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Quite naturally the question arises as to the most expedient y,
ner of organizing the Committee's work on the prohibition of ¢ o
ical weapons. That is, in substance, as we understand, the Pl‘incie
object of the proposals most recently submitted to the Commit,
have in mind the working papers by Italy, the Netherlands ang
Group of 21° and also the ideas expressed in statements by the re
sentatives of India, Canada, Japan and a number of other countyj
As I have already said, we view the motives for the above-mentiongg
proposals with great sympathy. o

At the same time, a number of questions arise in connexion wigj
these proposals. These questions should be taken duly into accq
with a view to finding the most efficient forms of work which will
facilitate progress in this important matter. 1

For example, it would hardly be proper if we failed to give atteps
tion to the circumstance that two members of the Committee —tha
Soviet Union and the United States of America—have for a num '
of years past been conducting detailed bilateral negotiations on
question of prohibition of chemical weapons, at which, albeit slow]y
some progress is being achieved. i

In the course of these bilateral negotiations, which we regard asap
important step towards the conclusion of an international convention;
we are endeavouring to take full account of the international commu:
nity's legitimate concern to obtain prohibition of chemical weapon§
as early as possible. But we cannot simply share the optimism of
those who consider that some kind of “parallel” conduct of negot
tions in the Committee will be a simple and easy matter and will'in
itself have a beneficial effect upon the solution of the problem as#&
whole.

Thus, we have serious doubts concerning the proposal to establish
an ad-hoc working group for the elaboration of a draft convention It
seems to us that conditions for this are not yet ripe. As for the pros
posal that the participants in the bilateral negotiations should full
inform the Committee on matters in which agreement has beel
reached as well as issues still outstanding, it seems to us that pu
this proposal into effect may harm the bilateral negotiations rat
than facilitate them. This does not, of course, preclude the possibil
of presenting to the Committee an agreed report on the progress 08
the bilateral negotiations at an appropriate time, e.g., in the coursed
the second part of the current session of the Committee. A

It would also be wrong to ignore the general state of the matiel
and, in particular, the fact that the positions of different Staté
diverge seriously on many aspects.

In such circumstances it is necessary to work out a bal
proach towards organizing the further consideration of the probl

of chemical weapons in the Committee and, in particular, to reflect OF

*Italy and the Netherlands submitted their respective working papers on Feb. 3 ;
Group of 21 (the “non-aligned” CD members) submitted its paper on Apr. 9. The 114588
and the Group of 21 papers are printed above.
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