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{(¥r. Wegener, Fecéerzl Republic of Germany;

liy delegation has repeatedly used this tribune to document its particular
interest in the early conclusion cf a conveniicn banning chemical weepons. Tk
exposed situetion of my country on the dividing line between ccntrzsting political,
socizl and military systems explains the zpprehension which the poszitle use of
chemical weapons evokes. In the Federal Republic of Germzny, therefcre, ~chenical
weapons are a subject of extensive and serious public discussion. In additicn,
+he Covernment has been exposed to several comprehensivze parlismentary cuestions
on this topic. I would venture to say that there is hardly & country
represented .in this Commitiee which is at present ccnducting 2 comparable bread
public discussion on this rarticularly barbzrous wezpons caiegory.

You all know that, as long ago as 1934, the Federal Reruclic of Germzn
rencunced the production of chemical weapons in an internaticrnzi Treaty and .
admitied international controls verifying the non-producticn of suck wezpons on
its territory. It is therefore a matfer of logic and continuily &
strive with singuler fervour for & universal, comprehensive zni adsguate
verifizble prchibition of 211 chemiczl weapcns. In the view of my Govermnent,
the conclusion of a chemical weapens ben is a matter of extreze argen
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If we look back upcon the long, difficult negotiating jsz==, z2nd 2s cially
tc the past amnual sessicn, we cannot but be struck by the Dl=izns ccntradiction
between the declared will of delegations frem 21l pclitical guarters tc arrive
at the early conclusicn of z chemical weapons ccnvention, ané the relatively miror
degree cf practical movement in terms of real progress. A% ke beginring of the
- sessicn, my delegaticn ncurished the hope that negotiaticns would bring a
breakthrough and that we would be atle tc present to ‘our puolic at kome concrete
results or at least scme tangidle momeéntum. In realily, sazvizl agreenent in
areas of rasther periphersl sigmificance is 2ll that we cen show. It is a
painful insight in this last month of our annusl work that the brealkthrough has
not meterialized. This eveluation of cur present anmucl work is perticularly
disappointing since the preconditions for progress vere uniguely presens.
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Firsily, the Committee on Disarmament had fcund in Ambassad
Chzirman who has untiringly. worked. for the further progress ct

aided by his dynamic perscnality, his prefessional cocpstence an
degree of ccmmitment. The same -an be said of the chzirmern of cur contact
groups, our colleagues Mr. Cialowicz, Mr. Duarte, Mr. ixkerman andé Nr. Lundin.
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Secondly, the Commaitiee has zt its dispeszl a valuable and jetailed axrray
of dccumentation, providing a comprehensive basis for further negotiaticns.
I would like to cite in particular the ccmprehkensive United States working paper,
docursnt CD/343, the Soviet "Basic provisions" as centained in document CD/ 294
and, as an important background paper, the USSR/United States joint repcrt dated
July 1S80; the United Xingdcm paper concerning verification of non-preoducticn,
document CD/353, and finally, our own pational contributicns on issues cf
verificetion, documents CD/263 and CD/326. Fundamentally, there is ne important
part of the future chemical weapons cenvention which has not been deals with
extensively in the existing working papers. Tn a different context I have
concluced from this state of =ffairs thet the time for additicnel national papers
is now over and that the legitimate guest for profile by varicus individual
delegztions should now be replaced by a common effort to register tangible
progress at the common negotiating table.




