely
by a few great Powers; many countries had the necessary knowledge and agerits to
provide themselves with chemical weapons quite rapidly. That being the case, it
was not surprising that for the past twelve vears the General Assembly of the
United Nations had reaffirmed e¢ach year the priority nature of the question and
that for seven years the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament had been
studying it unrenittingly., It wag therefore disquieting to note that no tangible
result had been obtained and that the bilateral negotiations conducted on the
subject by the United States and the Soviet Union since 1976 had not yet come to
anything. Argentina therefore urged the States members of the Committee on
Disarmament ~ of whiech it vas itself one - to reach agreement without delay on the
establishment of 5 vorking group to start negotiations forthirith on the
implementation of article IX.

22, My, S50T4 VIIA (Cuba) said that his country had been among the sponsors of

the many draft resolutions submitted on the question of chemical and bacteriological
weapens and was g party to the Geneva Protocol of 1925, The Convention on +the
Prohibiticn.of Bacteriological Veapons made a useful and specific contribution to
the cause of general and complete disarmanent, since it congtituted a first genuine
and objective disarmament measure. It was to be hoped that the nmumber of States
prarties would continue to increase ih order %o ensure the wniversality of the
instrument and to dispel the concern felt by the' initernational community at the
constant acceleration of the arms race, which alsc had the effect of Jeopardizing
the establishment of a new international economic ordexr. The implementation of the
Convention on Bacteriologiocal Weapons would also be strengthened by the accession
o the Geneva Protocol of 1925 of the States which had not yet done so.

23, 'He noted with satisfaction, on the one hand, that no breach of the. Convention
had been reported, which -showed clearly that, given the political will, States
were capable of honouring their international obligations and, on the other hand,
that the Convention had in no way hampered scientific and_teghnological'progress.
In that regard, his country attached particular importance to the-document
submitted by the three depositary Governmenis on new scientific and technological
developments relevant to the Convention. The Convention had also shown that it
was possible to avoid a biological war: that represented an important step towards
breserving the world from monstrous and inhuman wars, '

24. With regard to article X, he reviewed Cuban achievements in thé field of
medioine and stated that, true to its policy of international co-operation and |

. solidarity, Cuba had come 4o the assistance of countries and peoples, not only of

the Latin American continent but alsc in Africe and Asia, by sending thenm
physicians, medical Personnel and medicaments, That utilization for peaceful
purpcses of scienmtific and technological developments in the field of bagtericlogy
vas something which the international commmity, and in particular the developing
countries, were entitled to demand. :
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25, Cuba, which had always advocated the absolute prohibition of chemical weapons,
velcomed the establishment, within the Committee on Disarmament, of a werking group
espeoially entrusted with thet que tion with a view to the early conclusion of a .
treaty which a great number of States sincerely desired.

26, Vith the 300 million that the arms race cogt yearly, a great many peaceful
projects Gould bo carried out, as had been pointed out by President Iddel Castro at
the ineupural meeting of the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or Government of
Non-Aliged Countries. The Review Conference coincided with the beginning of a new
disarmament decade; 1t therefore consgtituted an apnropriate occasion to launch an
appeal to all States with a role %o play in disarmament, and to invite them to hear
that fact in mind and to contribute to the wrealization of the just aspirations of
the peoples and countries that wished to live not for wazy butb for peace.

27. Mr. THOMSON (Ausiralia) said that the Convention on Biological Weapons ~ the
first ingtrument since the Second World War to provide for the elimination of an
" mbire category of weapons - represented an important disarmament measure which helped
»i0 create a climate of frust between nations. As the vevresentative of New Zzaland
had said, one of the main objectives of the Review Conlerence should be to persuade
States which were not yet parties to the Convention o accede to it as soon as
posgible, particularly since mzome of them were militarily significant coimtries.

28.. Avstralia did not possess any of the weapons or delivery systems prohibited

under article I of the Convention, and it had no' intention of acquiring them. Having
signed the Convention on Bacteriological Weapons on the very first day and ratified -

it on 5 October 1977, Australia had provided itself, on 1 March 1980, through the
machinery provisicns of the Crimeg (Blologlcal'Ueapons) Act of 1976, with the means of
giving full effect to its obligetions under the Convention. -His delegation considered
that 1t would be well if all States made it knowm, by a formal declaration, .that they
too had complied with their obligations. 3Such a gtey would help to build confidence
between States. . -

29, Thile the fact that no breach of the Convention had been reported was to be
welcomed, his delesation shared the concern expressed by several delegations that the
complalntc procedure envisaged for breaches of the Convention was not entirely

S wviisfactory, It sugpested that consideration should be given to the possibility

- of remedying that situation and it thought thet some dultable reference could well

be 1ncluded in the Pinal Document of the Conference. :

30, Australia attached great importance to article IX, relating to the prohibition of
chemical weapons, ag the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs had stated the -
previous year in the Committee on Disarmament. His delegation was glad to note.that
the Committee on Disarmement was considering the establishment of a vorking group on
chemical weapons in the very near future.

31. Like other delegations, his delegation fully aporoved of the 1mportanoe glV“n
to the question of the exchange of seientific and technological information for
Peaceful purposes. Besildes favouring the exchange of information fox the prevention
-of digease, hisg delegatlon vondered whether consideration should not be given to
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the possibility of internationalizing research into means of defence againsyt
bacteriological veapons. For example, it might be possible to arrange for the
exchange of scientists betweon establishments or 10 place all research activities
mder international control. Although there would be practical difficulties in so
doing, the Conference could perhaps consider the question.

32, UWith regard to new scientific and technological developments relevant to the
Convention, his delegation endorsed the views expressed by the Depositary States in
their background paper on the question and took noie of their conclugion that the
developments considered were already covered by the provisions of the Convention.
His delegation thought it important not to lose sight of that question and it
proposed that a second review conference ghould be held in 1985,

33, Mr. McPHAII (Oanada) said that efforts at the Conference should be concentrated
on the search for means +to reinforce and improve the implementation of the Conventicn,
One of the mosgt important steps, as had already bheen suggested, would be to call

upon all States not yet parties to the Convention to sign or ratify it. Another {
means might be to endeavour 4o build confidence by, for instance, urging all States
which had possessed biological weapons to declare that they had been destroyed, ang
by collecting information betueen review conferences on scilentific and technical
innovations bearing upon biological weapons. Lastly, assurance should be sought

that the States parties had indeed honoured the obligations they had undertaken

mder the Convention. The most fundamental of those obligations was 4he undertalking
not to develop, produce or stockpile bioclogical weapons and, where applicable, to
destroy them. The question arose whether it wag sufficient to accept the statements
made by States. He wondered whether the Convention could be relied on as an effective
mechanism to deal with pogsible violations if, for instance, scientific research led

to the development of more effective biological weapons, His delegation did not feel
that it could. _

34. VWith regard to the other important obligation contracted hy 3tates parties, that

of negotiating for a ban on chemical weapons, his delegation felt that it would be
diffioult to be sure that States parties had fulfilied their undertaking to pursue
negotiations in good faith, since those negotiations involved the fundamental

Beourity interests of the leading military povers, Some progress had been made but

there remained large areas of disagreement, The idea of setting up a chemical {3
weapons working group of ‘the Committee on Disarmament Wag encouraging, but any treaty

. completely banning chemical wWeapons must include verification provisiona sufficiently

gtringent to take into account the quantity and lethality of such weapons,

35, If the Convention wag to he stfengthened; the fundamental need vas to make its
verification provisions more effective. That vas the most important task for the .
Conference. T :

36. Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexioo) said that it was urgently necessary to supplement tho

Convention on Biological Weapons with a convention on chemical weapons. The first
draft convention, submitted to’ the General Assembly on 19 September 1969 by nine
socialist countries, had covered both bacteriological (biologioal) waapons and
chemical weapons, In paragraph 6 of its memorandum of 25 August 1970 (CCD/BlO), the
Group of 12, vhich had later become the Group of 21, bad expressed the view of the
mejority of Members of +he United Wations when it haa pointed out at the Conference
of the Committee on Digarmament: (COD) the need o solve the problems of eliminating
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chemical weapons and bacteriological (blologlcal) weapons together. Unfortunately,
after- two years of discussion in the CCD and the General Assembly, the result was a’
draft convéntion referring only to bacteriological (01oloploa1) and toxin, weapons;
and that had been achieved only by recognizing in the preambular paragraphs .that

the Convention was only a first step towards. the elimination of chemical weapons

and. by .imdertaking in ariicle IX to continue negotiations with a view to eliminating
chemiocal weapons.,

37. More than eight years had gone by since the General Assemhlj had adopted’
resolution 2826 (XXVI) to which the text of the Convention was annexed, but no

: apreement had vet been reached on the prohibition of chemical weapons, although

the Convention referred to "reaching early agreesment”. His country therefore feld
that it was the inescapable duty of the Conference o urge the members of the
Commitiee on Disarmament, and in particular the Depositary States, %o ensure that

the Committee decided upon the establishment of a chemical weapong vorking group to be
regponsible for bringing %o a successful conclusion the negotiations for the
slaberation of a convention wvhich would provide for the total elimination of chemical
veapons.

38, Mr. TAYIHARTAT (Veneczuela) said that the definition of weapons of mass destruction
adopted in a Security Council resolution in 1948 referred to three types of weapon::
nuclear, chemical and biological. To:appreciate the olgnlplcance of that definitiom,
it was sufficient to knov that, according to the Insztitute .for Peace Research
(Stockholm), - the ‘effeats of a 10—megatou atomic bomb exténded over 300 lm? -y OF 13 tons
of chemical agents over 60 km® and of 10 tons of bacteriological agents over. -

100y OOO,LmQ. Furthermore, the report on chemical and baoterlologlcal_weapons

submitted by the uecretary~General in 1969 -had shown that bacteriological weapons:

and chémical weapons were among.the most odious and moat abomlnable 1nstrumentg of

war conceivable,

39, Among the efforts accomplished by the international commmnity to achieve general
and complete disarmament, his Government considered the Convention of outstanding
importance. It was in faot the only measure of,disarmament adopted up to the present.
It had ensured the eliminaiion of'barﬁériologicql (biotogical), and toxin weapons.

P »lt had prevented the intreduction of such weapons into mllltary arsena1 and the:

'pplloatlon of scientific progress in bioclogy to warlike purposes. ~The prevent1Ve

" character of the Convention was confirmed in the interesting document submitted by

the three depositary countries (BWC/CONILI/5). That document also attested to the
construciive co-operation which could be achieved between great Powers for the
purpoge of disarmament. It was an important contribution to the work of the
Conference. and his delegatlon Wlshed tc express its appreciation to the three
deposltary countrles. -

- 40. Among the main conolusions in document BUC/COH .1/5, he drev partioular -

attention to two: the first, in paragraph 10 (b) of scction I (Recombinant DNA
techniques ), which read "developmenbs in the ability to menipulate genetic material
intentionally. should be followed closely and meriodically re-evaluated", and the
other, in paragraph. 17 of section IT (Hew Infectiovs Digeases), which read "it may

© be useful -in the future to evalvate the implications of eradication of mmallpox

and other infectious diseases".

41, His delegation wighed also to thank the Secretariat for the documeni providing
up-to-date information on compliance with the nrovisions of the Convention and the



BWC /CONT. I /5R. 3
page 10

status of efforts to reach agreement on chemical weapons (BWC/CONF.I/&). His country
did not engage in any activity contrary to the pProvigions of the Convention. It diqg
not poseess any of the Weapons, equipment or means of delivery referred to in the
Convention, never hag possessed any and had no intention. of acquiring any. The
Tesearch on biology and bacteriology carried on in its scientific establishments was
directed exclusively +o peaceful purposes,

42, With regard to the effort fo reach agreement on chemical weapons, it must be
acknowledged that since the conclusion of the Convention brogress in giving effect to
the provisions of article TX and -the sighth preambular paragraph had been insignificant,
Hig country was one of those which in the Committee on Disarmament and in the Group

of 21 had tried to get negotiations wder way for the preparation of g convention on
chemical weapons. There was some reason to think that those efforts had not been in
vain and that during the current session of the Committee on Disarmament the obstacles
to the establishment of a working group responsible for such negotiations might be
overcome. . : @

43, His delegation shared the concern that others had expressed about the wealmess
and ambiguity of *he Tules governing complaints that a State party might place before
the Security Cowncil if i+ considered that another State party was in breach of the

taking as its basis the provisions of other more recent international instruments

which provided for more effective machinery. The provisions of article VI should be
supplemented by some machinery offering greater facility and flexibility in consultatione
and co-operation between States parties and providing for speedier inguiry into
situations and problems comected with the aims and provisions of the Convention,

44, His delegation was ready to consider wiih interest any Proposal submitted in
that spirit, and indeed any proposal which might improve the Convention. It noted
with regre: that many signatory States had not yet ratified the Convention and that
some members of the Security Council had not vet gigned it. It was nevertheless
important for the Convention to be of wniversal application.

45.  Mrs. RAADI-AZARAKHCHT (Iran) said that according to article ZII of the Convehtion,ﬂﬁ
the Conference should review the operation of the Convention and inform itself on the .
status of the negotiations to Prepare an agresment prohibiting chemical weapons.

With respect to the application of the Convention, her delegation noted with )
satisfaction that, according to the document submitted by the Secretarist (BWC/cONT.1/4),
the provigions of the Convention had in practice been obgserved. Purthermore, it was
clear from the conclusiong in document BWC/bONF.I/5 that progress in scientific and
technical fields concerning the Convention had had 1ittle impact on its effectiveness.

46. It vas a matber for satisfaction that the procedure for consideration of
complaints congerning any breash of the obligations deriving from the Convention
(article VI) had not yet found any practical application. Tn view, however, of
certain problems which possible application of article VI of the Convention might
raise, her delegation was prepared to welcome -any suggestion designed to improve the
operation of the complaints procedure, o
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A7, A4As far as chemical weapons were concerned, thoe impact of the Convention was
glow in making itself felt, despite the relation between chemical weapons and
bilological weapons, first set out in the 1925 Geneva Protocol and referred to
explicitly in the preamble to the Convention, in which the Convention was described
ag a firgt step towards the prohibition of chemiccl weapons, and in article IX, in
which Btates parties undertook to continue negotiations to rcach an agreement on
the prohibition of chemical weapons. The importonce of the matter called for
imnediate action which should not be confined to the great Powers, since it
concerned many countries, industrialized and developing. The negotliations on
setting up a working party on chemical weapons in the Committee on Disarmament
would undoubtedly enable progress to be made towairds tho prohibition of such
weapong,  Those negotiationg should be complemcntary to the initiative of the

two major Powers, to which Iran looked to spare no effoxt to solve the problems
still ocutstanding between them.

48, The Conference should provide for machinery which would maeke it possible for
review conferences to be held at regular intervals or as required; such conferences
could not £ail to contribute towards the effective operation of the Convention

and, where necessary, ite adaptation to new conditions.

49, TIran had been one of the first States to sign =nd ratify the Convention. It
had frequently expressed the hope of geeing the efforts made towards general and
complete disarmament reach a successful comclusion. The application of the
Convention was an important step on the road to international confidence anad
security, and for that reason Iran hoped that the greatest possible mmber of
States would accede to it.

together with the documents prepared by the secrotariat and by the depogitary
States, meant that the Conference was well prevared for its tbask. His delegation
shared the view of the Preparatory Committee that the work of the Confersnce
should result in a final declaration based on congensus and setting out the
conclusions which it had reached,

51. The Convention was the first agreement to be reached setting forth specific
provisions for disarmament, as in article II. It was also an important step in
the direction of a similar ban on chemical weapons. The effect of the Convention
was not only to remove biological weapons from argenals but also to release
scientific resources which could be used for peacefunl and life-giving purposes.
VWhile scme 90 States were parties to the Convention, some militarily important
Statesg had not yet acceded to it. The States pariics should endeavour to secure
tho accession of all other States to the Convention. '

52. His country had never developed, produccd or stored any biclogical weapons
or toxins, nor had it ever had any intention of using such weapons in a conflict.
Al research on micro-organismg and toxing in his commtry wes directed solely to
problens of medical treatment and prophylaxis and was under constant supervision
Wy the national health authorities. In accordance with the lettor and spirit of
article X of the Convention, the research was not socret and its findings were
published in scientific literature. : :
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5%, Regarding article VI, on the complaints procedure, his delegation felt that
the solution offered for that problem was not altogother sotisfactory. On the

other hand, article V did establish the principle of consultation and co-cperation
within the framowork of the Tnited Nations fer solving any problems which might
arige,

54, His Government regarded the adoption of international mecasures to prohibit

the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons as a most urgent

end important task., His delcgation added its support to the appeals already

made for the negotiating partics to reach speody agreemnent on the prohibition of
chemical weapons. The urgency of the matter was pointed out in paragraph 75 of

the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the Geoneral Asggembly. His
delegation algo took note of the report of the Cormittee on Disarmament (CD/48)

and the undertaking by the United States of Amcrica ond the SBoviet Union to exert
their hest efforts to be able to present a Joint initiative to the Commitiec on
Digammament, It was to be hoped that the successful conclusion of the work of the )
Conferchee would help to secure & safer world. ' !

55. The CHAIRMAN amnounced that the general debate had now beon completed.

The meeting rose ot 12,50 pua,
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The meeting vas called to order at 11 a.m,

PROGRAMME OF UORK (ngonda item 10) (conmbinued)

l.  The PRESTDENDR informed the Conference that, at its moeiing held the previous

day, the General Committce had decided to 1 commend that, in order to expedite the

work of the Conference and to avoid dunlication of ef'fort, the provigions of the
Convention should be considered in the Committec of the Whole, The Gencral Committce
had also considered the procedure Lo be adopted in reviewing the provisions of the
Convention, In order to.facilitate thet review, a number of proposals had been

made for the grouping of the provisions of the Convention, and several delegations

had felt that those proposals should be referred to the Plenary.

24 In the view of some daiegations, the provisions of the Convention ghould be
divided into four groups. Group 1 would consist of articles 1, 2, 3 and 4 (scope

and application of the Convention) and article 10 (use of biological (bacteriological)
agents for peaceful purposes). Group 2 would comprise articles 5, 6 and 7
(co-operation in solving problems arising in commexion with the Convention s breach @
of obligations and co~operation in case of violation of the Convention),” Group 3
would comprise articles 8 and 9 and the second, third, fourth, seventh and eighth
preambular paragraphs (Geneva Protocol of 1925 amd further negotiations on chemical
woapons ). Group 4 would include the remainder of the preamble anmd articles 11

to 15 (amendments, revieu conferences, duration of the Convention, withdrawal,
signing, ratification and entry into force and authenticity of the text of the
Convention)., A number of delegations had expressed their preference for the

separate congideration of article 10 (peaceful uses).

Fe Other delegations bhad expresscd a preference for reducing the number of groups
to three, in order to expedite proccedings. Under that arrangement, group 1 would
comprise articles 1, 2, 3, 4, 0, 9 and posoibly 10, ae well ag the preamble,

Group 2 would consist of articles 5, 6 and 7 (verification and complaints
procedures).  Group 3 would be concerned with administratbive guezgtions, including
the review mechanism.

4., One delegation, supported by a number of others, had suggested that those
proposals ghould be merged in order to arrive at a consolidated proposal which

might be generally acceptable. Finally, some dclegations had expresged the view Q)‘
that the question of orgonizing the considervation and the grouping of articles of

the Convention could be more appropriately discussed in the Committee of the %Whole,

5.‘{‘Mr. ISERADLYAN (Imion of Soviet-Socialigt Republicm).saidvthat the programme-'
of vork described by the Pregident was sati

sfactory.  /lthough other proposals

had been mode at the meeting of the General Committee, the menner in which the
provisions of the Convention were grouped would not hamper the deliberations. of the
Confergnce., However, those propogals should be referred to the Committee of the
tVhole for decision, The Conference might algo indicate which agenda items should
be dealt with by the Committec of the Whols. The Conference should therefore decide
to assign to the Committee of the Whole the tasl: of congidering in great detail the
substance of the queetions relating to the Convention and of conagidering

Conference agendo items 10 (b), 10 () and 11, in accordsnce with its mandate.

With regard to the order in which the provisions of the Convention should ho taken
up and the wvay in vhich they should be grouped, the Conference should recommend that
the Committee of the Whole' showld fake into congideration the proposgals submitted

at the nmeetings of the General Committes and those made in the cowrse of the general
debate, The work of the Committee of the Vhole could then be organized, and all
delegations could be made awarc of the specific proposals submitied at the meeting
of the General Committee mnd subsequently.
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6, Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that, at the meeting of the General Committee,
hig delegation had expressed the view that the Committee of the ihole should be
given a fairly broad mandate and should consider procedural quegtions, His
delegation would agree to have items 10 (b), 10 (c¢) and 11 congidered by the
Cormittee of the Whole, on the understanding that, under item 10 (b), the

Committee would proceed article by article.

7+ The PRESIDENT said that, if there were no further observations, he would take
it that the programme of work which he had submitted was acceptable. In the

- absence of objection, he would take it that the Conference decided that, in order
to expedite its worl:, the Committec of the Whole should consider the various
articles and provisions of the Convention in accordance with the agenda, il.e.
under items 10 (b), 10 (c) and 11, and that, inter alia, it should take into
account the papers submitted to the Conference, and the general debate.

8. It was so0 decided.

The meeting rose at 11.35 a.m.
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The meeting was called to order at 11,10 a.m,

ELECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS OF THE CONFEFRENCE AND CH.LIRMEN AND VICE-CHAIRMEN COF
THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE AND THE CREDENTIALS COMMITIEE (agenda itew 6) (continued )

L. The PRESIDENT suggested that, under rule 3 of the rules of procedure, the
following five States parties should be appointed to the Credentialg Committee:
Belgium, Cuba, Iran, Switzerland and Tunisia,

2. It was so decided,

ORGANIZATION OF WORK

3.  The PRESTDENT reminded the mecting that it had originally been decided that
the Committec of the Whole would comprise only States Parties to the.Convention,
but he now understood that the intenticn was that signatory States toc should be
authorized to participate in the work of the Committee of the Whole. If there
was no objection, he would consider that that was the wish of the Conference.

4, It was-so dec_:ided.

The mecting rose at 11.10 a.nm.
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?Qg;meeggﬂﬁtiﬁgwgalled to_order at 4.05 p,m.
CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF THE COMATPTEE OF THE WHOLE (BWC /CONF . I/7)

L. The PRESTDENT invited the Conference to consider the report of the Committee
of the Whole (BWC/0OKF.I/7),

2. QELWEQUTOV'(Bulgaria), Chairman of the Committee of the Whole, introducing
the report, said that the Committee had played an essential role during the
Conference. It was gratifying to note that representatives of Practically all
participating countries had talten part in its discussiona. On the hagis of a
fairly flexible Programme, it had, in his opinion, carried out very useful worlk and
largely fulfilled its tasks, thus making a positive contribution to the remaining
work of the Conference and, more particularly, to the Preparation of the final
document. He thanlked the members of the Committee for the worlk they had done and
for the spirit of co-operation they had displayed. He also thanked the

Secretary-General of the Conference and her stalf. @

7 3. The PRESIéENT, speaking on behalf of the Conference, thanked the Committee of

the Whole and its Chairmen in particular for their excellent work. Despite the
complexities involved, +the Comnittes, under its Chairman's guidance, had succegsfully
discharged its mandate. He suggested that the Plenary Conference should note '
with thanks the report contained in document BWC/CONF.I/7.

4. It was so decided.

‘5. The PRESIDENT suggested that the Drafting Committee, which was to begin its

work immediately after the conclusion of the present meeting, should be instructed
to take into account the report of the Committee of the Whols together with the
statements made in the general debate.

. Although the precise functions of the Drafting Committee were set ous in

rule 35 of the rules of procedure (BWC/CONF.T/2), he further suggested that, in

view of the pressure of time, that Committee should be requested to undertake the

task of Preparing and submitting to the p.enary Conferénce the entire text of the i
final document., He hoped that the Committee would be able to conclude its work Q‘
within the next two days, thus giving the Conference time to consider-and adopt

he final document on Friday, 21 March. o

7. Mr. ENE (Romania) sald that the report o

£ the Committee of the Whole pPresented
in general terms the substantive conclusions of the Conference. He agreed with

the President's suggestion that the Drafting Committee should take that report.
into account and that it should be requested to draft the final document,  but
pointed out ‘that, under rule 35 of the rules of procedure the Drafting Committeets
functions were only of an editorial natuve. “Purthermnsss, rile 35 was hot very
clear about the status of delegations other than those represented on the

General Gommitteeuwhich_wished to participate in the Drafting Committee's work, .,

8, The PRESIDENT‘said that his suggestion amounted, in. effect, to a socmewhat

- liberal inferpretation of rule 35,
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9.  Mr. TSSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), after thanking the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole for his skilful guidance of the Committee's
work, said that he supported the President's procedural suggestions. He hoped
that the Drafting Committee would make every effort to complete ite womk not

later than Thursday, 20 March, as many delegations, including his own, would have
to consult their Governments before endorsing the final document. Experience of
earlier arms limitation talks suggested that a problem of time tended to arise in
guch a situation.

10. The PRESIDENT assured participants that a draft of the final document would
be produced by Thursday, 20 March. If there was no further comment, he would
assune that the procedure he had cutlined was acceptable,

11, It was so decided,

The meeting rose at 4.20 p.m.
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The meeting was called to order at 4.10 p.m.

CREDENTIALS OF NEPRESENTATIVES TO THE CONFERENCE (agenda item 7) (continued)

(b) REPORT OF THE CREDEMTTALS COMMITTER (Bwc/conr, 1/8)

1,  Mr. de S0UZA e SILVA (Brazil), Chairmen of the Cyedentials Committee, introduced
the Commitiee’s report (BUC/CONP.I/B), :

2. The Conference took note with.gratitude of the repors of the Credentials Committee.
REPORT OF THE DRAFTING COMMITIEE (agenda item 12} (BYC/CONF.T/9)

3. Mr. MAINA (Kenya), Chairmen of the Drafting Committee, introduced the Commitiee's
report (BWC/CONF.L/9). -

4. He drew attention to some minor amendments Lo the text, In paragraph 5 of the
report, the word "document' should be replaced by "declaration', In the annex, in
the gection of the final declaration relating to article VIIT, the word "or" at the
end of the third line should be replaced by "of", and the word "the! at’-the end of
the sixth line should be replaced by Fits', .

5. Mr. ONUKBLINX (Belgium), referring to the French text of the final declaration,
said that in the second paragraph relating to article illy; the comma after the -
words 'Btats yparties" should be deleted,

6. Mr. DUMONT (Argentina) said thab, since the Ypenish text of document BWC/CONT.I/9
wag not yet available, his delegation reserved +the right to meke any comments it
deemed necessary when it had that text before it.

T There seemed to be some confusion as to whether the Conference was to adopt a
final document or a final declaration by the Drafting Committee.

8.  Mr. FLOWERREE (United wtates of America) agreed.

9+  The PRESTDENT said that the text would be emended to meke it clear that the e
Conference was to adopt a final document. . -

10, Mr. ARTBAGA (Venezuela) proposed, on the basis of informal consultations, that
the report of the Committee of the Vhole (BYC /CONF.T/7) should be added to the final
document as an annex.

11. The proposal was adopted.

12, The Conference took note with gratitude of {Hé'report of the;Drafting Committee
(BWC/CONT.1/9), as amended. ‘

PREPARATION AND ADOPTION OF A PINAL DOCUMENT (agenda item 13)

13, The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to adopt by consensus the draft final
document annexed to the report of the Drafting Committee (BWC/CONF.I/9).

14, It wes so decided,
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15. Mr, ANGELIOTI {Chile) informed the Conference that his Government had.énacted .
Decree-Law No. 3176, which had been published in the Diario Oficial on 1I.March 1980
and made the Convention part of Chilean domestic legislation, His Govermment-would -
shortly deposit the necessary ivistruments of ratification making. Chile a party to the
Convention. In so doing, Chile was once again showing that it sas a peadce-loving
country; it was prepared to take part ‘in any efforts de51gned effeotlvely to premote
international peace andaecurlty. T : :

16. Mr. FLOWERRER (Unltea States of Amerlca) ﬁefefringvto article V of the
Convention, which provided that the States parties undertook td consult one anothier
and to co-operate ingolving any problems which might arise, said that his Government
had initiated such consultations with the Soviet Union ag a result of 1nformat10n

which it had received over a period of monthg, ‘including some quite recent ,
1nformat10n, and which raised the questlon whether a lethal biclogical agént had
been present in 1979 in the Soviet Unlon in quantltles 1ncon51stent with the prov131ons
of the Convantlon. - "

17. His Government intended to take action on that matter in the same responsible

and serious manner as it had in the case of questions of compliance with other::

arms control agreements. It was =till engaged in the initial stages of its -
consultations with the Soviet Union. It was holding them in a spirit of co~operation
and in dccordance with ‘the relevant provisions of the Conventlon, and hoped that the
Soviet Union would proceed in a similar manner.- % . :

18. He stressed that his Government's purpose had been and would continue to be

to purgue the actions which would be taken by any party cognizant of the: 1mportance
of the Convenilon's obligations and continuing viability. - He hoped that all the-
parties to the Gonventlon would pursue that- matter strictly on itss ‘own merits,

that théere would be & satisfactory ouvtéome: and’ that the Conventidn: would continue
to serve the 1mportant purposes which had'’ 1ed 1o lts adoptlon.. RS

19. The Conferenoe had carrled out the tasgk entrusted to it, namely, to subject

the Convention to a searching Peview. - +The results refleoted in the Final Declaration
were, as was- w0 be expected in a document of that kind, not entirely satisfactory to.
all partlclpants. “The Convention had: neVevtheless emerged a.-stronger instrument as.

a regult of the- Conference and his: Govexmment “Wag pleaued that provision had been -
made for further revzew &urlng the eomlng decade.:V' o s

20, Hig- delegatlon had paid partlcular attentlon to- the efforts made by the
Conference - to make more explicit. the rvights of States parties undér article V

to make use of various inteiriational procedures, including the right to request

a congultative meeting of the parties when a guestion arose concerning the objectives
or implementation of the Convention. Although the section of the Final Declaration
dealing with that aspect of the Convention did not provide the clearest possible
guidance to the parties, it constituted a significant step in the right direction.

21, His delegation was aware of the fact that the rapid advance of technology

required constant vigilance in the field of arms control and lisarmament. Congequently,
although it welcomed the finding that so far scientific and technological developments
were adequately cwvered by the Convention, it attached particular impoxriance to the
conclusion in the technical report prepared by the depositary Governments that

certain developments in that field should be closely followed and periocdically

evaluated.
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5o, Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom) said that, earlier in the Conference, his
delegation had made a proposal designed to clarify the procedures for consultation

. and co~operation provided for in article V of the Convention. It considered that

the clarification now provided for in the Final Declaraticn was a useful step

forward and it attached particular importance to the procedures outlined in the
section of the Final Declaration relating to article V. In its view, however,

those procedures could be seen to he effective and adequate only if all the States
parties to the Convention fully complied with them. Tt therefore considered that,
if a request was made for a congultative meeting of all the parties to be convened .
at expert level, all the parties should -co~operate in holding such a-megting’

in order to make appropriate findings of fact and to provide expert views relating to
any problem raised by the party requesting the meeting.: Hie country stood ready to
assume its responsibilities as a depositary Government -in the event of such a request
being addressed to despositary Governments. Moreover, his delegation recommended

that any such consultative meeting should transmit to the depopitary Governments &

summary of its findings of fact inoorporafing all the views and information

2%, With regard to the section of the Final Declarafion'relating to article X, .

he drew the Conference!s attention to the fact that, in his country, it was the
private sector which undertook much of the work in the fields of exchange of-
bacteriological and biological technology and the training of personnel. . His
Government would, however, seek to fulfil the recommendation made by the Conference
in all appropriate ways.

24, Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden)'expressed his delegation's appreication for the support

it had received from -the non-sligned and neutral countries and some Western countries
in itas efforts to draw attention to the need fora mevisionof the verification

and complaints procedure provided-for in the -Convention. It also appreciated .

the spirit of co-operation which: -had characterized . the consultations it had held

in the past few days with the delegations of the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union.

25, Although the section of the. Final Declaration relating to article V did not
fully meet his delegation's expectations or those of the .delegations which had
supported it, it welcomed- the -clarifications contained in that section as a positive
commitment by States parties and-ab a step in:the right diredtion. .. It shared the .

view of the Conference that that gquestion should be further considered at an approPIia%

time. With regard to the third paragraph of the gection of the Final Declaration
relating to article V, his delegation consifered that; it was the right of any party, .
to request, when it considered that’ circumstances warrahted such a measyre, that

a consultative meeting open to all parties should be convened at expert level by,

for instance, the Secretary-General of the United Nations. .

}
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26, ‘M. ISSRAEIYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Conference
represented an important step forward in the higtory of disarmament; the implementation
of the Convention had eliminated an ‘entire .category of weapcns of mass-destruction.
The unanimcus adoption of the Finel Declaration showed the spirit‘ofrco—operation
and goodwill witk which the States parties to the Convention supported ite aims and
objectives, His delegation welcomed the determination shown by all the participants
to make progresw towgrds furthexr agreementq with a view to general and completc
digarmament, and their desive to use the Convention as a medns to stréngthen
internationsl peace and co- operailon. The text of the Final Declaration, which
reflected the intensive discussions that had been held in the Commitiee on
Digarmament end the United” Latlonu, responded to the need to abolish puch weapons

of mass deg tructlan. '

27. The appeal 10 Qtdte fict et parties to the Convention tc accede %o it and
thé appeal for continued "megotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons were
tlmelv. The Soviet Union had from-its €arliest years advocated the bamning of
shemical weapons and, having signed the Geneva Protocol of 1925, had mever used
such weapons, In 1972 it had introduced, with other socializt countriesg, a draft
" convention on that guestion and in 1976 it had held bilateral tallks with the
United States with a view to submitting, in the Committee on Disarmament, a joint
initigtive on the prohibition of chemical weapons. His delegation welcomed the
establluhment of a working group in the Committee on Disarmament for that purbose.

; 28, 'The Soviet Union, as s dep051tary State, rémained ready to co—operate with the
"other depositary States, by means of consultations and other measures referred to
in the Final Document, with the assistance of the United Nations Secretariat.

?9. The Conference had been guccessful despito ~the “tension resulting from a recent
campaign by Western mass media. That campaign, together with stetements such as
that just made by the Unlted States delegatlon, constituted an attempt To. .cast-
doubt on the Soviet Union's GOmpllancc with the Convention. The Soviet Union had
always scrupulously observed the Convention's provisions, pursuant to a decree by
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet on 11 Pebruary 1975. The incident in 1979
referred to by the United State 8 delegation had in fact resulted from an epldemlé
. ﬁaused by congumnption of 1nfected meat whach had not heen subjected 1o normal
jﬂj nspection before sale; it in no way reflected on the Soviet Union's compliance
t  ,with the Convention. Buch outbreaks sometimes occurred in other countries, but the
incident in the Soviet Union had been cited in such a way, and at such a time, as
to prejudice the work of the Conferencde and hinder the important efforts being ‘made
towards international agreement on disarmament. ' -

50. - M., FLOWERRG (Tnited Stabes of America) said “thet his deleaatlon Wwoul.d take
account of the informstion provided by the delegation of the Soviet Union. In that
connexion, he repeated that his Government's purpose had been, and would continue -

|4 to be, te pursue the actiong which would be taken by any Statc rarty cognlzant of

} the importance of the Convention When it received information requiring VCIlfluathﬂ-

| It intended to pursue that métiter and would do so in a gpirit of conoperatlon and in
? accordance w1th the provisionsz of the Convention.,
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3L, Mr. ISSRARLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), referring to the comments
madé by the representative of the United States, again stated that his country

was strictly complying, as it had always done, with the provisions of the

Convention. Moreover; there had been, and continued fo be, no basis whatever

for the question raised by the representative of the United States, The

campaign that had been waged in the Western information and propaganda media

was bound to have adverse effects on the Conference and its results. His

delegation could only regret the fact that such a campaign had dellberaﬁely been
waged just when the Conference was oompletlng its work.

32. Mr, DUMBVI (Ghana) said that the work of the Conference had been characterized
by a frank exchange of views and that the in-depth discussions held in the

Committee of the Whole and in the Drafting Committee had reaffirmed the Gopmitment
of the States parties to the provisions of the Convention., During those
discussions, delegations had stressed the urgencyaf drafting an agreement

banning chemical weapons and had endorsed the promotion =f international co—operaticr
in the application Af the results of biological research for peaceful purposes,

in accordance with the principle that the disarmament process sheuld contrlbute

to economic and social development.

3%. Another significant achievement had been the recognition of delegations!

eenoern about the adequacy of some of the provisions of the Convention. In his
delegation's view, some provisions needed to be strengthened. That view should,
however, not be misconstrued as an indication of mistrust or suspicion of other
parties, Bather, it was a reflection of his country'!'s wish to strengthen

confidence by making the Convention more credible and more effective. His delegatic
wag disappointed that the I'inal Declaration of the Conference did not contain any
firm commitments along those lines and hoped that, in the near future, the parties
would show the necessary flexibility and political will to make such cofmitments .

34+ Mr. PISSAS (Cyprus) said that, although his delegation supported the Final
Declaration which had just been adopted by consensus, it wished to remind the
Conference of the fears felt by peoples everywhere that the provisions of the

Final Declaration might not be strong encugh to prevent Governments on

irresponsible groups from plunging the world into lethal havoc., Such fears were
particularly justified in view of the progress that had been made, since the

adoption of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, in the preparation of chemical weapons ‘
of all kinds. ‘ ot

35. The people and Government of his country fully supported all the measures
provided for in the Convention, but also associated themselves with the concern
expressed by delegationa about the following points s the Convention's lack of
effective machinery for verifimation; the non-obligatory character of the reports
of States parties on the destruction of biological weapons; the lack of effective
measures for the collection of couvincing evidence that bacteriological and toxin
weapons were no ‘longer being produced and had been totally destroyed:  and the
wngatisfactory procedure for the submission of complaints, particularly against
merbers of the Security Council which had veto power. His Government was
nevertheless encouraged by the provision of the Convention relating to the
elimination of all chemical weapons through effective measures under strict and
effective international oontrol and by the provision that no effort should be
spared to minimize the risk of bacteriological agents and tdxins being used

a8 weapons,
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36. What had happened in the past, namely, the reservation by some States of
the right to use chemical weapons in retaliation against an enemy that resorted
to them first, was close to the procedure provided for in article XIIIL of the
Convention and, indeed, weakened the Convention as a whole.

37. Another danger to De borne in mind was that, since 1970, binary ohemical
mnitions had been successfully developed., The Convention unfortunately contained
no provision for the control, restriction and prohibition of the production and
gtookpiling of such munitions, whose components were non-toxic until mixed
together,

38, Referring to the section of the Final Declaration relating to article IX of
the Convention, his delegation welcomed in particular the establishment by the
Committee on Disarmement of an ad_hoc working group on chemical weapons.

CLOSULT CF* THE COMI'ERENCE

39. The PRESIDENT said that the proceedings of the past three weeks, during whigh
the Conference had carried out a successful review of the Convention, had once again
confirmed the importance of the Convention and reaffirmed its validity as the

first gemuine disarmmment measure taken in recent years to close one of the dangerous
averues of the arms race, The Conference had shown that the Convention cccupied a
gpecial place in the field of disarmament by providing for the prohibition and
prevention of +the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or retention

of a whole category of weapons of mass destruction. The review carried out had

also underscored the fact that the Convention had proved sufficiently comprehensive
to cover recent scientific and technological developments, That cAnclusion was

of even greater significance in the light of the fact that progress in other areas
of science and techmology often led to the development and production of newer

and more dangerous weapons, The halting of that ominous trend in the field of
biclogical and toxin weapons was an achievement worthy of praise,

40, He declared closed the first Review Conference of the Parties to the

Convention on thz Prohibition of Developient, Procduction ard Stockpiling of
Baoteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapong and on Their Destruction.
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1zt meeting
Page 2

Tn the second line, item 1 of the provisional agenda should read as follows:
"OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE BY THE CHATRMAN OF THE PREPARATORY COMMITIEE",

Paragraph 13

In the last sentence, the reference "article 75" should read 'paragraph T5".

Paragraph 6
The firgt name should read ‘Mz, ONKELINX"«

Jrd meeting

'} Paragraph 5

Tn the second sentence, after the words "he noted with gsatisfaction” insert the
words "from document BWC/CONF.I/47.

Paragraph 8

In the second sentence, replace the words ''the highest priority" by the words
"a high pricrity".

4th meeting

5th meeting

Paragraph 35

In the last sentence, the reference "A/RES/34/72" should read z4/72m,
6th meebing

Paragraph 13

The paragraph should read as follows:

13, He declared that New Zealand did mnot possess any of the weapons or delivery
systems proscribed in article I of the Convention., His Govermment had not
considered it necessary to enact special legislation prohibiting its oitizens from
undentaking such activities because it was satisfied that nome of those activities
were being conducted in New Zealend and that existing legislation contained the
necessary meagures to control those activities,

Ttk meeting

Paragraph 17

Tn the second sentence, the reference "Paragraphs 21 and 25% ghould read
"Paragraphs 21 and 75".
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8th meeting

Paragraph 11

The name of the spesker should read "Mr. EL BARADEIL",

Paragraph 26

The opening words of the first sentence, should read "With the $300 billion".

Paragraph 37

I the firgt sentence, replace the word '"prohibition" by the worda "total
elimination".

The second sentence should read as follows:

His counfry therefore felt that it was the inescapable duty of the Conference to urge
the members of the Committee on Disarmament, and in particular the Depoaitary States
of the Convention, to take advantage of the recently established Ad Hoc Working Group
on Chemical Weapons in order to bring to a successful conclusion the elaboration of a
convention to ensure the total elimination of chemical weapons.

Parzgraph %8

The name of the speaker should read "Mr. TAYILHARDAT",

9th meeting

Page 2
In the second line, replace "(agenda item 10)" by “(agenda item 9)".

Paragraph 2 ‘ .

A1l references to articles of the Convention should be in Roman numerals.

Pazragraph 3

All referenceg to articles of the Convention should be in Roman numerals.
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e meeting waa called to order at 12.05 1.m,

RGANTZLDION O WORK

1, ™ O TRIAN drew atdenbion bo the decision of the Conference that thr
Commitioe of the “Thole ghould congider the various articles and provisions o &b
Convention in accordance with the agenda of the Conference, i.e. vnder i%o™: moh
10 {c) and 11, taking into account the papers that had been submitted to the

Tonference and the general debabe. The Commitiee could begin its substantive work

without further delay by congidering articles 1 to 15 (item 10 (b)).

2,  Vr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Ropublics) pointed out that, at a
plenary meeting of the Conference, he had proposed thot the Committee of the Whole
should devote its fireb meeting o organizational questions and should decide,
inter alia, whether it should comgider the various articles one by one, or in
groups. In any event, he fell that delegations sghouid Lirst study the documenis
vhich had as yet been distributed only to members of the General Committee. T e

. Tirst requirement was to establigh a preliminery timetable for the Commitiee's

vork so that delegations might be ready to make their statements when the various
articles were taken up.

3.  The CHAIRMAI said that, in view of the decision of the Conference, subgtanvive
consideration of articles 1 to 15 could begin immediately. While there was
nothing to prevent delegations from proposing zn albernative procedure, the
Committee should avoid devoting too much time to organizational questions. &
work timetable could be prepared by the Cheirman, with the sssistance of the
secretariat, end be submitted to the Committee for approvel at its next meeting.

4. lir. DWEVI (Ghane) said that, vhile he was in favour of the programme of work
decided on by the Conference, delegations needed time to prepere their gtatements
and proposals on each article; he proposed, therefore, that the Copmittee of the

Whole should not meet until +the following morning.

5.,  The ONATRMAN pointed out thet the General Committee had allowed the Commitie-
up to six meetinys for in-depth congiderrtion; the Comnittee should loge no biwe
and should hold o meeting that game afternoon.

6, DMr., WAIN: (Kenya) asked at what stage of the Committes's deliberations the
preamble of the Convention would be considered. Tt was also his understanding
that each article or provision would be considered once only and that, in order tv

avoid any weste of time, ¥there would be no guestion of taking them up again later.

7. The CHATRMAN said that the preamble would be taken up under Conference agerisa
item 10 (o). If there was no objuction, he would talke it that the Committee
decided to begin consideration of the provisions of the Convention at its next
meebing, in the order laid dowm in the Conference agenda, alter he had propoged o
vorl timetable. C

8. Tt war so decided.

The meebing wose at 12,35 p.a.
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The meeting was called to order at 4 p.m,

ORGANIZATION OF WORY. (continued)

1. The CHAIRIIAY outlined o proposed tim.~table for the Committes's worlk, suggesliing
that the articles of the Convention and the preambular paragraphs might be deallt with
in three broad groups. The proposed time-table was completely flexible and any

: delegation would bhe free atb any time to address itself to any article as it

considersd appropriate.

2.  After a brief disocussion, the proposed time-table wags adopted,

S In reply to 2 quesiion by.ﬁr. THEQ££E (Sweden), the CHATRMAY said that the
report by the devositary Govermmente on new scientific and technologicel decvelopments
relevant to the Convention (BUC/COIT.I/5) would be congidersd in connexion with

article XIT during the digcussion of the group of articles X — XV.
4.  Hr. TAYIHARDAT (Venezuela) observed that the report by the depositary Governments
wag relevent to many articles and not merely to article XIT, so representativés should
be able to refer to it in commexion with other articles also.

5.  The CHAIMIAN reiterated that any deleéatibn wvould be free at any time to epeak
on any subject it considewed appropriate.

REVIEW OF THE OPZRATION OF THE COSVEFTION AS PROVIDED FOR IW ITS ARTICLL XII
(agenda iten 10) '

(b) ARTICIES I - XV

Articles I ~ IV

6.  Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary) said that article I was the most important article of the
Convention in that it defined the lasks and aims of that important international
legal instrument. He associated himself with those representatives who, in the
general debatbe, had expressed the view that the Convention had been snd continued to
be a valid and well-funcioning treaty. It covered all aspects of the problem
effectively, as wag indicated in documents BWC/CONF.I/4 and 5., He drew attenbion to
his Government's report in document BWC/GOHF.I/4, paragraph A0, which stated thal
his Government had never been in possession of any of the agente, foxins, weapons
and s0 on specified in article I and that it had always complied fully with that
article,

s His delegation was of the opinion that since no complaints had been submitted
regarding violations of the letter or spirit of the Convention and since article T
was its most important article, the Commitbee could speedily conclude ita review,

The fact that the Convention had always functioned efficiently should be veflected in
the Conferencels final document. :

8:  Mr. THEOLIN (Sweden), cemmenting on srticle T, enid that exverts of the Swedish
Hational Defence Institute had examined the scientific emd téchnological developmente
achieved during the past 10 years in various fields of relevance to the Convention.
After consideration of their analysis, it was his delegation's view thatb no
development had occurred thal jeopardized the coverage of the Convention. Wew
poseibilities of devceloping harmiul agents vere, in its view, also covered by the
language of the Convention. 'The cxperis! analysis, vhich had covered meny fields,
including biosclences such as genetics, biochemistry and wmicrobiology, had Fformed the
basis of his Govermment's report to the Secretary-General of the United Mations.
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2. During the past decade there had been a tremendous development of new genetic
techniques euch ae genetic engineering., Because scientists in the mid-1970s had
feared- that the molecules and organisms created by those new techniques might involve
dangers to manldnd, a world-vide voluntary moratorium on that fype of reseirch had
been ingtitubed. It had labter been shown, however, that the dangers vere

exaggerated and the moratorium had been removed, Thus it could be peen that
scientists today considered themselves gocially rewsponsible Tor the resulits of their
geientific aectivities,

10.  Another development of greal importance had been the invention of methods of
using celle or parts of cells to wake possible alternative production of
pharmaceuticals, fuels and food compoments.

1l.  The background paper propared by the depositary Governments (BWC/CONF.I/5) covered
more or less the same fields as fhe analyses conducted by the Swedish experts and the
conclusions were largely the samc.. Of special interest had been the discussions
concerning nev infectious diseases such as Morburg disease, Ebole, lassa fever and
legionnaire's disease. In his delegation's opinion, there waeg a continuing need to
develop vacecines against new infectious diseases and the recont propogal for the use

of genetic manipulation techniques for large-scale production of such vaccines

appeared promising. Some of the neu developmen®s which, it had been feared, might
constitute means for the production of new diseases for military purposes might thus

be used for protective purposes for the benefit of mankind, provided the Convention
was duly observed,

12. HMr., PRANCIS (United Kingdom), referring to article IT of +he Convention, welcomed
the agsurances which States parties had given during the general debate to the effect
that they had never possessed biclogical or toxin weapons. Those assurances -
reinforced article II of the Convention in so far as they reduced, by a process of
elimination, the number of States parties which might have possessed biological or
toxin weapons and would therefore have been under an obligation to destroy them or
divert them to peaceful purposes. In that connexion, he drew attention to his
Government's official communication on its compliance with the provisions of the
Convention and, in particular, article I thereof (BWC/CONP.I/4, p. 27). His
delegation agreed with those delegations, particularly the delegations of Australia
and Canada, which had described such assurances as confidence-building measgures. The
pame could not be said of declarations couched in more qualified terms, such as one
which stated that the State concerned did not at present possess the prohibited
objecte, but made no refercnce either to the past or to destruchion of stocks.
Confidence in the Convention would he increased if o clesr and ungualified stabement
vere made to the effect that the Ytdte in question had either never possessed any of
the objects prohibited under the Convention or had once possessed them but had now
destroyed them. The exbract from the Tnited Kingdom's official commnication to the
Secretary~General, which he had quoted, was an example of the former type of
“Statement; the United States statement of 4 Harch 1975 was an example of the latter,

13, B, ANTONOV {Union of Sovieb Socialist Republics) noted with eatisfaction thob
- Bpeakers in the general debabe had reaffirmed Lhe importance and effectiveness of the
Convention by expressing support for its provisions and hy reiterating their
Government ' s underteling Yo abide strictly by those provisions. TIn particular,
articipants in the Conference had endorsed the provigions of article I, which
determined the scope of the prohibivion imposed by the Convention, and had associated
hemselves with the finding cowbained in document BWC/COHF'I/S to the effect that the
canguage of article T fully covered all agents which could result frem bhe
:2Pplication of nev scientific and technological developments and that such
evelopments had not created new possibilities which could be exploited to violate
Overtly or bypase the Convention. WHig delegstion shared the view that the
Tovisiong of article I were sufficiently comprehensive to cover all known technical




BWC/COHT. I/C/SR. 2
page 4

factors and all possible nev sgcientific and technological developmentis. To modify
article I or to spell it cut in greaber detail would therefore be wimecessaTy.

14. Participants in the Comference had made declaraiions to the effect that their
countries did not possess bacteriological (biologrical) or toxin weapons and éid

not intend to acquire such weapons. 'fAs far back ac in 1975, the Soviet Union’

had sbated in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament that it did not possess
any bactericlogical (biclogical) agents or toxins, weapons, equipment or means of
delivery as specified in article I,

15. It was gratifying to note that all speakers had realfirmed their support Lor
arbicle II, which imposed upon all new parties to the Convention the obligation to
implement its provisions and, in deing so, to observe all necegsary safely
precautions to protcet populations and the environment. The effcctiveness of the
Convention's operation also manifested itself in the fact that in the five yearc
since. the Convention's entry into force no breach of article TIT had oceurred, He
“hoped: that the Conference would reaffirm ite endorgement of the provisions of that
rticle.

16. During the general debaie ne criticism had been levelled against the provisions
of article IV. Tn that connexion, he observed that, in accordance with Soviet
jurigdiction and practice, implementation of the Convention, which had been ratifiec
vy & decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR in Pebrary 1975, vas
guaranteed by the appropriate State insgtifutions. The final document of the
Conference should contain an appeal to those States parties which had not yet, talen
the necessary measures under article IV to do so without delay. o

17. In conclusion, he appesled to participants in the Conference to express their
support for the provisions of articles I - TV in the form in which they appeared in
the Convention. ' : '

18, Wr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) said that articles I - IIT were enbirely satisfactory
to his delegation. As far as arbicle IV wae concerned, however, he wished to point
out that the background paper submitted by the depositary Govermments on new
technological and scientific developments relevan®t to the Convention (pwe/corr, 1/5)

. sounded two important ndtes of warning: section 1, paragraph 10 (b), of that paper
_eferred to the possible intentional manipulation of genetioc material, while

pection II, paragraph 17, referred to the implications of the eradication of certain
diseages. TIb would therefore be advigable to expand article IV to provide that
States parties should alsc be required to prohibit, in accordance with their
constitutional processes, the improper use of tThe materisls specified in axticle I.
In addition, in the final document of the Conference, abttention should be drawn

‘to the need to take measures to prevent the unlawful use, first, of the knowledge
gained from advances made in regard to the manipulabion of genetic material and,
secondly, of bacteriological agentsc isolated ag a result of the eradication of
certain infectious diseases,

19, Hr., FLOVERREE (United States of merica) said that hic delepation had made
Ynown it views on articles I — IIT in itr statement in the general debate, Ie
nesumed  thet the Committes would talie account of the views expresscd in guch
statements as well of those submitbed in the Sscretariat's background peper
(BWe/CoNT,I/4). Vith regard to article IV, he would rofer the Commitlee to the.
relovant part of the excerpt from the United States official communication
regarding complionce with ite obligabions under the Convention (BWG/COHF.I/@,p. 29).
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20. His Government had already declared its compliance with the obligation under
article II to destroy all exieting biological agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and
means of delivery prohibited under article I, It drusted thal other parties weould
likewige declare their compliance with articloe IT,

21, Mr. MOLOUCANL ST (Zaire) said that, althourh his delegation vag gencrally
saticfied with articles I ~ IV, it considered that ariicle II could be interpreted in
one of two ways: either in the manner in vhich most Siates parties interpreted it,

swhich would mean that the provisions of the Convention were being faithfully observed,

or in & manner which could mean that certain biological weapons fell outeide its
purview, Ille therefore considered that article IT called for closer cxamination, in
order to determine whether some more effective form of control was required.

20, lMr, CHOIBI (Punigia), referring to article IT, said he noted that, since the
start of the Conference, therc had been no mention by any State of the destruction or
diversion to peaceful purposes of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of
delivery which were the subjcct of the Convention. It seemed az though no one had
ever possessed them. Ilis delegation would be very pleased if that were sgo.

23. Like the representative of Zaire, he congidered that arbticle IT lent itself to
two possible inberpretaitions. In his view, therefore, the Conference should decide,
in a clear statement, which of the two was valid. Horeover, implicit in article IT
was the notion of transfer. In the circumstances, and bearing in mind that five
years had elapsed since the entry into fovce of the Convention, the time had perhaps
come bo reconsider the wording of that article.

24. Mr., BRAWKOVIC (Yugoslavia), spealing with reference to article II1, said that the
very existence of biclogical agents and similar products, even when used for peacelul
purposes, inevitably opened the door to possible abuse. Nis delegation therefore
considered that an additional obligetion resbed on States parties to prevent the
acquisition and use, by individuals, groups or organizationsg within their respective
Jurisdiction, of such agents and products for the purpose of inflicting harm on other
countries, Stabtes parties should also have an obligation to co-operate closely in the
prevention of such possible misuse, failing which there could be no proper
implementation of the Convention,

25. Mr, AL-MUSSA (Kuwait) said that his country's position regarding compliance with
its obligations under articles I -~ IV was stated in the first four raragraphs of the
excerpt from his Government's official commmication (BWC/COIF.I/4, p. 22).

26, Mr. OLUMOKO (Bigeria) caid that, in his delegation's view, article II should be
strengthened to provide for verification of the destruction of etodipiles or »f their
diversion to peaceful uses, The terms of thet article should not be confined to a
requirement to make a declaration to that effect.

27. Mr. FRANCIS (United Kingdom) said that, pursuant to article IV and in order to
enable the United ingdom to fulfil ite obligations under the Convention, the

United Kingdom Parliament had enacted the Biological Weapons Act, which had entered
into force on B Pebruary 1974. In that connexion, hie delegation had been

interested Lo learn of the domestic legislation or comparable non-legislative or
regulatory measures introduced by cerbtain States partics, and considered that it would
be uegeful if parties were o share more widely their experience in that avea. It
would therefore sugpest that the Conlerence should invite the States parties in
question to co-operate vith the United Matione Centre for Disarmament, on an entirely
voluntary basis, in furnishing the relevant texbts so that they could be made available
for consultation at the Centre's Research and Reference Collection in Ceneva, He
hoped that his delegation's suggestion would be reflected im the Committee's report to
the Conference.,

The meebing rege at 5,10 o.m.
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The meetbing wap called to order at 11,15 a.m.

REVIEW OF THE OPERATION OF THE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOR IN ITS ARTICLE XIT
(agends item 10) (continued)

{(b) ARTICLES T-%V (continued)

© 1, Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) said that, both during and after the negotiating stage,

Sweden and other countries had consistently expreseed concern over the procedure
for complaints in the event of a breach of the Convention. Each State Party
mndertook to cowoperabte in carrying out an investigation in case of a violation
of the Convention, but that undertaking did not have a binding force. There was,
of course, a possibility of ultimately bringing the matter before the Security
founcil, but what guaraniee was there that one of the permanent members of the
Security Council would not exercise its right of veto, if it saw fit? It should be
established beyond doubt that the lodging of a complaint with the Security Council
by a State Party to the Convention on Bacteriological Weapons was a procedural
matter and, hence, that permanent members of the Council could not exercise their
right of veto on guch an occasion.

2. Since it appeared doubtful, as matters stood, that a decision to investigate
a complaint would ever be taken againgt the interests of a permanent member of

of the Security Council, it appeared egually doubtful that the presgent procedure
could ever make it pogsible to determine whether or not there had been a viclation,
and it was necessary to find a way of eliminating the digcriminatory elements in
the Convention, he proposed the adoption of an approach based on the following
findamentsl principles. '

3.  TIn the firgt place, there was a need for a flexible procedure, A combination
of national and intermational procedures should be used and problems should be
solved at the proper level in order to avoid any political confrontation between
States. Secondly, there must be objectivity. A State Party which suspected another
Party of having violated the Convention had a right tc expect that the procedure
followed would lead to objective and speedy results. To that end, a consuliative
comnittee should be instituted with a well—defined mandate and sufficient

regources to undertake effective investigations with the compulsory participation
of all parties. Only after those remedieg were exhausbed should the matter be
referred to the Security Council. Thirdly, the principle of non-discrimination
must be applied. The verification procedure would be less discriminatory if the
fact-finding stage were clearly separated from the political decision of the
Security Council, even if the permanent members of the Council ingigted on
retaining their veto power as far asg questions regarding their compliance with the
Convention wers concerned. S : :

4. 'Mhose various principles could be incorporated into the Convention by means of
amendments, and his delegation intended to propose such amendments during the next
few days, in the hope thal they would win the acceptance of a mgjority of States
Parties to the Conveniion, o s Y R
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5, Mr, IONESCU‘(Romania), after remarking that it was apparent from the documents
submitted by the Secretariat and the depositary States and from the statements made
by delegationé-that no violation of the provisions of the preamble and articles

of the Convention had been recorded, drew afbention:to the inequality in the
$ochnicsl and scientific resources available to States Partics, which resulted in
a.differenca-in'the“level'of'informaﬁion-regarding developments in biclogical
regearch. 4 further result wag that’ the States Parties did not have the same
oppertunities of verifying compliance with the provigions of the Convention.

6. Hie delegation believed that a continuing flow of infermation bebtween the
Parties o the Convention on advances in biology and biochemigtry would help to
puild .confidence between States and would provide an agsuranee bhat the Conventdion °
was being strictly observed. BSuch a system of information:should be implemented

by better utilization of United Nations structures, in particular tle

United Nations Centre for Disarmesment.- In that connexion, the final document of
the Conference might stipulate "that the Centre should ensure that States Parties
vere at all times kept informed of new developments coming: within the gcope of

‘the provigions of the Convention. TFor that purpose, the Centre might draw upon all
available sources, including States Parties themselves, vhicl submitted periodic ,
reports to the Secrebariat on compliance with the CGonvention, and international
organizations whose work was comnected with research in the biological sciences.

7.  Mr. de QUETROZ DUARTE (Brazil), referring to ths complainbe proocedure,

welcomed the Swedish delegation's proposal, which was congtructive and worthy of
gerious congideradion, He awaited. with interest the wording of the amendments to
be submitted and hoped that they would be the subject of constructive discussion .
with a viow to gtrengthening and improving the Convention. :

8. Mr. DUMONT (Argentina), observing that the complaint and verification procedures
dealt with in articles V and VI had long. caused hig country concein, said that he

had duly noted the ideas put forward by the representative of Sweden. He hoped

that the amendments to which reference had been made would be gubnmitted and that

they would win the accepbarce of the majority. - '

9. Mr. DUMEVI (Ghana) said that he also.founa‘the Swedish delegation's proposal

very interesting, and he fully supported it..:

10, With regard to article IT, he thought that the Convention would gain in
credibility if greater attention were paid to the dangers inherent in possible
scientific and technical advances; machinery for verifying the degtruction of the
agente and weepons covered by articke IT should algo be gtrengthened.  Too much
emphapis was placed on national meang. of verification and too little on measures
which could be taken at the internatienal level. That should not be taken as an
indication of systematic mistrust: rather, it was a ‘question .of etrengthening
confidence by rendering the Convention more credible and more efTective, '
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11. Mr. PICTET (Switzerland) said that Switzerland was in favour of anything which
could strengthen the effectiveness of the Convention in general and of the

, verification procedure in particular. A priori, his Government supported the

F obiectives .of the Swedish delegation, bub the substance of the latter's proposals

| must be thorouphly examined. With regard to article IT of the Convention, the

P Swiss delegation would lilke States Parties to provide more precise and detailed

]f information on the way in which they had discharged their undertalkings, particularly
with regard to measures taken to destroy possible stoclks of baclteriological :

WEADONS . o

h 12, Mr. McPHATL (Ganada), referring to artlclo II of the Convention, said that if
' it could be made known thet, following their voluntary accession to the
Convention, States which had possessed bacteriological weapons had destroyed them,
. confidence in the Convention would be increased. In its final document, the

A Conference should ask - or at least suggest ~ that those States should make a
unllateral declaration ammouncing that they had destroyed their stocks.

1). W1th regard to article IV of the Convention, his delegatlon supported the

i TUnited Kingdom delegation's proposal that States Parties which had adopted laws

! to ensure compliance with the Convention in their own countries should be invited
to share their experience by making the text of such legislation available to

i other States.

. 14. On the subject of articles V and VI, the’ Canadlan delegation supported the

| principles underliying the Swedish representative's proposals. It was essential

i that a State Party having reason to believe that another State Party had violated
f the Convention should have the right to expect that the complaints procedure

h would produce objective and speedy results. The problem was to determine how to
3 achie- that aim. The first principle was that the same treatment should be
appliea to all States Partice to the Convention. As the Convention stood, any
permanent member of the Security Council was in a position to veto the initiation
of an investigation to Aetermine whether there had been a violation; yet the

| States with a right of veto were the very ones presumed bo have the capability to
| produce bacteriological weapons. It was possible, therefore, that they or one of
| . their allies might be the subject of a complaint, in respect of vhich they might
. Je tempted to exercise that right. With regard to an intermational instrument

i vhich they had freely ratified, all States Partles had an equal responsibility. .
It was on the basis of thai prlnolple that the Convention's provisions should be

1 reviewed, The majority of delegations doubtless agreed that the Convention would
. be a betber instrument if the verification procedure did not permit of the veto,

|

|

but it would be difficult for the Conference to remove that option. Therefore,

a mechanism ghould be introduced into the verificabion procedure which would
allow an objective investigation to be conducted belfore the complqlnt came before
the Security Council. :

, 15. Such a measure would derive from the second principle underlying the Swedish
i proposale ~ namely, that of effective verification. Tt could doubtless be argued
that the provisions relating to verification were sound, since apparently bhere
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had been no violation, Nevertheless, the Canadian delegation was
that the provisions were stringent enough to withstand pressur
to production of bacteriological Weapons,

creation of a consultotive committee ~ o

body - should be provided for in those art
to verificetion.

not convinced

e vhich could lead
That was why it thought that the

some other open—ended international

icles of the Convention which related

16, It had been said thal any State Party should be able to r
a meeting of all the States Parties to consider any alleged violation of the
Convention. Such a procedure might be useful, but it ghould be agked what ,
exactly the States Parbties attending the meeting would be considering; if they
did net have before them an objective report from a consultative committee, the
meeting would not accomplish much and was liable to degenerate into mutugl =
accusations or allegations. Hig delegation was ready to consider any proposal
which might improve the provisions relating to verification and malke them

non-discriminatory. Some measures muet be taken, and it was for the Confexrence
to work them out. - : '

equest and obtain -

17, Mrs, RAADT-AZARAKHORT (Iran) welcomed the
complaints procedure, and especially

BSwedish proposal concerning the
the possible creation of a consultative
compittes, The existing system of verification and the system for considering
complaints did not seem fully adequate and were liable to give rise to some-
discrimination and politicization which could lead to needless confrontation.,
For that reason, Iren thought that the amendment proposal submitted by Sweden
vas likely to improve ang strengthen the Convention.

18. Mr., MIKULAK (United States of America) said that the United States had taken
measures to fulfil its obligations under article IV of the Convention. It

welcomed and supported the United Kingdom's suggestion that States Parties which
had adopted legislative measures to meet their obligations should communicate the
relevant texts to the other States Parties, through the Centre for Disarmament.

19, Mr, MULONGANDUSU (Zaire) referred to the reservations
the previous day concerning the varicus possible interpret
the Convention. Whilet having the greatest respect for th
States Parties which had affirmed th
weapong, his delegation was worr
brovided for by the Convention,

& preventive system would go & 1

made by his delegation
ations of article IT of
e statements by those
at they no longer possessed bacteriological
ied by the merely curative nature of the measures
which covered only a situalion of non-compliance;
ong way towards ensuring observance of the ‘
Convention,  Such Prevention could be ensured by periodic verification freely
accepted by all, Hig delegation would therefore view favourably any proposal
almed at strengthening obgervance of the Convention by means of a dependable
Jerificetion system and an improved procedure for the consideration of complaints.
1% vag persuaded that g study of the Swedish propo

sals would enable the problem
of verification and that of receipt and consideration of complaints to be
Tesolved equitably, - ‘ '
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20. Mr. SUMMERAAYES (United Kingdom) reminded the Confevence that his delegation
had indicated its willingnhess to look at any proposal desigmed to gtrengthen the

Convention or to increase the prospecte of univergal ;adherence to it. It wae in

that spirit that consideration should be given tc whether articles V and VI could
and should be strengthened, and how that could be Gone. '

o2l It might first be asked whether the complaints or verification procedures
set forth in articles V and VI should be strengthened, since their scope was
less extensive than that of procedures laid dowm in other armg control treaties,
vhich provided for the establishment of a comsultative comnittee in the event of
a complaint, His'delegation respected the intentions of delegations which felt
concern about the effectiveness of the provisions of the Convention that related
to verification and'complaints; however, since thosé provisions had not been
invokedy Pthey tould not be gaid to have proved deficient. Neverthelegs, his
delegation was prepared to congider any proposal which might dispel such
anxieties. It agreed with the Swedigh delegation in thinking that any arms
control measure shonld be capable of verification.

22. The second question concerned the manner of strengthening the verification:
and complaints procedures., An amendment procedure was provided for in article XTI
of the Convention, but it was extremely elaborate: fox a State Party accepting .

the amendment, the latter did not enter into force until it had been accepted by
a majority of States Partiesy thereafter, in the case of a State Party which had
not accepted. the zmendment, the latter entered into force only on the date of

its acceptance by that State. T amend the Convention would thersfore inbroduce

an element of uncertainty ana confusion, since some States Parties would accept.

the amendment and others would not, The effect would not be to reinforce the PN
Convention,. but- the contrary, and. the chances of universal ratification would be. -

diminished, For that reason, his delegation would not support proposals simed
at amending:the Convention. ' '

23+  On the other hand, it was ready to examine ways of dispelling the nisgivings
of certain States Parties. One way of deing so would be to clarify the meaning

of co-operation "through appropriaté internmational procedures within the framework
of the Uniited Wations" (articléiv), The antomatie establishment of a consultative

- committee in the event of a complaint vas one possible intérpretation_of that

part of article V. If the Conference reached an undersianding to that effect, it
should record in its final document that the procedure would be followed either
in the event of a complaint being made or at the request of any State Party to
the Convention, ) ‘ '

24. My, BERG (Belgium), referring to article IT of the Convention, endorsed the
view that the States concerned ghould have provided further details. He ‘welcomed
the Tnited Kingdom proposal relating to.article IV, to the effect that countries
which had taken legislative measures ghould comminicate the text of fuch measures
to the Centre for Disarmament. Apart from their documentary interest, such texts
could serve ag a reference source for States which aid not yet have legislation

on the subject. Belgium, for its part, had published in its official Journal

(the Moniteur belge) the text of the law relating to the Convention, and that

text wes reproduced on pages 17 and 18 of document BWC/CONP. T/ 4.
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25. My, TAIGIESTA (Spain) said that articles V, VI and VII of the Convention were
not sufficiently effective, mince thé mechanism provided for in the case of a -
pogsible violation of the Convention failed to place all States Partics on an equal
footing. %r@ﬂ1ﬁa%scmﬂaommmmttManﬁﬁawﬁnofanimWMﬁ&wnm. The
need to prove the —alidity of complainte Indged with the Security Council could make
it very difficult to supervise complishce with the Corvention. Article VI of the
Convention in no way obliged the Security Council t6 take account of a complaint
brought before it. His delegation congidered it desirable to strengthen the
verification procedure and to hase any modification of the delidaie balance achieved
in the Convention on a broad consensus. The Swedish delegation's suggestions were
extremely interesting, and the Spanish delegation hoped that the Conference would
study them closely, : '

26, lMr, TCONESCU (Romania )} supported the Swedish delegatibn‘s'suggestions, which conld
strengthen the operation of the Convention and place States Parties on an equal footing.
27. Wr, PERFILIEV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)'said that, while he i
understood the desire of delegations to ensure the fullfilment of all the conditions
needed to enable the Convention to operate as effectively as possible in the future,
many delegations appeared to be dramatizing the situation unduly. There was no
reason to worry about problems which did not exist,for in the view of all concerned,
the Convention was operating admirably. The Conference was meeting, in pursuance -of
article XIT, precisely in order to Treview the operation of the Convention and to
ensure that the purposes of the Convention - including the provieions concerning

negotiations on chemical weapons -~ were being realized.

28. Reviewing the operation of ‘the Convention did not mean reviewing the text, as
certain delegations had somewhat hastily assertéd. Moreover, the present situation
gave grounds for an optimigtic view of the Tuture; the complaints and investigation
Procedure had thus far given every satisfaction, and to seek to establich more
effective procedures in case of & hypothetical violation of the Convention was an
exercise in speculation; all concerned’ recognized that States Parties vere applying
the Convention in a spirit of 'good~wills there was therefore no reoason to question’
their sincerity. . ' '

2. The concern expressed by certain countries over the Security Council's internal
Procedures was 2ll the less justified in that, under article V, States Parties were to
congult one another and to co~operate in solving any problems which might arise by means
which they themselves wounld have' chosen; the article gtated that such consultation and
coroperation "may" also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures
within the framework of the United Nations. Care should be taken not to” give excessive
- importance. to the consideration by the Becurity Council of guestions ariging from the

application of the Convention: +that would be contrary “to the very spirit of the
Convention, lioreover, the functioning of the Security Council vag regulated by the
Charter of the United Nations and it in no way came within the competence of the
Conference. :

. 30. Article XIT assigned to the Conference the far more constructive taslk of seeking
& o identify the positive elements which had characterized the application of the

£ Convenlion. thus far, with a view to developing them in the future. Por the salke of

§ international public opinion, and particularly piublic opinion in countries which had

E 10% yet acceded to the Convention, it was important to bring out the more satisfactory
E aspects of the Convention's operation rather than to focus on points of detail which

£ Vere conmidered wnsatisfactory -by a particular State Party but which were actually -

¢ Without significance. ' '
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%), With regard to verification meagures, comparison of the provisions of the
Comvention with those of other disarmament agreements was unjuetified. The

Soviet Union had alwaye declared itself in favour of disarmament measures wnder
appropriate internstional control, since, in its view, any disammament measure taken
by the intermational community should be accompanied by such contreol. In the case of
dhe present Convention, the .verification provisions had been formulated by a large
number of Statem for the purpose of that Convention alone; provisions on the subject
in other disarmament agreements would differ from them. Tt night alzo be pointed out
that the 1925 Protocol, which made no provision for a verification procedure, was
operating satisfactorily. That meant that no single system valid for all agreements
could be applied in that Tield. :

%22, He therefore supported the view of the United Kingdom representative.that it

would serve no useful purpose to review the text of the Convention. The Conference

“showld strengthen the structuve of the Convention, not undermine it., The best means
7 of doing so was to try to obtain universal accepsion. To seelr to reshape the

' Convention would be to waste valuable time that the international community could

uze to work out further disarmament agreements.

33, Mr., BEL BARADET (Bgypt) said that although no violation of the provisions of the
Convention had been reported, ¥hat did not necessarily mean that the verification
aystem was effective; on the contrary, the discussions had showm that the system could
usefully be strengthened., That wag not an imaginary problem undeserving of attention,
as the Soviet Union representative appeared to be saying, but a very real difficulty,
since one of the stumbling blocks for the all toc many States vhich had not yet
acceded to the Convention was precisely the possible inadequacy of the complaint and
verification procedures. BEgypt therefore supported the Swedish proposal to amend
those procedures with a view to ensuring greater equality between all States Farties.
Tt wag true that it was not for the Conference to consider questions which were the
concern of the Security Council; it was for that very reason that the Swedish proposal
endeavoured io separate the operation of the Convention from that of the Security
Council which, while satisfactory.from the point of view of the Charter, wes not
necesgarily so ag far ag the Convention was concerned.

34, Aprticle XIT did not preclude the possibility that the Conference might amend the
text of the Convention if il coneidered that to bé riecessary in order %o achieve the
purposes of the Convention and if it deemed the present text %o be inadequate. The
United Kingdom had expressed concern that the intreduction of amendments into the
Convention might lead to the establishwent of a dual system under which some countries
would be bound by the original text and others by the amended one; that was a problem
commor to all international instruments, yet they were subject to amendment. If the
(onference adopted any amendments, they should be done by comsensus. He would, in

any event, be interested in any other procedure which the United Fingdon might have

to propose in that commexion. ‘

25, Hr, ALRAL (Palistan) reminded the Conference that, at the time of adoption of

the Convention, his country and other non-aligned countries had exprecsed miggivings
regarding the effectiveness of the complaints and verificstion system; their doubtes

had not been dispelled since then. With regerd, firstly, to principlos, the control
and verification procedure appeared dimcriminatory, since it failed to offer the same
opp ‘Smities to all States in the matter of lodging complaints, Iloreover, from the
practical standpoint, the existing control procedures did appear bo be inadequate.

As the first disarmament sgreement comprising twuly specific provisions, the Convention
should provide for & control and verification system that could sexrve as a good
precedent. The Soviet representative had siated that the Conference should take no

i
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account of other digarmament agreements; on the contrary, what vas decided on

in the matver of control and verification in the case of the present Convention
would serve as a reference for other instrumenis, and particulorly for the fufure
convention on chemical weapons. The Soviet representative had cited the oxample

of the 1925 Protocol which, although providing for ne verification procedure, was
8till in foree; that was a very poor example, since it was precisely +he lack of
such & proccdure that prevented verification of the validity of recont complaints
cencerning the uge of chemical weapons in certain areas of the world. £An effective
verification procedure was therefore emsential, and he attached grect importance to
the Swedish represenietive's proposals, which appeared capable of cllaying the
canwieties of many Sitates.

36, Hr, BBISLIO (Pinland) supported the United Kingdom proposal that States should
communicate to the United Nations Centre for Disarmement the tewts of legal
provigions adopted by them in fulfilment of their obligaetions under srticle IV.

Any proposal capeble of strengthening the Convention and commanding the approval of
all States Partices was welcome. The Swedigh delegation's proposals appeared to meet
legitimate concerns, and the Conference was perfectly competent 4o consider them.
The United IHngdom suggestion deserved consideration, since it night offer a means
of eliminating d&ifferences.

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.
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The meeting was called to crder at 3.%35 p.m.

REVIEW OF THE OPRERATION OF THE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED FOE IN ITS ARTICLE XTI
(agenda item 10) (continued)

(p) ARTICLES T - %V (continued)

: Articles V — IX (contimed)

1.  Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) noted with regret that the provisions of article IX
had not been implemented in the five years since the Convention's entry inlo force;
‘ndeed, there had been a centinuing tendency to avoid mtilateral negofiations

on chemicel weapons, pardicularly in the Committee on Disarmement. Attempts
made in thet Committee in 1979 to set up an ad hoc working group ts draft an
international agreement on chemical weapons had failed for lack of the necessary
consensus. The wish of the great majority of States Members of the

United Nations that the issue of chemical weapons should be resolved as soon as
poasible in view of its exceptional significance and urgency had been reiterated
in numerous Ceneral Assembly resclubions. His delegation fully associated

itgelf with the propcsal submitted by the Group of 21 non-aligned and neutral
countries %o the Committee on Disarmament to the effect that substantive
negotiations on the preparation of a chemical weapons convention should be
initiated without delay at the 1980 session of that Committee.

5, Mr, de IATGIESIA (Spain) said that there were no grounds for optimism with
regard to articie IX of the Convention since it had not-yet been implemented.

At the mosi recent session of the General Assembly, his delegation had been among
the sponsors of a resolution on chemical weapons; it had expressed its views in
the Committee on Disarmament and intended to continue to do so in the appropriate
negotiating body.

%, In its opinion, the prohibition of chemical weapons was ain urgent necessity
and ingufficient progress was being made in that direction. Resgpongibility for
negotiating a ban on such weapons had been entrusted to the Governments of

the USSR and the United States, and confidence must be placed in them.  However,
if negotiations on the subject were unduly delayed, it was up to other members
of the Committee on Disarmament to pursue the initiative and to produce a draft
treaty bamning chemicel weapons. While the difficulties involved should not

be underestimated,. it .showld. he realized that time was growing short and that
practical results should be achieved. ' ' : o

4. Mr, CACERES (Mexico) pointed out that his delegation had clearly stated its
views on ariicle IX at the eighth plenary meeting of the Conference., In
particular, it had stressed that it was the duty of the Conference to issue an
urgent appeal to all members of the Committee en Disarmament, and especially the
depositary Governmewls, $o tale ddvantage of ‘the establishment of an ad hog
working group on chemical weapons in order to conclude negotiations on a treaty
prohibiting such weapone. I+ hoped that the appeal to which it had refexrred

would be reflected in the Conference's final document.
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5.  Mr, BOGDAN (Romaniz) reminded the Comittee that during the negotiations
which had preceded the adoption of the Biological Weapons Convention several
States had emphasized thet their acceptance of a solubion limited to hiclogical
weapons would depend on furbther developments with regard to the adoption of a
similar sgreement on chemical weanong., Unfortunately, deepite repeated
appeals by the General Assembly,{ull-scele negotiations on the chemical weapons
igsue had not been initisted in the eight years that had elapsed since the

. gigning of the Convention; in cther words, one of the principal obligations

" imposed by the Convention had not yet been implemented.  Conseguently,

the Convention could not be sald +to have comtributed in any way to a

halt in the serme race or the adoption of real and effective disarmament
measures. Meny spealkers in the general debate had expressed concern on that
score and had called for the adoptien of urgent measures aimed at the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

6. In its final document, the Conference should take note of the fact that
negotiations on the abolition of chemical weapons were bogged down and call
upon zll Stetes pariies to respect their legal obligation under article IX by
initiating effective negotiations on +the complete abolition of chemical weapons
without further delay at the present session of the Commititee on Disarmament.

A convention on that subject should be adopted, if possible, before the
General Assembly's next special sescion devoted to disarmament.’

7. Mr, BASHIR (Pslistan) said that his delegation had always favoured a
comprehensive approach to the gquestion of the prohibition of bactericlogical
(biological) and chemical weapons. Both the preamble and article IX of the
Convention contained a sclemn undertaking by the parties to achieve a
comprehensiva ban on chemical weapons as soon as possible, Hig delegation
viewed with concern the present state of negotiztions opn the subject of chemical
weapons, which still remained outside the purview of multilateral negotiating
bhodies, The technical basis for the conclusion of an agreement, repeatedly
called for by the General Assembly, was now available; what was needed wag the
political will cn the part of the majcr Powers to give up their option of using
chemical weapong. The continuing relevance and viability of the Biological
Weapons Convention largely dependsd on the conclusion of a similar convention on
chemical weapons.

8, Mr. TANG (Austria), referring to articles VI and VIT, said that, in view of
his country's well-known position on the necessity for chjective and reliable
verification measures, his delegation welcomed the proposals by Sweden as an
important contribation to the establishment of still more efficient ‘machinery
for verifying compliance with the Convention.  Both the Swedigh and the

United Kingdom proposals ghould be given thorough congideration. If there was
room for improvement, all possibilities for a better and broadly acceptable
solution should be explored in detail.

9. The powers which article VIT conferred on the Security Coumcil went beyond
the provigions of Chapter VII of the Charier. Becauge Avstria had become a
Member of the United Wations as a permanently neutral State, his Government had,
whenever mandatory sanctions had been decided on by the Becurity Council, made
it quite clear that its application of these sanctions musgt be gubject to clope
scrutiny in view of ite other obligations deriving from its particular
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internatioral status. It had always regarded the undertaking contained in
article VII of {he BiologicalWeapons Convertion as not exceeding the limits

sel by the status of permanent neutwality which the Austrian people and its
elected representatives had freely embraced, That position in no way affected
Austria's etrict adherence to the Convention iteelf, Accession to the
Convention had been & foregone conclugion for his ‘country: the legal instrument
which had re-established its full independence in 1955 alsc provided thal Austria
was not to possess, congtruct or experiment with asphyxiating, vesicant or
poisonous material cr biological substances in quantities greater than or of
Lypes other than, weré reguired for legitimate civil purposes.qé The Convention .
thuz only streéhgthened & legal obligetion alvéady incumbent upon Augtria, and

it wap his Government's fimm intention to abide Ty that olligation.

10, Mr, PERFILYRV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice), speaking on article IX,
referred to the statement made on thet subiectk by hie delegation at the third
plenary meeting of the Conference. From the very first years of itls exigtence,
the Soviet Union had actively sought a prohibition of chemical weapons. Ag
garly as in the 1920s, it had called for an unconditional ben on poigonousg
substances and it had been one of the first countries to gigrn the Geneva Prctocol
of 1525, Tha’ document, whose provisisne, principles and purposes the USSR had
strictly observed at all times, had played an important rcle in the Second World
War,  After the War, the Soviet Union had been the Tirst to propese the abolition
of chemical and biological weapons by including an article to that effect in the
draft treaty on wmiversal and complete disarmament which i4 had proposed on

15 March 1962, Further proposals cn that subject had been made by the

Soviet Union and cther socialist countries in the General Assembly and the
Conference of the Commitiee on Digarmament in 1966, 1968, 1969 and 1972. The
draft convention on chemical and.bacteriological (biological) weapons submitted
by the USSE and other socialislt countries at the twenty-fourth session of the
General Assembly in 1969 had envisaged a simultaneous ban on chemical and
biolegical weapens. The adoption of that text had; however, been thwarted by
another group of countries, In accepting a convention limited to
bacteriological (biclogical) weapons, the representatives of the socialist
countries had emphesized that they regarded chemical and biclogical weapons as

. forming part of a single problem, and were accepting a compromise only because

the negative attitude of certain Powers made the simulbansous prohibition of
both groups of weapons unlikely. 4

11. In the course of the Soviet-TUnited Stetes meetings held at the highest

level in 1974, the two countries had agreed to hold bilateral negotiations on
chemical weapons. such negotiations had begun in 1976 and were still continuing.
Tn 1979, the USSR and the United States had submitied to the Committea on
Disarmament a detailed joint report on progress in the bilateral negotiations

on the prohibition of chemical weapons, : :

fied
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12. The USSR continued to regard the prohibition of chemical weapons as one of
the most urgent and esgential tasks in the digammament lield, It war prepared
to talte an active part in the consideration of 21l relevant issues hy the
Committee on Disamament and would do everything in its power to assiet the
conduet of multilateral negotiations. At the game lime, and despite the many
difficulties involved, it was determined to forge ahead with the bilateral talks.
It had no objection to an ad hoc working group on the same subject being set up
arithin the Committee on Disarmament.

13, In conclusion, he suggested that the final document of the Conference might
include a decigion on the following lines: "The Conference recognizes the urgency
and importance of achieving early agreement on effective measures for the
prohibition of chemical weapong and for their destruction,  The Conference
reaffimms the obligations assumed by States parties to the Convention in accordance
with article IX to continue negotiations in good faith tc that end'.

14. Mr. OLUMOKD (Nigeria) said that his delegation had already referred in the

© plenary debate to the importance which it attached to a ban on chemical weapons
in the light of the eighth preambular paragraph and srticle IX of the Convention.
The fact that a convention on chemical weapong had not yet been negotiated was not
due to any lack of effort in the Committee on Disarmement; ‘that wag clear from
the appreciable number of proposals, working papers, statements and draft ireaties
that had been submitted to it.  What was lacking, however, was the political will
on the part of the nuclear-weapon States te conclude as early as possible an
effective convention prohibiting chemical weapong. Paragraphs 21 and 75 of the
Final Document of the tenth special session of the General Assembly were
uneguivocal with regard to the urgency of concluding a chemical weapons ban, as
were the various General Assembly wesclutions on the subject; the latest being -

resolution 34/72.

15. The Conference shouid therefnre urge the bilateral negotiating partners,
the USSR and the United States to bring their negotiations teo a rapid conclusion.
The Committee on Disammament should not, however, allow those bilateral negotiations
to delay its own negotiationeg; the two countries should sulmit to it as soon as
possible a structured report on the status of their negoiiations,

16, The Group of 21 of the Committee sn Disarmament, of which his delegation
was a member, had submitted to the Commitiee two working papexrs (CD/ll of
9 April 1979 and CD/64 of 27 February 1980) on the need to set up an ad hoc
working group in the Committee to deal effectively with the guestion. He hoped
that the Conference would press for the early establisghment of the propeosed
worling greup since the task confronting it was most urgent.

- 17. Mr. KOSTENEO (Ukrainian Seviet Bocialiet Republic) said that his delegation,
which, together with the Polish, Canadian and sther delegations, had taken an
active part in the preparation of General Assembly resolution 54/72 on the
subject of chemical weapons and was & sponsor »f the draft convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons that had been before the Committee on Disammament
pince 1972, fully shared the concemm expressed by many previous speakers. It
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ghould Dbe noted, however, that work on the preparation of an agreed mandate for
an ad hoc working group of the Committee on Diparmament o deal with the chemical
weapongs issue wae at present nearing completion. 1uch depended, of course, on
the ruccess of the current bilateral Soviet-United States nepetiations.  In that
comexion, he referred to the joint progrese repert (CD/46) imsued in August 1979
and cxpressed the hope that the negotiationg would yield recults which would '
contribute significantly towards the prohibilion of chemicsl weapons. In the
Light of the above, his delegation asscciated itself with the view that the
Conference, in its final dncument, should recognize the wrgeney and importance of
an early agreement on effective measures for the prehibition of chemical weapons
and for their destruction, and eghould reaflfimm the obligations assumed by States
parties under article IX of the Convention. )

16, Mr., MULONGANTUSU {Zaire), ncting thatl the Convention dealt formally with
the question of chemical weepong, said that at the preceding session of the
Committec on Disarmament hig delegation, in association witl: the other members
of the Greup of 21, had indicated whab eteps should be taken in that area.. The
appeal to the international community made in the Conventicn for the conclusion
of a ban on chemical weapons showed the path which should be followed., It was
therefore essential that progress should he made as soon as pogsible in the
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament. While his delegation appreciated
the practical contribution made by the report submitted to the Committee on
Tisarmament by the parties engaged in bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons,
it continued to agree with the views expressed by the other members of the

Group of 21.

19. Ms, FHEEYRE PENABAD (Argentina), referring to article IX, said that the
Convention constituted the first step hy the intemational community towards the
eradication of the weapons prehibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925 but that

step must be complemented by the adoption of a convention banning chemical weaponsg
as called for in article IX., Her delegation was therefore concerned about the
fact that, despite the time which had elapsed since the adoption of the Convention,

né text had yet heen adopted for a treaty en chemical weapone,

20. During the preceding 12 years, the General hssembly had repeatedly drawn
attention to the need for such a treaty. In her opinion, the negotiations which
had taken place over a seven-year period in the Committee on Iigammament, the
hundreds of documents congidered by that Commititee and the three draft treaties
pubmitted to it constituted an adeguate basis from which 4o proceed to the
adoption of a chemical weapons convention, The Committee on Disarmament was the
forum im which such & convention ghould be negotiated. Her delegation thersfore
believed that the Conference's final document should contain a paragraph urging
that Committee to take stepe to set up a working group to initiate negotiations
on a chemical weapons convention. ~ . .
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21, Mr. CIARRAPICO (Ttaly) reiterated the particuler interezt felt by his
Government in the promp’ implementation of article IX of the Convention,

Agreement to ban chemical weapons congiituted a necessary comploment to the
Convention and his Government wasg accordingly devobting contiruing efforts to
achieving practical progrese in that field. In view of the delicate nature of the
gubject, his Governm-nt had contributed to the initiative for the setting up of a

working group to comsider the topica to be covered by the proposed chemical weapons
‘convention. Support for that initiative gave hope for futwre progress, but he
emphagized the need for an appropriate commitment to it. He hoped that the

final document of the Cenfevence would reflect that view.

22. IHig delegation, like thal of the United Statem, endorsed the United Kingdom's
approach to articles V and VI. While it was always open to any congtructive
proposal and had listencd with interest to the nreewosal by {the 3weddich delegation,
it could not agree that the mechaniems and procedures provided for under the
Convention were inadeqguats. It congidered, moreover, thai an amendment to the
Convention, if supported by some States but not others, could lead o confusion.

- It would therefore he preferable bo examine ways and means by which States parties
could consult and co-operate with one another with a view to ensuring that all the
provisions of the Convention were implemented.

23. Mr, FIOVERREE (United States of America), speaking with reference to

articles V and VI, reiterated hig delegation's view that there wag no need fo amend
the Convention. A+t the same time, his delegation agreed that the Conference must
consider the concerns of all parties regarding implementation of the Conventiocn.

It was therefore prepared to consider alternative means of erhancing consultations
if other delegations felt that fthere was such a need. In its view, the final
declaration would be the mogt appropriate vehicle forxr dealing with that point. It
therefore wished to associalbe his delegation with the United dngdom propoesal, vhich
seemad to be congistent with its own views.

24. My, DUMEVI (Ghana), referring to the need to prohibit chemical weapons as
recegnized in the preamble and article IX of the Convention, said his delegation
had already pointed out that there were a number of useful documents on the basis

of which negotiationg could be initiated without further delay. Hig delegation had
had in mind, for example, the worling paper prepared by the Secretariat of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which reflected the discussione that had
been held on the gquestion (GD/EG), the joint report by the USSR and the

Tnited States on the bilateral negoiiaticns between thosge two countries (GD/AG),
various veports bhased on the practical experience of individual States in on~site
ingpectlon and desgtruction of plant facilities, the reports on the workshops on
on-gite verification which had been organized by the Federal Republic of Germany

and the United Kingdom, the very useful papers prepared by the Polish delegalion,
and a series of papers gubmitted Yo the Committee on Disgarmament by, inter alia,
France, Italy and the Hetherlands. ' :

25. In hig delegation's view, the first objective of any agrsement to prohibit
chemical weapons must be complete and verifisghle prohibition based on a commitment
not o develop, produce, acquire, stockpile o¥ retain chemical weapons or munitions.
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Such -an agreement should extend to all chemicel agents that were mot justilied on
teclmological, medical or indughbrial grounds, and to toxic chemical agents;
incapacitating agents and other agents which caused temporary digability. :
Moreover, for the agrecment to be truly effective, it mmet be devoid of ambiguity
and rmust make adequate provision for the prevention of transfers to third parties.

26. The question of compliance was crucial, for it would promote trust and ensure
that no single State had an advantage over the others. 41l States parties should
therefore be required o observe the agreement faithfully, as a practical
demonstration of their support for the letler and spirvit of itg terms. Verification
which was algo extremely important, should be carried out through a judicious
combination of both national and internationsl measures and should not interfere

vith the economic development or security interests of any State.

27. Basic to the success of any chemical weapons agreemont was the need to
strengthen confidence betveen peoples and to contribute to a general improvement of
the international atmosphere, ag indeed was already recognized in the

fifth preambular paragraph of the Convention. In the final document of the
Conference, therefore, it would be appropriate to reflect briefly on the current
international situation and to stress the need for improvement with a view %o
securing the fullest co-operation of &l1 States in attaining the objective of
banning such weapons of masg destruclion.

28, My. VHITE (New Zealand) said that his preliminary reaction to the Swedish and
United Kingdom proposals was that the latter proposal was the more realistic and
likely to receive broader support. He hoped, however, to have another opportunity
to speak on the matter when the two proposals had been submitted in writing.

29, Mz, KOCHUBEY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), also referring to the
proposals made with regard to articles V and VI, said that the purpose for which

the Conference had been convened was clearly stated in article XTI, namely, to

review the operation of the Convention with a view t0 ensuring that its provisions
were being realized and,. in so doing, to take into account any new scientific and
technological developments relevant o i%. Accordingly, it was only on the basgis

of practical experience that any revision of its terms could be justified. o

suck justification was, however, apparent from the documents submitted to the .
Conference on new scientific and technological developmenis.  The general debale J
had indicated that the Convention had proved effective and there had been no
recorded. viclation of its terms. An the circusistances, any proposals for revision
must necessarily be of a hypothetical nature, as indecd was apparent from the
language. in which the proposal submitied to the Conference had been couched.

30. A revision of any international instrument was a serious matter, for it could
vell weaken that ingtrument rather than strengthen it. The best way of

strengthening the Convention, in hig delegation's view, would be to malke it more
universal in characier and to provide for adequate control measures. In so doing,
however, it must bhe remembered that control measures would not be the same for all
disarmament treaties since the character end purposes of such breaties varied as
widely as *the weapong which they prohibited.  The Convention, like all similar textas,
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ropresented a balanced compromise that should not be disturbed. So far as the
Security Council was concerned, it was plain from Article 24 of the Charter that
its role under the Convention reflected but a small part of the powers which it
enjoyed. Tor all those reasons, his delegation saw no need to amend the
Convention,

3l. My. LAKATOS (Hungary) paid his delegation agreed that the main task of the
+ Conference was to review fthe operation of the Convention and that there waz no need
“to amend ite terms. His delegabion wae gratified to note that the Convention had
proved to be an effective instrument of disarmament and that there had been no
recorded violation of its terms since its entry into force. It was to be hoped
that States parties would continue to comply with the Convention.

. 32. 1T the representatives of the three depositery Goverrments agreed that there
was no need to amend the Convention, it was in part due to the Tact that, as had
been recognized during the general debate, the Convention was the first genuine
agreement on the prohibition of lethal weapons to be concluded since the
Second World War.

The meeting rose at 5.10 p.m.
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The meeting was called to order at 11 a.m.

REVIEW OF THE OPERATION OF PHE CONVENTION AS PROVIDED PUR IN ITS ARTICLE XIT
(agenda item 10} (continued)

(b) ARTICLES I TO XV (continued)

1. The CHAIRMAN, inviting the Committee to consider articles X to XV of +the
Convention, said that members could comment on articles that had already been
examined, should they so wish,

2, Mr. SUJKA (Poland) said that, during the general debate, his delegation had
noted with satisfaction that, since the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction, had entered into force, mo State Party had been
in breach of the Convention. That was telling proof of its effectiveness and, in
the circumstances, any supggestion that articles V and VI should be amended would be
guite unjustified on several counts,

0

5. In the first place, the fact that those provisions had not yet been invoked or,
therefore, tested in practice, was not an argument in support of their amendment , but
quite the contrary. Secondly, as had already been noted, the amendment procedure
envisaged in the Convention was distinct from the current review process. Thirdly,
the Convention was generally recognized to be the only multilateral agreement of
genuine disarmament which provided for an effective ban on a whole category of
weapons of mass destruction. To famper with it at the present stage, within the
context of the review process, would only undermine its effectiveness and shake the
confidence that it inspired. Dastly, it was not possible to devise a uniform system
of control and verification for all muliilateral agreements on arms limitation and
disarmament. Poland had always talken the view that any such agreement should provide
for a mechanism of verification that was suited to its character and objectives; in
the present case, the system provided for under articles V and VI was enbirely
satislactory.

4, Mr, ZAPOTOCKY (Czechoslovakia) said that the Swedish proposals on articles V (}
and VI had given rise to differing reactions on the part of delegations and had not
received overwhelming support, contrary to what the Swedish representative had

-stated at the end of the-previous-meeting.. Those propoEals were even léss. jusiified

since the general view was that there had been no problem regarding compliance with

the Convenbion since it had entered into force., A change in the complainte !
procedure would not therefore meet any actual need. The proposals might, of course,

be prompted by a desire te strengthen and improve the Uonventibn'general}y'but,

while. that concern was highly oommgpdablg,;it-shpuld“noﬁ,bé‘allowed to complicate

the situation needlessly, particularly since the Convention was the only one in

force on disarmament. Instead, more attention should be paid to strengthening it : |
in other ways, perticularly by seeking to achieve universal accession and by
Purthering the adoption of similar conventions in other areas, for instance, on
chemical and radiological weapons,
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h, Mr, de QUETROZ DUARTE (Brazil) gaid that his delepation had already he .
occasion to refer 4o one atpect of the Convention 4o which it ettached great
importance, nemely, international co-operation Tor peaceiul purposes in the field
of bactericlogy and microbiology. At the time of the negotiation of the Convention,
Brazil had elated ite poeition regarding the relationship between disarmament and
development, but the finsl text of bhe Convention, and in-particular article X,
reflected .only in an indirect way the concerns of the developing countries in that
regard, After the Convention had entered into force, however, those concerns had
Teceived greater attention in the various internetionsl forums Tthat dealt with-
disarmament and, in peragraph 16 of the Final Document of the Tenth Specinl Session,
the General Assembly had stated thet resources releaced as a result of the '
digarmament process should be used o promote the vell-being of all peoples and

to improve the economic conditions of the developing countries, i

6.  As a result of the international commmity's increased avarenesz of the need

to establish a link betveen disarmament and development, gtudies on the guestion had
been carried out which had revealed new aspects of the matter and had brought to the
forefront the congerns of the developing countries., For instance, o
document BWC/CONF.I/E, vhich was before the Conference, referred to the

impertance of the pogsible peaceful applications of technology in the fields of
bacteriology, hiology, toxicology and chemistry,

7. During the general debate, several delegations had stated that the objectives
of the Convention had been atiazined, since there had been no recorded viclation of -
ite provisions to date. While that was certainly cause for satisfaction, there was
obviously some room for improvement., So far as article X was concerned, it would
be noted that document BWC/CONF.I/5 dealt with the technological developments
relevant to the Convention msinly from the point of view of their possible military
applications; that was not enough in the Llight of the principles enunciated in the

Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the Genersl Lfeosembly,

8. During the general debate, his delegation had submitted & specific proposal

in that connexion, the gist of which was that, as several delegations favoured the
establishment of some form of review mechanism of the Convention, the Parties might
wish Yo decide that, on the occasion of such reviews, information regarding the
implementation of article X should be made available 4o them, The Conference ghould
-refllect that concern in its Final Declaration., &Ag +he Convention was the first
genuine internationsl agreement on disarmament, and not merely on arms control, it
wa® all the more important that the principles embodied in the Finzl Document of the
Tenth Special Session regarding the relationship between disarmament and

development should be duly taken care of in the cont xt of the Convention,

;9. Mr., TERREFE (Wthiopia) said that he sghared the views expresged by the Polish
f 2nd Czechoglovak representatives on articles V and VI; no change in the provieione
[ o the Convention regarding control seemed Lo be neoded for the time being.
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10, Mr. GAVRILOV (Bulgaris) said that he agreed with the Soviet -representative
that a working group on the prohibition of chemical weapons should be set up in
the Committee on Disarmsment., The fact that some delegations had shown a desire
to introduce changes into the Comvention which did not appear to be essential
for its proper operation could only be a source of surprise and concern., Any

. amendment proposed should be treated with the untmost cawtion, bearing in mind

~ that the general view was that the provisions of the Convention had been observed
and that no breaches had been recorded. The Convention was the first genuine
nmultilateral instrument on disarmament and any attempt to amend it might rendex
it less effective. For that reason, he shared the concern expressed by the
United Kingdom representative at the previous meeting.

11. Lestly, article XII should be fully respected: in other words, in fubure a
conference of Siates Parties should be comvened only if the majority of tlose
States deemed it necessary.

;( ©l2. Mr. HEERER (German.Democratic Republic) noted that the task of the Conference
was to review the operation of the Convention with a view to z2ssuring that its
purposes were being realized and that, as was apperent from the statements made

by States Parties, the provisions of the Convention had been fully implemented.

He therefore saw no reason for any amendment of the provisions of +the Convention,
as proposed by one delegation. Such an approach would only weaken its further
operation, since States which had mot yet acceded to it would probably be

| dissuaded from doing so. It would be preferable to concentrate on strengthening

! it and on giving new impetus to the negotiations on other types of weapons of

} mass destruction, such as chemical weapons. ~

| 13, Mr. ERDENBIIEG (Mongolia), referring to articles XI and XIII, said that it
was encouraging to note that, during the preceding five years, no State Party
had exercised its right to propose amendments or to withdraw from the Convention.
Moreover, none of them had had to have recourse to the complaints procedure.

; That was ample demonstration of the vitality and viability of the Conwvention,

: which was rightly regarded as the First measure of genuine disarmament.

. 14. Since the purpose of the Conference, as stated in article XIT, was to review

(_* the operation of the Comvention, that was the essential task to which it should
devote itself. Without seecking to deny the right of any State Party to propose
amendments, his delegation wondered whether, at the present juncture, such a
step was called for. The arguments which had been adduced in support of such
an approach were not horne out by the facts. There was no ground for saying
that the machinery provided for had not been satisfactory. Far from gtrengthening
the Comvention, the introduwction of amendments might undermine its very basis and
would create an unfortunate precedent. It was no task of the internstional
community to amend an imstrument whose effecliveness was beyond doubt. Efforts
should be directed towards more urgent tasks, such as for example halting the
armg race and concluding agreements on the prohibition of weapons of mass

destruction such as chemical weapons. On that point his delegation joined with
! those which had expressed the hope that the final document would inelude

i provisiong on the need to conclude an agreement on chemical weapons without

’ delay. Also, as most delegations had suggested, the final document sghould urge
i all Btates which had not yet done so to ratify the Comvenition or fo accede to

i it with a view to making it universal.
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1. Mr, ANTONOY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) szid that, in general, he
endorsed the conclusion in document BWC/CONF.I/5 that the implementetion of the
Comvention, in areas of close concern, had not hindered activities undertaken
for peaceful purposés,. Unfortunately mankind had nci been able to free iteelf
from the scourge of disease, & Iact that gave article X, under which the

States Parties undertook to co-operate in the prevention of discase and for
othey peaceful purposes, added importance. True to its comnitments, the
Union of Soviet Bocialist Republice had co-operated with other States inm- the
field of health. Moreover, for the sake of internstional golidarity, it was
prepared to brozden the scope of its co~operation activities with a view to
using the achievements of technology for peaceful purposes.

16, He was in favour of the Brazilian proposazl concerning article X, provided
that all the States Parties were prepared to provide the information requested,
through duly anthorized experts. -

17. Mr, EL GHATRISI (Egypt) saild that the amendments proposed by the Swedish
dﬂﬁ@tmnwmﬂdswﬁwﬂmn1mememwmnamiﬂmttmwhmmRLMEobebmme

in mind in the negotistions on chemical weapons, Any -Convention was the expression
of the national will of = group of States: if it -was the will of +that group of
countries to amend certain articles and even if some Stetes were not in agreement,
progress would still be made towards general and complete disarmament undexr
effective international conirol. Without genuine control, it was all.too easy

to reach agreement on most of the Problems of disarmament relying only on the
goodwill of the parties. :

18. Mp. GREKOV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that he agreed with
the criticisms made of the Swedigh proposal. The adoption of the Corvention
constituted the first real disarmament measure in history and all effortes should
be directed towards meking it universal, Par from strengthening the forwention,
the vse of the amendment procedure would have the effect of weakening it. The
proposal was particularly ill-judged in that it was generally agreed thet all the
States Parties had fulfilled the obligations arising from the Convention, -

19, Mr, BACHIR (Pakistan) recalled that during the general debate his delegation
had stressed the importance it attached to article X of the Convention. In view
of the ugefulness of biological agents in the field of medicine, it was regrettable
that the -co~operation envisaged in article X was still limited. He hoped that the
Conference would recommend the organization of a seminsr, under the auspices of the
United:Netions, t¢ promote greater participation in the economic snd medical uges
of biological asgents and toxine, particularly by the developing countries. He algo
hoped that the Conference would encourage the creation of ingtitutional sfructures
. To ensure a regular flow of information on technical progress in the implementeation
of the Comvention. The United Nations Centre for Disarmament could perhaps be made
responsible for the dissemination of information sbout technicel and other progress
in the implementation of the Comvention. Lastly, his delegation hoped that the
Uonference would recommend the establighment of machinery for more froguent
monitoring of the implementation of the Convention.

20. Mr, OLUMCKO (Nigeria), referring to article X of the Convention, said that he
shared the views expressed by the representatives of Brazil and Pakistan., He . took
nwote of the efforts made by the developed countries, as described in
document BWC/CONF.I/@, but called upon them to increase their efforts still

fupther, That would meake it possible to reallocate rescurces which were currently

being used for military purposes, since the General Assembly had stated, in '
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paragraphs 924 and 95 of the Flﬂdl Document of ite Tenth Special Bess 1on, that
disarmament should contribute to the establishment of the new intermational
economic order and thal the resources no longer used for military purposes
should be allocated to economwic and social development, particularly that of
the developing cowntries.

© 21, Mr. SCHEFFERS (Netherlands ) informed the Conference that early in 1980 his

Govermment had submitted to Parliament fox approval the text of the Convention
and the internzl legislation required for ite implementation.

22, In comexion with article XIT of %he Convenbion, his delegation wished to

pay a tribute to the authors of the document on new scientific and techmological .
developmenis relevant to the Convention BWC/CUNP I/ﬁ) Wevertheless, 1t conld

not fully endorse the observabions set forth in paragraph 15 (c) of Chapter II

entitled "Few infectious disemses"., While it was true that biological weapons

did not offer many advantages from the tactical point of view, infectious .. . (1
dipeades, and especially the new ones, could be used in a strategic way agalnst

for example, island countries. Some caution was also needed with respect to

paragraph 15 (a) since the observation appearing in it was based on published

information only.

23, Mr. BRAWKOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that, since the entry into force of the
Corwention, certain efforts had been made and some resulte had been achieved

in the realm of co~operation; but they were as yet unsatisfactory, especially

if the enormous possibilities of the developed countries were compared with the
equally immense needs of the developing countries. It was particularly important
that the co-operation between the developed countries and the developing countries
should be equitable and long—term and that the developed countries should mot
adopt'a:monopolistic and protectionist attitude.- The most immediate form of
co~operation would be to train persommel from developing countries and to ensure
their participation in the implementation of wresearch programmes in their countries
of origin. The struggle against disease presupposed a struggle against illiteracy,
famine and cultural and physical under~development. Maximum efforts should
therefore be made to expand the developing countries' capacity to explolt their

own natural resources. (}

24, With reference to the Brazilian proposal that, at the noyt review conference,
information should be provided about the 1mp1ementat10n of article X, and to the
Pakigtani proposal concerning information on technical developments, he said that
both the proposals deserved the full attention of the Conference,

25. Mr, MAOULAININE (Morocco) said that, even if it was thought to be unrealistic
to. expect general and complete dlsarmameni that should not prevent efforts being
made to reach agreement on partial and- sp001f1c measures to limit the arms race.
Moreover, in the matter of biological weapons, the existence of appropriate
verification machinery would be a lasting safeguard; his delegation therefore
considered that the amendments to articles V and VI of the Corwenbion proposed

by the Bwedish delegation were judicious becavse they would ensure hetter control.

26, Mrs, FREYRE PLNABAD (Argentina) said that she shared the interest various
delegations had expressed in inbernational co-operation., Her delegation, too,
hoped that the use of bacteriological (biclogical) agents and toxins for peaceful
purposes would above all bhemefit the developing countries, She shared the view
of the representative of Brazil concerning the resources which would be freed by
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disarmament messures and drew attention to document CC/352 of 28 September 1971.
The Pakistanl suggestion about the velue of exchanges of information on scientific
and technological progress in the field in question was alsc of interest.

27. At the next review conference of the Convention, particular attention should
be paid to the implementetion of article X, In order to facilitate the task of

“that future conference, it would be useful if the Secretariat could prepare

documentation on the implementation of that article along the lines of the
documentation it had prepared for the current Conference,

28, Mr. KOCHUBY (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Kepublic), referring to article XIV
of the Convention, said thatl many States Parties wanted universal accession to
the Convention and had pointed out that certain permanent States Members of the
Security Council had not yet acceded to it. His delegation considered that in
its final document the Conference should appeal to all States which had not
ratified the Comwention to do so without delay, and to all States which had not
signed it to accede 1o it, in order to avert any danger of hiclegical war,

29. With regard fo the declarations concerning regpect for the provisions of
the Comvention, it should be noted that the text of the Corwention did not
specify any particular format., In replying to the auestions which had been
formulated by the Secretariat in order to prepare the documentation before the
Conference, each State Party had determined the form in which it would submit
the required information, What counted was that a State should meet its
commitments, and it could be seen clearly from the documentation that the
States Parties were Tulfilling their obligations. The practice adopted at

the Conference should be mzintained for the futures; there was no need o draw
up additional rules.

The meeting vose &t 12,20 p.m,
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The meeting was called to order at 4 p.a.

REVIEW OF THE OPER.TION OF THE CONVENTION L3 PROVIDED FCOR IN ITS SRTICLE XII

(agenda iten 10) (continued)

(a) CENERLL DEBAIE (continued) (BWG/CONF.1/%-6)

OTHER MATTERS, INCLUDING THE QUESTION OF FUTURE REVIEW OF THE CONVENTION

(agenda itea 11)

1. The CELIRMAN invited comments on any of the pfoVieiohé of the Convention and
on agenda item 1l. ‘

5. Mr. ISSRLELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), speaking with reference to

articles V and VI, noted that a number of differént, and msonetines opposing, views had

been expressed on the guestion of control. In that comnexion, he wished to siress
that the Scviet Union was as concerned as all other countries to ensure effective

' control of the implementation of treaties. Some delegations had, however, expressed

concern that the Corwention did not provide for an adeguate gysten of control,
although they had not adduced any facts from which a breach of the Convention, or
even the suspicion of a breach, could be inferred, and not one State party had had
recourse Lo the cortrol machinery provided for undex the Convention. The Commities -

had been told that the reasong which had prompied the delegations in guestion o =

propose a modification of the existing control machinery were, first, that that
machinery was ineffective and coneequently gave rise to inequalily among the pariies,
and secondly, that other international comventions on disarmament provided for more
effective control systens. ‘

3. How convincing were thoge reasons?  And o what extent did they Jjustify an
amendment to the Convention? So far as the first was goncerned, it was natural to
agk whether, and if so how, the control machinery had manifested ite ineffectiveness:
if a certain system proved to be ineffective, it meant either that it was not
functioning at all or that it wag functioning inadequately. Yet all delegations to
the (onference had affirmed that their countries had not had recourse to the
machinery provided for under articles V and VI; nor, fortunately, had there been any
cause for them to do so. In other wordsg, there was no basis for the view that the

" machinery was ineffective.

4. With regard to the second reason cited, it had quite correctly been gtated that
cther conventions on disarmament provided for differing s stens of control. A4t the
present tinme, some 20 bilateral agreements on arms limitation and diparmament were in
force, as well ag a number of multilateral agreements.  .n anslygis of those
agreenents showed thal there were two main sysbems of control: mnational contrel,
which was the system provided for under the TUSER-United States agreement of 1972 -on
onti-aireraft defences; and international control, which was the syetem adopted under
the USSR-United States treaty of 1976 on underground nuclear explosions for

peaceful purpcees. In gome cases there was a coubination of hoth nationgl and

internationsl control, as provided for under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of

Nuclear Weapons, .ny agreement on amig limitation called for epecific control
neagures geared to the particular activity concerned.  None of those adopied,
hovwever, were ideal to the point of guaranteeing total reliability and it would be

.
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foolish, to say the least, to seek to provide under the Convention Tor the same
control systen as thal adopted under the USSR-United States agreement on anti-aircraft
defences gince it would obvicuely be impossible to monitor by satellite the

production of varicus biclogical weapons in laboratories.

5. Purthermore, although *the 20 bilateral agreemen$$‘to which he had referred had
beén in force for perieds ranging from 10 to 20 years, throughout that - time not a-
single State party had complained of a breach of any of those agreemontJ, even when '
Jdnternational relations had been at a low ebb. From that fact it could be inferred -
that the control machinery which had. been implemented wag proving effective in
practice. e

6. In his d@loghtlon‘& view, the vropoeal to amend the Convention was not only _
unjustified but ‘dlso pogitively dangerous. The Soviet Union had always listened
with great respeot to proposals submitted by Sweden, which had long experience in :
i sarimament matters, but the Swedish delegation had failed to convince his delegation
that the measures 1t was now proposing were necesspary and would create the ideal

conditions feor control. The Soviet Union would not therefore agree to the proposed
anendment to the Convention, and many other States would undoubtedly share its
pogition. If adopted, the m1endment would, under article IX, be blndlng only on

those States which accepted it. . That would seriously detract from, if not destroy,
the force of the Convention. Nobody would wish such a fate on an instrunent which -
guaranteed that mankind would not have to suffer from the use of biological weapons
and which, moreover, urged the need for a still more 1mporuani convention to be
conciunded, namely, a convention on chemical weapons. His delegation therefore
appealed to the Bwedish delegation and those delegations which shared its views to
reflect on the alternatlves, which were either to uphold the Convention or o

destroy it.

7. Lagtly, on the gquestion of future review conferences, his delegation agreed that.
such conferences should be held, but considered that thein timing and place should be
determined by a majority decision of States parties as and when specific issues

arose and should not be automatically predetermined. 4 plethora of veview
conferenoes on various disarmament agreemenﬁs could well reduce. the effectiveness of

the work being carrled out.

8., Mr, LIDGARD (Sweden) said that hie delegation, which had been encouraged.by the

: broad nmeasure of support its proposals had received, had intended to hold
consultations with the delegations of cther inter@stod States with a view to- ar11v1ng.

at an agreement. Since his delegation had been addregsed directly by the Soviet

delegation, however, it felt obliged to wespond. :

9. “He wished to make 1t clear that the Swedish propo alg had in no way been
motivated by any suspicion of a breach by a State party of its obligations under the
Convention. Nor was it his counmtry's intention to desiroy.the Convention. He
would simply ask the Sovieb representatlve to txy to see .the matter from the
viewpoint of a small country which did not belong to amy of the military blocg and
therefore did not automatically enjoy the support of one of the permanent members of
the Security Council. That was why Sweden was so anxious to ensure that freatment .
under the Convention was nen—@iscriminatory. Co TTLnE T o
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10. Tt sincerely hoped that no State party would feel called upon to vielate

the Convention by using such abominable weapons, or any others for that matter,
but unfortunately the possibility could not be ruled out. It was therefore
necessary to provide for an effective system of control which could be applied

if there were grounds for suspicion in the future, so as to ensure that Stotes
parties were in fact complying with the provisions of the Convention., Furthermore,
a truly effective system of control under the Convention, and under other
disarmement agreements, would tend to dissuvade any State party which felt tempted

- to use or produce such weapons or to act in breach of its obligations. He would

put it to the Soviet representative that it was in the interests of the major
Powers to have an opportunity of refuting any false allegation made against them.
He, for his part, would be most uneagy if he thought that any allegations made
against hig own country could not be proved groundless. All States parties
therefore had a common interest in a strong verification procedure although, it
must be stressed, the procedure should not be of a kind that might damage their
regpective secority interests.

1l. The Soviet representative had referred to various kinds of control machinery,
including national and international. So far as the former was concerned, a
najor Power, with large technical and other resources, would have no difficulty
in verifying compliance with the Convention but a small country such as Sweden,
which 4id no¥ belong to an alliance and could not therefore draw on the resources
of large countries, had to rely on international control measures. He trusted
that the Soviet representative would study the Swedish proposal in that light.

12. He did not think that there was anything in the Swedish proposal which was
850 revolutionary as to be unacceptable to the major Powers. Moreover, an
efficient intermediate apparatus for verification of the type envisaged would
obviate the need for recourse to the Security Council and would serve to allay
suspicion and clarify ambignities in a more discreet way, without causing undue
controversy. The most important principle underlying the proposal, however,

was that of non-discrimination. There again, the Soviet representative should
appreciate that, even if his own view was that all States parties received egual
treatment wnder the Conwention, the small, neutral or mon-aligned countries such
as Sweden might feel that there were certain elements of discrimination that
should be eliminated.

13. The issue had already been taken up by his delegation, together with the
other neuiral and non-aligned members of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament in 1970. It had subsequently been considered at the General Assembly
in the same year and had been followed up at the Assembly's special session
devoted to disarmament. His delegation considered that the issne was so impordant
that it was not prepared fo slacken its efforts to amend the Convention. In so
doing, it in no way intended to weaken the Convention; rather it wished to
strengthen it., An improved complaints procedure could well lead to universal
adherence to the Convention, the goal for which the international community as

a whole was striving,

14. Mr, ISSRAEILYAW (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the answer

to the Swedish representative's guestion whether compliance with the Convention was
mot also in the interests of the major Powers was certainly in the affirmetive.
However, the practice of classifying States according to their size was to be
deprecated, TIn the event of suspicion that the Convention was not being complied
with, the Soviet Union would follow the procedure set out in articles V and VI,
Only if all the vemedies provided for under those articles were exhausted and the
suspicion of a breach gtill persisted would there be any justification for
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proposing an amendment of the Convention, The Bwcdish representative's argument
that the verification procedurc as it stood was discriminatoxy lacked any _ ’
Toundation, since not cven the consultative stage of the procedure, lot alone

the stage which involved lodging a complaint with the Security Council, had ever
been uged.  He noted with regret that the Swedigh dclegation intended to press
Tor o revision of the complaints procedure and repeated that hipg delegation would
view such action as an attempt to undermine the Convention.

15, Mr. OLUMOKC (Wigeris), speaking on article KIT, seid that reviews of the -
Convention at fairly close intervales were neccesary in view of contimuing
developments in science and technology, and because of parallcl negetiations in
other related fields of disammament, especially in comnoxion with the prohibition
of chemical weapons.  Some of the highly pertinent issucs raiscd at the present
Conference eould be taken into accommt at a future confercncco. In particular,
Stetes partics would be interested to see what implementation mcchanism would be
provided in a future chemical weapons convention.  Such o convention would ‘
undoubtedly be a carefully negotiated documoent and meny of ite provisions might
gerve as modcls for improving the deficiencies and loopholcs inherent in the
Biclogical Weapons Convention as it stood at present.

16. Mr. LEGG (Ganada), referring to article IX, said he shared the hope oxpressed
by many delegations that international agreemcnt on o comprehensive ban on chemical
weapons- would be reached in the not too distant futurc. Te final document of
the Confercrnce should contaln an appropriate reference to that prompect.
Discussions in the prospective working group on chemical weapons in the Committce
cn Disarmament, proceeding at the same time as bilateral negotiations on the same
subject, would be very useful. However, the guestion of cffcctive verification
provigions was so important that, as the reprcsentative of Switserland had said
in the general deobabe, it would be better if dhe biloteral negotiations tock
somewhed longer but ensured an adequete level of verification thaa if a draft
agreenent wag concluded fairly rapidly but comprised looser controls.

‘

17. With regard to ariticle X, his delegation was sympathetic to the views
cxpressed conceming the nced for a greater flow of information, which would not
only cneourage the peaceful application of scientific developments, but would also
inercase the posgibility for all States to participate in monitoring compliance
with the Convention. He looked forward to sceing propesals for the incorporation
of those views in the final document, On article XII, he agreced with other
tdelegations that some future review mechanimm was desivable. L flexible approach
should be adopted in determining the date of the next review conference, but five

“yoars would scom a reasonable lLarget period allowing for the peossibility of

moving the date forward at the reguest of a certain nunber of States parties.
It was to be hoped that the finel document would include a provision along thosc
lincs. Lastly, with regard to article XIV, he congidered that the final document

‘should include o Tim statement of encouragement to all Stotes which had not yet

done so to sign and/or ratify the Convention,

18. Mr. MIKULAK {United States of Americe) associated himgolf with the comments
made by the previous speakor, especially on article X. In connexion with

‘paragraph 1 of that article, he drew attention to the infommation provided by

his Government in the backgroind paper relating to the Convention BWC/CONP.1/4,
PP. 29 and 30). With regard to parsgraph 2 of the article, the background paper
on nev geientific and technological developments proparcd by the depositary
Goverrments (BWC/COWF,1/5) ehowed that implementation of the Convention had not

I hindored economic or technical development for peaccful purposes,
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19, On article XII too, he largely shared the views expresscd by the Canadian
representative,  The Convention, unlike sceveral others in the ficld of arms control

and disarmement, did not specifically provide for future review conferences, but
it was important that periodic weviews should talke ploce, and the final document
of the present Conferecnce should conbain a provisicn to that cifect. He agreed
that five years was a reasonable interval if a majority of States partics wished
to hold the next review conference at thal point; if, however; a majority did
not wish to hold a conferencc then, a confercnce should be held after 10 years,
at the request of a smaller mumber of pariics. L

20, Referring tc the provision in article XII that roview conferences ghould
take into account any new scientific and technological developmentis relevent to
the Convention, he expresscd sympathy with the suggestion that the United Nations
Centre for Digarmament might play a role in providing information on such
developnents on a continuous basis, e Centre should not, however, be expescied
to review the vast secientific and technological literature which was already
widely available. States partics in posscssion of particular knowledge relevant
to the Convention might perhaps supply such infomontion to the Centre, which could
then forward it %o the other States parties. Before taking a decision it would
be useful to have a clearcr idea of the resources avoilable to the Centre for the
digsenination of information.

2l. With regard to article XIV, he noted with satisfaction that the Convention
alrendy enjoyed wide adherence, However, since a mumber of major military and
economic Powers still remzined ocutbegide the Convention, he would support language
in the final documer urging non-parties to take the necesgary steps to adhere to
the Convention.

22. Lostly, referring to the secend, third and fourth preambular paragraphs, he
paid that his Government had on many cccagions stressed the importance it attached
to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and to strict complience in word and deed withthe
Protocolts principles and objectives. He hoped that the final document would
reaffim commitment to the Protocol and would urge those States parties to the
Convention which had not yet adhered to the Protocel to do so without delay.

The meeting roge at 5.05 p.nm,

O
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The meeting wes called to order af 4,20 n.m,

CONSTDERATTON OF THE DEAF? REPORT OF THE COMATDIEE OF THE WHOLE (BWC/COMF.I/CRE.1)

1. The CHATRMAD" invited the Committee to congider its dralt report to the
plenary Conierence (BUC/CONF,I/GBP.l). He suggested thot any delegation which
vighed to do so should firet molie peneral comments on the dvaft report and thatl
the Committee should subsequently consider the text paragraph by naragraph atb

two readings.

o, Mr. TAYIHARDAT (Venezueln) comsidered the repoxt to be generally satisfactory
and praised the Sccretariat for the excellent Job it had done.

3. Vith regard to paragraph 18, he thought the . nfuage towarde the end of the
paragraph Lo be somewhal strong, particularly the term Mmdermining", which as far
as he could recollect, had not been used in the debate.

3
other Parties, ...", he said he could not remember any representative actually
suggesting that the prosecution of mzltilateral negotiations on chemical weapons
shonld be made dependent on the results of bilateral negotiations between the
Soviet Union and the United States, particularly in respect of verification.

4. In commexion with the fifth sentence of pavagraph 21 begimnning "A number of 6‘

5. Referring to paragraph 27, he considered that it would be ngeful to drav a
distinction bebtween those States which hod signed the Convention but had not yet
ratified it, and those States, including certein permanent members of the

Security Council, which had not yet even acceded o the Convention but should do so.

6. Mr, SARAW (India) supported the comments made by the Venezuelan representative
in commewzion with paragraph 21 end said that his delegation also had problems with
the fifth sentence. L large number of delegations had expressed the view that
multilateral negotiations should begin as soon as possible.  Although hilateral
negotistions were important, certain delegations had suggested that it was not
necessary to awal® their cutcome before proceeding with multilateral negotiations
and others had soid thet the complementarity between bilateral and multilateral
nesotiations should be stressed. 1, therefore, that sentence was retained in the
report, a further sentence should be added to the effect that such multilateral Q§
negotiations need not await the ouvtcome of bilatersl negotiations but eghovld begin
a8 soon ag possible.

7. A munber of States had stressed the importance which they attached to the
early conclusion of o chemical weapons ban and had stated that they had acceded to
the Biological Weapons Convention only because they considered such action az a
firgt sStep towards the conclusion of a convention banning chemical veapons. That
view was not adequately reflected in the report.

8., Ur. de QUEIROZ DUARTE (Drazil) éuﬁﬁb?téﬂfthe.comments made by the Indian
representative. e '

9, The CHATRMAN invited the Commiftee to consider the report paragraph by

paragraph at firot reading.

Parssraphs 1--6

10. Parasraphe 1 to 6 were approved without comment .,
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Parasraphs 7-8

11. Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) said, with reference to the second sentence of
paragraph 7, that some delegations had been more cautious in their conclusions,
since they did not consider the available means of verification Justified such a
categorical statement. Ie therefore suggested that the second sentence should
read: "... the provisions of articles I-IV seemed to have been eflfectively
Jimplemented.".

12. Mr. PERPIIYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) considered that the

gsentence in question corresponded entirely with the way in which the debate had
developed and with the actual sitvation with regard to the implementation’of

articles I-IV. The. erguments which had bheen put forward related, noi to the way

in which those articles had been implemented, but to other aspects of the Convention.
He considered paragraph T perfectly acceptable and opposed ite amendment,

13. Mr., LIDGARD (Sweden) said that since the views expressed in the Committee
obviously differed, that appeared to be sufficient reason for not including such a
categorical statement in the report. He therefore requested that the paragraph
should be redrafted.

14. Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) said the conclusion that there wag no evidence of
any violation of articles I-IV had been based on the stalements made by States
Parties concerning the implementatlon of those articles. He proposed that a few
words to that effect might be added at the end of the paragraph.

15, Mr. HBRDER {(German Democratic Republic) said that he 4id not share the concern
expressed by ithe Bwedish representative. He saw no reason to believe that the
conclusion with regard to articies I-IV was too absolute. The iwo senfencés in
paragraph 7 mat be read in conjuncition with each other, and the first sentence
comrenced with the words "It was a widely held view ...". Consequenily the
paragraph did not exclude the fact that other, more conservative views had been
expressed, and he saw no need to redwraft it.

16. Mr. PAC (Poland) said, with regard to the Yugoslav representative's suggestion,
that he did not see how paragraph 7 could be amended since no etatement had been
- made regarding any violation of the Convention.

17. Mr, GHAREKHAW (India) said that while he agreed with the factual aspect of the
statement just made by the Polish representative, the conclusion that his delegation
drew from it was different., Because no complaints had been made about violations

of the Convention, in paragraph 7 the positive concluaion had been drawn to the
effect  that there had been no,violations, whereas all that could really be said

wag that no violations had been reported. He therefore proposed that the second
sentence of paragraph T should be deleted and that the first sentence of the
paragraph should be amalgamated with paragraph 8.

18, Mr, IBGG (Canada) suggested that, in order to take account of the point made
by the Yugoslav wrepresentative, the sentence in gquestion should be amended to read:
"Consequently, it was concluded, on the basis of reports and sietements made by
States Parties, that the provisions of articles I-IV had been effectively
implemented.". o

19, Mp, AKRAM (Pakistam) congidered that the sentence under discussion must be
either revised or deleted. It was olear that the conclusion reached in the

sentence was shared in varying degrees by different delegations and it was

therefore preferable to have a factual wording such as: "The statements made by
States Parties indicate thatl the provisions of articles I-IV have been satisfactorily
implemented.".
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20, Mr. QHAREEHAN (India) said that a distinction must be dravwn between negative
satiglaction and positive setiglfaction. The fact that no violations had been
reported gave crounds for negative gatisfaction but he was not gure it was possible
to draw the pogitively saitisfactory conclusion that the provicions had been
effectively implemented. It wae possible in paragraph & to say that the Conference
had noted with gatisfaction that no complaint had been lodged, bult such a

sweeping statement on behalf of the Conference could not be made in paragraph 7.
Hig delegation Imad serioug difficulties with paragraph T as drafted at present

and the amendments that had been proposed were not, in his view, saticfactory.

2L, Mr., BAYART (Monzolia) supporitcd the views expressed by the representatives

of the German Démocratic Republic and Poland. He drew atlention to the words .
"Siates Partice" in paragraphl 7. The oguestion at isepue wae the implementation of

the Convention by States FPartieo, but not its implementation by cother Blates which
had not yet acceded to it. There was no doubt that the States Parties had

complied with the provisiong ol the Convention; all delegations had made

gtatements to that effect in the plenary Conference, ag was indicatsd in

paragraph 8. There wasg therefore nc need to amend ithe text of paragraph 7, but he 0
suggested that in paragraph 8 the worde "some Parties" ghould be changed to

"a mumber of Parties".

22, Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) said that he could accept the wording prdposed by the
repregentative of Pakistan. However, since it appeared bto be impossible 1o reach
agreement on that wording, it might be preferable, asg the Indian representative
had proposed, o delete the pecond sentence fwom paragraph 7 and to amalgamate
paragraphs 7 and 8,

23, Mr. HERTER {German Democratic Republic) asked the Swedish representative
whether he could agree to the replacement of the word "concluded" by the word
"noted" in paragraph 7. That wording wouvld be weaker and would suggest that it
covered the statements that had been made by delegations. Moreover, the word
"noted" was uvsed in paragraph 8.

24, Mr. DUMCHNT (Argenting) said that he supported the views expressed by the
representatives of India and Sweden, In the interegts of avoiding further-lengthy
discuapion, therefore, he supported the proposel made by those Tepreséntatives. 0

25, Mr. BRARKOVIC (Yugoslavia) withdrew his proposal in favour of the Indian

_ representativels proposal, provided that the latter proposal was acceptable to

the Committes.

26; Mr, PERPILYEV (Union of Sovict Socialist Republies) paid that his delegation
could agree to the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 7. If, however,
that did not meet with genecral acceptance, it would suggest thab the sentence

be placed bebween pquare bracketbs.

27, Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) congidered that, il any delegation disagrced with a |
statement in the report to the effect that the Committee had reached a vertain

“conclusion; that statement should be deleted. |
5 L by

28, Mr. BAYARD (Mongolia) proposed that paragraphs 7 and & ghould be combined by
tranelerring the second gentence of paragraph T Lo the end of paragraph &, and
amending the opening phrase of paragreph 8 to read: "The Conference also noted
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with satisfaction ...". If that werc mot acceptable, he would suggeet that further
discuseion on paragraph T be guspended so that the Commitiee could procesd to
congider the remsining peragrephs of ite report.

29,  Mr. MAINA (ienya) gaid thal he wag 'mable to agree to the spuggestions made

by the Soviet and Bwedish xepresentatives; in his view, both suggesiions ‘
reflected a negative zpproach. Instead, the Comaittec should cndeavouwr to find an
“agreed bext on the basis of the statements made by States Parties to the Convention,

30,  Mp, ARRAM (Pakistan) esaid thatl, while his delegation considered that its own
suggestion offered an acceplable compromise, it was prepared to agree to the
propogal that the second sentence of paragraph 7 be deleted,

%1, Mr. CIABRAPICO (Italy) said it wouwld be more logical if that sentence were
placed at the end of paragraph 8, the word "Consequently" being replaced by

"On thie basis". Paragraph 8 would then open with the words: "In this connexioh,
the Conference also noted ...",

32, Mr. KOCHUBEY (Ukrainian Soviet Socizlist Republic) said it was somewhad
surprising that the second sentence of paragraph 7 had given rise to so much
discussion, since at nc point had any delegation stated that the Convention had not
been effectively implemented. In the intereste of arriving at a solution that would
be satisfactory 3o all delegatione, however, he was prepared tc endorse the

Italian representative's suggestion,

33, Mr. LANG (Austria) asked whether there was any difference between the
expression "Parties" and "Slates Parties", both of which were used in the report.

34, Misg SEGARRA {Scerctary-General .of the Review Conferonce)said that. there was ho
difference: bothrexpressions referred to Partiszs to the Convention.

%5, Mr. GHATRISI (Egypt) cobeerved that the prupose of the meebing was not to
discuss points of substance but to determine whether the report adeguately
reflected the- va.ious ftrends that had em.rged during the Coomittee's
deliberations.

36. Mr, GHARBEHAN (India) sald that, as a compromise solution, he would suggesdh’
thal the proposals by the Poligh and Italian representatives should be combined in
the following manner: the second sentence of paragraph 7 should be deleted and
the firet sentence of that paragraph merged with parvagraph 8. The opening phrase
of paragraph 8 should then be amended to read: "The Conference noted with
satisfaction ..." and a sentence added at the end of the paragraph reading:

"Tn this connexion, it was noted by some States Partics that the provisions of
articles I-IV had been effecciively implemented".

37, Mr. CIARRAPICO (Ttaly) said it would be preferable mot o refer to 'some
States Parties", since that would underlinc the fact that other Parties had not
reached guch a concluglon. ' :
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8. Mr. GHARTEHAW (Indis), agreeing with the Italian representative, eald that
in the circumptances it would perhaps be best to delete the second esnbence of
paragraph T anéd to amend paragraph B8 in the way he had already suggested.

39. Mr. PERFILYEV (Union of Soviet Socislist Kepublica) esaid thet he could agree
to the Indian zepresentative's proposal that the words "some Parties" im
paragraph 8 should be replaced by '"the Conference'. Bo far as the Indian
representative'e proposal regarding the second pentence of parsgraph 7 was

‘concerned, however, it congidered, in the light of the various suzgestions made,

that it would be hetlter to place that sentence between square brackets.

40, Agreeing with the Bgyptian representative's cobservation, he said hc sav no
reason whatsoever Tor placing paragraph 8 between sguare brackels, since no
delegation had complained about non-implementation of the Convention.

A1, Mr. GHAREIHAN (India) said that his propoged amendment %o paragraph 8 was
linked to the sccoond pentence of paragraph 7. If thal sentence were to be placed
within square brackets, therefore, parsgraph 8 should be too.

42, Mr. McPHATL {Canada) said he was unable to accept the flat statement embodied
in the second sentence of paragraph 7. He therefore favourcd the deletion of

that sentence or, alternatively, an emendment to the effect that %he conclusion
in quegtion had been reached by some, rather than all, of the Parties. :

43, Mr. GHARFKHAN (India) said that, in his view, it had beern a mistake to
separate paragraphs 7 and 8, since the two were interrelated. Moreover, it waps not
possible to make a positive and a negative -gtatement on the same issue.  IT the
provisions of articles I-IV had been effectively implemented, as stated in the
second sentence of paragraph 7, it must follow that there had been no complainis
regarding violations of the Convention and that paragraph 8 was thercfore
superflucus, In point of fact, however, the Conference was in no position to draw
the first, positive conclusion, whercas it was in a posiiion to draw the second,
negative conclusion. Accordingly, if the second sentence of paragraph T were
placed between square brackets, then paragraph 8 should be too; if paragraph 8
were not placed between square brackets, then that sentence should be deleted.

A4. Mr. HERDER {German Democrabic Republic) said that he saw mo contradiction
between paragraph 8 and- the second sentence of paragraph 7, since’ there might
have Deen a complaint but no proven violation of the Convention. In his view,
therefore, some suitable wording should be found on the basis of the proposal made
by the Italian representative. '

A5, v, McPHAIL (Canade) said that the main purpose of the report was to. record
the outcome of the Committeels deliberations and thereby to provide the Drafting
Committee with a basis on which to prepare the final act. It would therefore be
in the general interest o avoid. the use of souare brackets wherever possible,
In his view, a last aittempt should be made to amend the second sentencc of a
paragraph 7 in such a way that it would be mede clear that the conclusion in
question had been reached only by certain Parties to the Convention, and not by
all of them.
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46. Hr. de GUBIROZ DUARNE (Brazil) agreed with the previous spealker. The mere
fact. thal discussion on the second sentence of paragreph 7 had occupied =0 much
of the Commitiee's time proved thet the conclusion referred to in that sentence
was not shared by all participants.

AT.  After further discussion, in which lir, GHARGRITAT (india), Hr., BL GHATRIFI
(Bgypt) ond i, HERDER (Lcrmnn Democratic Republic) tool pard, the CHATIRMAN
noted that no congensus had been reached on pavagraphs 7 and &. Conegideration of
those paragraphs would accordingly be deferred until the second reading of the
draft repert. IHe invited interested delegalions to consult one another and, il
poasible, produce an agreed beid

A8, Mr. TONBSCU (Romeniz) pointed oul that a proposal which his delegation had
made with regard o articles I-IV was not reflected in the draft report. He-
therefore suggested thal z new paragreph should be inserted after paragraph 8,
reading as follows:

"Tn the meantime, it was stated that, in view of the fact that
the Parties to the Convention have different levels of technological
and scientific capabilities, it was necessary to ensure an uninterrupted
flow of information on the new eventc relevant to the Convention through
the Tnited Nations Centre for Disarmament with the assistance of the
States Parties to the Conventicn."

49, Replying to Mp. MATHA (Kenya), vho pointed out that the proposal was reflected

in Daragraph 23 of the report, he said that the proposal had been made not only in
connexion with the use of bactericlogical agents for peaceful purposes but also

in térms of the general operetion of the Convention; it should therefore be
mentioned under the diSCUﬂSlOD on articles I-IV.

50. Mr. JUMEVI (Ghana) suggesied that the Committee should take note of the
proposed new paragraph and should decide at second reading whether to include it
in the draft repoxrt. - o

Paragraph 9

51, Mr, LUNDIN (Sweden) said that, in the view of his delegation, the first
sentence of the paragreph was not entirely accurate; to speak of "any possible”
new seienbific and fechnologicel developments relevant to the Convention was
unjuatified. He suggested that sentence should read as follows:

"Purdhermore, it wos generally considered that the provisions of
article I were sufficiently comprehensive to have covered, since the
entry inte force of the Convention, all scientific and teohnologloal
developments relevent o the Conventicn."

Paragraph 10

52. Mr, GRDEMBILEG (Mongolia) raised the question whether it was desirable that
the draft report should repeatedly reflect the views of™'éne Partyn; ag’ wae done,
in particular, in paragraphs 10, 11 and 22. It might be more approprlate to
concentrate on views that were more widely held.
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53. Mr. CGHAREKHAN (India) agreed. With reference to paragraph 10, he éaid‘thgt the

precise meaning of the phrose "this positive appraiszal® was not clear, If it
related to paragraphs 7 and &, the Committece should approve it only conditionally
untll.a decision on those two paragraphs vas reached at second reading,

Paragraph 11

54. Mr, PICTET (Syitzerland) suggested that the words "One Party" at the
beginning of the second sentence ghould be replaced by the worde "some Parties".

Paragraphy 12

55. Mr. PERPILYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that

article II1 did not contain any reference to the domestic jurisdiciion of States;
it would be more appropriate, therefore, if the comment reported in paragraph 12
appeared in commexion with article IV.

56. Mr. BRANKOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that the Party referred to in paragraph 12
had, in fact, spoken not of an "additional obligation", but of an “objectively
increased responsibility" resting on States Parties. Responding to the point made
by the USSR representative, he confirmed that the comment related to article III of
the Convention.

Paragraph 153

57. Mr. BERG (Belgium) said that he had doubts with regard tc both the substance
and the form of the third sentence, and suggested that it should be deleted.

58. Ir, KBISALO (Finland) supgested that a sentence reading: "This view was
gupported by a number of Parties" should be inserted between ithe second and the
third sentences. e o

5%. Me, PERFILYGV (Tnion of Soviet Socialist Republice ) said that he was in

favour of approving the paragraph as it stood. Referring generally 4o the

possible financial implications of certain propogals which had been made, hé
expressed the hope that the Secretariat would shortly supply the necessary details.

Paragraph 14

60. HMr. LUNDIN (Sweden) suggested that the last pari of the second sentence
should read as follows: ".,. secondly, of sources for protective purposes of
microbial agents causing some now eradicated infectious diseases".

6l. Mr. PERFILYDV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reserved the right to
discuse that suggestion when it was submitted in writing.

Paragraph 15

62. Mr, de GUBIROZ DUARTE (Brazil) observed that the opinion referred to in the
gsecond sentence of the paragraph had been shared by a number of delegations. That
fact should be reflected in the draft report. -
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Parasraph 16

63. Mr, BASHIT (Falisten ) suggpested that the words "supported by a nunber of
other Pertics" chould be inserted alter the words "One Party" at the beginming
of the pavagraph. The secend rentonce of paragraph 17 would then become
redundant .

64, M. PERPILYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Rerublics) maid that paragraph 16
was insulficiently concise. As the representative of liongolia had elready
remaried, it wag degirable that the Committee's report should vellect generally
held views. Too such space was given fo one delegation's opinion.

65, lr, KOCHUBEY (Ureinian Soviet Socialist Republic) alao feli thet undue
prominence had been given %o the proposal referred to in paragrapl 16.

66. Mr., DUMCOHT (Argentine) supported the suggestions mede by the representative
of Pakistan.

67, Mr. DUMDVI (Ghans) suggested that subparsgraphs (a)-(e) might be condensed.
Parsgraph 17 might then be combined with the amended text of paragraph 16.

66. Mr, GRDEMDIIEG (Mongolia) said that the details of the proposal outlined in
paragroph 16 ghould be relegated to an snnex to the report. NWon-Parties studying
the report might otherwise be misled into concluding that the propesal had been
aspproved by the Commitiee.

69, Mr. LIDGARD (Sveden) said that paragraph 16, wvhich described the proposal,
was adequately counterbelanced by paragraph i8; which stated the views expressed
against the proposal. If any delegation vished o propose a different wording for
paragraph 18 it was free to do so. The quesiion was one of the most important
issues dealt with by the Conference and the discussion on it sheould be reflected
in detail.

70, Mr, PERFPILYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ) said that there was a
fundanentsl difference between the proposal in paragraph 16 and the subject matter
of paragraph 18, vhich releted to nothing less than the implementation of the
Convention whoge operation the Conference was engaged in reviewing. ¥Even o
allocate an equal amount of space to an individual proposal for amending the
Convention would be inappropriate; +to give it greater emphasis, o5 was actually
the cape, vas altogether inadmissible. Paragraph 16 should be substantially
abridged.

7L. Mr. LIDGARD (Sveden) said that the purpose of the Committee's report was not

~only to reflect the discussion which had taken place but alse to facilitate further
congideration of the maitters discussed. In that connexion, it seemed essential
that the views of each participant in the debate should be reflected,

The meeting rose abt 7.0% p.m.
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The meeting was called to order at 11.35 a.m.

CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFPT REFORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (gontinued)
(BwC/conr./oRP.1) :

1. Miss SEGARRA (Becretary-General of the Conference ) informed the Committee
that as & result of a draiting amendment paragraph 24 of its draft report
(BWC/CONP.I/CRP.)) now read : '"While the validity of this Article was generally
reallirmed, some expressed the view, particularly in conjunction with the
congideration of Articles V and VI, that its provisions should not be invoked at
& Teview conference.” In addition, %o avoid any confusion beiween States parties
and gignatory States, and subject to the approval of the Committee, the States
which had faken part in the Conference would be referred %o in the dralt report
as "he participants®.

5, The CHATEMAN reminded members that the Conference had requested the Committee
to submit its report by that very day, March 17, at the latest. He invited the
Committee to resume consideration of its draft report.

Paragraphs 18-20

%,  No comment was made on paragraphs 18-20.

Paragraph 21

4. Mr. GHAREKHAN (India) suggested that the following sentence should be added
after the first sentence in paragraphk 21: "Several participants emphasized that
their accession $o the Biological Veapons Convention had been on the explicit
understanding that the Convention was but the first step towards the achievement of
a comprehensive ban on both biclogical Qbaoteriolagical) and chemical weapons',

5. Mr. CACERES (Mexico) xpressed the wish that the Committee should take into
account, in i%s report, the chservations made by his delegation in the general

debate and at Committee meetinze. To that end, the following senience might be
included in the draft report: "One Party stated that, despite the fact thatb eight
vears had already elapsed since the Convention had been opened for gignature, the
'early agreement! referred to in Article IX of the Convention had not yet become

5 reality and that the Conference should reilect, in the final document, its deep
regret for this and, at the same time, urge all the States members of the

Committee on Disarmament, in particular those whose Goverrnments acted as
Depositaries of the Convention, to take advantage of the establishment by the
Committee of an ad hoc working group on chemical weapong for the prompt negotiation
and conclusion of a convention Lo ensure the total elimination of chemical weapons.”

6, In addition, he would like the second sentence of paragraph 21 of the draft
report to incorporate the same wording as in paragraph 75 of the Final Document
of the Tenth Special Session of the Gemeral Assembly, the firet two sentences of
which read:

"The complete and effective prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapone and theix destruction
represent one of the most urgent meapures of disarmament. Congequently,.
the conclusion of a comvention to this end, on which negotiations have
been going on for several years, is one of the most urgent tasks of
multilateral negotiations.”
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7. Lastly, in order to mele the dralt report qlearer; thé‘héading Marticle IX"
should precede paragraph 21. : :

8. Mr., GHAREIHAN (India) observed that the Tifth sentence of paragraph 21 implied
that the Committee on Digarmament could not undertske multilateral negotiations on
chemical weapons before the conclusion of fthe bilateral negotiations which were

at present taking place hetween the USSR and the United States. His delegation

had reservalions as to the wordihg cf that sentence and suggested that it ghould be
replaced by: "A rnumber of other participants, while regretiting the lack of
agreement, considered that the ongoing bilateral negotiations between the USSR and
the United. Btates on chemical weapons should be intensified go as fo resolve the
outstanding issues, in particular that of verification, and thus Zontribute to
mrltilateral negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament."

. Mr. TAVYLHARDAT (Venezuela) pointed out that he had already expressed
reservations concerning paragraph 21 of the draflt report., He supported the
amendment propoged by the representative of India. Coe

10. Mr. de QUETROZ DUARTE (Brazil) said that in the general debate his delegation
had also expressed the hope that an agreement on chemical weapons would be
concluded at an early date and mentioned the role that the Commitiee on Disarmament
could play in that respect. For that reason it supported the proposalg made by the
Indian and Mexican delegations.

1. Mr. IEGG (Canada) said he had no serious cbjection to the proposal by the
representative of India and agreed that it had never been stated that the opening
of multilateral negotiations on chemical weapons must awaii the conclusion of the
bilateral negotiations. In hie opinion, however, the Indian proposal did not
express the idea of the adequacy of the provisions for controls. TFor that reason
he proposed that the fifth sentence of paragraph 21 should read: "4 wmumber of
other parties, while regretting the lack of agreement, considered that it would be
better for the ongoing bilateral negotiztions between the USSR and the

United States to take longer, if necessary, to ensure that the level of
verification is adequate, than for a draft agreement to be ready sooner, with
inadequate controls,! -

12, Mr. DUMONT (Argentina) also supperted the amendments proposed by the
representative of India, In addition, he suggested that at the end of the third
sentence of paragraph 21 the words "on chemical weapons" should be replaced by
the words "to that end",

13. Mr. BNE (Romania) seid that his delegation was among those which had pointed
out the shortcomings with regard to the implementation of Artrele IX of the

b= Convention, It therefore supported the proposals made by the delegations of India,

Mexico and Argentina. He agreed that it had never been 'said that the work of the
Committee on Disarmament might impede the bilateral negotiations.

14, Mr. ISSRABIVAYN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice) said that his delegation
was willing to endorse ‘the wording proposed by the Indian delegation. He suggested
that the following semtence should be added after the  fifth sentence of

Paragraph 2l: "The representatives of the States engaged in the bilatewral
negotiations on chemical weapons declared that they were prepared to continue
intensive negotiations on this question". ' : i
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15, Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of Amerioa) endorsed the proposal by the
representative of the USSR and pald he did not see why the States engaged in the
bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons should not be referred to by name.

TFurthermore, he vas prepared o endorse the Indian repregentative!'s proposal but

would like to add the idea of the adequacy of the provisions on verification, &s
expressed by the Canadian representative.

16, Mr. GHAREKHAN (India) supported the USSR proposal with the-amendments
suggesbed by the United States representative.

17. Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed that, in order
to take account sf the observations made by the United States representative, the
sentence which he had suggested adding after the fifth sentence should begin with
the words: "The representative of the USSR and the representative of the |

Tnited States, the States engaged in the bilateral negotiations «.v'.

18, The CHATRMAN said that the text of paragraph 21 would be tidied up for a
second reading.

Paragraph 22

19. Ko comment was made on paragraph 22.

Paragraph 23

20, Mr. de QUEIROZ DUARTE (Brazil) pointed out that in the general debate and in
the meetings of the Committee, his delegation had made some obgervations '
concerning article ¥ which were inadequately reflected in the wording cf
paragraph 2%, even though those obeervations had been supported by other
delegations. He therefoxe proposed that after the first sentence of paregraph 23
the following sentence should be added: "In this commexion ome party noted that,
since the entry into force of the Convention, the internmational community had
devoted increased attention to the relationship between disarmement and
development, and proposed, with general support, that in future reviews of the
Convention a document for the information of the parties should be prepared on
the implementation of the provisions of article X, particularly with a view to .
promoting economic and socisl development'. Co s

21, Mr. ENE (Romania) pointed out that his delegation had also spoken at length
on article X during the genersl debate and at the meetings of the Committee,  The
idea of co~operation between States parties in order to share more fully the
knowledge acquired on bacteriological agents and their uses had abtracted the
attention of the Conference, and that idea should be mentioned in the report. He

therefore proposed that the end of the first sentence and the second sentence of

paragraph 2% should read: ... and the organization of the fullest possible
international co-operation in this field. Parties to the Treaty in a position to
do so shall co-operate in contributing alone or together with other States and
international organizations to the further development of these applications, with
due congideration for the needs of the developing countries.," The Brazilian
delegation's proposal logically followed from those amendments and his delegstion
supported iv, ' o

22. ¥r, OLUMOID (Nigeria) endorged the Brazilian and'Romanian delegations'
proposals concerning paragyaph 23.
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2%,  Mr, BRANKOVIC (quoslavia), referring to the nany statements made in the
plenary Confercnce end in the Committec on the meed %o give aid to developing
countrics in 4he fom of the exchange of infernation and technical assistance as
provided for in ~rticle X, considered thet the wording of paragroph 23 was not
explicit enough in relflecting that point,  Farthermore, it would be better to spealk
of microbial agente, as in paragraph 14 and as scientific usage required, rather than
of bactemiologiéal agents. On the gquestion of the organizetion of BELLLNATS, he
obeerved that techrical assistance to developing couniries should not take the form
of seminare only; he would prefer roference fo be made to long-tern prograrmes.

o4, Mr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) indicated that his
delegation froquently expressed the nced to strengthen international co—operation in
the exchange of bactericlogical informatiomn. He was thus not opposced to the
proposals made on that question, but he would like to have a writiten toxt available
before cxpressing a final opinion. IHe agreed with the Yugoslav representative that
it would be preferable to speal of microbial agents rather than bacteriologiocal agents.
As to the different types of possible co-operziion, he had no objection to mentioning
seriinars or other types of activity, but thought that it was better at the present
stage to keep to general terns. Lastly, referring fo the United Nations Centre

for Disarmament, he considered that it would be & misteke to try to do everything
through that bhody. ' '

Paragraph 24

o5,  Mp. EL BARADT (Bgypt) suggested that the following sentence should be added o
the paragraph: "Others nmaintained that possible amcndments were relevant to the
work of the Review Conference and were within its purvicw, " '

26, Mr, KOCHUBEY (Ukrainian Sovict Socialist Republic) congidered that the drafting
amendrients to the paragraph made by the Secretary-General of the Conference were not
gufficient fo meke it completely acceptable; he suggested that it should be replaced
by a simpler and clearer text which night read: "The Conference noted that no
anendment had been proposed under the provisions of article XI."

27. Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden) supported the suggestion made by the delegation of Bgyphe

28, Mr, ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialiet Republics) said that, since it was
generally. accepted that the purpose of the Confercnce was to examine the working of
the Convention since its cntry into force, it should be sufficient to say that
between the entry into force of the Convention and the holding of the Conference no
amendment had been proposed. :

1 Paragraphs 25-27

29, Mr, TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) pointed out that it had frequently boen nentioned
during the discussions that nmeny countries, including some States of military
significance whose participation was absolutely casential, had not yet ratified or
even sigmed the Convention. He therefore proposed that the last sentence” of
paragraph 27 should be amended slightly to read: ", ., other States to consider
carly ratification of or accession to, the Convention'.
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70,  Mr, GHAREEKHAY (Indiz) supported the proposal Ty Venczuela, Referring. to

paragraph 26, he proposed o slight amendment in order to make it clear, in the third

1 g 1 ] ] P b - X H . .

line, that the Convention " ... was the lfiret and only genwine meagure in the Ficld
b )

of dissammaront s far.?

%1, Mr. BAYART (Mongolisa) supported tho Indian delegation’s proposal.  With regard
to paragraph 27, to which his delegniion attached very great importanco, he supported
the Venezuelan delegation's suggestion, whose wording was not, however, altogethcr
satisfactory and could he inprovad, In addition, the expreseion "a large nunber of
Parties™ should be replaced by 'the Fartics to the Convention", which would nore
accurately reflect the patiern of ‘the discusgions, since all oy practically all
delegeticns had stressed that it was important 4o securc universal accession to the
Convention. The second sentence would then, of course, begin with the words
"Consequently, ...". Iastly, it would be appropriate to insert in the last scntonceo,
after "Signatorics and other States', the words "in particular the scientifically
-and technically advenced and nuclear-woopon States which had not yet done so to
ratify or accede at the earliecst possible date o the Convention. "

32. Mr, AKRAM (Pakistan) asked what was the purposc of the discussion in which fhe’
Committee was engaged, Was the point to ensurc that the report gave a faithiul
account of the discussions or was it rather to embark on the draft final docunent?

He was surprised that the representative of Mongolia should, by means of the suggested
anendments to paragraph 27, seek to make the draft report state that the whole
Conference endorsed a particulaer view which only some of the participants had
expressed. Tor his pari, he wished to propose a more neutral wording, such asg:

"In connexion with this article, the crucial significance of universael accession 4o
the Cenvention was emphasized by some States." He did not think it was in the best
interests of the Confercnce to yicld to the temptation to securc some sort of advantage
in the drafting of the report. He therefore proposed that the following scntonce
should be added after the final senicnce: "Some delegetions crphasized that
meaningful progress in other disarmanment negotiations, especially for the prohibition
of the production, manufacture and stockpiling of chemieal weapons, would cncourage
universal accession to the Convention!.

33, Mr., FLOWERREE (United States of Amerioa), referring to the proposal by the
delegation of India concerning paragraph 26, said that it would be nore correct,
gince there had already been some genuine disarmament veasures, to =say in. the third
line of paragraph 26 "Convention was the Tirst genuine disarmament measure enforced
so far."  With regard to paragraph 27 he agreed with the ropresentative of Pakistan
that it should not be stated that that was the view of the whole Conferonéc whoen in
fact it was the view only of a considerable mumber of Parbies. Furthermore, hé did
not think it would be advisable to invite a porticular group of Btates to ratify ihe
Convention. As for the last sentence which the delegation of Pakistan. had. suggesied,.
he was quite sympathetic towards it to +he extent that 1% expressed a view shared
by other delegations, T

34.  Mr, BL BARADI (Egypt) supporfed the proposal by the Venczuclan representative,
which, in his opinion, was in accordance with ncrnsl legal procedurc.
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¢ 35, Mrs. BORODOUSKY (Cuba) supported the proposal by the Veneszuelan representative

E concerning paragraph 27, vhich che thought improved the text. BShe also cupported,
b for the same reason, the proposal by the Mongolian representative.

' 36, Mr. ISSRARLYL (Union of Soviet Socialist kepublice), referring to the proposal
| by the delepgetion of Pakistan for the addition of a gentence Yo the eximting text

- of persgraph 27, said that he was not opposed to the idea but thought it would be
more logical to incorporate the proposal in another paragraph on article XI, since

| that wonld help to strengthen the universal character of the Convention. Placing

| the proposal in paragraph 27 might give the false impression that the prohibition

. of chemical veapons was the main purpose of accession o the Convention. His '
delegation supported the proposals by the delegations of Venezuela and Mongolia.

L 1t agreed that the accession of all scientifically and technically advanced States

t and all nuclear~weapon Siates would strengthen the Convention.

b 37, Mr. AKRAN (Pakistan) said he agreed with the representative of the Soviet Union
| that on.a technical basis the accesgion of all militarily significant States, and in
sarticular the nuclear Powevs, was esgential for the strict implementation of the
Convention but he did not grasp what direct link there might be between biological
 weapons, on the one hand, ané the fact of being a nuclear Power, on the other. . He

. proposed that peragraph 27 ghould be slightly amended so as to preserve a balance

| and not wnduly favour the views of certain delegations. In any event, if the

! Hongelian amendment was accepted his country reserved its yight to revert to that

- paragTraph. S ‘

r Paragraph 26

| 38, I, DUMEVI (Chana) polptcd out thet the Committee had considered the preamble o the
Convention wmder Conference agenda item 10 (¢) and not only during its consideration of

| articles VIII and IX, as the exipting text of paragraph 28 might seem to supggest.

| His delegation therefore proposed that paragraph 28 should rcad: "With regard to the

, preambular paragraphs, some speakers suggested that the final docunent should r91terate

b the importance of the purposes and objectives of the Convention."

39, Mr. EL BARADT (Egy@t) gupported the proposal by the representative of Ghana.
R Paragraphs 22 and 28 pseemed to overlap and it should be possible to recast them as a
single paragTapli.

t Parapraphs 29-31

b 40, Mr., de QUEIROZ DUARTE (Brazil) felt that the two sentences imn paragraph 29 were

B 1ot logically connected; in the second sentence, it showld be specifically ptated

| that several States Partleu had emphagized the need for some sort of reV1ew mechanisnm -
I o be Tound for future reviews of the Convention. :

| 41. Mr. KOMIVES (Hungsry) drew the attention of the Commitiee to the working paper

t digtributed by Bulgaria, the Byelordzsian 8SR, Czechoglovakia, the German Democratbic

| Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, the Ukralnlan 38R, and the Union of Soviet -
. Socialist Republics concerning @rt:oleﬂ V, VL and VIT of the Coavention, That

| doocument, which set cut the position Of”thOBQ‘Sﬁateﬂ‘ﬂn the aforesaid articles,

| Bhould facilitale the Committee's work.
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g‘ A2, The CHATLMAN declarod clos ed the Committee's consideration in firgt reading of
ita draft report.

CREAWIZATION OF VORK

43, g%e CHUATRMAN suggested that the Committec should hold ite mext meetlno Tairly

Jate in the afternoon so as to glve the secretariat time to prepare a list of the
various amendments proposed during the first reading of the draft report.

44, i, ISSRABRLYAN (Union of SBoviet Soclalist Republics ) said he hoped that the
list of amendments would be communicated to delegations shorily before the meeting
and thal representatives would be given time %o consult one another and try to find
compromise solutions for the points in dispute.

45, Mr, FLOWERREE (United States of America) and Mr. SUMMERUAVES (United Kingdom)
hoped the next meeting of the Committee would be held as early as posgible; the

purpose of the Committee was not to txy to find compromise solutions, but to prepare @
a report which faithfully reflected the various views of delegations.

46, Yr, MATHA (Renya) said that he -also thought the Committee should meel as soon as
the list of amendments wacz ready.

7. IMr. BEL BAREDI (Bgypt) pointed out that since there was no question of reopening
a substantive discuseion, it would be more logical and quicker te azlk the secretariat
to spend the whole of the afternoon preparing a new version of the draft report which
wouid take into account the various amendments proposed. Delegations would then have-
time to hold consultations hefore meeting the following morning to study that new
version.

48, Mr, ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he could not agree with
the ICPTGQGHtaLlVEC of the United States and the United Kingdom. There was, of ,
course, no gquestion of preparing a final document, but delegations had 1nuerpreted
differently what had talen place in the couwrse of the discussion. The solution
augpgested by BEgypt seemed logical; when preparing the new, remodelled version, the
secretariat could lecave pending the few parographe concerning which i% had not been

possible to overcome diffevences of opinion.

49. Nr MATNA (Kenya) was in favour of that suggestion bub thought the secretariat
should be enoouraged to take advantage of the time available in order to bry to draft
a comnlete veraion, even suggesting solutions for the points in di@pute.

50. The CTHATRYAW suggested that the secretariat should be a¢lowed the aftcrnoon o
draft the new vers sion; delegations and groups of delegations could talke advantage of
that time to meet and seek to harmonize their viewpointm; the Commiittee would then
have before it, the following morning, a new version which took those consultations
into account.

51, It was so decided1

The meeting rosge &t 1.40 p.m.
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The meeting was called to order at 11,10 a.m.

CORSTIERATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT O THE COMMITIEE OF THE WHOLE (continued)
{DVC /COHT. T/CTP. 1 /Rev. 1)

1. The CHAITMAN introduced the revised version of the draft report and proposed,
in order to save time, that it should be conaidered paragraph by paragraph.

Paragraphs 1-6

2. Paregraphs 1-6 were adopted.

Paragraphs 7-8

3. The CHATIMAN gaid that four alternative lexts for the two peragraphs had bheen
proposed bult a congengus had apparently been reached on the fourth alternative,
subject to the words “it was" in the last sentence being replaced by the word

! "they®.,  If-that alternative wag adopted, paragraph 8 would be omitted.

Ho Paragraph 7, as amended, wag adopted.

Paragraph 9

5. Mr. ISSRARLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) proposed that in the last
sentence the word "evemts" should be replaced by the word "developments", in order
to conform to normal usage.

6. Paragraph 9, ag amended, was adopted.

Parapgraphs 10-12

T Paragraphg 10-12 were adopted.

Pararraph 13

8. Mr. CREKOV (Byelorussian Soviet Soqialiqtlﬁequ};q)wsgid that it would .be
moye correct in the lasT séhterice to say "Other participants" rather than
"Another participant’,

9. Parapgreph 13, asg amended, was adoptbed.

Paragraph 14-
10, Ms. SEGARRA (Seoretary-Ceneral of the Conference) said that in the second
sentence the words '"microbial and toxin agents" should be replaced by “toxing. and
microbial agents’.

11. Parvagraph 14, ag omended, was adopbed.
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Paragraph 15

12, . Mr. MIKULAE (United States of America) considered that in the existing text
the wording of the Lirst sentence gave the impregsion that the opinion expressed
therein -was that of the Conference. It would be more correct to say "it was
widely noted" insgtead of "it was penerally recognized",

13, Mr., MARE (Switzerlend) pointed out that the heading "Articles V~VII“~had
been omitted before paragraph 15. '

14. Paragraph 15, ag amended, wap adopted,

Paragraph 16

15.  Paragraph 16 was adopted.

i: Parégyagh 17

16. Mr. ISSRAELYAW (Union of Soviet Sccialist Tepublics) considered that the word
"amendments" in the lagl sentence ghould he in the gingular.

17. .Paragraph 17, as ameﬁded, wag adonted.

Paragraph 18

18, Paragraph 18 was adoufed.

Parapgraph 19

19, Paragraph 19 was adopbed.

Parapgraph 20

20. Mr. BASHIR {Pakistan) noted that the Mongolian delegation's proposal had been
incorporated in paragraph 26, even though his delegation had expressed.the view’
that it would be »refersble to avoid excessively direct references. He therefore
requésted.  that reference should be made in the body of paragraph 20 to-the relevant
statement by his delegation and proposed that the following semtbence should be
added after the first sentence: "One participant referred to certain reports
alleging the use of chemical weapons in certain repgions of the woxrld". '

21. M. BAYART (Mongolia) explained that his delegation's only concern was to
strengthen the Biolopgical Weapons Convention. A convention could not be effective
unless all States accepted and approved it. It wag therefore of the pgreatest
importance that States possessing substantial military arsenals amd -the -
miclear-veapon States ghould accede o the Bioclopical VYeapons Convention. Contrary
to what the delegation of Pakistan seemed to think, there was a direct link belween
the Convention and the muclear Powers., Those Powers were all permanent members

of the Security Council, end they therefore bore primary responsibilidy fobr '
maintaining international peace and security. I the Convention wag indeed a
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Tiret step towards international peace and security, as had been claiméd, it
follovwed that the permanent members of the Uecurity Council must accede o it.
However, in ovder o avoid delcoying the woxl of the Committee, his délepation
would agree to the replacement of the words 'muclear weapons States™ in .
paragraph 26 by the words “the permenent members of the Security Council",

22, Mr, DUMEVI (Ghana) reminded members that the goal sought was to ensure the
universality of the Convention. In his opinion, therefore, not too much
gsignificance should be attached to the reference made in paragraph 26, on the
proposal of the Mongolian delegation, to the geientificelly and technically advanced
Gtates and the nuclear-weapon Stales. If those terms were deleted, paragraph 26
would nonetheless reflect the objective soupght, namely, universal accession to

the Convention, '

23. Mr., BAYART (llonpgolia) said that he still did not see the connexion between the
e proposal by the delegation of Pakisten and the proposal which his own delegation
o had nade at the previous meeting., Did the delegation of Palistan mesn that it
opposed the accession of the nuclear Powers to the Convention? If =0, a sentence
to that effect could be added.’ o "

24, Mrs. BOROYCWSKY (Cuba) said she failed to understand the Paltigtemn delepgation's
point, since paragraph 26 took account of its suggestion. In dny cage, Paltigtan
was not, as far ag anyone knew, a nuclear Power or a militarily powerful Utate.

What was certain was that meny delegations had expressed the idea in question and
it was therefore lopgical to reflect it in paragraph 26. Furthermore, paragraph 20
ok concerned only chemical weapons and her delegation could not see why paragraph 26

B was being discussed at present. Phe text of parapgraph 20 gave a nperfectly accurate
account of +the Committee's deliberations and there was no need Ho change it.

25, The CHAIRMAN said that there was no point in pursuing the discussion.
Paragraph 26 had been drafted in such a way as to take account of the Mongolian
delegation's statement. As for paragraph 20, the delegation of Pakistan had
proposed an amendment on which the Committee must take a decigion.

26, MMr. MIKULAK (United States of America) sald that be was not satisfied with

the wording of the first. sentence of paragraph 20. Instead of the predominant
view" it would be more correct to say “many participants expressed the view'.

Other participants had in Tact expressed a contrary view and that ghould also be
taken into account, for example by inserting after the first sentence the following
sentence: ‘'Dthers expressed the view that the provision was being effectively
implemented™. Since the following sentence had been supported by a large number
of delegations, the opening words might be amended tc read: "The view was widely
expressed that the conclusion of an agreement ...%.

27, Mr. BAYAR® (Monpolia) agreed to +he proposal by Pakigtan, since that;appeared
to be the wish of the Committee. ' le requested the Pakistan representative to apgree
in turn %o his own provosal concerning article XIV ag reflected in peragreph 26,

26, Mrs., IHEYVHRE-PETWABAD (irgentina) raised the guestion whether the Committee wished
to retain both the seventh and eighth sentences of paragraph 20 or only one of them.
If both were rebained, it would be more accurate to delete the words "A number of
I other participants" from the begimming of the eipghth sentence since in Tact only one
I delegation had ewxpressed that view, which had been supported by a few others.

¢
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29. Mr. SADAN (India) pointed out that certain delegatione had expressed the opinion
that the Commitiee on Disarmament need net avait the oulbcome of the bileteral
negotiations between the Sovielt Union and “he United States belore Kolding
negotiations on chemical weapons. To take nccount of that fact, & sentence on the
folloving lines should bLe added arter the seventh sentence of paragraph 20: "Other
participants tool the view that such meltilateral negotiations in the ‘ ‘
Comittee on Digarmament need not await the conclusion of the bilateral negotiztiong".
Ap to the eighth séntence of paragrapi 20, he wag not sure thet it vas necessary.

50. Mr., SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom) requested that the eighth sentence should be
retained becanse it embodied the essence of his delegation's statements.

51. Mr., SARAN (India) sald that il the eighth sentence of paragraph 20 was retained,
the seventh sentence should be replaced by the following text: "A number of o
participants considered that the ongoing bilateral negotiations between the USSR and
the United States on chemical weapons should be intensified and thus contribite to
the maltilateral negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament.". That sentence
would be followed by the sentence he had proposed in his preceding statemént.

32+ The CHATRMAN saig that, 1f there was no objection, he would také it “that the
Committee wighed to adopt the amendments proposed by the United States delegation
te the first two sentences of raragraph 20, :

35. It was so decided.

4. Mr., SARAN (India), at. the invitation of the Chairman, read out the seventh
sentence of paragraph 20, as amended in accordance with his proposal, and the
sentence which he had proposed for inclusion before the existing eighth sentence
of paragraph 20, o o '

35, Mp. QUEIROZ DUARIE (Brazil) supported the amendments proposed by the Indian
repregentative but pointed out that there were now two sentences starting with the
vords "A number of participants".  That gave the impression that the numberT of
participants whish had supported those differing views was the same. The opening
vords of the existing eighth sentence should therefore be changed. :

56, The CEATRMAN said that, if there was no objection, he would take it that ihe
Committee wished to adopt the two sentences proposed by the representative of India.

537. It was go decided.

58. Paragranh 20, as amended was adopted,

Paragrapk 27

59. Paragraph ?1 was adopbed.

Paragraph 22

40, Hr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socislist Republice) pointed out that, in order
to be consistent with the observations his delegation had made the previous day, the
beginning of the penultimate sentonce of paragraph 22 should readt: fAnother

proposal, which was supperted by a numbey of delegations ,..". " .

41.  TParagraph 22y as_amended, vas adopted.
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Paragraph 23

42, Tavagraph 23 was adopted.

¥

Paragraph 24

4%, Mr, IEGG (Canada) propoqed that the words "in this context" should be replaced
by the e words "inter alia" in order to avoid giving the impression that the
Conference was concerned golely wilh agsessing rapid technical end scientific
developments.

44. Paramraph 24, as amended, was adopted.

Paramgraph 25

45. FParasraph 25 wvas adopted.

Para&rapthG | ' Q

A6. Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ) saw mo point in the last
sentence of the paragraph and proposed that it should be deleted.

AT. It was g0 decided.

48, Mrs. FREYRE-PENABAD (Argentina) said that if the Mongolian delegation maintained
ite sungeestion that the worde "nuclear weapons States" should be replaced by "the
permanent members of the Security Council", her delegation would support it.

49. My, BAYART (Mongolia) pointed out that he had made his suggestion merely in an
effort to meet the wishes of the delegation of Pakigtan. He himself preferred
the words 'nuclear weapons Statesh.

50. Mrs. FRRYRE-FPENABAD (Argentina) proposed that the words "nuclear weapons States!
should be replared by the words "the permanent members of the Security Council’,
since all the permanent States members of the Becurity Counecil were nuclear—weapon

States and, in their capacity as permanent members of the Security Council; they @

had a duty to become parties to a convention on dissrmament.

1. Mr. MATNA (Kenya) considered that the term '"nuclear weapons States" was
preferable to the term '"the permanent members of the Securlty'Coun011” because it
wag legs resirictive.

52. Mr. PISSAS (Cyprus) felt that it would be bebter to kee@ the existing wordiﬁg
gince it concerned any State which might svbsequently become a nuclear-weapon
State, and not only the permanent mesbers of the Security Council. '

53, Wrs. PREYRE-PENABAD {(Argentina) withdrew her proposal.

54. The CHATRMAN gaid that, if there was no objection, he would take it that the
Committee wished to adopt perasgraph 26 with the amendment proposed by the Uoviet .

representative.

55, Paragraph 26, as amended, wag adopted.
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Paraspraph 2

6. Paragraph 27 was adopted.

P a:[‘.—_ygra, oh 28

57, Mr, MIKULAK (United States of America) considered that the first sentence of
the paragraph should be amended in order to reflect more accurately the discussion
which had taken place in the Commitiee. He proposed that the words “a reviev
procedure ensured an adequatc mechandsm for assessing the implementation" ghould he
replaced by the words "a review procedure was an important mechaniem for'.

58. Mr, OLOMOYO (Wigeria) said the wording proposed did not take into account the
opinions expressed by his delegation. fe therefore proposed that the following two
sentences should be added to paragraph 28: "The view was expressed that developments
in science and technology make a future review of the Biological Weapons Convention
nece~sary. The view was also expressed that parallel negotiations on chemical

weal .6 should be borne in mind wvith a view to providing mechanisms for improving

the implemeniation of the Biolegical Weapons Convention.".

59, Mr. QUEIROZ DUARTE (Brazil) observed that the first sentence proposed by the
Nigerian delegation corresponded to the proposals made by his owm delegation the
previous day.

60, Paragraph 28, as amended, wag adophted.

Paragraphs 29 and 30

61. Parsgraphs 29 and 30 were adopted.

62. The draft report (BWC/CONF.I/CRP.1/Rev.l) as & whole, as amended, was adophed
by consensus.

63. The CHATRMAN said that the Committee had made an effective contribution %o
the worlt of the Conference. The exchange of views had shown that there had been
no ¥ “lation of the Convention and that for most delegations it rvemained a viable
intésnational instrument with a special significence in the field of disarmament.
Tt was 1o be hoped *that the Conference would help to encourage all countries to
become parties to the Convention. The discussions had helped to build up mutual
confidence and would undoubiedly strengthen confidence in other disarmament
agreements, T+ had been {ell that future review conferences might be held on the
initiative of the States parties to the Convention. Many delegations were anxicus
“that other types of weapons of mass destruction should be effectively banned and
placed wnder international control. The goodwill ghovm by delegations would have
a positive effect on other disarmament problems., Tt was particvlarly gratifying
to note that the needs and interests of the developing countries had received the
necessary degree of understanding and that no one had opposed the peaceful use of
microbiclogy. Co-opevation in that field would contribute to collaboration and
confidence smong States and to international security.

The meeting roge at 12.2H h.a.
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det meeting
Paragraph 1

In the ~as . sentence the relerencce 1o ihe articies ol “he Coaventbion ghould
be in Romen numerals.
Paragraph 3

Tn the first sentence the relerence 4o the srticles of the Convention ahowld
be in Roman numerale.

Fred meeting

Paragraph ©

Tn the third sentence, the words "might stipulate” should read "ghould
gtipulate". L

Tn the fourth sembence, the words "might draw upen" sghould read "should
draw upon'.

Paragraph 26

The*néme,of the speaker should read "Mr, de TATGIESTAY,

Ath meeting

Paragraph 4

The paragraph should read ag. follows:

4.,  Mr. CACERES (Mﬁxico) stated that despite the fact that eight years had slready
elapeed since the Convention had been ¢~ened for signature, the Mearly agreement”
referred to in Article IX of dhe Convention had mot yei become a reality and thatb
the Conference should reflect in the final document its deep regret of that and,

at the same time, urge all the States members of the Committee on Disarmament,

in particular those whose Governments act as Depositaries of the Convention to tale
advantage of the esiablighment by the Committee of an Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weaponsg for the prompi negotiation and conclusion of a convention to

ensure the total elimination of chemical weapons.

Paragraph 26
The paragraph should rcad as follows:

28, Mr, WHITS (NeW'Zealand) aaid that his delegation had listened with considerable
interest to the Swedish and Unifed Kingdom proposals to improve the complaints
procedures of the Copvention., The Conference should make every effort to reach the
broadest possible agreement on that question and hig delegation's preliminary
aggesment was that the United Kingdom proposal was more likely to receive broad
support. He hoped, however, to have enother opportunity to speak on the matter
when the two propesals were submitted in writing.
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Parapgraph 12
The name of the epeaker should read "My, HERDER".

Paragraph 1%

The name of the spealter shouwld read "Mr. ERUEMBILEG",

Paragraph 19

The name of the spesker should read "My, BASHIRM.

Paragraph 26

In the penuliimate sentence, the reference "CC/352" should read "CCD/352",

Paragraph 28

The neme of the gpeaker should read "Mr. KOCHUBEYM,
6th meeting

Paragraph 18

At the end of the second sentence, the reference in brackets should read
"(BWC/CONF,1/4, pp. B-30)".

8th meeting

Paragraphs 25, 34 39 and A7 -

The name of the speaker should read "Mr. EL BARADEI",
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