Vv DISARMAMENT, 1976

y carcinogenicity and teratogenicity of
¢pansion of modern chemical industry
much later, people began to realize the
ire to chemicals. We feel that to disre-
‘oblem would amount to a dangerous

pletely new dimensions in the use of
urn, considerably changes the impor-
individual factors. The herbicides and
war, are substances commonly applied
1eir task is to destroy weeds in as selec-
herefore, applied highly diluted and
rotective measures. Nevertheless, it is
that even this careful mode of appli-
ical risks. The same substances, when
lesigned to destroy all vegetation in a
y and speed. The actually used doses
> than those for agricultural purposes
are was about 30-times higher. The
s Perry Robinson recently mentioned,

var, the daily American consumption of CS
ded all the CS that has yet been used in

to what extent the military approach
e of these substances.

hat we still have very incomplete in-
n of damages to the genetic apparatus,
r teratogenic effects. The laboratory
mplicated and their results are only
ed effects are always multifactorial.
; depend solely on the chemical char-
, but also on other additional factors,
vdation of the agent in the human
here are differences in the metabolism
is one of the reasons of the extreme
blems in the laboratory. In addition
ndividual is influenced by a number
r instance, hundreds of thousands of
al with a poison, because their insulin
this substance cannot be “normally”
the reasons why it is extremely diffi-
y to detect in time the delayed effects

to demonstrate that—in addition to
‘are agents have also other character-
:mely important. One ought also to

MARTIN STATEMENT, JULY 13 463

be aware that there is no correlation between toxicity and delayed
effects. There is no doubt, however, that the organophosphorus CW
agents and also herbicides and incapacitating agents all belong to
the category of chemical substances with a great risk of carcinogenic
and teratogenic activities.

We intend to focus attention on the fact that the problem of CW
has still other aspects of increasing importance. There are, in fact,
many identical features in CW problems and in the problems of the
misuse of new scientific developments for military purposes. These
great problems need adequate solutions.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to .the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons, July 13, 1976

Since the last few weeks of the spring session, the CCD’s discu'ssions
of chemical weapons limitations seem to have taken on a new vigour.
This morning I would like once again to address this question, nnd' in
particular to comment on the results of the informal meetings with
chemical weapons experts which took place last week. o

Coming at a time when there seems to be renewed optimism that
offective solutions to the remaining problems can be found, these meet-
ings were particularly appropriate. I would like to express my appre-
ciation to the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, which
first suggested that the meetings be held, as well as to all the experts
who participated. _

A most important contribution to the growing feeling f%ha.t progress
is being achieved was made by the leader of the U.nitcd ngdon‘nl dele-
gation, Lord Goronwy-Roberts, in his statement just before the infor-
mal meetings began. My delegation welcomes his announcement tl}at
the United Kingdom delegation plans to table a draft :-.mnpre.hfmswe
CW convention later this session.? I believe that the British effort to
bring elements of previous drafts together with fresh ideas for cﬁ"ec-
tive limitations is the sort of pragmatic, constructive approach wh'ich
is most likely to lead our work to a successful result. My delegation
will look forward to the introduction of the United Kingdom draft.

Past informal meetings with chemical weapons experts have
laid a sound and impressive technical foundation for the Committee’s
work, My delegation believes that the meetings last weelk, in which 22
experts from 13 countries took part, advanced our work in a number
of important respects. Valuable contributions were made in 11 new

*CCD/PV. 711, pp. -9,
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working
proposals.

In reviewing the experts’ comments, my delegation was struck by
the similarity of views on the question of defining the agents subject
to limitation or prohibition in an initial CW measure. As I have indi-
cated several times recently, this is one of the aspects of CW restraints
in which the United States believes an adequate technical basis exists
for reaching agreement in the near future. In our view, the experts’
comments lend further support to this conclusion, which we reached
tentatively after reviewing past CCD discussions. The results of this
review are embodied in working paper CCD/499 which we introduced
in the Committee on 29 June.*

Briefly stated, the principal conclusions of our review of the defini-
tional question are :

papers and in the comments of the experts on previous

1. There appears to be broad support, perhaps even a consensus, for
incorporating a general-pury

Y08¢ criterion in any CW a greement.

2. The use of toxicity as an additional criterion has general applica-

bility and has received broad support.
8. The applicability of the other approaches that have been sug-

gested is less general, A judgment on the need for such additional

criteria can best be made once a consensus is reached on the types of
agents to be covered in an agreement,

To my knowledge no disagreement on these ke
during the experts’ discussions,

A closely related issue concerns the agents to be covered in a first-
stage agreement. My delegation and a number of others have expressed
the view that less toxic lethal agents should not be exempted from pro-
hibition. We appreciate the willingness of the Japanese delegation to

take these views into account by agreeing that all lethal chemical

agents could be included in an initial ban.

In this connexion it is important to note that my delegation has
adopted a slightly different terminology in working paper CCD/499.
In that paper the term “lethal and other highly toxic CW agents” is
used. We believe that since the word “lethal” is ambiguous from a tech-
nical standpoint, the phrase “lethal and other hi ghly toxic CW agents,”
defined by appropriate toxicity eriteria, better expresses the scope of
the agents which should be covered. For the sake of convenience, we
shall continue to use the word “lethal” by itself, but it should be under-
stood that the two terms are equivalent,

During the informal meetings, a number of experts emphasized the
importance of including such dual-purpose lethal agents as hydrogen
cyanide and phosgene in an initial prohibition. None of the partici-
pants disagreed with the general proposition that all lethal agents
should be included in a first-stage agreement.

Y points was expressed

? Ante, pp. 376-381.
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Much of the discussion concerned the area of yeriﬁcatlon, Wheret;};)e
technical foundation for the Committee’s work 1s not yet 1ﬁrmly e§t.01;
lished. Judging from the views expressed, there is genera recogr?cslol_1
of the importance of verification questions but as yet n({ C(Jrllse-nsjl.'ina
their solution. For its part, the United States submitted two “jmh ;, bz
papers which describe how certain verification procedures mig
unglll? I(i:}}::re is that this information will assist .members to make ]Il(‘lg-
ments concerning the adequacy and acceptabih?y of thcs;a ]_)l."{)(‘;f(l;:lt ::1

With the same objective in mind, my d(ﬁle_g_atmn has :1] ‘&:0- B‘;J?;g(-‘ilﬁ'i-
that it might be useful to consider the feasibility and 11t11ﬂ vy o ; ;g{ci]i-
cal exchange visits to selected chemical _1)1'0(111-3{.3011 Off chll:,posa:l o
ties of various types in different countries. Because of 1_,19, comp. C]m.slr‘
of the CW verification question, it has been fh{ﬁcu’lt to ge;m a o
pictura through working papers and dlscussmn; la fi)ne. o
United States believes that first-hand knowled.ge could {)e p to p.]d a In.
a fuller understanding of the proposals W-hloh have been mad .fo_
our view such visits could not only help point the way t10~ soun é@ N
visions in an eventual CW a,%r_eement,. b}llltt could also serv

-building measures in their own right. .
corltfdegsfeg;tlilgf%elieves that a programme of technical cxc]mnge
visit)sr Wf)llll-il be most successful if it were broadly b_ased‘, nol? ﬁ;ﬂyt }111;
terms of participation by CCD membe}-s: but a]so’ with regarc 10‘(]}1_’
types of facilities visited and kind.s of information !:!xchli}ngecf. s
doubtedly, visits to the few facilities used for tlcthllﬁc'ahc;}:l 0 il
agents could be especially useful. But much. rlelleva._ut 111’[?1 ma ,?(m c{o -
be gained by visits to other types of'faczllttms in which pmc(;t 111‘(.1.
similar to those proposed for CW verification are already em]IJ oygd
Among the industries where suclh c]gntrol me:thd(l)di a-rz commonly use

drug and alcoholic beverage industries. :

ar%z};'?:}?;ﬂi)?; oneg of the important tasks in. verification would be
to confirm that activities conducted for ostensibly peaceful pur-p(()lses
are in fact legitimate. Procedures which do not place an undue blllr eg
of intrusiveness on the chemical industries of States ‘must be develope

to accomplish this important task. One way to acquire a ful‘ler m}d‘e(;'-
standing of this issue might be to visit an organophosphorus insecticide
plant. . . ‘ -

My delegation is willing to work with othf-*;r_s this summer 11(11 ex
ploring a programme of technical exchange.vmlts. In 1:,}118 regar ;v;e
appreciate the positive reaction of the Swedish delegation during t e;
spring session. We are also gratified that the experts from severa
other delegations have already spoken positively about technical
exchange in the area of chemical defence. o

We hope that in the coming weeks the concept of tfaclm ical e:fchfmge
will receive general support and that it will be possible to begm tech-
nical exchange visits early in the fall of this year. We believe that
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a programme of visits later this year would substantially facilitate
the Committee’s discussions at its first session in 1977.

Agreement Between France and the Soviet Union on the Pre-
vention of the Accidental or Unauthorized Use of Nuclear
Weapons, July 16, 1976*

As a result of onr conversation of 28 April 1976, we considered it
desirable to reaffirm the importance attached in the USSR and in
France to the prevention of the accidental or unauthorized use of nu-
clear weapons. Such an initiative is in keeping with the special
responsibilities incumbent on the Soviet Union and France as nuclear
Powers.

Having regard to the views exchanged concerning measures to avoid
any accidental occurrence on any other unexplained incident that
the following provisions should be adopted :

1. Each Party undertakes to maintain and, possibly, improve, as it
deems necessary, its existing organizational and technical arrange-
ments to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons
under its control,

2. The two Parties undertake to notify each other immediately of
any accidental occurrence or amy other unexplained incident that
could lead to the explosion of one of their nuclear weapons and could
be construed as likely to have harmful effects on the other Party.

3. In the event of an unexplained nuclear incident, each Party
undertakes to act in such a manner as to avoid, as far as possible, the
possibility of its actions being misinterpreted by the other Party. In
any such situation, each Party may inform the other Party or request
such information as it considers necessary.

4. For transmission of urgent information in situations requiring
prompt clarification, the Parties shall make pri mary use of the Direct
Communications Link between the Kremlin and the Elysée Palace.

5. The two Parties shall consider together the possibility of further

improving, by mutual agreement, their means of direct communica-
tion.

If the above points meet with your approval, T have the honour to
propose that this letter and your reply should constitute an agreement;
between the Soviet Union and France.

This agreement shall enter into force on today’s date.

* The agreement was constituted by an exchange of substantially identiecal let-
ters between the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the two countries. (8712161,
Aug. 4, 1976.) The French letter was signed by Foreign Minister Jean Sauvagnar-
gues and the Soviet letter by Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko,




